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Next steps



Status Update
Stakeholder working group coordinated by
DOER and DPU staff (08-50)

Meeting weekly since May 7

Significant progress on common method and
iInput data for bill impact analysis

Developed outputs and summary tables

Using examples from NSTAR (electric) and
Bay State Gas; analysis of other PAs to follow

Working group currently scheduled to meet
weekly through July 9



Requirements of the
Green Communities Act

 The Green Communities Act requires the
Department (DPU) to consider “the effect of any
rate increases on residential and commercial
customers” when reviewing proposals for “other
funding as approved by the Department”

e “Other funding” in addition to SBC, FCM, RGGI;
therefore focusing on incremental funding for the
bill iImpact analysis

 Green Communities Act (GCA)
G.L. c. 25, § 19(a).



DPU Order in 08-50-A

 Comprehensive and well-documented assessment of
rate impacts and average bill impacts associated with
the energy efficiency activities

* Important to properly quantify and present the rate and
average bill impacts of the energy efficiency programs.
This requires capturing the total effects on costs and
sales, as well as presenting the rate and average bill
Impacts in a way that is meaningful and easily
understood.

e Use consistent inputs, assumptions, and methods to the
extent it is appropriate and possible to do so



There are different perspectives to analyze EE

Benefit Cost Analysis Bill Impacts

« Cost-effectiveness e The impact on

« Total Resource Cost ratepayers’ utility bills
(TRC) Test o Customer/ratepayer

« Total resource view point view point
(all benefits and all * Includes participants
costs); calculates total and non-participants of
resource net benefits EE programs

 Used to analyze each EE  Examines a given
program and the total customer at a snapshot

portfolio of programs In time



There are several factors that affect a customer’s bill

EE Related Factors

* EE Program Costs

» Sources of Funding
Bill = Rate x Usage

» Usage Savings / \
» Decoupling/Lost Base

Revenues (LBR) Supply Delivery
Market Driven Regulated
* Etc. (Cost +)

EE objective: reduce customer bills (total costs), though rates
may increase slightly to fund the programs (and for LBR)




Method of determining RATE change effects

Today’s Rate

(includes SBC, RGGI, FCM)

Determining Rate Impact
Current Funding Sources Case includes funding from: SBC, RGGI, FCM

Incremental (Proposed EERF) Case includes funding from: SBC, RGGI, FCM, EERF

Not to Scale

~20¢ / kWh*

~7¢ <

~13¢4

\

SBC

Not to Scale
4]

Less Add Add
LBR/ :
Less DEVEVl Avoided  EE Costs pecoupling Delivery
DRIPE T&D net of
Other
Funding
(EERF)

* 2012, NSTAR/former Boston Edison territory, R1 Rate Class

** SBC 3.5% of current delivery rates



Examining total BILL impacts

Total Bill Calculation

Delivery v ysage B :

Rate kW% = $ delivery
Supply % usage -

Rate kW?] = $ supply
Total X usage  _

Rate kWh =$ total

Total Rate Usage Total Cost

Participants

.

. . Net effect
Gl | W | - || W contbuton o
Average for ? several factors
Rate Class t l ? =1 |

Bill impacts examine a given customer at a snapshot in time 9



Participants continue to realize savings after 2012

Participants

Total Bill Calculation :2010

Delivery
Rate

Supply
Rate

Total R4

ol
CA L

Total Bill Calculation :2011

Rate

Supply X U
Rate

Delivery ¢ usage

Total Rate X U

= $ deliver

Total Bill Calculation :2012

Delivery v ysage B :
Rate kW% = $ delivery |
Savings
Supply X usage - continue for
Rate kW% w life of the
measure
Total Rate X usage  _ ¢ -

kWh
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The working group Is analyzing many scenarios

Scenarios
* Four representative rate classes:
— Residential
— Low Income
— Commercial & Industrial — Large
— Commercial & Industrial — Small

e Currently 1 PA territory for electric, 1 PA territory for
gas (ultimately, all PAs and all major rate classes)

* Will be testing two sets of EE plans (savings & costs)
— PA Plans (electric and gas)
— GCA savings levels per EEAC Consultant analysis
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The group Is working through many
assumptions and key concepts

Key Assumptions

Currently based on 2007 Avoided Cost study

All avoided costs and benefits allocated by billed sales kWh
LBR until rate case, decoupling thereafter

Underlying delivery costs (before EERF, etc) held constant

Supply costs vary in same proportion as those in avoided cost
study

Typical participant usage savings based on historical programs
Load forecast with no EE assumes 1% growth
Does not capture customer contribution

Examining how to demonstrate continued benefits of reduced
usage over time

Examining DRIPE and LBR in calculation
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Sample Output (Electric)

Current Funding vs. Incremental (Proposed EERF)

For lllustrative Purpose Only

BECO RESIDENTI

2010

L (R1) - PARTICIPANT

Total Rates and Bills

Monthly

Energy

Consum
ption

Total
Electric
Rate

Average
Monthly

(R | kvh

BECO RESIDENTIAL {

1) - NON-PARTICIPANT

Total Rates and Bills

2010

Monthly
Total Energy
Electric

Rate

Average
Consum | Monthly
ption Bill

(Bh) | kuh 5

BECO RESIDENTIAL (R1) - AVERAGE

Total Rates and Bills

2010

Total
Electric
Rate

Monthly

Energy

Consum
ptien

Average
Monthly

(/W]

kWh

Current Funding Case
monthly Service Charge {fixed)
Yalumetric Component

Total

Incremental Case (Proposed)

monthly Service Charge {fixed)
Yolumetric Component

$0.18618

$0.19849

Current Funding Case
mMonthly Service Charge {fixed)
Vaolumetric Component

Total

Incremental Case (Proposed)

mMonthly Service Charge {fixed)
Volumetric Component

$0.18614

$0.19849

$6.43
$117.71

Current Funding Case

Monthly Service Charge {fixed)
Yalumetric Component
Total

Incremental Case (Proposed)
Monthly Service Charge {fixed)

Yolumetric Component
Total

$0.19618

$0.19849

Monthly

Energy

Consum
ption

Total
Electric
Rate

Average
Monthly
Bill

Monthly

Energy

Consum
ption

Total
Electric
Rate

Average
Monthly
Bill

Differences

Total
Electric
Rate

Monthly

Energy

Consum
ption

Average
Monthly
Bill

BECO RESIDENTIAL (R1) - P

$0.00230

(aafl 119
1.17% | -2.200 -1.00%

RTICIFANT

BECO RESIDENTIAL (R

$0.00230 0

1.17% | 0.00%

1) - NON-PART'CIPANT

$0.00230
1.17%

(5) )<
-0.73%

BECO RESIDENTIAL (R1) - AVER/.GE
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Sample Output (Electric)

Non-Participant vs. Participant

For lllustrative Purpose Only

Current Funding Sources Case

2010 Monthly In.llxcrm_hh..r
Usage Service
{kWh) Total Supply Delivery Charge
Electric Rate ($kWh) $ 019619 $0.12382  $0.07237
Non-Participant {NP) GO0 f12414 § 7429 § 4342 § K43
Participant F119R3 F 7145 FA1FE OF G443
In Units (vs. MPY @ (2840 (¥ .66)
In % (vs. WP -3.63% -3.83% -3.83%
RAverage $17200 § 7324 § 4281 5 6543
In Units (vs. MPY $1 581 ($1.0510 (F0E1D)
In % (vs. MPY % -1.34% -1.41% -1.41%
Note:

Current Funding Sources Case includes revenues from: SBC, RGGI, FCM
Incremental Funding Case includes revenues from: SBC, RGGlI, FCM, EERF
Monthly Service Charge levied to all customers for recovering customer related expenses (e.g. meters, call center)

Incremental (Proposed EERF) Case

2010 Monthly In.llxcrm_hh..r

Usage Service

{kWh) Total  Supply Delivery Charge
Electric Rate ($/kWh) $ 019849 $0.12366  $0.07T483

Non-Participant (NP) GO0 f12562 § 7420 § 4490 §  B.43

Participant F11844 FR9YI F 4223 F B43
In Units ¢va. MPY @ (54411 (3267
In % (v, MPY a0 5 Gid % -3.94% -5.94%

Average T § 72a87 § 4392 % B.43
In Units (va. MNP ($2 B11 (FEZ (3093
In % vz, NP % 2 05%: -2.19% -2.19%
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ltems Unique to Gas Bill Impacts

Currently only one source of funding
The majority of the large impact EE measures are weather sensitive

LBR has been in place for most of the gas companies and is
reflected in the Current Funding scenario

Expected life of typical gas-related EE measures is longer than
electric

Capital cost for typical gas-related EE measures is higher than
electric

There are currently no Compliance Costs for gas companies.

15



Example of Scenario Analysis

PEPCO Maryland

Residential Conservation Programs
Monthly Bill Impacts in 2014

{Net of Surcharge)
$2.10 52.78
Scenario 0 -$1.30 -$2.29 13’014hDS|':
Install 1 GFL urcharg
Scanario 1 Scenario 2 Impact
Install 5 CFLs ]
_320_00 -Quick Home
Check-Up
-$24.88
Scenario 3
- 18 CFLs
-$40.00 - Energy Star
Home Ferformance
High Efficiency
Central Air
-$60.00 Conditioner
_ -575.02
$BD'OU Scenario 4
-18 CFLs
- Energy Star Home Perfformance
- High Eficiency Heat Pump

-$100.00

Note: 2014 is the peah sumharge



Next Steps/ Process

Working group will continue meeting weekly (June
25, July 2, July 9)

Finalize method and input data
Finalize outputs and summary data

Conduct and review analysis for major rate classes,
for electric and gas

Review analysis results at July 14 Council meeting

PAs complete bill impact analysis for the revised
statewide Plans (due July 16), and follow up with any
additional analysis (remaining analysis of individual
PAs, not all of which will be completed by July 16)

17



