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About CSG

v'Results-driven not-for-profit, founded 1984

v 23 offices nationwide, 750+ staff, 6 contact centers

v'30 years experienCe managing home energy

efficiency and renewable energy programs

v'Large production programs Hvac and

residential retrofit programs for government agencies and
electric and gas utilities

v'Leader in Energy EfﬁCienCy residential program LEED Certified Facility

implementation & administration, program design, marketing,

call center, training Conservation Services Group
Lo 50 Washington Street
v 3+ Million homes and facilities served Westborough, MA

WWW.CSErp.com

v'$250+ million in projects annually @(‘
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Mission and Principles

The Energy Efficiency Screening Coalition

Coalition Mission Statement

The Energy Efficency Screening Coalition is a group of organizstions and indhviduals
tinat Bre working together to reform the way that elecinc and gas utility enengy
efficiency resounces are screened for cost-efiectvensss. The purpose of this
codifion is to improve efficiency scresning practices throughout the United States,
=0 that decision makers can determine which eficiency rescwrces are in the public
interest and what level of investment is sppropriate.

General Principles for Screening Efficiency Resources
Ratepayer-funded energy efficiency programs have generated tens of bilkons of
dollers of net savings for houssholds and businesses throughout the nation.

In addition to reducing customer bills, enengy eficiency programs create real
benefits for all ratepayers, by avoiding the need for new power plants, by avoiding
tranamission and distribution costs, by reducing nsk on the ity systemn, and by
helping to achieve B vanisty of energy policy goals.

Despite these considersble benefits, program administretors in many states ame
significantiy under-investing in energy efficiency, dus in part to the cost efectivenses
screening methods and practices employed.

The Coalition recommends that the following principles be used for scresning
efficiency resounces.

1. The Public Interest. The ultimate cbjective of efficiency screening is to
determine whether proposed energy efficiency resources are in the public interest.

2. Energy Policy Goals. Efficiency scresening practices should account for the
energy policy gosls of each state, as arficulated in legislation, commission
orders, reguistions, guidelines and other policy directives. These policy goals provide
guidance with regand to which efficiency programs arein the public intenset.

. Relevant Benefits. Efficiancy screening practices should account for gl the
refevant benefits sssociated with the scresning test used in that state. For
example, 8 state that chonses to indude participant costs in its scresning
test must elso indude participant non-energy benefits. if = state is unwdling or
unable to indude reasonable estimates of participant non-enengy benefits, then
it should not includs the participant costs aither.

. Hard-to-Quantify Benefits. Efficiency screening practices should not excluds
refmant benefits becsuse they are difficult to guantify and monetize. In the
eihsence of batter approaches, prosy adders or multipliers should be used to
spproximate the magnitude of relevant benedits. Altemative benchmarks and
reguiatory judgment can also be used for those benefits where proxies are not
evaiable or appropriate.

. Trnsparency. Efciency program edministrators should use a standard template
to document their essumptions and methodologies, and to provide a trensparent,
consistent struchure for presanting effidiency program costs and benefits.

Adoption of these principles will result in more consistent, comprehensive,

symmetric and approprate efficiency screening practices.

Show your support and join the Energy Efficiency Coalition

by going to nhpcl.org/campaigns.himi Conser ation

Services Group




Position Paper

Recommendations for Reforming Energy
Efficiency Cost-Effectiveness Screening in the
United States

Using the Resource Value Framework to Identify Those
Efficiency Programs That Are in the Public Interest

November 18, 2013

Prepared by
the Energy Efficiency Screening Coalition

(
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Resource Value Framework

v’ The Public Interest

v Energy Policy Goals

v’ Relevant Benefits

v Hard-to-Quantify Benefits
v Transparency
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REQUIRED

RECOMMENDED

REG'D OPTIOMAL - NOT FECOMMENDED

REQ'D PFECOMMENDED

RESOURCE VALUE FRAMEWORK C5PM SCT

Program Mame: Date:
1. Key Assumptions, parameters and of resul
Arshia Lovel [ Program
] Portiolio

Meceure Lie Disoount Fabe

Propcied Lietime Uity Savings

Litility Monetized Banefits
Program fdminisration iwnided Enengy Costs
Ingentives Paid to Participants Hwoided Copacity Costs

Shamrholder Inoonive

Hyoided TAL Costs

Wholesale Marost Price Supprssion

fwnided Ervironmental Complanoe Cosis

Utiity Non-Enagy Berefies:

MNPV Total Lhility Costs:
4. Public Monstized Costs

NPV Total Ltility Monetized Benefits
Public Monetized Banafits
FPublic Benefis of Low Inoome Frogmms

Reduoed GHG Emissions

Feducad Pollution

Consaned Other Fusd and Waler Fesoomes

Faduced Public Heslth Care Costs

MNPV Total Policy Costs
4. Participant Monstized Costs
Parfcipant Contribution

Participants' Savings of Other Fudls

WPV Total Policy Monetized Benefis
Participant Monetized Benefits

Participant Mon-Energy Benafits
Lorey Income Participant Mon-Enengy Bonofits

Partcipants' Water and Sawer Savings

Participants' Heduced (&M Banafits

Participants’ Heakh mnpacts

Parficipant Employes Productiity

Paricipant Cormicn

Other Participant Non-Encngy Benefits

MNPV Total Participamt Cost
Summary of Monetized Costs and Benefits
Totad Monetized Costs

MNPV Total Monetized Participant Benefits

Totol Monstized Benefits

Monetized Benefits-Cost Ratio

Consideration of Non-Monstized Banefits and Costs
Mon-Monstized Banafits
Promotion of Customer Equity

Met Monetized Banefits

Pormicked Lost Opportunity

Promoting Market Trensloemation

Economic Developrmeant
D —
O Program is in the Public Intermest

O Program is nat in the Public st

Falranos mquined o of values.
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REQUIRED

RESOURCE VALUE FRAMEWORK C5PM UCT EXAMPLE

rcentives Paid o Particparts

Byoided Copacity Cosls

Sharshalder Inoontie

Mwoided TAD Costs

Wholesale Market Price Suppression

fipoided Errironmental Compianoe Costs

ILHility Mon-Enongy Benefits

WPV Total Utility Costs

NPV Total Utility Monetized Benefits:
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Totol Monstized Benefits

MNet Monetized Benefits

[ Program is nat in the: Public Infemst
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REQUIRED

AEQ'D  OPTIOMAL - NOT RECOMMENDED

]
[
T

RESOURCE VALUE FRAMEWORE C5PM TRC EXAMPLE

fnided Enengy Costs

rcentives Pad to Paticdpants

Anoided Capacity Cosls

Sharshalder Incerie

Huoided TAD Costs

‘iholesale Market Prioe Suppression

fenided Ervvironmental Complianoe Gosts

Uity Non-Enengy Berefits

MPV Total Utility Costs

MNPV Total Litility Monetized Benefits

Piarficipants’ Savings of (ther Fugis

Low Income Participant Mon-Energy Benefits

Participants’ Water and Sowor Smings

Participants' Feduced D&M Benefis

Plarficipants' Heslth Impacts

Participant Empioyes Productity

Participant Comfort

Other Participant Non-Enengy Benefis

NPV Total Monetized Participant Banafiis

P M
[ Programi i in the: Public Infenest

[ Progrum is nat in the Public Intemest

Reloronos requinad b ol valuos.,
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REQUIRED

RECOMMENDED

REQ'D

AEQ'D PECOMMENDED

RESOURCE VALUE FRAMEWORE - RVF PREFERRED

Hpoided Enesgy Costs

roentives Paid to Particpares

Puscicded Capacity Coels

Sharshalder Incontie

fienided TALD Coss

Wholesale Market Price Suppression

fisoided Ernironmental Compliance Costs

LUtiity Mon-Enengy Berefits

MNPV Total Utslity Monetized Benefits

Public Benfits of Low Inooma Programs

Raduoed GHG Emissions

Raduoed Polition

Comsensd Cther Fudd and 'Waier Resounoes

Reduoed Public Heafth Care Cosis

HPV Total Polioy Costs

MNPV Total Polioy Monstized Benefits

O Progrm is not in the: Public Inierest
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Additional Screening Issues

EESC position paper addresses
e Discount rates

e Screening Level

e Study Period

Other issues to be addressed separately:
NTG, Reasonable estimates of NEBSs,
bill and rate impacts.
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Your Feedback

e |f you agreeShow your support for the
mission and principles at

http://nhpci.org/campaigns.html

e LT & 2dz RWeywshtito UnddrdtIn®
your concerns

Pat.Stanton@csgrp.com
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