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Section 1. Methodology and Scope

[ S | Organization __[10UState Agency[MuniCoop| 2011 | 2012

Navigant benchmarked 2011 Eificiency Vermont (EVD X x| x
. vT Burlington Electric Department
EE data for 22 investor-owned BED) X X | X
ede .o Connecticut Light & Power (CL&P) X X X
utilities (IOUs) and 2012 EE T | Comeetont Mtumaple Hects ) e
Energy C ative (CMEEC)
data for 21 IOUs. 6 e ot _ —
municipal/cooperative utilities” . | R X x | X
X X X
2011 and 2012 EE data were __ Co(WMECO)
Baltimore Gas & Electric (BGE) X X X+
also benchmarked. Data was Delmarva Fower & Light (OFL x x | X
collected from utilities within e (PEPCO) x x | x
. ox o Souther Maryland Energy X X X
9 states. Navigant utilized Cooperative (SMECO)
7 . ME Efficiency Maine (EME) X X X+
NEEP’s Regional Energy Moorhead Muricipal x [ x | x
e o MN East Central Energy C X X X
Efficiency Database (REED) for Kee Energy OF) x x| x
egeoeg o ranite e Flectric Co *
the northeastern utilities’ data. i i iomene T
(PSNH)
. Unitil X X X
http://www.neep-reed.org/ o X *
Central Hudson X X X
Long Island Power Authority
(L1PA) X X X
NY Niagara Mohawk X X X
New York State Electric & Gas
(NYSEG) X X X
Orange & Rockland X X X
Rochester Gas & Flectric X X X
RI Narragansett Electric Co (NECO) X X X

* EME’s 2012 data was not included in REED so Navigant pulled data from their 2012 Annual DSM report. GSECO (NH)'s 2012 was not included in
REED and Navigant was not able to find their 2012 EE data. NYSERDA's 2012 data was included in REED but Navigant found problems with it and

was not able to get clean data in time. N V I G A N T
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Section 1. Methodology and Scope

Navigant’s benchmarking data collection process

»

»

»

»

Program and utility data from 2011 and 2012 were collected from publicly available
sources supplemented by targeted e-mail requests as necessary.

— Electric baseline sales and revenue for utilities were collected from FERC Form 861
from www.eia.doe.gov.

— Northeastern utilities” data were collected from NEEP’s REED http://www.neep-

reed.org/

— Emails were sent to utilities to fill identified gaps.

Portfolio savings and spending were normalized to enable comparisons.

— Electric EE savings and spending were normalized for the same program year
baseline sales and revenue.

— Revenue and sales volume data for EVT and XE (MN) exclude revenue and sales from
C&I Opt-out customers. We are uncertain of opt-out revenue and sales for other
utilities.

Wherever possible, Navigant collected savings that were at the generator and gross.

— If savings for a utility were reported at the meter, Navigant estimated generator
savings by applying the reported line-loss factor.

Savings and spending on demand response programs were not included in this
benchmarking study.

NAVIGANT
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Section 1. Methodology and Scope

2011 and 2012 Data Caveats

» EVT’s baseline retail kWh sales excludes opt out sales and revenue for IBM and OMYA

» Using DSM reports for National Grid (MA), CMEEC (CT), BED, and Efficiency Maine
Trust (EME).

— National Grid (MA) is made up of Nantucket Electric and Massachusetts Electric. Only
Massachusetts Electric is included in 2011 and 2012 REED (not Nantucket Electric) so we are using
National Grid’s DSM report which includes both utilities.

— CMEEC (CT) — not included in 2011 or 2012 REED

— BED - the gross savings at generator they sent us are slightly different than what’s in 2011 REED
so we're using BED’s 2011 numbers.

—  EME - not included in 2012 REED data.

» REED does not report lifetime savings for the NY utilities so they are not included in the
levelized cost graphics.

NAVIGANT



Section 1. Methodology and Scope

Benchmarking is not a horse race.

»

»

»

»

»

Given the variation in program offerings, deemed savings values and reporting practices
across EE portfolios, no benchmarking can achieve a strict apples-to-apples comparison.

The usual caveats apply to any accounting information: different organizations aggregate
and allocate costs differently (e.g., Key Account manager time), so these results can only
be taken as indicative, particularly regarding the cost per first year kWh saved

Benchmarking is, however, useful to identify which organizations and programs merit
being analyzed more closely.

Benchmarking is not a substitution for a process evaluation — it shows what utilities are
achieving in terms of energy and demand savings and what they’re spending on
programs to achieve these savings but to derive meanings/conclusions from this data is
challenging to do.

This benchmarking analysis is the 2011 and 2012 standard analysis. Navigant also
conducted a specialized analysis in a separate PowerPoint.
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Section 1. Methodology and Scope

Levelized Cost of Energy Savings and Cost of Lifetime Savings

» Navigant provided benchmarking comparison on a levelized cost basis according to the

»

* Personal communication with Cecliy McChalicher, NEEP, Jene 16, 2013

following formula, which is consistent with the methodology used in the REED
database.”

Levelized Cost of saved energy (CSE)

1. Cost of Saved Energy (in $/kWh) = (C x 10"6) x (Capital Recovery Factor)/(D x 10"3)
2. Capital Recovery Factor = [A*(1+A)"(B)]/[(1+A)*(B)-1]
Where:
A =Discount rate study (2.48%- AESC study)
B = Estimated measure life in years (total lifetime savings/total annual savings- from REED or
utility reports)
C =Total program cost in millions of dollars
D = Total MWh saved that year by the energy efficiency program

Navigant also provided benchmarking comparison on the cost of lifetime savings where
we took annual DSM spending reported for each utility divided by lifetime savings
reported for each utility (where available).
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Section 2. 2011 and 2012 Overall Benchmarking Results

2011 Overall Electric Benchmarking Results

Levelized
. S Peak .
Spending Ener ug:;:;n; | Retail Cost of First Cost of LCfOStt il
as . : o, | Costof | YearSavings | Energy | ¢ .oic
% of OSavmgs as | Savings as % Eneroy Savines Savings
Revenue | /* % 921¢° Doillr)lilillfi $EWh T crwh| siw | s/xwn | s/kwh
All Bﬁ‘gggsrked 1.8% 1.1% 0.7% $0.10 | $0.22 | $1,287 |  $0.02 $0.02
EVT 5.0% 2.1% 1.7% $0.14 $0.34 | $2,428 $0.04 $0.03
BED 4.4% 2.3% 2.2% $0.14 $0.27 | $1,408 $0.03 $0.03

EVT’s Statistics Including Opt-Out Customers

Levelized
Cost of
Energy
Savin

Summer Peak
Demand
Savings as %
of Peak
Demand

Cost of
Lifetime
Savings

Spending
as

Retail
Cost of

Energy
$/kWh

Cost of First

Ener
5y Year Savings

> Savings as
08 % of Sales

Revenue

$/kWh | $/kW

EVT 4.8% 1.9% 1.5% $0.14 | $0.34 | $2,428 $0.04 $0.03
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Section 2. 2011 and 2012 Overall Benchmarking Results

2012 Overall Electric Benchmarking Results

Levelized
. S Peak .
Spending Ener ugmer (;:a Retail | Cost of First Cost of (.ZOSt. il
as I8y S Cost of | Year Savings Ener Lifetime
% of Savings as | Savings as % Energy 5 Savi &Y Savings
o 5 avings
Revenue | /* % 921¢° Doillr)lilillfi $EWh T crwh| siw | s/xwn | s/kwh
All Bﬁ‘gggl‘;‘rked 2.2% 1.1% 0.7% $0.10 | $0.26 | $1,511 |  $0.03 $0.03
EVT 4.7% 2.7% 1.4% $0.15 $0.27 | $1,880 $0.03 $0.03
BED 3.9% 2.0% 1.3% $0.14 $0.27 | $2,337 $0.03 $0.02

EVT’s Statistics Including Opt-Out Customers

Levelized
Cost of
Energy
Savin

Summer Peak
Demand
Savings as %
of Peak
Demand

Cost of
Lifetime
Savings

Spending
as

Retail
Cost of

Energy
$/kWh

Cost of First
Year Savings

Energy

> Savings as
08 % of Sales

Revenue $/KWh | $/kW

$0.27 | $1,880
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Section 2. 2011 and 2012 Overall Benchmarking Results

In 2011, EVT’s and BED'’s overall retail cost of energy are $0.14/kWh which are
among the highest of the group with the median being $0.10/kWh.

$0.20
$0.18
$0.16
$0.14
$0.12
$0.10
$0.08
$0.06
$0.04
$0.02

$0.00

2011
Total Overall Revenue + Overall Energy Sales

median = $0.10
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Section 2. 2011 and 2012 Overall Benchmarking Results

As in 2011, EVT’s and BED’s 2012 overall retail cost of energy are among the

highest of the group with the median being $0.10/kWh.

$0.18 1
$0.16 A

$0.14

$0.12

$0.10

$0.08

$0.06

$0.04

$0.02

2012
Total Overall Revenue =+ Overall Energy Sales

median = $0.10




Section 2. 2011 and 2012 Overall Benchmarking Results

EVT’s and BED’s 2011 overall spending as a percentage of revenue are 5.0% and
4.4%, respectively, which are more than twice the median of the group of 1.8%

of revenue.

6.0%

5.0%

4.0%

3.0%

2.0%

1.0%

2011 Overall
DSM Spending as % of Revenue

median = 1.8%
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Section 2. 2011 and 2012 Overall Benchmarking Results

EVT’s and BED’s 2012 spending as a percentage of revenue are 4.7% and 3.9%,
respectively, which are also above the median of 2.2% of revenue.

9.0%
8.0%
7.0%
6.0%
5.0%
4.0%
3.0%
2.0%
1.0%
0.0%

2012 Overall
DSM Spending as % of Revenue

median = 2.2%
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Section 2. 2011 and 2012 Overall Benchmarking Results

EVT’s and BED’s 2011 energy savings as a percentage of sales are 2.1% and
2.3%, respectively, which are among the highest of the group. The median
energy savings as a percentage of sales is 1.1%.

2011 Overall
2.5% Energy Saving as % of Sales

median = 1.1%
2.0%
1.5%

1.0%

0.5%

NAVIGANT
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Section 2. 2011 and 2012 Overall Benchmarking Results

In 2012, EVT and BED also achieved above median energy savings as a
percentage of sales with EVT achieving the highest in the group at 2.7%. BED’s
energy savings as a percentage of sales is 2.0% and the median of the group is

(o)
1.1%. 2012 Overall

3.0% - Energy Saving as % of Sales

2.50 median = 1.1%
. 0

2.0%
1.5%
1.0%

0.5%

& NAVIGANT
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Section 2. 2011 and 2012 Overall Benchmarking Results

While EVT and BED achieved above median energy savings (as a % of sales) in
2011, their cost of energy savings (first year) are also above median at
$0.34/kWh and $0.27/kWh, respectively. The median cost of energy savings is

$0.22/ kWh. 2011 Overall

$0.35 Cost of Energy Savings, $/kWh,
First Year

$0.30
$0.25 | median = $0.22
$0.20

$0.15 -

$0.10

RPN RS o OO 0D ¥
§ SEEELFSSES = SF EFFES
> O ST & FL 3 S
F &% FSTS O o O SE
& & £ & & S
S &L EL F s S
Q < & &
< ©
&
s NAVIGANT
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Section 2. 2011 and 2012 Overall Benchmarking Results

EVT’s and BED’s 2012 overall cost of energy savings (first year) are much closer
to the median of the group compared to their 2011 $/kWh. EVT’s and BED's first
year cost of savings are $0.27/kWh while median cost of savings is $0.26/kWh.

2012 Overall
$0.35 - Cost of Energy Savings, $/kwh,
First Year
$0.30 A
$0.25 - median = $0.26
$0.20 A
$0.15 -
$0.10 A
$0.05 A
$0.00
OO S0 DO SR> DD
SESSSILEES DR
NN X NPT RPN
broo'\—ooeszO%.@O&\O‘b'o TS
< > R VP LS &

$ ¢ > ISIESIRS &

& & S K

© {\‘{b < LS

OQ)
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Section 2. 2011 and 2012 Overall Benchmarking Results

Overall Energy Savings as % of Sales and Cost of First Year Energy
Savings, $/kWh - Scatter Plot

» For the organizations reviewed, the scatter plot illustrates where each organization falls
relative to median energy savings and median costs of savings.

» Energy savings as a percentage of sales is on the horizontal axis; first year cost of energy
savings is on the vertical axis; and the axes are set at the median values.

» Thus, the organizations in the bottom right quadrant are the ones that achieved above
median energy savings at costs below the median, i.e., high savings, low costs.

NAVIGANT
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Section 2. 2011 and 2012 Overall Benchmarking Results

2011 Overall Energy Savings as % of Sales and Cost of First Year Energy
Savings, $/kWh

X Axis = 2011 Energy Savings as a % of Sales

¥ Axis = 2011 $/First Year kWh 5040 1
Intersection at Medians
ConEdison -
& Unitil (NH) $0.35 - *
¢ WMECO (MA)
Orange & Rockland (NY) .
0.30 - &ECO (RI} .
PSIE . Mational Grid (MA)
- CL&P 'S
BED
w02 ] NST.!’-‘& MA
GSECO (NH) East Central (MA)
. Energy Coop (M&'—%‘
0.0% NYSEG & CMEEC (C, | &=riyal, Hudson (NY) o )
Rochester G&E (NgSMECT" (VD) ’aﬂafﬂ Mohawk (NY)
NYSERDA P GE (MD)
DPL (MI$

5015 o q(
PEPCO (rﬁ} =M

gtomac Edison (MD}

&EVE

$0.10 - y :
oorhead Muni (MHM)

$0.05 -

High Savings,
GANT
$0.00 -




Section 2. 2011 and 2012 Overall Benchmarking Results

2012 Overall Energy Savings as % of Sales and Cost of First Year Energy
Savings, $/kWh

X Axis = 2012 Energy Savings as a % of Sales

$0.40 - ¥ Axis = 2012 5/First Year kiwh
Intersection at Medians
Mational Grid (MA)
5035 -
®  wvEco ma
PSNHCMEEC(cn
ConEdison
3 ‘ ‘ $0.30 - CL&P MNECO (Rl)
MSTAR (MA
Orange & Rockland® (MY il DPL (MD) ‘ ‘ ‘( )
niti ’ ‘. ’ BED ‘
0.0% 05% 10 | LIPA™S 5 2.0% 2.5% EVT
®sueco ()

Rochester G&E (N‘r’}’

-

NYSEG

Moorhead Muni (MM) <

East Central Energy Coop

Potomac Edison (MD

5020 -

/
¥

Miagara Mohawk (NY')

(M)

Central Hudson (I‘-.I'

50.10

$0.05 -

$0.15 -

BGE (MD
PEP&) (MD) (Vo)

g(MN}
%ME

50.00 -

High Savings,
Low Costs

1
3.0%
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Section 2. 2011 and 2012 Overall Benchmarking Results

Overall Spending as % of Revenue and Energy Savings as % of Sales -
Bar Chart

» For the organizations reviewed, the bar chart illustrates what each organization is
achieving in terms of spending as a percentage of revenue and energy savings as a
percentage of sales.

» The higher the location of the diamond, the larger the spending as a percent of revenue
and the wider the spread between the diamond and bar chart, the more expensive the
savings.

NAVIGANT
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Section 2. 2011 and 2012 Overall Benchmarking Results

In 2011, EVT'’s ratio of overall spending as a percentage of revenue to

energy savings as a percentage of sales is 2.4 to 1 while BED’s is 1.9 to 1.

The median ratio of the benchmarked utilities is 1.7 to 1.

6.0%

5.0%

4.0%

3.0%

2.0%

1.0%

2011 Overall Normalized Spending and Energy Savings

9
&S @ X & S >
(OIS > S Q Q&

€ & P& ¢ N
x < ]

Q/fz?’ 4 DSM Spending as % of Revenue

6.0%

5.0%

4.0%

3.0%

- 2.0%

- 1.0%

- 0.0%

B Energy Saving as % of Sales
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In 2012, EVT'’s ratio of overall spending as a percentage of revenue to
energy savings as a percentage of sales is 1.7 to 1 while BED’s is 2 to 1. The
median ratio of the benchmarked utilities is 2 to 1.

Section 2. 2011 and 2012 Overall Benchmarking Results

9.0%

8.0%

7.0%

6.0%

5.0%

4.0%

3.0%

2.0%

1.0% -

2012 Overall Normalized Spending and Energy Savings

TSN

9.0%

8.0%

7.0%

6.0%

5.0%

4.0%

3.0%

- 2.0%

- 1.0%

- 0.0%

4 DSM Spending as % of Revenue
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Section 2. 2011 and 2012 Overall Benchmarking Results

In 2011, EVT and BED spent 55% and 64% (respectively) of their budget on

incentives which are less than the median of the group, 69%.
2011 Total Portfolio Cost Detail (First Year)

$0.40 -
$0.35 -
$0.30 -
$0.25 - Incentive Non-Incentive | Tofal
$0.20 - $/kWh (% of Total| $/kWh |% of Total| $/kWh
A]lRegion Median | 30.17 | 69% 50.07 1% 50.24
$0.15 1 EVI 019 | 55% | 8005 | 45% | $0.34
$0.10 - BED 50.17 | 64% 50.19 36% 50.27
$0.05 -
$0.00 -
A NN NN DNNDOONNANINOORXRELANLODARDND K
R AR RO A R A NSRS
S P v Ko SO S PO A O N N 2
T I P @ N SN S
®0@ & e Q}@o 6‘2}‘3‘ P .QQQ’Q.OO $®
S s 8 & Y
Qo\o Q~°é\®q ? %@QQQJ = Non-Incentive Cost of Energy $/kWh
Oﬂ

m Incentive Cost of Energy $/kWh

EVT’s technical assistance costs were about 14% of their total program costs. When these costs are added to the incentives, it shows

about 69% of the EEC budget is used for direct customer benefits. BED’s technical assistance costs were about 18% of their total

program costs. When these costs are added to incentives, it shows about 82% of the EEC budget is used for direct customer benefits.
It should be noted that we do not know the % spent on technical assistance for the other utilities benchmarked.

Incentive/Non-incentive cost detail was only pulled for the utilitiesswho reported data in REED.

N
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Section 2. 2011 and 2012 Overall Benchmarking Results

In 2012, EVT and BED spent about 57% of their budget on incentives which is

less than the median of the group, 71%.
2012 Total Portfolio Cost Detail (First Year)

$0.40 -
$0.35 -
$0.30 -
$0.25 -
Incentive Non-Incentive Total
30.20 1 $/kWh |% of Total| $/kWh |% of Total| $/kWh
$0.15 - All Region Median | 50.16 | 71% | $0.07 | 29% | $0.24
5010 EVT 8015 | 57% | $0.11 | 43% | %027
' BED 5015 | 56% | $0.12 | 44% | %027
$0.05 -
$0.00 -
CODNADNDN0AADASARNNEC N0 DR DD E QDD
Q’Qo@*\éogz@o“\%@o@@@o@?&@%& d\/@o Q)Q/Q@vo\/%o@b\é@&%o‘ﬁéo@:@v
P B S F S S & LFS (GF
Q\\) @o QQ’ & \0\ %® é% & $® {\’g
& o g N
O é\’b o & ®)

O\'bo = Non-Incentive Cost of Energy $/kWh

m Incentive Cost of Energy $/kWh

EVT’s technical assistance costs were about 16% of their total program costs. When these costs are added to the incentives, it shows
about 72% of the EEC budget is used for direct customer benefits. BED’s technical assistance costs were about 24% of their total
program costs. When these costs are added to incentives, it shows about 83% of the EEC budget is used for direct customer benefits.
It should be noted that we do not know the % spent on technical assistance for the other utilities benchmarked.

NAVIGANT
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Section 2. 2011 and 2012 Overall Benchmarking Results

In 2011, EVT’s and BED’s overall peak demand savings as a percentage of peak
demand are 1.7% and 2.2%, respectively, which are the highest among the group
with the median being 0.7% of peak demand.

2011 Overall
2.5% 1 Peak Demand Savings
as % of Peak Demand

2.0%
median = 0.7%
1.5%

1.0%

0.5%

Q
Q
QQ/ N
SR
«é@Qo < @Q/ N N
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Section 2. 2011 and 2012 Overall Benchmarking Results

EVT’s and BED’s 2012 overall peak demand savings as a percentage of peak
demand are 1.4% and 1.3%, respectively, which are also above the median of

0.7% of peak demand.

2012 Overall
Peak Demand Savings
2.5% 1 as % of Peak Demand

2.0% -
median = 0.7%
1.5% 1

1.0% 1

0.5% 1
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Section 2. 2011 and 2012 Overall Benchmarking Results

2011 Overall Summer Peak Demand Savings as % of Peak Demand and Cost of
Summer Peak Demand Savings, $/kW

X Axis = 2011 Peak Demand Savings as a % of Peak Demand

25%

»3,000 7 ¥ Axis = 2011 Cost of Peak Demand Savings 5/KW
Intersection at Medians
EVT
CMEEC (CT) $2,500
CL% WNECO (MA) v
Natiunal“d [MIA) NSTAR (MA)
Unitil (NH) NECO (RI) -
. szrmj -
ConEdison
PSMNH .
. BED
DPL (MD) GSECO (NH) $1.500 1 ’
- SMECO (MD)
0.0% *r 05% . .EIGE (MD) 1.0% 1.5% 2.0%
Orange & Rockland THY) LIPA
Rochester GEE (M) st Central Energy Coop
pepco (mo® - s& : (MN)
Potomac Edison (MD)
HYSE . Niagara&hawkﬁl\l‘r] &tral Hudson (MY)
EME ’
XE (MM
NYSER[’ - (RN)
5500 - Moorhead Muni (MN)
High Savings,
Low Costs

50 -
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Section 2. 2011 and 2012 Overall Benchmarking Results

2012 Overall Summer Peak Demand Savings as % of Peak Demand and Cost of
Summer Peak Demand Savings, $/kW

X Axis = 2012 Peak Demand Savings as a % of Peak Demand
53,000 - ¥ Axis = 2012 Cost of Peak Demand Savings $/kW
National Grid (Ma) Intersection at Medians

L 4

CMEE%“] WMECD [MA)
ConEdison .
52,500 -
BED
. ’ MSTAR (MA)

CLEP
DPL (MD) . .

. 72000 NECO (RI) =T
v

Unitil (NH)
A 4

SMECO (MD
T T a5 = T T T 1
0.0% Potomac Ediso ) 0.5% . 1.0% 1.5% 2.0% 2.5%
PEPC )]
BGE (D) 4P

Crange & Ruck&d (MY) Niagara Muh, (NY) LIPA
Rochester GEE (NY) ? .
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Section 2. 2011 and 2012 Overall Benchmarking Results

EVT’s and BED’s 2011 levelized cost of energy are $0.04/kWh and $0.03/kWh,
respectively, above the median of $0.02/kWh.
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Section 2. 2011 and 2012 Overall Benchmarking Results

EVT’s and BED’s 2012 levelized cost of energy are both $0.03/kWh which is also
the median of the group.

2012 Overall
Levelized Cost of Energy $/kWh
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Section 2. 2011 and 2012 Overall Benchmarking Results

In 2011, EVT’s and BED'’s cost of lifetime energy savings are both $0.03/kWh
which are above the median of $0.02/kWh.

2011 Overall Cost of Lifetime Savings, $/kWh
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Section 2. 2011 and 2012 Overall Benchmarking Results

In 2012, EVT’s and BED's cost of lifetime energy savings are $0.03/kWh and
$0.02/kWh, respectively. The median of the group is $0.03/kWh.

2012 Overall Cost of Lifetime Savings, $/kWh

$0.035 1 median = $0.03
$0.030
$0.025
$0.020
$0.015

$0.010

$0.005

$0.000 +

NAVIGANT

35



Section 2. 2011 and 2012 Overall Benchmarking Results

Summary of EVT’s and BED’s 2011 Total Portfolio Performance

Summary of EVT’s and BED’s 2011 Total Portfolio Performance

EVT achieved total EE spending of 5.0% and BED achieved total EE
EE Spending spending of 4.4% (as a % of total revenue) in 2011 which are more than
twice the median of the group’s at 1.8% of total revenue.

EVT achieved total energy savings of 2.1% and BED achieved total energy
EE Savings savings of 2.3% (as a % of total sales) in 2011 which are about double the
median of the group’s at 1.1% of total sales.

EVT’s total energy savings cost 34 ¢/kWh while BED’s total energy savings
EE First Year Costs  cost 27 ¢/kWh (first year costs) which are above the median of the group’s
cost of energy savings at 22 ¢/kWh.

EVT’s total levelized cost of energy is $0.04/kWh while BED’s total
EE Levelized Costs  levelized cost of energy is $0.03/kWh with the median of the group’s
levelized cost of energy savings being $0.02/kWh.

EE Cost of Lifetime EVT’s and BED’s total cost of lifetime energy savings are $0.03/kWh which
Savings are above the median of the group’s at $0.02/kWh.

EVT’s findings in this slide exclude opt-out customers.
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Section 2. 2011 and 2012 Overall Benchmarking Results

Summary of EVT’s and BED’s 2012 Total Portfolio Performance

Summary of EVT’s and BED’s 2012 Total Portfolio Performance

EVT achieved total EE spending of 4.7% and BED achieved total EE
EE Spending spending of 3.9% (as a % of total revenue) in 2012 which are about twice
the median of the group’s at 2.2% of total revenue.
EVT achieved total energy savings of 2.7% and BED achieved total energy
EE Savings savings of 2.0% (as a % of total sales) in 2012 which are about double the
median of the group’s at 1.1% of total sales.
EVT’s and BED’s total energy savings cost of 27 ¢/kWh (first year costs)
EE First Year Costs  are just above the median of the group’s cost of energy savings at 26
¢/kWh.
EE Levelized Costs EVT’s agd BED’s total levelized cost of energy are both $0.03/kWh which is
the median of the group.
EE Cost of Lifetime EVT’s total cost of lifetime savings is $0.03/kWh which is the median while
Savings BED’s total cost of lifetime savings is below median at $0.02/kWh.

EVT’s findings in this slide exclude opt-out customers.
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Section 3. 2011 and 2012 C&I Benchmarking Results

2011 C&I Electric Benchmarking Results

Levelized

Summer Peak

. . Cost of

Spezsdmg Energy Demand Cost of ].::II'St Cost of Lifetime

% of Savings as | Savings as % Year Savings Ene.rgy Savings

Re‘(/)enue % of Sales of Peak Savings
Demand $/kWh | $/kW $/kWh $/kWh
All
Benchmarked 2.7% 0.8% 0.8% $0.22 | $1,158 $0.02 $0.02
Median

EVT 6.5% 1.9% 1.8% $0.43 | $2,610 $0.04 $0.03
BED 4.1% 1.0% 1.1% $0.55 | $2,612 $0.05 $0.04

EVT’s Statistics Including Opt-Out Customers

Summer Peak
Demand
Savings as %
of Peak
Demand

Spending
as

0/0 Of
Revenue

Energy
Savings as
% of Sales

EVT 5.8% 1.6% 1.5%

Levelized
Cost of
Energy
Savings

Cost of
Lifetime
Savings

Cost of First
Year Savings

$/kWh | $/kW

$0.43 | $2,610 $0.04 $0.03
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Section 3. 2011 and 2012 C&I Benchmarking Results

2012 C&lI Electric Benchmarking Results

Levelized
. Summer Peak : Cost of
Spez:mg Energy Demand Cost of I:jII'St Cost of Lifetime
% of Savings as | Savings as % Year Savings Ene.rgy Savings
Re‘(/)enue % of Sales of Peak Savings
Demand $/kWh | $/kW $/kWh $/kWh
All Benchmarked o o o
Median 3.0% 0.8% 0.8% $0.24 | $1,432 $0.02 $0.02
EVT 5.4% 2.8% 1.5% $0.26 | $1,870 $0.02 $0.02
BED 3.6% 1.6% 1.4% $0.31 | $1,901 $0.03 $0.02

EVT’s Statistics Including Opt-Out Customers

Summer Peak
Demand
Savings as %
of Peak
Demand

Spending
as

0/0 Of
Revenue

Energy
Savings as
% of Sales

EVT 4.7% 2.2% 1.2%

Levelized
Cost of
Energy
Savin

Cost of
Lifetime
Savings

Cost of First
Year Savings

$/kWh | $/kW

$0.26 | $1,870
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2011 C&l
DSM Spending as % of Revenue
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EVT’s and BED’s 2011 C&I spending as a percentage of revenue are 6.5% and
4.1%, respectively, which are above the median of 2.7% of revenue.
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Section 3. 2011 and 2012 C&I Benchmarking Results

As in 2011, EVT’s and BED’s 2012 C&I spending as a percentage of revenue are
above the median. EVT spent 5.4% of C&I revenue and BED spent 3.6% of C&I
revenue while the median is 3.0% of C&I revenue.

10.0% A 2012 C&l
9.00 DSM Spending as % of Revenue
0% A
8.0% A
00 median = 3.0%
7.0% A
6.0%
5.0%
4.0%
3.0%
2.0%

1.0%

0.0%
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Section 3. 2011 and 2012 C&I Benchmarking Results

EVT’s and BED’s 2011 C&lI energy savings as a percentage of sales are 1.9% and
1.0%, respectively, which are above the median of 0.8% of sales. EVT’s C&I
energy savings as a percentage of sales is the second highest of the group.

2.5%

2.0%

1.5%

1.0%

0.5%

2011 C&l
Energy Saving as % of Sales

median = 0.8%
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Section 3. 2011 and 2012 C&I Benchmarking Results

EVT’s 2012 C&I energy savings as a percentage of sales is the highest among
the group at 2.8% while BED’s 2012 C&I energy savings is 1.6% of sales which
is above the median of 0.8% of sales.

3.0% -

2.5% 1

2.0%

1.5%

Energy Saving as % of Sales

2012 C&l
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Section 3. 2011 and 2012 C&I Benchmarking Results

While EVT’s and BED’s 2011 C&I energy savings as a percentage of sales are
above median, they also have the highest first year cost of C&I energy savings
at $0.43/kWh and $0.55/kWh, respectively. The median cost of C&I energy

savings is $0.22/kWh.

$0.60

$0.50

$0.40

$0.30

$0.20

2011 C&l
Cost of Energy Savings, $/kwh,
First Year

median = $0.22

NAVIGANT



=
B
n
)
&~
o0
g
4
*—
©
g
<<
o
<
)
aa
P
]
)
(q\
A
(@)
(q\
O
S
o]
L
A
o
(q\]
39)
S
=
-—
O]
V)
wn

EVT’s and BED’s 2012 cost of C&I energy savings are $0.26/kWh and $0.31/kWh,

respectively, which are also above the median of $0.24/kWh.

2012 C&l
Cost of Energy Savings, $/kWh,

First Year

median = $0.24
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Section 3. 2011 and 2012 C&I Benchmarking Results

2011 C&I Energy Savings

as % of Sales and Cost of First Year Energy Savings,
$/kWh
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Section 3. 2011 and 2012 C&I Benchmarking Results

2012 C&I Energy Savings as % of Sales and Cost of First Year Energy Savings,
$/kWh
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Section 3. 2011 and 2012 C&I Benchmarking Results

In 2011, EVT’s ratio of C&I spending as a percentage of revenue to
energy savings as a percentage of sales is 3.6 to 1 while BED’s is 4.0 to 1.
The median ratio of the benchmarked utilities is 3.4 to 1.
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Section 3. 2011 and 2012 C&I Benchmarking Results

In 2012, EVT'’s ratio of C&I spending as a percentage of revenue to energy savings as a
percentage of sales is 1.9 to 1 while BED’s is 2.3 to 1. The median ratio of the

benchmarked utilities is 3.6 to 1. EVT and BED are achieving savings at a cost that is more
efficient than the median of the group.
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Section 3. 2011 and 2012 C&I Benchmarking Results

In 2011, EVT and BED spent 55% and 64% of their budget (respectively) on
incentives while the median of the group spent 71% on incentives.

2011 C&I Cost Detail (First Year)
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Section 3. 2011 and 2012 C&I Benchmarking Results

In 2012, EVT and BED spent 62% and 55% of their budget (respectively) on
incentives while the median of the group spent 76% on incentives.

2012 C&I Cost Detail (First Year)
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Section 3. 2011 and 2012 C&I Benchmarking Results

EVT’s and BED’s 2012 C&I summer peak demand savings as a percentage of
peak demand are 1.5% and 1.4%, respectively, which are also above the median

of 0.8% of peak demand.
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Section 3. 2011 and 2012 C&I Benchmarking Results

While EVT’s and BED’s 2011 C&I summer peak demand savings as a
percentage of peak demand are above the median, their cost of C&I peak
demand savings are the highest among the group at about $2,610/kW. The
median is $1,158/kW.
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EVT’s and BED’s 2012 C&I cost of summer peak demand are $1,870/kW and
$1,901/kW, respectively, which are also above the median of $1,432/kW.

2012 C&l
Cost of Peak Demand Savings $/kW

median = $1432
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Section 3. 2011 and 2012 C&I Benchmarking Results

2011 C&I Summer Peak Demand Savings as % of Peak Demand and Cost of
Summer Peak Demand Savings, $/ kW
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Section 3. 2011 and 2012 C&I Benchmarking Results

2012 C&I Summer Peak Demand Savings as % of Peak Demand and Cost of
Summer Peak Demand Savings, $/ kW
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Section 3. 2011 and 2012 C&I Benchmarking Results

EVT’s and BED’s 2011 C&I levelized cost of energy savings are the highest
among the group at $0.04/kWh and $0.05/kWh, respectively, while the median is
$0.02/kWh.
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Section 3. 2011 and 2012 C&I Benchmarking Results

EVT’s 2012 C&I levelized cost of energy savings is $0.02/kWh which is the
median while BED’s is $0.03/kWh.
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Section 3. 2011 and 2012 C&I Benchmarking Results

EVT’s and BED’s 2011 C&lI cost of lifetime energy savings are the highest
among the group at $0.03/kWh and $0.04/kWh, respectively, while the median is

$0.02/kWh.

2011 C&l
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Section 3. 2011 and 2012 C&I Benchmarking Results

EVT’s and BED’s 2012 C&I cost of lifetime energy savings are both $0.02/kWh
which is also the median.

2012 C&l
Cost of Lifetime Savings, $/kWh
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Section 3. 2011 and 2012 C&I Benchmarking Results

Summary of EVT’s and BED’s 2011 C&I Sector Performance

Summary of EVT’s and BED’s 2011 C&I Sector Performance

EE Spending

EVT achieved C&lI EE spending of 6.5% and BED achieved C&I EE
spending of 4.1% (as a % of revenue) in 2011 which are above the median
of the group’s at 2.7% of C&lI revenue.

EE Savings

EVT achieved C&l energy savings of 1.9% and BED achieved C&lI energy
savings of 1.0% (as a % of C&I sales) in 2011 which are above the median
of the group’s at 0.8% of C&I sales.

EE First Year Costs

EVT’s C&I energy savings cost 43 ¢/kWh while BED’s C&I energy savings
cost 55 ¢/kWh (first year costs) which are the highest costs among the
group. The median first year cost of C&l energy savings is 22 ¢/kWh.

EE Levelized Costs

EVT’s C&l levelized cost of energy is $0.04/kWh while BED’s C&l
levelized cost of energy is $0.05/kWh. Both are above the median of the
group, $0.02/kWh.

EE Cost of Lifetime
Savings

EVT’s C&I cost of lifetime savings is $0.03/kWh while BED’s C&I cost of
lifetime savings is $0.04/kWh. Both are above the median of the group,
$0.02/kWh.

EVT’s findings in this slide exclude opt-out customers.
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Section 3. 2011 and 2012 C&I Benchmarking Results

Summary of EVT’s and BED’s 2012 C&I Sector Performance

Summary of EVT’s and BED’s 2012 C&I Sector Performance

EE Spending

EVT achieved C&lI EE spending of 5.4% and BED achieved C&I EE
spending of 3.6% (as a % of revenue) in 2012 which are above the median
of the group’s at 3.0% of C&lI revenue.

EE Savings

EVT achieved C&l energy savings of 2.8% and BED achieved C&lI energy
savings of 1.6% (as a % of C&lI sales) in 2012 which are above the median
of the group’s at 0.8% of C&I sales.

EE First Year Costs

EVT’s C&I energy savings cost 26 ¢/kWh while BED’s C&lI energy savings
cost 31 ¢/kWh (first year costs) which are above the median groups’ first
year cost of C&l energy savings at 24 ¢/kWh.

EE Levelized Costs

EVT’s C&l levelized cost of energy is $0.02/kWh which is the median of
the group while BED’s C&lI levelized cost of energy is slightly higher at
$0.03/kWh.

EE Cost of Lifetime
Savings

EVT’s and BED’s C&lI cost of lifetime savings are $0.02/kWh which is the
median of the group.

EVT’s findings in this slide exclude opt-out customers.
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Section 4. 2011 and 2012 Residential Benchmarking Results

2011 Residential Electric Benchmarking Results

Levelized

. Summer Peak : Cost of

Speggmg Energy Demand Cost of F.1rst Cost of Lifetime

% of Savings as | Savings as % VR SR Ene.rgy Savings

Re‘(;enue % of Sales of Peak Savings
Demand $/kWh | $/kW $/kWh $/kWh
All
Benchmarked 1.4% 1.2% 0.5% $0.19 | $2,007 $0.03 $0.03
Median

EVT 3.6% 2.4% 1.6% $0.24 | $2,146 $0.03 $0.03
BED 5.0% 6.1% 5.5% $0.13 $765 $0.02 $0.02

BED’s 2011 residential energy savings as a % of sales is substantially higher than the median due to

their focus on their promoting Retail Products program. They focused on this program to generate

activity in markets due to poor economic conditions for customers caused by the recession. Also,

about 10% of this program’s CFL upstream bulbs are assigned commercial savings from the TRM

but are tracked within the program making residential savings a bit higher. N AV I A KT
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Section 4. 2011 and 2012 Residential Benchmarking Results

2012 Residential Electric Benchmarking Results

Levelized

. Summer Peak . Cost of

Speggmg Energy Demand Cost of F.lrst Cost of Lifetime

% of Savings as | Savings as % Year Savings Ene.rgy Savings

Re‘(/)enue % of Sales of Peak Savings
Demand $/kWh | $/kW $/kWh $/kWh
All
Benchmarked 2.0% 1.5% 0.6% $0.22 | $2,543 $0.04 $0.03
Median

EVT 4.0% 2.5% 1.4% $0.27 | $1,894 $0.04 $0.04
BED 4.5% 3.3% 0.8% $0.21 | $4,585 $0.03 $0.02
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Section 4. 2011 and 2012 Residential Benchmarking Results

EVT’s and BED’s 2011 residential spending as a percentage of revenue are 3.6%
and 5.0%, respectively, which are above the median of 1.4% of revenue. EVT’s
residential spending as a percent of revenue is the second highest among the

roup.
5 P 6.0%

5.0%

4.0%

3.0%

2.0%

1.0%

2011 Residential
DSM Spending as % of Revenue

median = 1.4%
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Section 4. 2011 and 2012 Residential Benchmarking Results

EVT’s and BED’s 2012 residential spending as a percentage of revenue are
above the median. EVT spent 4.0% of residential revenue and BED spent 4.5%

of residential revenue while the median is 2.0% of residential revenue.

2012 Residential
8.0% 1 DSM Spending as % of Revenue

7.0% A
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Section 4. 2011 and 2012 Residential Benchmarking Results

EVT’s and BED’s 2011 residential energy savings as a percentage of sales are
2.4% and 6.1%, respectively, which are among the highest of the group with the
median being 1.2% of sales.

7.0%

6.0%

5.0%

4.0%

3.0%

2.0%

2011 Residential
Energy Saving as % of Sales

median = 1.2%
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Section 4. 2011 and 2012 Residential Benchmarking Results

As in 2011, EVT’s and BED’s 2012 residential energy savings as a percentage of
sales are among the highest of the group with them achieving 2.5% and 3.3% of
residential sales, respectively, and the median being 1.5% of sales.

2012 Residential

3.5% - Energy Saving as % of Sales

median = 1.5%
3.0%
2.5%
2.0%
1.5%

1.0%
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Section 4. 2011 and 2012 Residential Benchmarking Results

BED’s 2011 cost of residential energy savings is $0.13/kWh which is below the
median of $0.19/kWh while EVT’s is above the median at $0.24/kWh.

$0.70 - 2011 Residential
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First Year
$0.60 -
median = $0.19
$0.50 -

$0.40

$0.30

$0.20

$0.10

$0.00

> &‘z’b g
&
%\’Zg Q—°é(;§’ Qégo‘z’ $é @Q’Q
s NAVIGANT



Section 4. 2011 and 2012 Residential Benchmarking Results

As in 2011, BED’s 2012 cost of residential energy savings is $0.21/kWh which is
below the median of $0.22/kWh while EVT’s is above the median at $0.27/kWh.

2012 Residential

$0.70 - Cost of Energy Savings, $/kWh,
First Year
$0.60 -
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Section 4. 2011 and 2012 Residential Benchmarking Results

2011 Residential Energy Savings as % of Sales and Cost of First Year Energy

Savings, $/kWh
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Section 4. 2011 and 2012 Residential Benchmarking Results

2012 Residential Energy Savings as % of Sales and Cost of First Year Energy

Savings, $/kWh
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Section 4. 2011 and 2012 Residential Benchmarking Results

In 2011, EVT'’s ratio of residential spending as a percentage of revenue to energy savings

as a percentage of sales is 1.5 to 1 while BED’s energy savings as a percentage of sales is
greater than its spending as a percentage of revenue. The median ratio of normalized

spending and energy savings for the benchmarked utilities is 1.2 to 1.
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Section 4. 2011 and 2012 Residential Benchmarking Results

In 2012, EVT’s and BED'’s ratio of spending as percentage of revenue to energy

savings as a percentage of sales is about 1.5 to 1. The median ratio of the
benchmarked utilities is 1.3 to 1.

2012 Residential Normalized Spending and Energy Savings
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Section 4. 2011 and 2012 Residential Benchmarking Results

In 2011, EVT and BED spent 46% and 59% of their budget (respectively) on
incentives while the median of the group spent 60% on incentives.

2011 Residential Cost Detail (First Year)
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Section 4. 2011 and 2012 Residential Benchmarking Results

In 2012, EVT and BED spent 50% and 53% of their budget (respectively) on
incentives while the median of the group spent 64% on incentives.

2012 Residential Cost Detail (First Year)
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Section 4. 2011 and 2012 Residential Benchmarking Results

EVT’s and BED’s 2011 residential summer peak demand savings as a percentage
of peak demand are 1.6% and 5.5%, respectively, which are the highest among
the group with the median being 0.5% of peak demand.
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Section 4. 2011 and 2012 Residential Benchmarking Results

EVT’s and BED’s 2012 residential summer peak demand savings as a percentage
of peak demand are 1.4% and 0.8%, respectively, which are also above the
median of 0.6% of peak demand.

2012 Residential
Peak Demand Savings as
% of Peak Demand

median = 0.6%
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Section 4. 2011 and 2012 Residential Benchmarking Results

BED's 2011 cost of residential summer peak demand savings is $765/kW which
is below the median of $2,007/kW while EVT’s is just above the median at
$2,146/kW.

$6,000 2011 Residential

| Cost of Peak Demand Savings $/kwW
$5,000 -
median = $2,007
$4,000 -
$3,000 -
$2,000 -
$1,000 -
$0
DN EC 0 A TAAAATAANSN_N NN NN O DR DR LXL AR
AN SONESINNER AN S AANSEOSS
¢ E FSECASTFEL Y & FIPEFL 8L
g & IFISYESFEFOSC U ¥ ¢¥oy V¥
Q Q LTS o PR N R 3
o) Q
é‘(bg & & é\o,\rz’?g Si &
& O

& NAVIGANT

82



Section 4. 2011 and 2012 Residential Benchmarking Results

However, EVT’s 2012 cost of residential summer peak demand savings is
$1,894/kW which is below the median of $2,543 while BED’s is above the
median at $4,585/kW.
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Section 4. 2011 and 2012 Residential Benchmarking Results

2011 Residential Summer Peak Demand Savings as % of Peak Demand and
Cost of Summer Peak Demand Savings, $/kW
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Section 4. 2011 and 2012 Residential Benchmarking Results

2012 Residential Summer Peak Demand Savings as % of Peak Demand and
Cost of Summer Peak Demand Savings, $/kW
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Section 4. 2011 and 2012 Residential Benchmarking Results

EVT’s 2011 residential levelized cost of energy savings is $0.03/kWh which is
the median while BED’s residential levelized cost of energy is $0.02/kWh.
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Section 4. 2011 and 2012 Residential Benchmarking Results

EVT’s 2012 residential levelized cost of energy savings is $0.04/kWh which is
the median while BED’s residential levelized cost of energy is $0.03/kWh.

2012 Residential
Levelized Cost of Energy Savings, $/kWh
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Section 4. 2011 and 2012 Residential Benchmarking Results

EVT’s 2011 residential cost of lifetime savings is $0.03/kWh which is the
median while BED’s residential cost of lifetime savings is $0.02/kWh.

2011 Residential
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Section 4. 2011 and 2012 Residential Benchmarking Results

EVT’s 2012 residential cost of lifetime savings is $0.04/kWh which is above the
median of $0.03/kWh while BED’s residential cost of lifetime savings is below
median at $0.02/kWh.

2012 Residential
Cost of Lifetime Savings, $/kWh
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Section 4. 2011 and 2012 Residential Benchmarking Results

Summary of EVT and BED’s 2011 Residential Sector Performance

Summary of EVT’s and BED’s 2011 Residential Sector Performance

EE Spending

EVT achieved residential EE spending of 3.6% and BED achieved
residential EE spending of 5.0% (as a % of revenue) in 2011 which are
more than twice the median of the group’s at 1.4% of residential revenue.

EE Savings

EVT achieved residential energy savings of 2.4% and BED achieved
residential energy savings of 6.1% (as a % of residential sales) in 2011
which are above the median of the group’s at 1.2% of residential sales.

EE First Year Costs

EVT’s residential energy savings cost 24 ¢/kWh while BED’s residential
energy savings cost 13 ¢/kWh (first year costs). BED’s first year cost of
residential energy savings is below the median of the group while EVT’s is
just slightly above the median (19 ¢/kWh).

EE Levelized Costs

EVT’s residential levelized cost of energy is $0.03/kWh which is the
median of the group. BED’s residential levelized cost of energy is below
the median at $0.02/kWh.

EE Lifetime Cost of
Savings

EVT’s residential lifetime cost of savings is $0.03/kWh which is the median
while BED’s residential lifetime cost of savings is below the median at

$0.02/kWh,
N/AAVIGAN
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Section 4. 2011 and 2012 Residential Benchmarking Results

Summary of EVT and BED’s 2012 Residential Sector Performance

Summary of EVT’s and BED’s 2012 Residential Sector Performance

EE Spending

EVT achieved residential EE spending of 4.0% and BED achieved
residential EE spending of 4.5% (as a % of revenue) in 2012 which are
more than twice the median of the group’s at 2.0% of residential revenue.

EE Savings

EVT achieved residential energy savings of 2.5% and BED achieved
residential energy savings of 3.3% (as a % of residential sales) in 2012
which are above the median of the group’s at 1.5% of residential sales.

EE First Year Costs

EVT’s residential energy savings cost 27 ¢/kWh while BED’s residential
energy savings cost 21 ¢/kWh (first year costs). BED’s first year cost of
residential energy savings is below the median of the group while EVT’s is
above the median (22 ¢/kWh).

EE Levelized Costs

EVT’s residential levelized cost of energy is $0.04/kWh which is the
median of the group. BED’s residential levelized cost of energy is below
the median at $0.03/kWh.

EE Lifetime Cost of
Savings

EVT’s residential lifetime cost of savings is $0.04/kWh which is the median
while BED’s residential lifetime cost of savings is below the median at

$0.02/kWh,
N/AAVIGAN
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2011 and 2012 Overall Benchmarking Results

2011 and 2012 C&I Benchmarking Results

2011 and 2012 Residential Benchmarking Results
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Section 5. Conclusions

Total Portfolio

»

»

»

»

»

EVT’s and BED’s 2011 energy efficiency programs have higher energy savings compared to most of
the organizations benchmarked in this analysis. EVI’s programs saved about 2.1% of baseline sales,
while BED’s programs saved about 2.3% of baseline sales; about double the median savings for the
benchmarked organizations of 1.1% of baseline sales.

EVT’s and BED’s first year cost of saved energy in 2011 are greater than the median for the
organizations benchmarked in this analysis. EVT’s cost of saved energy is about $0.34/kWh, while
BED’s cost of saved energy is $0.27/kWh. The median cost of saved energy for the benchmarked
organizations is $0.22/kWh.

EVT’s 2012 energy efficiency programs has the highest energy savings of the organizations
benchmarked in this analysis, while BED’s 2012 programs’ energy savings are above the median.
EVT’s programs saved about 2.7% of baseline sales, while BED’s programs saved about 2.0% of
baseline sales; about double the median savings for the benchmarked organizations of 1.1% of
baseline sales.

EVT’s and BED’s first year cost of saved energy in 2012 are just slightly above the median for the
organizations benchmarked in this analysis. EVT’s and BED’s cost of saved energy are about
$0.27/kWh, while the median cost of saved energy for the benchmarked organizations is $0.26/kWh.

EVT'’s first year cost of energy saved dropped significantly from 2011 to 2012 due to the “Great
Recession”. To achieve performance targets for the 2009 — 2011 period, EVT had to ramp up in 2010
and 2011. By the end of 2011, there were a number of projects that were pushed into 2012 in order to
stay within their budget. So the fact that some projects were paid for in 2011 but completed in 2012
meant that the savings were counted in 2012 and resulted in better than normal yields.
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Section 5. Conclusions

C&I Sector

»

»

»

»

EVT’s 2011 C&I energy efficiency programs has the second highest energy savings of
the organizations benchmarked in this analysis, while BED’s 2011 C&I programs’
energy savings are above the median. EVT’s programs saved about 1.9% of baseline
sales, while BED’s programs saved about 1.0% of baseline sales. The median energy
savings for the benchmarked organizations in 2011 is 0.8% of baseline sales.

EVT’s and BED’s C&lI first year cost of saved energy in 2011 are the highest among the
organizations benchmarked in this analysis. EVT’s C&I first year cost of saved energy is

$0.43/kWh, while BED’s C&lI first year cost of saved energy is $0.55/kWh. The Cé&lI
median cost of saved energy for the benchmarked organizations is $0.22/kWh.

EVT achieved the largest C&I energy savings of any organizations reviewed in 2012,
about 2.8% of C&I baseline sales, while BED achieved C&I energy savings of 1.6% of
C&I baseline sales. These savings amounts are about triple and double (respectively) the
median of the benchmarked utilities, 0.8% of C&I baseline sales.

EVT’s and BED’s 2012 first year cost of C&I energy savings are greater than the median
of the benchmarked utilities in this analysis. EVT’s C&l first year cost of saved energy is

about $0.26/kWh, while BED’s C&l first year cost of saved energy is $0.31/kWh. The
median cost of saved energy for the benchmarked organizations is $0.24/kWh.
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Section 5. Conclusions

Residential Sector

»

»

»

»

EVT’s and BED’s 2011 residential energy efficiency programs have higher energy
savings compared to most of the organizations benchmarked in this analysis. EVT’s
residential programs saved about 2.4% of residential baseline sales, while BED’s
residential programs saved about 6.1% of residential baseline sales; more than double the
median savings for the other benchmarked organizations of 1.2% of residential baseline
sales.

BED’s 2011 residential first year cost of saved energy is less than the residential
median for the organizations benchmarked, while EVT’s residential first year cost of
save energy is above the median. BED’s residential first year cost of saved energy is
$0.13/kWh, while EVT’s residential first year cost of saved energy is $0.24/kWh, while.
The residential median of first year cost of residential energy saved is $0.19/kWh

EVT’s and BED’s 2012 residential energy efficiency programs also have higher energy
savings compared to most of the organizations benchmarked in this analysis. EVT’s
residential programs saved about 2.5% of residential baseline sales, while BED’s
residential programs saved about 3.3% of residential baseline sales. The median savings
for the other benchmarked organizations is 1.5% of residential baseline sales.

BED'’s residential first year cost of saved energy is less than the residential median for
the organizations benchmarked, while EVT’s residential first year cost of saved energy
is above median. BED’s residential first year cost of saved energy is about $0.21/kWh,
while EVT’s residential cost of saved energy is $0.27/kWh. The median cost of residential

energy saved is $0.22/kWh N /\V IGANT
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Section 6. Appendix
2011 DSM Results by State

2011 DSM Re:

2011 DSM Results Normalized DSM Results
Levelized
Customer Lifetimne Snmaal G Annual L Armual Revenue Cost of Spending az  Energy Demand Cost of o=t of
P Utility eS| Generator | Meter T e Costs $M | Customers Py Peak MW pagi . P cavimat a5 Smvimge as  CostofSavings | Lafetime
S s Revenue % of Sales % of Peak Savings | S2Ving=
SAWh SAWH B TAWH BAWR
Residential Median 304.0 28.7 26.3 7.7 4a.2 6.5 374,261 3,118 795 £389.3 £0.14 1.4% 1.2% 0.5% £0.19 £2,007 20.03 £0.03
vr EVT 382.2 as.0 as.0 7.8 5.5 $11.9 292,642 2.039 354 $332.2 $0.16 3.6% 2.4% 1.6% $0.24 $2.146 $0.03 $0.03
BED 36.6 5.2 5.0 7.1 0.5 $0.7 16.350 85 16 $13.4 $0.16 5.0% 6.1% 5.5% $0.13 $755 s0.02 $0.02
or cL&P o525 177.3 163.2 5.4 16.7 $39.7 1,100,740 10.093 2,516 | $1.345.3 $0.13 3.0% 1.8% 0.7% $0.22 52,373 $0.05 $0.04
CMEEC (€T) B3.6 143 156 5.9 1.0 $2.5 61,962 551 113 S87.4 $0.16 290 2.6% 0.9% H0.18 $2,577 $0.03 $0.03
National Grid (MA) 262.6 145.4 129.8 6.6 13.2 $61.0 1,138,644 8.853 2.068 $1.140.6 $0.13 5.3% 1.6% 0.6% $0.42 $4.634 $0.07 $0.06
A NSTAR (MA) 1.107 .4 128.5 1182 8.6 13.7 %453 818,555 5.678 PEE %$1.0052 $0.18 4.5% 2.3% 1.4% $0.35 %3311 $0.05 $0.04
VWRAECO (MLA) 2475 289 266 85 32 $10.0 188,743 1,532 329 $2132 $0.14 4. 7% 1.9% 1.0% $0.35 %3, 164 $0.05 $0.04
BGE (MD} 1,575.9 205.4 1879 77 0.1 $36.7 1,116,033 12,652 29086 | ®1.4612 $0.12 2.5% 1.6% 1.0% $0.18 $1.217 $0.03 $0.02
DPL (MD) 98.7 12.4 11.3 s.0 1.4 $2.8 173.481 2171 2118 | s$270.7 $0.12 1.0% 0.6% 0.1% $0.23 $2.020 $0.03 $0.03
MD Potomac Edison (MD) 404.1 59.0 54.0 69 6.7 s8.2 221.763 3,335 1.523 | $339.4 $0.10 2.4% 1.8% 0.4% $0.14 $1.225 $0.02 $0.02
PEPCO (MD) 4679 &s09 557 77 59 %80 483 570 5,990 2,779 $740.6 $0.12 1.1% 1.0% 02% $0.13 $1.155 $0.02 $0.02
SMECO (MD) 2144 284 260 75 4.1 552 137,357 2,114 515 $279 6 $0.13 1.8% 1.3% o0.8% $0.18 $1,271 $0.03 $0.02
ME EME 7167 102.9 o947 7.0 10.4 6.3 701,335 4382 806 |  ®674.1 $0.15 0.9% 2.3% 1.3% $0.06 S608. $0.01 $0.01
Moorhead Murni (MN) 5.0 0.5 0.5 2.7 0.1 $0.1 14.785 170 30 $15.1 $0.09 0.8% 0.3% 0.2% $0.25 51724 $0.03 $0.03
g East Central Energy Coop (MMN) 48.8 a4 4.2 112 1.0 515 47.539 498 o7 649 $0.13 230 0.9% 1.0% $0.34 51,564 $0.04 $0.03
XE (vanD) 1,120.4 136.1 128.2 8.2 228 $15.7 1,093,606 8,969 2,233 | $1,003.4 $0.11 1.6% 1.5% 1.0% $0.12 SESE $0.02 $0.01
GSECO (INH) 5.5 o9 0.8 6.0 0.1 $0.3 35,660 294 &7 $38.2 $0.13 0.8% 0.3% 0.1% $0.35 55,479 $0.06 $0.06
NH PSINH 167.7 18.0 16.5 23 1.3 $6.6 422 072 3.141 690 $532.8 $0.17 1.2% 0.6% 02% $0.37 $5.045 $0.04 $0.04
Unitil (NH) 166 23 21 73 o2 $1.0 63,732 503 123 $69 2 $0.14 1.4% 0.5% o2% $0.44 55,167 $0.07 $0.06
ConEdison - 199 18.2 - 6.3 $13.0 2,832,765 14,449 1,450 | $3.367.9 $0.23 0.4% 0.1% 0.4% $0.65 $2.043 - -
Central Hudson (NY) - 192 176 - 1.5 $3.0 254,155 2.109 498 | s$3243 $0.15 0.9% 0.9% 0.3% $0.15 $1.995 - -
LIPA - 128.4 117.5 - 209 $25.4 997,521 9.849 2.864 $1.951.3 $0.20 1.3% 1.3% 0.7% $0.20 $1.216 - -
NY MNiagara Mohawlk (NY) - 40.0 36.6 - 11.3 $4.1 1,458,180 11.669 2,725 $1.627 6 S0 14 022 0.3% 0O.4% $0.10 5359 - -
NYSEG - 138 12.6 - 0.6 $1.7 761,841 6,632 1368 | $sle2 $0.09 0.3% 0.2% 0.0% $0.12 62,652 - -
NYSERDA - 356.3 326.0 - 46.0 $58.2 5,990,110 41,391 12,292 $7.405.7 $0.18 0.8% 0.9% 0.4% $0.16 $1.266 - -
Orange & Rockland (INY) - 20 1.9 - 0.1 $0.3 193,651 1.669 659 $246.9 $0.15 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% $0.13 $1.976 - -
Rochester G&E (INY) - 158 145 - os8 $2 .0 326,449 2,729 B56 $283 7 $0.10 0.7% 0.6% 0.1% $0.13 $2 360 - -
BRI MNECO (RT) 360.5 404 3732 8.9 a3 $13.6 427.046 3,095 784 $439 3 $0.14 31% 1 3% 0.5% $0.34 $3,195 $0.04 $0.04
Median a63.8 aa.e art.z| as.z 8.9 $10.1 a7.4a8 a.553 1.222| s334.6 $0.08 z.7% 0.8% 0.8% $0.22 $1,158 $0.02 $0.02
T EVT 680.1 51.6 47.4 13.2 8.6 $22.3 47,279 2,697 468 $345.1 $0.13 6.5% 1.9% 1.8% $0.43 $2.610 $0.04 $0.03
BED 379 27 25 142 o6 $1.5 3,738 260 a9 $35.1 S0 14 4.1% 1.0% 1.1% $0.55 $2.612 $0.05 $0.04
L& 1,702.6 137.5 126.5 124 205 $48.8 111,559 12,038 3,000 $875.3 H0.07 5.6% 1.1% o0.7% $0.36 $2,387 5003 S0.03
T CMEEC (CT) 52.1 38 37 13.6 0.6 $1.2 10,640 1.248 257 $153.1 $0.12 0.8% 0.3% 0.2% $0.32 $2.082 $0.03 $0.02
National Grid (MA) 3.523.8 238.9 2132 147 38.1 $55.1 160.567 12.623 2.948 | s$835.7 $0.07 6.6% 1.9% 1.3% $0.23 $1.444 s0.02 $0.02
A NSTAR VLAY 4.829.9 297.2 273.5 16.2 5.8 $62.1 146638 13.819 2,351 | $1.245.6 $0.09 5.0% 220 1.5% $0.21 $1.735 $0.02 $0.01
WMECO (i) 4976 36.4 335 157 5.5 $10.5 22,097 2,162 165 | w1717 $0.08 &.1% 1.7% 1.2% $0.29 $1,905 $0.03 $0.02
BGE (MD) 1.757.0 146.4 134.0 12.0 23.8 $30.5 124,254 18.853 4.330 $712.4 $0.04 4.3% 0.8% 0.6% $0.21 $1.280 +0.02 $0.02
DPL (MD) 160.6 131 120 123 1.8 $1.6 25,975 2,159 2,107 $93.3 $0.04 1.7% 0.6% 0.1% $0.12 $917 $0.01 $0.01
MDD Potomac Edison (MD) 133.1 251 230 53 4.7 $3 .3 31,006 3,619 1,653 $146.3 $0.04 22% 0.7% 03% $0.13 S700 $0.03 $0.02
PEPCO (MDY} &334 398 36.4 159 59 $6.4 47,817 9,099 4,220 $432 3 $0.05 1.5% 0.4% o0.2% 016 S932 $0.01 $0.01
SMECO (MD) 774 .0 5.5 13.0 11 $1.8 14.314 1.324 323 | s$155.6 $0.12 1.1% 0.5% 0.4% $0.29 $1.530 3$0.03 $0.02
ME ENME 6443 49.0 451 131 22 s9.8 S1614 7.034 1.293| s7els $0.11 1.3% 0.7% 07% $0.20 $1.064 $0.02 $0.02
Moorhead Muni (MN) &5.1 4.4 4.z 149 o8 $0.4 1,889 260 46 s18.9 $0.07 1.9% 1.7% 1.6% $0.08 S479 $0.01 $0.01
»MN East Central Energy Coop (MMN) s53.6 a0 as 13.5 o7 $0.3 5160 368 7z $32.3 $0.09 11% 117 1.0% $0.09 $501 $0.01 $0.01
XE (MIN) 5.144.7 317.2 303.6 162 723 $53.6 134,142 21.645 5,389 $1.683.8 $0.08 3.2% 1.5% 1.3% $0.17 %741 $0.01 $0.01
GSECO (INH) 56.8 a3 4.0 13.0 os8s $0.9 6,676 612 139 441 $0.07 2.0% 0.7% 0.6% $021 %1.160 $0.02 $0.02
NH PSNH 430.0 332 305 130 7.5 7.2 76,103 4,674 1,027 H432. 7 $0.09 1.7% 0.7% 0.7% $0.22 HD63 $0.02 $0.02
Unitil (NED s0.0 3.9 3.6 130 o8 s1.1 12.480 714 175 s60.6 s0.08 1.8% 0.5% 0.5% $0.27 $1.303 $0.03 $0.02
ConEdison - 1811 165.7 - 36.5 $56.9 496.524 40.277 4.153 | $4.654.5 $0.12 1.2% 0.4% 0.9% $0.31 $1.556 - -
Central Hudson (NY) - s52.6 481 - 16.1 $12.1 46,382 3,075 727 $182.8 $0.06 6.6% 1.7% 2.20% $0.23 $750 - -
Lipa - 8.7 72.0 - 17.8 $21.4 120,679 9,994 2,907 | $1.685.1 $0.17 1.3% 0.8% 0.6% $0.27 $1,201 - -
Y MNiagara Mohawlk (INY) - 291.4 266.6 - 69.4 H60.3 168,002 17.915 4.184 $1.355.9 $0.08 4.4% 1.6% 1.7% $0.21 869 - -
NYSEG - 651 595 - 18.6 $15.0 116,909 8.579 1,770 $324 2 $0.04 4.6% 0.8% 1.0% $023 %810 - -
MNYSERDA - 466 3 426 .6 - 184 .6 $91.1 923,535 79,832 23,707 $11,445 8 $0.14 0.8% 0.6% o08% $020 494 - -
Orange & Rockland (INY) - 19.4 17.8 - 5.4 6.3 30,956 2,379 940 | s$180.1 $0.08 35% 0.8% 0.6% $0.32 $1.156 - -
Rochester G&E (N} - 0.9 7.4 - o9 8.9 40,900 4.559 1.096 |  $237.0 $0.05 37% 0.9% 0.9% $0.22 897 - -
RI NECO (RT) s874.2 58.5 631 1z.8 11.4 $18.7 s58.326 4.546 1.151 $361.1 $0.08 5.2% 1.5% 1.0% $0.27 B1.643 $0.03 $0.02
Median 671.4 81.5 T4.6 10.9 13.9 £15.6 426,361 7,464 z,017 £738.8 S0.10 1.8% 1.1% 0.7% %0.22 %1,287 S0.02 S0.02
EVT 10622 100.5 925 106 14.1 $34.2 339,921 4.736 821 $677.3 H0.14 5.0% 21% 1.7% $0.34 52,428 $0.04 $0.03
VT BED 745 79 75 9.5 1.4 $2.1 20,088 345 &5 HLB 5 $0.14 a.4% 2.3% 229, s027 $1,480 $0.03 $0.03
ot cL&P 2.655.1 3149 289.7 8.4 37.2 $88.5 1.212.299 22.130 5516 | s2.2206 $0.10 4.0% 1.4% 0.7% $0.28 $2.381 $0.04 $0.03
CMEEC (CT) 135.7 18.1 17.3 7.5 1.6 $3.8 72.602 1799 370 | $240.4 $0.13 1.6% 1.0% 0.4% $0.21 $2.390 $0.03 $0.03
National Grid (MA) 4.486.4 384.4 343.0 117 51.3 $116.1 1,299,211 21476 5016 | $1.976.4 $0.09 5.9 1.8% 1.0% $0.30 52,263 $0.03 $0.03
A NSTAR (MA) 5,937.3 4258 3917 139 a9.5 $107.4 965,193 19,497 3,316 | $2,2508 $0.12 a.8% 220 1.5% $0.25 $2,171 $0.02 $0.02
IWWMECO (MLA) 745.1 65.3 &0.1 11.4 8.7 $20.5 210.840 3.695 7o4 $384.8 $0.10 5.3% 1.8% 1.1% $0.31 $2.366 $0.03 $0.03
BGE (MD) 3.333.0 351.8 3219 295 540 672 1,240,287 31,505 7.236 $2.173 6 $0.07 3.1% 1.1% 0.7% $0.19 $1.245 $0.02 $0.02
DPL (MD) 2593 255 233 102 31 4.4 199,456 4.330 4,225 $364.0 $0.08 1.2% 0.6% 0.1% $0.17 $1,402 $0.02 $0.02
D Potomac Edison (MD) 537.2 B4.1 77.0 6.4 11.4 $11.5 252.769 6954 3176 | $4a857 $0.07 2.4% 1.2% 0.4% $0.14 $1.010 $0.02 $0.02
PEPCO (MD) 11012 100.7 92.1 109 13.8 $1d.4 531.187 15.090 5999 | $1.172.9 $0.08 12% 0.7% 02% $0.14 $1.044 s0.02 $0.01
SMECO QMD) 2919 Erey 315 8.5 5.2 56.9 151,671 3,438 838 | 4352 $0.13 1.6% 1.0% 0.6% $0.20 51,328 $0.03 $0.02
ME EnE 1,361.0 1519 139.8 9.0 19.6 $1e.1 92,949 11,415 2,099 | $1,4358 $0.13 1.1 1.3% 0.9% HO.11 s822 $0.01 $0.01
Moorhead Muni (MIN) 70.0 4.9 4.7 14.3 o.s 0.5 16.674 430 76 $34.0 $0.08 1.4% 1.1% 1.1% $0.10 $588 $0.01 $0.01
DN East Central Energy Coop (MN) 102 4 83 8.0 123 1.7 $1.9 52,699 B66 170 $97 2 $0.11 1.9% 1.0% 1.0% $022 $1.120 $0.02 $0.02
XE (MM 65,2651 453 3 431 8 138 251 $59.3 1,227,748 30,614 7,622 52,6872 H0.09 2.6% 1.5% 1.2% 015 S728 $0.01 S0.01
GSECO (INED) 622 5.3 a8 11.8 o8 $1.2 42,336 06 206 $82.4 $0.09 1.5% 0.6% 0.4% $0.23 $1.463 $0.02 $0.02
NH PSINHL 597.6 511 47.0 117 s.8 $13.9 498,175 7.815 1717 | $965.5 $0.12 1.4% 0.7% 0.5% $0.27 $1.572 $0.03 $0.02
Unisesl (NED) 66.6 6.1 5.7 10.8 1.0 521 76.212 1.217 298| $129.8 $0.11 1.6% 0.5% $0.34 52,043 $0.04 $0.03
ConEdison - 201.0 1839 - 4z $E9.5 3,329,289 54,726 5,643 | $8,022.4 $0.15 0.9% 0.4% $0.35 $1,628 - -
Central Hadson (NY) - 71.8 65.7 - 17.6 $15.1 300,537 5,184 1,225 $507.1 $0.10 3.0% 1.4% $0.21 855 - -
LIPA - 207.1 189.5 - 38.7 $46.8 1.118.200 19.843 5,771 $3.636.4 $0.18 1.3% 1.0% $023 $1.209 - -
NY MNiagara Mohawlk (NY) - 3314 3032 - 80.7 $54.4 1,626,182 29 584 5,909 $2,983 5 H0.10 22% 1.1% $0.19 S7IT - -
NYSEG - 8.9 722 - 19.2 $16.7 B7B,750 15,211 3,138 $940.4 $0.06 1.8% 0.5% $0.21 SBED - -
NYSERDA - 8226 7527 - 230.6 $149.4 6,913,645 121,222 35,999 | $18,851.4 $0.16 0.8% 0.7% H0.18 G618 - -
Orange 8 Rockland (NY) - 21.5 19.7 - 5.6 HE.6 224,607 4.048 1.599 $427.0 H0.11 1.5% 0.5% $0.31 H1.175 - -
Rochester G&E (INY) - 567 519 - 107 $109 367.349 7.288 1,752 $520.F BO.OF 21% 0.8% 019 %1012 - -
NECO (RI) 11,2348 109.0 100.3 113 157 32 3 7,641 1,935 8004 %010 4.0% $0.30 $2,065 $0.03 $0.03
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012 DSM Results by State

2012 DSM Results 2012 Retail Normalized DSM Results
Levelized
Customer Lifetime Armual Annual | easure Arraal Reverue | Costof Spendingas Energy — Demand . Cost of cost of
Unlity Generator  Meter MW Costs $M Customers Peak MW Ners’ i Cost of Savings o=t Lifetime
Sector ¥ GWh Life GwWh sM Energy % of Savings as Savings as Lifetime i
GWh GWh N Savings
Revenue % ofSales % of Peak Savings
SAWH $/Wh S $AWh | $awWh
Residential Median 357.6 303 36.2 7.7 a7 s7.a 376,094.0 31111 781.3| $301 so.1a 2.0% 1.5% 0.6% $0.22 $2,543 s$0.04 $0.03
ot EVT 3576 505 465 71 73 $15.9 292,517.0 20111 526.0 5343 $0.17 4.0% 2.5% 1.4% $0.27 $1.894 $0.04 $0.04
BED 246 28 25 =9 0.1 30.6 16,502.0 542 15.3 $13 $0.16 4.5% 3.3% 0.8% $0.21 $4,585 $0.03 $0.02
or cLaP 8108 1251 115.1 &7 127 s38.3 1,103,397.0 s,978.0 2,703.0| s1,264 $0.13 3.0 1.3 o052 $0.31 $3,011 $0.05 $0.05
CMEEC (€T) 709 s.0 77 ss 07 s2.0 61.974.0 534.1 101.4 85 $0.16 2.4% 1.5% 07% $0.25 $2,938 $0.03 $0.05
National Grid (MA) 1.369.8 2110 1883 65 16.8 $84.3 1.136,085.0 87922 19747 | s$1155 $0.13 73% 2.4% 0.9% $0.40 $5.012 $0.07 $0.06
Ma NSTAR (MA) 13497 1726 158.8 78 175 s62.5 998,675.0 67630 9613 | s1,008 $0.15 629 2.6% 1.8% $036 $3,566 $0.05 $0.05
WMECO (MA) 3575 46.0 423 78 a7 $14.3 188,011.0 1.517.5 5272 213 $0.14 6.7% 3.0% 1.4% $0.31 $3.045 $0.04 $0.04
BGE (MD) 17903 256.6 236.0 70 ESEY S47.4 1.115,939.0 12,7194 2.899.8 | $1,355 $0.11 3.5% 2.0% 1.1% $0.18 $1.424 $0.03 $0.05
DPL (MD) 1767 249 229 71 3.1 $6.5 173,512.0 2.068.1 2,028.9 247 $0.12 2.6% 1.2% 0.2% $0.26 $2.126 $0.04 $0.04
MD Potomac Edison (MD) 3887 578 532 67 72 $13.1 222,064.0 31356 13228 s298 $0.10 4450 1.8% o0.5% $023 $1.808 $0.04 $0.03
PEPCO (vD) 7899 1181 108.7 &7 15.1 s20.9 485,960.0 57392 2.641.7 $647 $0.11 32% 21 o6& $0.18 $1.381 $0.03 $0.05
SMECO (MD) 2499 326 30.0 77 a7 $6.6 138.995.0 20443 506.1 269 $0.13 2.5% 1.6% 0.9% $0.20 $1.415 $0.03 $0.05
ME EME 8112 1544 1450 53 113 $82 703,770.0 41,4807 7o6.1 $657 $0.15 129 EwTH 1.4% $0.05 $721 $0.01 $0.01
Moorhead Muni (VN) EX o3 o3 112 01 s0.1 14.906.0 1603 291 $15 $0.09 1.0% 02% 0.3% $0.46 $1.847 $0.05 $0.04
R East Central Energy Coop (MN) 443 EX) 5.7 113 07 $0.7 47,5430 4857 96.6 s68 $0.14 1.0% 0.8% 07% $0.18 $961 $0.02 $0.02
XE @) 12736 158.5 1513 so 297 $15.7 1.098,341.0 8,906.8 25712 | $1.023 $0.11 15% 1.8% 1.3% $0.10 $527 $0.01 $0.01
- PSNE 1102 126 116 87 11 35.9 423,607.0 31375 6555 $511 $0.16 11% 0.4% 02% $0.46 35,206 $0.06 $0.05
Unitil (NE) 193 2.6 2.5 7.3 02 $0.9 64,158.0 495.5 114.7 s69 $0.14 1.3% 0.5% 0.2% $0.34 $3,997 $0.05 $0.05
ConEdison - 263 2140 - 53 s162 2,849,583.0 14,337.0 14465 | 3,327 $023 0.5% 022 0.4% s0.62 $3,063 - -
Central Hudson (NY) - 271 218 - 10 525 253,409.0 2.049.4 4718 315 $0.15 o.8% 1.3% 02% $0.09 $2,455 - -
LIPA - 1565 1432 - 270 $30.1 998,475.0 9.735.4 2.637.1 | $1,853 $0.19 1.6% 1.6% 1.0% $0.19 $1.116 - -
~NY Niagara Mohawk QNY) - 484 443 - 15 $5.5 1.461.434.0 11,5949 26182 | 31362 $0.12 0.4% 0.4% 01% $0.11 $3,597 - -
NYSEG - 13.8 127 - 0.5 $1.2 761,465.0 6.596.6 1,281.7 $610 $0.09 0.2% 0.2% 0.04% $0.09 $2.268 - -
Orange & Rockland (NY) - 24 22 - 02 s0.4 194,236.0 1,665.4 625.4 226 $0.14 02% o.1% o0.02% $0.18 52,508 - -
Rochester G&E (NY) - 74 6.7 - 03 s0.8 328.581.0 2.685.4 6194 s288 $0.11 0.3% 0.3% 0.05% $0.11 $2.651 - -
RI NECO (RD 5544 65.2 59.9 55 7.0 518.6 430.038.0 3,086.7 TE6.5 $440 $0.14 42% 2.1% 0.9% $0.29 2,668 $0.04 $0.03
c&r Median 623.5 a7.1 3.2 129 8.5 $13.3 47,638.0 4,537.7 1,191.7 341 $0.08 3.0% 0.8% 0.8% 50.24 $1,432 $0.02 $0.02
ot EVT 8751 707 s5.0 124 o8 $18.3 47.622.0 2,559.9 669.5 340 $0.13 545 2.8 1.5% $0.26 $1.870 s0.02 $0.02
BED 533 a1 EX:) 13.0 07 $1.3 3.815.0 2595 471 $35 $0.13 3.6% 1.6% 1.4% $0.31 $1.901 $0.03 $0.02
P cL&P 21232 173.2 159.4 123 269 $45.6 108,557.0 9.512.6 2,577.0 726 $0.08 6.3% 1.8% 1.0% $0.26 $1.696 $0.03 $0.02
CMEEC (€T) o190 70 &7 135 10 2.5 10,613.0 1,377.4 261.6 159 $0.12 1.6% 0.5 0.4% $0.35 $2,434 $0.03 $0.03
National Grid (MA) 34192 2642 2357 12.5 403 $78.5 158,245.0 12,5308 2.514.4 5854 $0.07 9.2% 21% 1.5% $0.30 $1,926 $0.03 $0.02
LE2N NSTAR (MA) 5.0002 388.9 357.8 12.9 52.6 $91.5 1743210 147945 2,105.0 | $1.205 $0.08 7.6% 2.6% 2.5% $0.24 $1.739 $0.02 $0.02
WMECO (MLA) 6235 473 435 132 72 Sl6.4 22,1740 21657 466.8 s1e8 $0.08 .89 220 1.5% $0.35 2,266 $0.03 $0.03
BGE (MD) 21613 1s2.8 1682 118 286 $39.5 125.044.0 17,9937 4.102.2 s669 $0.04 5.9% 1.0% 07% $0.22 $1.381 s0.02 $0.02
DPL D) 1927 117 108 165 18 $3.3 26.265.0 21326 2.092.1 s92 $0.04 3.6% 0.5% 01% $0.28 $1.819 $0.02 $0.02
MD Potomac Edison (MD) 120.6 16.0 14.7 7.6 3.1 $2.1 31,244.0 3.672.1 1,549.2 136 $0.04 1.6% 0.4% 0.2% $0.13 $703 $0.02 $0.02
PEPCO vD) 10421 7o.9 52 147 116 $15.7 47.654.0 87604 14,0323 406 $0.05 39 0.8 0.3% $022 $1.351 so0.02 $0.02
SMECO (MD) o9 6.9 63 116 10 s22 14.920.0 13323 3299 $135 $0.10 1.6% 0.5% 0.3% $0.32 $2.112 $0.03 $0.05
»ME EME 6348 865 813 73 118 s15.8 91.828.0 70803 12579 s709 $0.10 22% 1.2% 0.9% $0.18 $1.332 $0.03 $0.02
Moorhead Muni (VIN) s0.6 22 21 13.8 07 $0.4 1.9758.0 2593 471 $20 $0.08 19% 0.9% 1.4% $0.17 $559 $0.01 $0.01
M East Central Energy Coop (MN) 403 3.0 2.8 13.5 0.8 $0.4 5.227.0 3812 75.9 $34 $0.09 12% 0.8% 1.1% $0.14 $512 $0.01 $0.01
XE @) 59538 3611 3449 165 sos $53.6 134,948.0 21,3539 s.es18 | $1,722 $0.08 319 172 16% $0.15 $590 $0.01 $0.01
o PsnaE 4217 315 29.0 13.4 51 s7.6 76,441.0 14,6833 9785 401 $0.09 19% 0.7 o055 $0.24 1,485 s0.02 $0.02
Unitil ONED 577 5.3 49 11.0 10 s1.2 12,493.0 706.0 163.3 $57 $0.08 2.0% 07% o06% $0.22 $1.234 s0.02 s0.02
ConEdison - 1969 1802 - 203 $50.9 495,085.0 40,097.0 4.0455 | 54,623 $0.12 11% 0.5% 05% $0.26 $2.501 - -
Central Hudson (ONY) - 228 209 - 5.0 $3.8 16.154.0 3.0241 6962 $178 $0.06 21% 0.8% 07% $0.17 $761 - -
LIPaA - 1269 1161 - 301 S447 120,527.0 59,9526 26959 | $1,587 $0.16 2.8 13% 11% $035 $1,483 - -
~NY Niagara Mohawk (NY) - 2110 130 - 385 S44.5 171.099.0 18,0053 4.065.8 | $1,015 $0.06 4% 12% o5 $0.21 $1.157 - -
NYSEG - 470 430 - 122 s10.8 118.065.0 58,6456 1.680.3 5344 $0.04 32% 0.5% 07% $0.23 s889 - -
Orange & Rockland (NY) - 103 o4 - 2.8 $3.3 31,044.0 2,350.3 882.6 $161 $0.07 2.1% 0.4% 0.3% $0.32 $1.162 - -
Rochester G&E (NY) - 244 22 - 57 s5.9 10,483.0 45428 1,046.6 s265 $0.06 229 0.5 o055 $0.24 $1,044 - -
RI NECO ®D 1.0692 913 s4.0 11.7 175 $26.0 58,706.0 4.532.6 1.125.5 $341 $0.08 7.6% 2.0% 1.6% $0.28 $1.457 $0.03 $0.02
Overall  Median 981.1 s3.6 76.9 102 12.3 s19.6 428,904.0 7.425.2 1,973.0 $732 $0.10 2.2% 1.1% 0.7% $0.26 $1,511 $0.03 $0.03
vt EVT 1.232.7 1212 1115 102 17.1 s322 340.139.0 45710 1,195.4 $683 $0.15 4.7% 2.7% 1.4% $0.27 $1.880 $0.03 $0.03
BED 779 69 63 11.4 os s18 20,317.0 3435 624 S48 $0.14 39 2.0% 1.3% $027 $2,337 $0.03 $0.02
P CL&P 29641 295.4 2745 5 9.6 $83.5 1.211.954.0 19,4505 52800 | %1990 $0.10 42% 1.5% 07% $0.28 $2,118 $0.03 $0.05
CMEEC (€T) 165.8 15.1 144 11.0 1.7 $4.5 72,587.0 19115 363.0 243 $0.13 1.8% 0.8% 0.5% $0.30 2,634 $0.03 $0.03
National Grid (MA) 17891 4752 4241 101 57.7 $163.1 1,294,328.0 21,3230 47891 | $2,009 $0.09 819 220 129 $0.34 $2,825 $0.04 $0.03
A NSTAR (Ma) 63499 5615 516.6 113 702 $154.0 1.172.996.0 21,5575 5.064.3 | $2,213 $0.10 7.0% 2.6% 2.3% $0.27 $2,195 $0.03 $0.02
WMECO (MA) 9811 933 s5.9 105 119 $30.6 211.185.0 3.683.5 7940 $381 $0.10 5.0% 2.5% 1.5% $0.33 $2.572 $0.04 $0.05
BGE MD) 39516 4394 1043 0 s1s s87.0 1,240,983.0 30,713.1 70020 $2024 $0.07 43 1.4 0.9e $020 $1,404 $0.02 $0.02
DFL D) 3695 366 337 101 a9 so.8 199,777.0 4,200.6 41210 339 $0.08 29% o8 o01% $0.27 $2.012 $0.03 $0.05
nMD Potomac Edison (MD) 5093 738 67.9 63 103 $152 253,308.0 6,807.7 2.872.0 S434 $0.06 3.5% 1.1% 0.4% $0.21 $1.479 $0.03 $0.05
PEPCO (MD) 1.832.0 189.0 173.9 5.7 26.7 $36.5 533,614.0 14,499.6 6.674.0 | $1,054 $0.07 3.5% 1.3% 0.4% $0.19 $1,368 $0.02 $0.02
SMECO (VD) 3208 395 363 53 57 ss.9 153.915.0 3.376.6 836.0 403 $0.12 229 122 o7 $022 $1.542 $0.03 $0.03
NME EME 1,446.0 241.0 2262 6.0 252 s23.9 795,5958.0 11.561.1 2.0540| 31366 $0.12 18% 21% 1.1% $0.10 $1,053 $0.02 $0.02
Moorhead Muni (MIN) 343 2.4 13.5 a.8 $0.5 16.8584.0 419.6 76.2 $34 $0.08 1.5% 0.6% 1.0% $0.21 698 $0.02 $0.02
My East Central Energy Coop (MN) s16 &6 123 15 s1.1 52,7700 8669 1725 103 $0.12 11% 0.8 o.9% $0.16 $721 s0.02 $0.01
XE @) 72274 4562 13.5 1206 $69.3 1.233,289.0 30.260.8 s.056.0 | $2744 $0.09 2.5% 1.7% 1.5% $0.13 $574 $0.01 $0.01
- PsNE 5320 407 120 62 $15.4 500,048.0 78205 1.634.0 $912 $0.12 15% 0.6% 0.4% $0.30 $2.160 $0.03 $0.05
Unitil (NEH) 770 73 o8 12 $2.1 76,651.0 12015 278.0 $126 $0.11 1.6% o7% 0.4% $026 1,766 $0.03 $0.03
ConEdison - 2042 - 256 $67.1 3.344,668.0 54,4340 54920 $7.951 $0.15 o0.8% 0.4% 05% $0.30 $2.617 - -
Central Hudson (NY) - 457 - 6.0 $6.3 299.595.0 5.073.5 1.168.0 Sa94 $0.10 13% 1.0% 05% $0.13 $1.054 - -
LIpa - 2593 - 57.1 $74.8 1.112,002.0 19,688.0 5.333.0 | $3,440 $0.17 229 1.4% 1.1% $0.26 $1,310 - -
~NY Niagara Mohawk (NY) - 2373 - 100 s50.1 1,632,533.0 29,6002 66810 | $2,376 $0.08 215 0.9 o6 $0.19 $1.251 - -
NYSEG - 55.6 - 127 579.533.0 152451 2.962.0 $953 $0.06 13% 0.4% 0.4% $0.20 $945 - -
Orange & Rockland (NY) - 116 - 3.0 225,280.0 40157 1.508.0 5387 $0.10 1.0% 0.3% 02% $0.29 $1.246 - -
Rochester G&E (NY) - 291 - &0 369,064.0 72312 1,666.0 %553 $0.08 129 o.4% 0.4% $021 $1,125 - -
NECO (RT) 1439 245 4887440 76192 1.892.0 $781 $0.10 $029 $1.824 $0.05 $0.05
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2011 Total Portfolio Incentive/Non-Incentive Cost Detail (First Year)

S/ kWh | % of Total| $/kWh | % of Total| $/kWh
EME £0.06 60% 30.04 40% %0.11
Potomac Edison (WMD) 50.09 66% 50.05 34% 50.14
PEPCO (MD) £0.09 61% 50.06 39% 20.14
DPL (WD) £0.10 55% £0.08 45% 20.17
NYSERDA £0.05 26% 30.13 74% %0.18
BGE (WD) 50.14 3% 30.05 27% 50.19
Rochester G&E (INY) £0.15 50% 50.04 20% £0.19
Niagara Mohawk (NY) $0.18 90% $0.02 10% $0.19
SKMECO (WD) £0.12 59% 20.08 41% 20.20
Central Hudson (INY) 50.17 52% 50.04 15% $0.21
NYSEG %017 &50% 50.04 20% %0.21
LIFPA £0.13 58% 20.10 42% £0.23
GSECO (INH) £0.20 55% 20.04 15% £0.23
NSTATR (MWVLA) £0.17 67% 30.08 33% %0.25
BED %017 B64% 30.10 36% %0.27
PSNH £0.21 78% 50.06 22% 20.27
CL&T £0.24 &56% 20.04 14% £0.28
NECO (EI) %0.26 &57% 30.04 13% %0.30
Wational Grid (WA $0.22 4% 30.08 26% %0.30
Orange & Rockland (VYY) £0.23 76% 20.07 24% £0.31
WHECO (VLAY £0.22 1% £0.09 29% £0.31
Unitil (NH) 50.19 57% 50.14 439% $0.34
EVT 50.19 55% 50.15 45% 50.34
ConEdison £0.19 55% 20.16 45% £0.35

EVT’s technical assistance costs in 2011 were about 14% of their total program costs. When these costs are added to the jncentives, it shows
about 69% of the EEC budget is used for direct customer benefits. BED’s technical assistance costs in 2011 were abpdt A?(o\gf *@tg&\l N T
program costs. When these costs are added to incentives, it shows abou#82% of the EEC budget is used for direct customer benefits. It should
be noted that we do not know the % spent on technical assistance for the other utilities benchmarked.
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2012 Total Portfolio Incentive/Non-Incentive Cost Detail (First Year)

$/kWh | % of Total| $/kWh |% of Total| $/kWh
EME %0.07 B5% £0.03 32% %0.10
Central Hudson (INY) $0.08 B3% 50.05 37% 50.13
Niagara Mohawk (NY) $0.16 84% $0.03 16% $0.19
PEPCO (WMD) $0.12 62% $0.07 38% %0.19
BGE (WMD) $0.15 75% $0.05 25% %0.20
NYSEG $0.15 77% $0.05 23% %0.20
Potomac Edison (MD) $0.12 58% $0.09 42% $0.21
Rochester G&E (INY) %0.17 9% £0.04 21% 50.21
SMECO (MDY %0.14 62% £0.09 38% $0.22
Unitil (NH) 50.17 H4% 50.09 36% 50.26
LITA $0.20 7% 50.06 23% 50.26
EVT $0.15 27% $0.11 43% $0.27
DTL (WD) $0.14 52% $0.13 48% $0.27
BED $0.15 o6% $0.12 44% %0.27
NSTAR (MA) %0.20 74% £0.07 26% 50.27
CL&T %0.23 80% £0.06 20% 50.28
NECO (RI) $0.25 89% £0.03 11% $0.29
Orange & Rockland (NY) | $0.19 B6% 50.10 34% $0.29
ConEdison 50.17 258% 50.13 47% 50.30
PsNH $0.24 79% $0.06 21% $0.30
WMECO (VA $0.25 77 % $0.08 23% %0.33
National Grid (MA) 50.26 76% 50.08 24% 50.34

EVT’s technical assistance costs in 2012 were about 16% of their total program costs. When these costs are added to the jncentives, it shows about
72% of the EEC budget is used for direct customer benefits. BED’s technical assistance costs in 2012 were about 24No§/A\e\;/tdt@r9%rzﬁn] Cq;ts.
When these costs are added to incentives, it shows about 83% of the EE@budget is used for direct customer benefits. It should be noted that we
do not know the % spent on technical assistance for the other utilities benchmarked.
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2011 C&I Incentive/Non-Incentive Cost Detail (First Year)

%/kWh | % of Total| $/kWh |% of Total| $/kWh
DPL (MD) 50.08 62% %0.05 35% %0.12
Potomac Edison (MD) %0.07 56% $0.06 44% $0.13
PEPCO (MMD) %0.10 62% 50.06 35% %0.16
NYSERDA %0.07 36% %0.12 64% %0.20
EME %0.11 S6% %£0.09 44% %0.20
Niagara Mohawk (NY) $0.19 92% $0.02 8% $0.21
GSECO (NH) 50.18 87% 50.03 13% 50.21
BGE (MD) 50.16 75% 50.05 25% 50.21
NSTAR (MA) 50.14 a8% 50.07 32% %0.21
Rochester G&E (INY) 50.18 83% 50.04 17% 50.22
PSNH 50.17 79% 50.04 21% 50.22
Central Hudson (NY) %0.22 95% %0.01 5% %0.23
MNational Grid (MA) %0.18 76% %0.06 24% %0.23
NYSEG %0.19 82% 20.04 15% £0.23
LIPA 50.18 67% 50.09 33% 50.27
NECO (RI) 50.24 89% 50.03 11% 50.27
Unitil (NH) 50.18 a4% %0.10 36% %0.27
WHECO (MA) 50.23 81% 50.05 19% %0.29
SMECO (WD) %0.19 a4% 50.10 36% %0.29
ConEdison %0.18 27% %0.13 43% %0.31
Orange & Rockland (NY) | 50.25 78% %0.07 22% $0.32
CL&DP 20.30 54% %0.06 16% 50.36
EVT 5026 60% 50.17 40% 50.43 \
BED 50.36 67% 50.18 33% 50.55 N /\V I G A N T
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2012 C&I Incentive/Non-Incentive Cost Detail (First Year)

%/kWh | % of Total| $/kWh |% of Total| $/kWh
Potomac Edison (MD) 20.04 30% %0.09 70% 3013
Central Hudson (INY) 50.14 86% 50.02 14% %0.17
EME %0.13 69% 50.06 31% %0.18
Niagara Mohawk (NY) %0.19 §9% %0.02 11% %0.21
BGE (WMD) %0.17 77% %0.05 23% 50.22
FPEPCO (MDY 30.12 53% £0.10 47% £0.22
Unitil (NH) 50.16 73% 50.06 27% 50.22
NYSEG 50.18 78% 50.05 22% 50.23
NSTAR (MA) 50.18 75% 50.06 25% %0.24
FPSNH 50.18 7% 50.05 23% 50.24
Rochester G&E (INY) 50.20 852% 50.04 15% 50.24
ConEdison %0.16 al% %0.10 39% %0.26
EVT %0.14 62% %0.10 358% %0.26
CL&D 0.20 7% %0.06 23% 50.26
DPL (MD) 50.13 47% 50.15 53% 50.28
NECO (RI) 50.26 90% 50.03 10% 50.28
MNational Grid (MA) 50.24 81% 50.06 19% %0.30
BED 50.18 27% 50.13 43% %0.31
Orange & Rockland (NY) | $0.23 1% 50.09 29% %0.32
SMECO (VD) %0.20 a4% %0.12 36% %0.32
WHMECO (WVLA) %0.29 55% %0.05 15% %0.35
LITA 0.29 82% %0.06 15% £0.35
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2011 Residential Incentive/Non-Incentive Cost Detail (First Year)

%/kWh | % of Total| $/kWh |% of Total| $/kWh
EME 50.04 67% %0.02 33% 50.06
Niagara Mohawk (NY) $0.07 65% $0.04 35% $0.10
NYSEG %0.07 28% 50.05 42% 50.12
Rochester G&E (INY) 50.08 a3% 50.05 37% 50.13
Orange & Rockland (NY) | $0.03 27% $0.09 73% $0.13
BED %0.08 9% $0.05 41% 50.13
PEPCO (WMD) %0.08 60% %0.05 40% 50.13
Potomac Edison (MD) $0.10 70% $0.04 30% $0.14
Central Hudson (NY) 50.04 27% %0.11 73% %0.15
NYSERDA %0.02 11% %0.15 859% %0.16
BGE (MWD %0.13 72% 50.05 28% 50.18
SMECO (WD) %0.10 28% 50.08 42% 50.18
LITA $0.10 20% $0.10 o0% $0.20
CL&T %0.20 88% $0.03 12% $0.22
DL (MD) 50.12 o1% 50.11 49% 50.23
EVT %0.11 46% %0.13 54% 50.24
NECO (RI) %0.29 85% %0.05 15% 50.34
WMECO (MWLA) %0.21 al% %0.14 39% %0.35
NSTARE (MA) 50.23 a6% 50.12 34% 50.35
GSECO (NH) 50.28 78% 50.08 22% 50.35
PSNH $0.28 7% $0.09 23% $0.37
National Grid (MA) %0.30 71% $0.12 29% 50.42
Unitil (NH) 50.21 49% $0.22 ol1% 50.44 N /\V I G A N T
ConEdison %0.29 44% %0.36 56% 50.65
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2012 Residential Incentive/Non-Incentive Cost Detail (First Year)

£/kWh | % of Total| $/kWh |% of Total| $/kWh
EME %0.03 65% 50.02 35% 50.05
NYSEG %0.06 67% %0.03 33% %0.09
Central Hudson (INY) %0.03 29% 50.07 1% 50.09
Rochester G&E (INY) ®0.07 62% 50.04 38% 50.11
Niagara Mohawk (NY) $0.05 42% $0.07 58% $0.11
FEPCO (WD) %0.12 70% %0.05 30% %0.18
Orange & Rockland (NY) | $0.06 32% 30.12 68% %0.18
BGE (MDD 50.14 73% 50.05 27% 50.18
LIPA %0.14 70% 50.06 30% 50.19
SMECO (MD) %0.12 61% 50.08 39% %0.20
BED %0.11 53% 50.10 47% 50.21
Potomac Edison (MD) $0.14 62% %0.09 38% $0.23
DFPL (MD) %0.14 55% %0.12 45% %0.26
EVT £0.14 50% 50.14 0% %0.27
NECO (RI) £0.25 87% 50.04 13% £0.29
CL&P %0.26 B85% 50.05 15% 50.31
WMECO (WVLA) %0.21 67% 50.10 33% 50.31
Unitil (NH) %0.18 53% 50.16 47% 50.34
NSTARE (MA) %0.26 73% 50.10 27% 50.36
National Grid (MA) %0.28 1% 50.12 29% 50.40
PSINH %0.38 81% %0.09 19% %0.46
ConEdison £0.30 48% %0.32 52% 50.62 N /\ V I G A N _I..
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