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> Executive Summary

Public Service Company of Colorado (“Public Service™ or the “Company”) submits this
combined electric and natural gas 2009/2010 DSM Biennial Plan (“Plan”) to the Colorado Public
Utilities Commission (“Commission”) as the initial phase of a new era in demand-side
management (“DSM”) for the Company. In this filing, Public Service proposes annual energy
savings goals of approximately 176 GWh in electric and 318,000 Dth in natural gas in 2009 and
237 GWh in electric and 403,000 Dth in natural gas in 2010, at proposed costs of $63 million
and $80 million, respectively. Table 1 provides a summary of the Company’s proposed goals
and budgets for the overall portfolio of programs.

Table 1: Public Service’s 2009/2010 Biennial DSM Plan Budgets and Goals

Proposed Programs Expenditures ($) ((}}E::;(g\{’l? i:)‘:l]l)gt;) Del?ég:ll E;l:,’;ngs
2009
Total Electric Conservation $32,720,629 175,789,951 34,319
Total Load Management $12,286,434 45,359 22,218
Total Electric Indirect $5,531,221 - -
Total 2009 Electric DSM $50,818,284 175,835,310 56,537
Total Gas Conservation $9,667,787 318,141 --
Total Gas Indirect $2,960,743 -- --
Total 2009 Gas DSM $12,628,529 318,141 -
175,835,310 KkWh, .
2009 Total $63,446,813 318,141 Dth 56,537 kW
2010
Total Electric Conservation $46,379,674 237,419,603 44,731
Total Load Management $12,286,434 45,359 22,218
Total Electric Indirect $4,981,038 - -
Total 2010 Electric DSM $63,650,147 237,464,961 66,949
Total Gas Conservation $12,829,651 402,808 -
Total Gas Indirect $3,301,713 - --
Total 2010 Gas DSM $16,516,364 402,808 -~
237,464,961 KkWh,
2010 Total $80,166,511 402,808 Dth 66,949 kW
.. 413,300,271 kWh,
2009/2010 Biennium Total $143,613,324 720,949 Dth 123,486 kW

Settlement Agreement

Subsequent to the filing of the Company’s initial DSM Plan, the parties in Docket No. 08A-
366EG entered into a Settlement Agreement approved by the Commission that included a
number of program and associated budget changes, described in the table below. In addition,
Appendix A of the Settlement Agreement outlined a number of design changes to Residential
Segment programs to occur over the first six months of 2009. These changes will be publicized
either through 60-day notice of Public Service’s DSM Roundtable distribution list, or through a




May 1, 2009 DSM Plan Amendment to be filed with the Commission. This DSM Plan Errata
contains only changes that have already been approved and whose impacts have been analyzed.
All other changes will occur through the 60-day notice process or Plan Amendment as
contemplated in the Settlement Agreement.

Table 2: Budget Changes to Public Service’s 2009/2010 Biennial DSM Plan Resulting from
the Settlement Agreement

Program 2009 2009 Gas 2010 2010 Gas
Electric Electric

Original Budget $48,713,284 | $12,553,529 | $60,322,147 | $16,056,364
Central AC Rebate +$1,220,000 +$2,150,000
Central AC Tune-Up +$150,000 +$250,000
Evaporative Cooling +$280,000 +$365,000
School Education Kits +$385,000 +$388,000
Product Development +$175,000 +$75,000 +$175,000 +$75,000

Final Approved Budget | $50,818,284 | $12,628,529 | $63,650,147 | $16,516,364

History of Recent DSM Activity in Colorado

During the last decade, Public Service has entered into several regulatory settlements involving
demand-side management in conjunction with its integrated resource/least-cost planning process.
The following paragraphs describe those settlements:

e Inthe 1996 Integrated Resource Plan Settlement Agreement (Decision C98-1042, Docket
No. 97A-297E), the Company committed up to $10M for DSM over four years through
two bid processes. The first focused on residential air conditioning load control and
lighting for commercial customers (“Bid 2000”) and the second followed the completion
of the Bid 2000 program.

e In the 1999 Integrated Resource Plan DSM Stipulation and Settlement Agreement
(Decision C00-1057, Docket No. 00A-008E), the Company committed to use its best
efforts to acquire 124 MW of cost-effective DSM resources through the 1999 IRP
Resource Acquisition Period ending December 31, 2005. The Company was authorized
to spend no more than $75 million (Year 2000 dollars) to obtain the 124 MW of DSM.
This amount included total capital costs and operating expenses incurred by the
Company, but excluded expenses for the natural gas Energy $avings Partners (“E$P”)
low-income weatherization program. The 1999 Agreement identified target savings by
customer class and program type.

e As part of the 2003 Least-Cost Resource Plan Settlement Agreement (Decision C05-
0049, Docket Nos. 04A-214E, 04A-215E, 04A-216E), the Company committed to obtain
320 MW and 800 GWh of cost-effective conservation for $196 million (year 2005
dollars) between 2006 and 2013.

The following figure shows Public Service’s demand and energy savings over the past seven
years. Note that energy and demand savings achievements, as well as spending, ramped up



during the 1999 Settlement period (2001 to 2005), and that 2006 represented the launch of the
2004 Settlement.

Figure 1: Public Service’s 2001-2007 Electric DSM Achievements
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Goals By Segment

For the 2009/2010 Biennial Plan, Public Service has developed a full portfolio of electric and
natural gas DSM programs to serve all customer segments. For the purposes of this filing, the
programs are split into four segments: Business, Residential, Low-Income, and Indirect. Public
Service will market its energy efficiency programs to each customer segment based on the
number of customers, relative size of each customer, and amount of conservation potential at a
customer site. The goals for these segments are described in more detail below.

Business Segment

Energy efficiency sales to the Business Segment are achieved through Public Service’s account
managers, end-use equipment vendors, and energy service companies (ESCOs), as well as our
Business Solutions Center. The Company’s total proposed goals and budgets for the Business
Segment in the 2009/2010 biennium include:

e 282.5 GWhand 60.8 MW in electric savings and 176,056 Dth in gas savings;
e $53.7 million in electric budget and $2.7 million in gas budget; and
e 5,404 electric and 561 gas participants.

Although economies of scale enable this customer segment to provide the lowest cost DSM per
unit of energy saved, Business DSM is some of the most difficult to achieve over time. This is
the case because business customers tend to require very short paybacks on investments and do
not readily respond to traditional mass-market appeals. Further, on the gas side, the majority of
large customers, who present some of the largest energy efficiency potential, are transport
customers who will neither pay into the Demand-Side Management Cost Adjustment, nor be
eligible to participate in the program offerings.



Residential Segment

Public Service has over 1.13 million electric and 1.18 million natural gas customers in its
Residential Segment in Colorado. This segment includes single-family homes, townhomes,
apartments and condominiums. The Company’s total proposed goals and budgets for the
Residential Segment during the 2009/2010 biennium include the following:

e 120.0 GWh and 61.8 MW in electric savings and 335,290 Dth of gas savings;
e $46.7 million in electric budget and $13.0 million in gas budget; and
e 654,510 electric and 80,550 gas participants.

Public Service developed its Plan to recognize that this market requires choices of conservation
opportunities that accommodate various lifestyles, convenient participation, and information to
make wise energy choices presented in useable and understandable forms and formats.

Low-Income Segment

The primary objective of the Low-Income Segment is to reduce energy consumption in low-
income customers’ homes and thereby reduce low-income customer bills. The Company’s total
proposed goals and budgets for the Low-Income Segment during the 2009/2010 biennium
include the following:

e 10.7 GWh and 0.8 MW in electric savings and 209,603 Dth in gas savings;
e $3.2 million in electric budget and $7.2 million in gas budget; and
o 47,807 electric and 49,856 gas participants.

Indirect Segment

The Indirect Segment includes the indirect programs and activities that are not directly affiliated
with any specific direct impact program. The Education/Market Transformation area includes
four programs: Business Energy Analysis, Customer Behavioral Change-Business, Customer
Behavioral Change-Residential, and Residential Home Energy Audits. The Planning &
Research area includes four additional programs: DSM Market Research, DSM Planning &
Administration, DSM Product Development, and Evaluation, Measurement & Verification.
Public Service proposes an electric budget of $10.5 million and a gas budget of $6.3 million over
the 2009/2010 biennium for this segment. Because this segment is not directly affiliated with
specific direct impact programs but rather indirectly supports those programs, this segment does
not have its own savings goals.

New Program Offerings

This Plan will be the first time that Public Service has offered gas DSM programs to its entire
customer base, rather than solely to its low-income customers. As such, the Company has
proposed 15 new gas programs, including the following Business programs:

e Boiler Efficiency; e New Construction;

e Custom Efficiency; e Recommissioning;

e Energy Management Systems; e Segment Efficiency; and
e Furnace Efficiency; e Standard Offer.



On the Residential side, Public Service will offer the following new gas programs:

e ENERGY STAR® New Homes; e Insulation Rebates;

e Energy Efficient Showerheads; e School Education Kits; and
e Heating System Rebates; e Water Heater Rebates.

e Home Performance with ENERGY STAR;

Although the Company has offered electric DSM programs for many years, this Plan will
introduce a number of new or enhanced electric programs, including the following Business
programs:

e Data Center Efficiency; e Self-Direct;

e New Construction; e Small Business Lighting Efficiency; and
e Process Efficiency; e Standard Offer.

e Segment Efficiency;

In the Residential segment, Public Service will offer the following new or enhanced electric
programs:

e ENERGY STAR Retailer Incentive; e Home Performance with ENERGY STAR; and
ENERGY STAR New Homes; e School Education Kits.

Major Initiatives: Market Transformation and Customer Education

In this biennium, Public Service will place greater emphasis on programs and services that help
to redefine the energy efficiency marketplace through market transformation and customer
education. The Company believes that market transformation and customer education are some
of the least-cost ways to influence customer decisions and behaviors for the long term.

Public Service defines market transformation as marketing strategies that result in a permanent
decrease in energy usage by inducing changes either in the product supply chain or in the
behavior of the end-user. Often these structural and behavioral changes in the marketplace result
in an increased or earlier adoption of energy efficient technologies and energy efficient practices
that remain even after the program stimulus is removed.

The Company will be offering two types of Market Transformation programs in the 2009/2010
biennium. The Customer Behavioral Change for Residential and Customer Behavioral Change
for Business programs will be indirect, meaning that they produce no direct energy savings, and
the ENERGY STAR Retailer Incentive Pilot, a direct impact pilot program. In addition to these
programs, Public Service has interwoven market transformation into many of its direct-impact
programs by offering rebates on a variety of efficiency measures in order to make the efficient
products more popular and more available in the marketplace, even if not cost effective on their
own. By offering rebates for efficient measures, Public Service hopes to create a demand for the
high efficiency products, thereby driving down their overall cost.



With this Plan, Public Service has also reaffirmed its commitment to transforming the energy
efficiency market through new construction. The Company is offering new construction rebate
and design assistance programs for all of its customer segments. Customers will receive rebates
for construction that exceeds local codes and standards.

Also in this biennium, Public Service is offering a number of programs dedicated to customer
education, such Business Energy Analysis and Residential Home Energy Audits. These are both
indirect programs that provide customers with specific feedback and potential actions regarding
their own homes and buildings. In addition, many of the other program offerings contained in
this Plan have an educational component.

Stakeholders

Public Service believes that successful implementation of its Biennial Plan will be the result of
active participation of its many stakeholders. These stakeholders include the Commission, the
Governor’s Energy Office (“GEO”), other state agencies, local governments, environmental
groups, external consulting groups, efficient equipment manufacturers, distributors and vendors,
installation contractors, and customer advocates. Each of the Company’s programs offers its
own opportunities for stakeholder involvement and feedback. In addition, Public Service will
continue to host its semi-annual DSM Roundtable as a forum for open dialogue and discussion.

Pilot and Start-up Programs

In Docket No. 07A-420E, the Commission distinguished start-up and pilot programs from
existing or continuing programs. These would be programs in their first few years of
implementation, that have long sales cycles, or that are testing unproven methods. For any of
these reasons, start-up and pilot programs may not necessarily achieve a Modified Total
Resource Cost (“MTRC”) Test ratio greater than one. In Decision No. C08-0560, the
Commission allowed for such programs under these special circumstances to achieve an MTRC
Test ratio of less than one. This is to allow Public Service time for new programs to reach cost-
effectiveness status before ending the programs or disallowing cost recovery. Many of the new
or enhanced programs proposed in this Plan could fit into the definition of a pilot or start-up;
however, for the purposes of this Plan, Public Service has identified one pilot program, the
ENERGY STAR Retailer Incentive Program, and five start-up programs, Data Center Efficiency,
Process Efficiency, Segment Efficiency, Small Business Lighting, and Standard Offer in the
2009/2010 biennium. For any program that does not pass the MTRC Test at the end of the year,
Public Service will explain the causes and provide recommendations on the program’s
continuation in the annual status report.

Document Layout

This document has seven major sections, organized primarily by customer segment: Executive
Summary, Business Segment, Residential Segment, Low-Income Segment, Indirect Segment,
Technical Assumptions, and Appendices. Each of these sections is described in more detail
below:



e Executive Summary — provides a high-level overview of the strategic direction of the
overall 2009/2010 DSM Biennial Plan; provides program-level goals and budgets in a
table;

¢ Business, Residential, Low-Income, and Indirect Segment — detail the specific programs
and goals associated with each segment;

e Technical Assumptions — displays the forecasted technical assumptions used to calculate
the energy and demand savings of every measure included in the Plan; an electronic file
of the detailed technical assumptions for each program will be provided as part of the
overall filing;

e Appendices — presents detail on the budget categories, a description of the types of
avoided costs used, the background on the benefit-cost tests, and a list of acronyms.

UPDATE: Table 3, below, provides the program-level goals and budgets. In accordance with
the recent Settlement Agreement, this table has been updated to reflect the revised Home
Lighting & Recycling Program energy and demand savings goals. Table 3 does not reflect any
other program changes being implemented as a result of the Settlement Agreement, as the
impacts of those changes have not yet been analyzed.



Table 3a: Public Service’s 2009 Electric DSM Program Budgets and Goals

Net
Electric Customer | Generator Madified
2009 Particip axts Electric Budget kW kW Net Generator kWh| TRC Ratio
Business Segment
Boiler Efficiency
Compressed Air Efficiency 231 $1,009,956 1,672 1,474] 9,181,365 4.03
Cooling Efficiency 234 $2,288,950 4,198 3,035 6,168,583 1.96
Custom Efficiency 43 $2,474,819 1,786 1,372 7,467,223 2.06
Data Center Efficiency 10 $531,350 703 571 5,920,281 4.57
Enerpy Management Systems 29 $777,692 535 47 4,238,885 2.31
Fumace Efficiency
Lighting Efficiency 632, $4,418,019 9,208 7,989 31,856,916 3.13
Motor & Drive Efficiency 1,100 $2,582,081 5,056 3,681 20,711,411 4.96
New Construction 46 $3,971,921 5,697 5,506 20,784,026 4.09)
Process Efficiency 0 $414,850 100 77 487,371 137
Reccmmissioning 28 §562,633 651 354 3,947,516 2.05
Segment Efficiency 51 $644,452 120 80 528,904 0.86
Self-Direct 5 $348,300 531 478 2,182,451 446
Small Business Lighting 50 §789,234 350 316 1,153,540 1.86
Standard Offer 24 $706,200 893 813 1,766,186 2.50
Energy Efficiency Subtotal 2,483 $21,520,457 31,501 25,793 116,394,660 3.29
Business Segment Total 2,483 $21,520,457 31,501 25,793 116,394,660 3.0
Residential Segment
Energy Efficient Showerhead
ENERGY STAR New Homes 100 $56,000 136 10 117,03Q 1.74
ENERGY STAR Retailer Incentive 16,469 $2,658,384; 3,171 640 2,455,560 1.17
Evaporative Cooling Rebate 3,800 $1,195,900 6,551 3,803 2,071,569 8.32
Heating System Rebate
Home Lighting & Recydling 250,000 $3,127,951 46,250 3,307 46,237,797 6.39
Home Performance w/ ENERGY STAR 300 $171,949 343 31 374,715 1.94f
Insulation Rebate
Refrigerator Recycling 3,250 $659,703 453 297 2,189,309 2.01
School Education Kits 6,600 $164,211 G673 54! 815,800 2.99
Water Heating Rebate
Energy Efficiency Subtotal 280,519 $8,034,098 57,578 8,142 54,261,780 5.4
Saver's Switch 19,500 $12,286,434 58,500 22,218 45,359 4.21
Load Management Subtotal} 19,500 $12,286,434 58,500 22218 45,359 421
Residential Segment Total (w/0 Low Income) 300,019 $20,320,532 116,078 30,360 54,307,139 4.52
Low-Income Segment
Easy Savings Energy Kits 20,000 $591,185 2,040 163 2,472,121 2.39
Multi-Family Weatherization 518 $106,432 249 23 323,820 2.41]
Non-Profit Energy Effidency 322 $68,991 155 17 201,875 2.28]
Sinple- Family Weatherization 1,958 $749,466 1,593 175 2,135,695 2.54]
Energy Efficiency Subtotall 22,798 $1,516,075 4,037 384 5,133,511 245
Low-Income Segment Total 22,798 $1,516,075 4,037 384 5,133,511 245
Indirect Segment
Education/Market Transformation
Business Energy Analysis 400 $697,191
Customer Behavioral Change - Business 1,385 $162,968
Customer Behavioral Change - Residential 30,000 $882,428
Residential Home Energy Audit 7,176 §654,672
Education/Market Transformation Subtotall 38,961 $2,397,259
Planning and Research
DSM Matket Research $1,427,266
DSM Planning & Administration $293,496
DSM Product Development §498,560
Evaluation, Measurement & Verification $739,640
Planning and Research Subtotal $2,958,962
Indirect Total 38,961 $5,356,221
2009 TOTAL 364,261 $48,713,284 151,616 56,537 175,835,310 336




Net Annual DTH | Annual Totl Modifed TRC | Modified
2009 Gas Paxticipanss Gas Budget Savings Dth/$M |NetBenefits with Adder] TRC Ratio
Business Segment
Boiler Efficiency 146 $475,834 31,650 66,514/ $2,355,668 2.68
Compressed Air Efficiency
Cooling Efficiency
Custom Efficiency 14 $198,578 13,492 G7,944 $919,827 2 42
Data Center Efficiency
Enerpy Management Systems 14 $132,121 6,286 47,579 $167,242 1.69]
PFumace Efficiency 50 $44,346 4,204 94,803 $330,424 4.25
Lighting Efficiency
Motor & Ddve Efficiency
New Construction 9 $184,291 11,747 63,743 $675,996 1.87
Process Efficiency 6. $39,300 9,049 230,261 $1,636,291 7.22
Recommissioning 8 $88,363 2,199 24,883 $44,366 1.38,
Segment Efficiency 5 $25,754] 0 0 -$26,294] 0.00
Self-Pirect
Small Business Lighting
Standard Offer 12 $21,000 473 22,503 $11,607 135
Energy Efficiency Subtetall 264 $1,209,587 79,160 65,394 $6,115,126 2.69]
Business Segment Total 264 $1,209,587 79,100 65,394 $6,115,126 2.69]
Residential Segment
Energy Efficient Showerhead 20,000 $199,514 14,280 71,576 $1,345,979 5.99
ENERGY STAR New Homes 2,200 $3,002,604 34,658 11,543 $1,157,304] 1.25]
ENERGY STAR Retailer Incentive
Evaporative Cooling Rebate
Heating System Rebate 4,500 $789,360 35,868 45,440 $2,086,235 1.85
Home Lighting & Recycling
Home Performance w/ ENERGY STAR 300 $328,250 9,617 29,299 $207,378 1.23
Insulation Rebate 1,500 $529,900 28,210 53,237 $1,887,085 1.72
Refrigerator Recycling
School Education Kits 6,600 $163,273 14,315 87,674 $854,817 4.16]
Water Fleating Rebate 1,250 $81,796 1,513 18,502 $29,038 116
Energy Efficiency Subtotal| 36,350 $5,094,697 138,462 27,178 $7,567,835 167
Saver's Switch
Load Management Subtatal|
Residential Segment Tatal (w/0 Low Incame) 36,350 $5,094,697 138,462 27,178 $7,567,835 1.67
Low-Income Segment
Easy Savings Enerpy Kits 20,000 $591,599 36,666 61,978 $2,329,354] 3.65
Multi-Family Weathenzation 518 $292,290 6,298 21,547 $218,497 1.42
Non-Profit Energy Efficiency 322 $393,258 4,064 10,333 $165,783 1.23
Single-Family Weatherization 2,946 $2,086,355 53,551 25,667 $2,058,491 1.3¢|
Energy Efficiency Subtotal| 23,786 $3,363,503 100,579 29,903 $4,872,125 1.60|
Low-Income Segment Total 23,786 $3,363,503 100,579 29,903 $4,872,125 1.60
Indirect Segment
Education/Market Transformation
Business Energy Analysis 100 $155,262 -$155,262
Customer Behavioral Change - Business 593 $70,644] -$70,644
Customer Behavioral Change - Residential 30,000 §920,287, -$920,287
Residential Home Enerpy Audit 7,774 $710,484 -$710,484
Education/Market Transformation Subtotal 38467 $1,856,677 $1,856,677
Planning and Research
DSW Market Research $587,266 -$587,266
DSM Planning & Administration $178,000 -$178,000
DSM Product Development $129,440 -$129,440
Evaluation, Measurement & Vernification $134,360 -$134,360
Planning and Research Subtetall $1,029,066 -$1,029,066
Indirect Total 38,467 $2,885,743 $2,885,743
2009 TOTAL 98,867 $12,553,529 318,141 25,343 $15,669,344 1.60




Table 3c: Public Service’s 2010 Electric DSM Program Budgets and Goals

Net
Electric Custemer | Generator Madified
2010 Participants Electric Budget kW KW Net Generator kWh{ TRC Ratia
Business Segment
Boiler Efficiency
Compressed Air Efficiency 249 $1,208,969 1,804 1,591 9,941,064 4.04
Cooling Efficiency 252 §2,582,748 4,597 3,253 6,951,439 2.04f
Custom Efficiency 50 $3,085,144 2,077 1,595 8,682,818 2.06
Data Center Efficiency 14 $1,026,465 1,407 1,142 11,846,949, 4.91
Energy Management Systems 38 $1,093,870 701 62 5,554,401 2.27
Furnace Efficiency
Lighting Efficiency 678 $5,066,713 10,096 8,759 35,890,773 3.24
Motor & Drive Efficiency 1,100 $2,832,479 5,056 3,681 20,711,411 4.93
New Construction G5 $5,313,990 8,336 8,051 30,410,718 441
Process Efficiency 4 $1,574,800 1,606 1,233 7,797,936 2.76]
Recommissioning 38 $858,540 858 471 5,122,522 191
Sepment Efficiency 175 $2,227,436 2,178 1,368 10,716,550 2.75
Self-Direct 10 $654,000 1,062 956 4,364,903 4.73
Small Business Lighting 200 $3,156,935 1,401 1,264 4,614,158 1.92
Standard Offer 48 $1,509,800 1,786 1,625 3,532,372 2.53
Energy Efficiency Subtotall 2,921 $32,191,888 42,964 35,053 166,138,016 335
Business Segment Total 2,921 $32,191,888 42,964 35,053 166,138,016 3.35]
Residential Segment
Energy Efficient Showerhead
ENERGY STAR New Homes 200 $97,550 272 21 234,059 1.90
ENERGY STAR Retailer Incentive 18,116 $2,964,229 3,488 704 2,701,058 1.14]
Evaporative Cooling Rebate 4,000 $1,287,696 _ 6,899 4,005 2,181,848 7.91
Heating System Rebate
Home Lighting & Recyding 300,000 $3,433,520 55,500 3,969 55,485,357 6.69)
‘Home Performance w/ ENERGY STAR 1,000 $484,778 1,145 103 1,249,049 2.15
Insulation Rebate
Refrigerator Recyding 4,375 $885,382 609 400 2,947,146 2.04
School Education Kits 7,300 $188,938 745 60 902,324/ 2.96
“Water Heating Rebate
Energy Efficiency Subtotal 334,991 $9,342,093 68,658 9,261 65,700,842 5.00
Saver's Switch 19,500 $12,286,434 58,500 22,218 45,359 4.03
Load Management Subtotal 19,500 $12,286,434 58,500 22N8 45,359 4.03
Residential Segment Total (w/o Low Income) 354,491 $21,628,527 127158] - 31479 65,746,200 444
Low-Income Segment
Easy Savings Energy Kits 22,600 $650,410 2,244 180 2,719,334 2.38
Multi-Family Weatherization 556 §125,458 267 30 347,783 2.19
Non-Profit Energy Efficiency 350 $92,602 168 19 219,700 1.92
Sinple-Family Weatherization 2,103 $827,223 1,711 188 2,293,929 2.46]
Energy Efficiency Subtotal 25,009 $1,695,693 4,391 17 5,580,745 2.38
Low-Income Segment Total 25,009 $1,695,693 4,391 7 5,580,745 2.38]
Indirect Segment
Education/Market Transformation
Business Enerpy Analysis 400 $820,467
Customer Behavioral Change - Business 1,385 $171,781
Customer Behavioral Change - Residential 34,000 $1,381,438
Residential Home Energy Audit 7,416 $762,937
Educatien/Market Transformation Subtotal| 43,201 $3,136,672
Planning and Research
DSM Market Research $247,610
DSM Planning & Administration $298,896
DSM Product Development $501,030
Evzluation, Measurement & Verfication $621,830
Planning and Research Subtotall $1,669,366
Indirect Total 43,201 $4,806,038
2010 TOTAL 425,622 $60,322,147/ 174,514 66,949 237,464,961 3.39
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Table 3d: Public Service’s 2010 Gas DSM Program Budgets and Goals

Net Annual DTH Annual Toeul Modifed TRC | Modified
2010 Gas Participaes Gas Budget Savings Dth/$M [NetBenefits with Adder| TRC Ratio
Business Segment
Boiler Efficiency 146 $555,188 31,650 57,007 §2,282,794] 2.54]
Compressed Air Efficiency
Cooling Efficiency
Custom Efficiency 14 $177,505 13,492 76,010 $943,302 2.51
Data Center Efficiency
Energy Management Systems 14] $129,649 6,286 48,486 $162,553 1.68]
Fumace Efficiency 50 $50,139 4,204 83,850 $324,443 4.02
Lighting Efficiency
Motor & Drive Efficiency
New Construction 12 $313,864 15,510 49,415 $838,981 1.77
Process Efficiency 12 $60,600 18,099 298,656 $3,328,553 7.55)
Recommissioning 8 $100,477 2,199 21,883 $29,747 1.23|
Sepment Efficiency 17 $84,100 3,627 43,126 $141,312 2.00
Self-Direct
Small Business Lighting
Standard Offer 24 §34,000 1,890 55,597 $77,491 1.93
Energy Efficiency Subtotall 297 $1,505,522 96,956 64,400 $8,129,177 2.84]
Business Segment Total 297 $1,505,522 96,956 64,400 $8,129,177 2.84
Residential Segment
Enerpy Efficient Showerhead 22,950 $227,224] 16,387 72,118 $1,547,842 5.94]
ENERGY STAR New Homes 3,200 $4,345,000 50,411 11,602 $1,738,471 1.26
ENERGY STAR Retailer Incentive
Hvaporative Cooling Rebate
Heating System Rebate 4,500 $1,091,733 51,810 47,456 $2,071,127 1.88
Home Lighting & Recycling
Home Performance w/ ENERGY STAR 1,000, $1,031,721 32,058 31,072 $752,548 1 25]
Insulation Rebate 1,500 $534,755 28,210 52,753 $1,905,707 173
Refrigerator Recycling
School Education Kits 7,300 $187,736 15,833 84,336 §921,511 4.01)
“Water Heating Rebate 1,750 $110,766 2,119 19,129 $43,592 117
Energy Efficiency Subtetall 44,200 $7,528,935 196,828 26,143 $9,980,798 1.60
Saver's Switch
Load Management Subtotal]
Residential Segment Total (w/0 Low Income) 44,200 $7,528,935 196,828 26,143 $9,280,798 1.60)|
Low-Income Segment
Easy Savings Enerpy Kits 22,000 $651,24¢ 40,333 61,932 $2,525,556 3.61
Multi-Family Weatherization 556 $353,615 6,760 19,116 $346,773 1.41
Non-Profit Energy Efficiency 350 $494,471 4,417 8,932 $179,552 1.21]
Single-Family Weatherzation 3,164] $2,295,861 57,515 25,051 $2,194,696 1.35
Energy Efficiency Subtotal, 26,070 $3,795,193 109,024 28,727 $5,246,578 1.59]
Low-Income Segment Total 26,070 $3,795,193 109,024 28,727 $5,246,578 159
Indirect Segment
Education/Market Transformation
Business Energy Analysis 100 $156,001 -$156,091
Customer Behavioral Change - Business 593 $71,275 -$71,275
Customer Behavioral Change - Residential 34,000 $1,418,512 -$1,418,512
Residential Home Energy Audit 8,034 $820,356] -$820,356
Education/Market Transformation Subtotal| 42,727 $2,466,233 $2,466,233
Planning and Research
DSM Market Research $247,610 -$247,610
DSM Planning & Administration $180,100 -$180,108
DSM Product Development $130,400 -$138,400
Evaluation, Measurement & Verfication §202,370 -$202,370
Planning and Research Subtotal| $760,480 $760,480
Indirect Total 42,7127 $3,226,713 $3,226,7113
2010 TOTAL 113,294 $16,056,364 402,808 25,087 $20,129,840 1.61
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IDSM PORTFOLIO-ELECTRIC

2009

ELECTRIC

GOAL)|

2009 Electric Benefit-Cost Analysis per Customer kW

Input Summary and Totals

Rate  Modified Total Program Inputs per Customer kW
Participant  Utility Impact Resource Lifetime (Weighted on Generator kWh) A 14 years
Test Test Test Test Annual Hours B 8760
($/kW) ($/kW) ($/kW) ($/kW) Gross Customer kW C 1 kW
System Benefits (Avoided Costs) Generator Peak Coincidence Factor D 38.15%
Generation Capacity $539 $539 $539 Gross Load Factor at Customer E 13.98%
Transmission & Distribution Capacity $113 $113 §113 Net-to-Gross (Energy) F 88.4%
Marginal Energy $734 $734 $734 Net-to-Gross (Demand) G 91.1%
Avoided Emissions (CO2, SOx) $163 $163 $163 Transmission Loss Factor (Energy) H 6.64%
Subtotal $1,550 $1,550 $1,550 Transmission Loss Factor (Demand) 1 6.80%
Non-Energy Benefits Adder (10%) $155 MTRC Net Benefit (Cost) ] $1,309
Subtotal $1,550 $1,550 $1,705 MTRC Non-Energy Benefit Adder K $155
Other Benefits Net coincident kW Saved at Generator ~ (DxCxG)/(1-1) 0.3729 kW
Participant Rebates and Incentives $148 $148 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BXExC) 1,225 kWh
Vendor Incentives $0 Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExCxK) 1,083 kWh
Incremental Capital Savings $0 $0 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator (BxExCxF)/(1-H) 1,160 kWh
Incremental O&M Savings $13 $10
Subtotal $161 $158 Program Summary per Participant
Rednction in Sales Revenne Gross kW Saved at Customer L 0.42 kW
Electric $833 $736 Net comncident kW Saved at Generator  (GxL)xD/(1-1) 0.16 kW
Subtotal $833 $736 Gross Anaual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExL) 510 kWh
Utility Program Costs Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (Fx(BxExL)) 451 kWh
Program Planning & Design $11 $11 $11 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator (Fx(BxExL))/(1-1) 484 kWh
Administration & Program Delivery $73 $73 $73
Advertising/Promotion/Customer Ed $42 $42 $42 Program Summary All Participants
Participant Rebates and Incentives $148 $148 $148 Total Participants N 364,261
Equipment & Installation $32 $32 $32 Total Budget N $48,713,284
Measurement and Vertfication $17 $17 §17 Gross kW Saved at Customer (MxL) 151,616 kW
Miscellaneous [€3)) $1) ($1) Net coincident kW Saved at Generator ((GxL)xD/(1-1))xM 56,537 kW
Subtotal $321 $321 $321 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExL)xM 185,671,333 kWh
Participant Costs Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (Fx(BxExLy)xM 164,153,629 kWh
Incremental Capital Costs $248 $233 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator  ((Fx(B xE xL))/(1-H))xM 175,835,310 kWh
Incremental O&M Costs $0 $0 TRC Net Benpefits with Adder (MxLxJ) $198,417,277
Subtotal $248 $233 TRC Net Benefits without Adder (MxLx(J-K)) $174,864,873
Total Benetits $99%4 31,550 1,550 $1,863
Total Costs $248 $321 $1,058 $555 Utility Program Cost per kWh Lifetime $0.0191
Net Benefit (Cost) $746 $1,229 $492 $1,309 Utility Program Cost per kW at Gen $862
Benefit/ Cost Ratio 4.00 4.82 1.47 3.36 Participant Payback with Rebate 1.7 years

Note: Dollar values represent present value of impacts accumulated over the lifetime of the measures.

Participant Payback without Rebate

4.3 years
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IDSM PORTFOLIO-GAS 2009 GAS GOAL]
Gas Benefit-Cost Analysis per One Gross Dth/Yr Input Summary and Totals
Rate Modified Total Program Assumptions:
Participant  Utility Impact Resource Lifetime (Weighted on Dth) A 15.11 years
Test Test Test Test Net-to-Gross (Weighted on Dth) B 81.94%
($/Dth-yr) ($/Dth-yr) ($/Dth-yr) ($/Dth-yr) Net-to-Gross (Weighted on Incremental Capital) C 85.55%
System Benefits (Avotded Costs)
Commodity Cost Reduction $71.33 $71.33 $71.33 Program Totals:
Variable O&M Savings $0.37 $0.37 $0.37 Participants D 98,867
Demand Savings $4.23 $4.23 $4.23 Average Net Dth/Yr Saved E 3.2
Subtotal $75.93 $75.93 $75.93 Total Dth/Yr Saved F 318,141
Emissions and Non-Energy Benefits Adder (5%) $3.80 Utility Costs per Net Dth/Yr G $39.46
Subtotal $75.93 $75.93 $79.73 Net Benefit (Cost) per Gross Dth/Yr H $40.36
Otber Bengfits Non-Energy Benefits Adder per Gross Dth/Yr 1 $3.80
Participant Rebates and Incentives $15.17 $15.17 Annual Dth/$M $1IM/ G) 25,343
Vendor Incentives $0.00 Total Utility Budget (GxF) $12,553,529
Incremental Capital Savings $0.00 $0.00 Total MTRC Net Benefits with Adder (FxH) $15,669,344
Incremental O&M Savings $16.62 $12.33 Total MTRC Net Benefits without Adder (H-1)xF $14,195,246
Subtotal $31.78 $27.50
Reduction in Sales Revenue Utility Program Cost per Net Dth Lifetime (G/A) $2.61
Gas $96.13 $80.88 Participant Payback with Rebate 1.9 years
Subtotal $96.13 $80.88 Participant Payback without Rebate 3.4 years
Utility Program Costs
Program Planning & Design $1.36 $1.36 $1.36
Administration & Program Delivery $8.20 $8.20 $8.20
Advertising/Promotion/Customer Ed $4.18 $4.18 $4.18
Participant Rebates and Incentives $15.17 $15.17 $15.17
Equipment & Installation $0.03 $0.03 " $0.03
Measurement & Verification $3.90 $3.90 $3.90
Miscellaneous -$0.51 -$0.51 -$0.51
Subtotal $32.33 $32.33 $32.33
Participant Costs
Incremental Capital Costs $40.37 $34.54
Incremental O&M Costs $0.00 $0.00
Subtotal $40.37 $34.54
Total Benefits $127.92 $75.93 $75.93 $107.22
Total Costs $40.37 $32.33 $113.21 $66.87
Net Benefit (Cost) $87.55 $43.60 -$37.29 $40.36
Benefit/Cost Ratio 347 2.35 0.67 1.60

Note: Dollar values represent present value of impacts accumulated over the lifetime of the measures.



IDSM PORTFOLIO-ELECTRIC
2010 Electric Benefit-Cost Analysis per Customer kW

2010

Input Summary and Totals

ELECTRIC GOAL|

Rate  Modified Total Program Inputs per Customer kW

14!

Participant  Utility Impact Resource Lifetime (Weighted on Generator kWh) A 15 years
Test Test Test Test Annual Hours B 8760
($/kW) ($/kW) (3/kW) (3/kW) Gross Customer kW @ 1 kW
Systemt Benefits (Aroided Costs) Generator Peak Coincidence Factor D 39.28%
Generation Capacity $564 $504 $564 Gross Load Factor at Customer E 16.31%
Transmission & Distribution Capacity $115 $115 $115 Net-to-Gross (Energy) F 88.9%
Marginal Energy $850 $850 $850 Net-to-Gross (Demand) G 91.1%
Avoided Emissions (CO2, SOx) $225 $225 $225 Transmission Loss Factor (Energy) H 6.62%
Subtotal $1,754 $1,754 $1,754 Transmission Loss Factor (Demand) 1 6.75%
Non-Energy Benefits Adder (10%) $176 MTRC Net Benefit (Cost) J $1,494
Subtotal $1,754 $1,754 $1,930 MTRC Non-Energy Benefit Adder K $176
Other Benefits Net coincident kW Saved at Generator (DxCxG)/(1-1) 0.3836 kW
Participant Rebates and Incentives $163 $163 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BXxExC) 1,429 kWh
Vendor Incentives $0 Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BXxExCxF) 1,271 kWh
Incremental Capital Savings $0 $0 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator (BXxExCxF)/(1-H) 1,361 kWh
Incremental O&M Savings $32 $26
Subtotal §195 $189 Program Summary per Participant
Reduction in Sales Revenne Gross kW Saved at Customer L 0.41 kW
Electric $987 $878 Net coincident kW Saved at Generator (GxL)xD/(1-1) 0.16 kW
Subtotal $987 $878 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExL) 586 kWh
Utility Program Costs Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (Fx(BxExL)) 521 kWh
Program Planning & Design $11 $11 $11 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator (Fx(BxExL))/(1-1) 559 kWh
Administration & Program Delivery $76 $76 $76
Advertising/Promotion/Customer Ed $53 $53 $53 Program Summary All Participants
Participant Rebates and Incentives $163 $163 $163 Total Participants AL 425,622
Equipment & Installation $28 $28 $28 Total Budget N $60,322,147
Measurement and Verification $17 $17 $17 Gross kW Saved at Customer (MxL) 174,514 kW
Miscellaneous $1 81 ($1) Net coincident kW Saved at Generator ((GxL)xD/(1-1I))xM 66,949 kKW
Subtotal $346 $346 $346 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExL)xM 249,321,043 kWh
Participant Costs Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (Fx(BxExL))xM 221,755,998 kWh
Incremental Capital Costs $299 $279 Net Annual KWh Saved at Generator ((Fx(B xE xL))/(1-H))xM 237,464,961 kWh
Incremental Q&M Costs $0 $0 TRC Net Benefits with Adder (MxLx]) $260,758,844
Subtotal $299 3279 TRC Net Benefits without Adder (MxLx(J-K)) $230,091,657
Total Benefits $1,182 $1,754 $1,754 $2,119
Total Costs $299 $346 $1,224 $625 Utility Program Cost per kWh Lifetime $0.0172
Net Benefit (Cost) $883 $1,409 $530 $1,494 Utility Program Cost per kW at Gen $901
Benefit/Cost Ratio 3.96 5.07 1.43 3.39 Participant Payback with Rebate 2.0 years

Note: Dollar values represent present value ol impacts accumulated over the litetime oF the measures.

Participant Payback without Rebate

4.4 years
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[DSM PORTFOLIO-GAS 2010 GAS GOAL]
Gas Benefit-Cost Analysis per One Gross Dth/Yr Input Summary and Totals
Rate Modified Total Program Assumptions:
Participant  Utility Impact Resource Lifetime (Weighted on Dth) A 15.21 years
Test Test Test Test Net-to-Gross (Weighted on Dth) B 81.83%
($/Dth-yr) ($/Dth-yr) ($/Dth-yr) ($/Dth-yr) Net-to-Gross (Weighted on Incremental Capital) C 84.92%
System Benefits (Avoided Costs)
Commodity Cost Reduction $71.57 $71.57 $71.57 Program Totals:
Variable O&M Savings $0.37 $0.37 $0.37 Participants D 113,294
Demand Savings $4.24 $4.24 $4.24 Average Net Dth/Yr Saved E 3.6
Subtotal $76.18 $76.18 $76.18 Total Dth/Yr Saved F 402,808
Emissions and Non-Energy Benefits Adder (5%0) $3.81 Utility Costs per Net Dth/Yr G $39.86
Subtotal $76.18 $76.18 $79.99 Net Benefit (Cost) per Gross Dth/Yr H $40.89
Other Benefits Non-Energy Benefits Adder per Gross Dth/Yr 1 $3.81
Participant Rebates and Incentives $15.02 $15.02 Annual Dth/$M $IM/ G) 25,087
Vendor Incentives $0.00 Total Utility Budget (GxF) $16,056,364
Incremental Capital Savings $0.00 $0.00 Total MTRC Net Benefits with Adder (FxH) $20,129,840
Incremental O&M Savings $17.85 $13.36 Total MTRC Net Benefits without Adder (H-1)xF $18,254,739
Subtotal $32.87 $28.38
Reduction in Sales Revenue Utility Program Cost per Net Dth Lifetime (G/A) $2.62
Gas $96.87 $81.20 Participant Payback with Rebate 2.0 years
Subtotal $96.87 $81.20 Participant Payback without Rebate 3.4 years
Ulility Program Costs
Program Planning & Design $1.24 $1.24 $1.24
Administration & Program Delivery $6.54 $6.54 $6.54
Advertising/Promotion/Customer Ed $5.75 $5.75 $5.75
Participant Rebates and Incentives $15.02 $15.02 $15.02
Equipment & Installation $0.02 $0.02 $0.02
Measurement & Verification $4.49 $4.49 $4.49
Miscellaneous -$0.44 -$0.44 -$0.44
Subtotal $32.62 $32.62 $32.62
Participant Costs
Incremental Capital Costs $41.05 $34.86
Incremental Q&M Costs $0.00 $0.00
Subtotal $41.05 $34.86
Total Benefits $129.73 §76.18 $76.18 $108.37
Total Costs $41.05 $32.62 $113.82 $67.48
Net Benefit (Cost) $88.69 $43.56 -$37.64 $40.89
Benefit/Cost Ratio 3.16 2.34 0.67 1.61

Note: Dollar values represent present value of impacts accumulated over the lifetime of the measures.



> Business Segment

A. Description

In the 2009/2010 Plan, Public Service’s Business Segment consists of commercial and industrial
customers in the Colorado service territory. As of June 30, 2008, Public Service had a total of
196,733 gas and electric commercial and industrial customers in Colorado. The majority of high
natural gas consumption customers in Public Service’s territory are transportation-only
customers that do not purchase gas directly from the Company. Such customers are exempt from
paying the Demand-Side Management Cost Adjustment (“DSMCA”) and, therefore, are
ineligible to participate in the Company’s energy efficiency programs. A further breakdown of
Business customers is shown in the table below, excluding the natural gas transportation

customers.
Table 4: Business Segment Customer Counts
Type Natural Gas Only| Electric Only |Both Gas & Electric Subtotal
Commercial 32,843 88,229 71,100 192,172
Industrial 3,846 499 216 4,561
Total 36,689 88,728 71,316 196,733

The Business Segment has been identified as having the largest potential for energy savings
according to the results of the 2005 KEMA DSM Market Potential Assessment. That study
indicates that, at a rebate level covering 50% of incremental customer costs, excluding projects
with less than a one-year payback, the net achievable energy savings by 2013 were 559 GWh for
commercial customers and 36 GWh for industrial customers.!

Public Service divides business customers into two subsegments for marketing purposes: large
customers and small business customers. Large customers are typically single or aggregated
electric customers with demand usage of over 500 kW, natural gas customers with annual loads
of 5,000 Dth or more, or national customers, such as fast-food chains. Large customers have a
Company account manager assigned to them to serve as a liaison with Public Service. Small
business customers work with our Business Solutions Center (“BSC”) to answer any questions
they may have on their accounts and to investigate potential energy efficiency projects. In
addition to large versus small customers, Public Service often studies individual customer

sectors, as described in the table below.

1 Colorado DSM Market Potential Assessment, Volume I — Main Report, KEMA Inc., March 31, 2006, p. E-7.
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Table S: Business Segment Market Sectors

# of Electric # of Gas # of Combo % of Total

Market Sector Customers Customers Customers Customer Base
Chemicals 105 121 137 0.18%
Electronics 85 159 251 0.25%
Fabricated Metals 145 162 345 0.33%
Food 2,883 649 852 2.23%
Food Store/ Grocery 695 587 1,154 1.24%
Hospital/Healthcare 1,559 1,404 1,986 2.52%
Hotel/Motel 741 725 420 0.96%
Industrial Machinery 226 262 536 0.52%
Instruments 176 141 246 0.29%
Lumber, Furniture 203 146 389 0.38%
Mining 86 22 45 0.08%
Misc. Manufacturing. 8,920 2,080 11,186 11.28%
Miscellaneous 17,680 5,376 4318 13.91%
Office 15,463 7,293 13,349 18.35%
Paper 35 24 61 0.06%
Petroleum 257 130 135 0.27%
Primary Metals 37 30 51 0.06%
Printing 281 165 531 0.50%
Restaurant 1,716 1,847 4,044 3.87%
Retail 6,696 4,778 12,294 12.08%
Rubber, Plastics 57 63 134 0.13%
School College 1,543 1,600 895 2.05%
Stone, Clay, Glass 196 131 164 0.25%
Textiles 75 68 193 0.17%
Transportation Equip. 51 72 73 0.10%
Transportation 1,060 452 844 1.20%
Warehouse 2,382 1,545 4,126 4.09%
Water/ Wastewater 442 135 94 0.34%
Unknown Categories 24,933 6,522 12,463 22.32%
Programs

An extensive portfolio of programs is planned for the Business Segment in 2009 and 2010.
These programs are shown in the table below along with rankings and other market data. Public
Service is proposing to continue offering eight existing electric DSM programs as well as adding
seven new electric and eight new gas DSM programs. The existing programs have been
expanded wherever possible to meet the higher goals set forth in this Biennial Plan. In addition
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to a robust suite of new natural gas efficiency programs, Public Service is proposing several
start-up programs that are targeted to customers within specific market segments or with specific
customer processes. In their start-up phase, these programs may have difficulty meeting cost-
effectiveness requirements due to higher initial costs and potentially slow initial customer
response. The start-up programs include:

e Data Center Efficiency;

e Process Efficiency;

e Segment Efficiency;

e Small Business Lighting; and

e Standard Offer.

Table 6: Business Program Rankings

Program Name Program Ranking? Type Fuel
Boiler Efficiency 30 Prescriptive Gas
Cooling Efficiency 12 Prescriptive Electric
Compressed Air Efficiency 21 Custom Electric
Custom Efficiency 19 Custom Both
Data Center Efficiency 34 Custom Both
Energy Management Systems 17 Custom Both
Furnace Efficiency 35 Prescriptive Gas
Lighting Efficiency 5 Prescriptive Electric
Motor and Drive Efficiency 7 Prescriptive Electric
New Construction 10 Custom Both
Process Efficiency 28 Custom Both
Recommissioning 25 Custom Both
Segment Efficiency 23 Custom Both
Self-Direct 31 Custom Both
Small Business Lighting 32 Custom Electric
Standard Offer 18 Custom Both

Xcel Energy has extensive experience offering DSM programs throughout its service territories,
with its most long-standing programs coming from Minnesota. It intends to use its experience
gained in other states to provide Colorado with the best of its program offerings. Xcel Energy
also participates in larger regional and national efforts to design and develop the best programs
for customers. For example, Xcel Energy participates in the Consortium for Energy Efficiency’s
planning and research efforts. This group’s primary purpose is to promote energy efficiency
technologies through partnerships with utilities, manufacturers and other interested parties. In
addition, Xcel Energy is a member of the Lighting Research Center. This organization provides
relevant technical data on state-of-the-art lighting technologies and design practices.

2 Rankings are determined by determining market segments that could participate in the program, customer classes
available, total projected savings, cost per kW/Dth, participation, and participation % of market. The entire portfolio
ranking can be found in the introduction of the DSM Biennial filing.
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The current program profile includes several programs that began their launch in Minnesota.
There are also new programs being developed and launched in the Colorado market, including:
Data Center Efficiency, Process Efficiency, Segment Efficiency, Self-Direct, Small Business
Lighting, and Standard Offer programs. These programs were developed based on a need
identified by stakeholders or an established gap found in reviewing utility best practices.

B. Overall Budgets & Goals

The Business Segment contributes a significant portion of Public Service’s planned conservation
and load management achievements in this Biennial Plan, accounting for 283 GWh and 176,056
Dth over the two-year period. This equates to 68% of the Company’s total electric energy
savings goal and 24% of the total natural gas savings goal. The most significant Business
Segment energy savings will come from the Lighting Efficiency, New Construction, Motor and
Drive Efficiency, and Boiler Efficiency Programs. The following table shows the Company’s
proposed electric and natural gas Business Segment goals and budgets by program.
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Table 7a: 2009 Business Segment Budgets and Goals

Net
Elecmic Customer | Generator Modified Net Annuat DTH Annual T otal Mo difie d’TRC Modified
2009 Participants | Electric Budget KW kW Net Generator kWh| TRC Ratio |Gas Participants Gas Budget Savings Dth/$M  [Net Benefits with Adder| TRC Ratio
Business Segment
Boiler Efficiency 146 $475,834 31,650 66,514 $2,355,668 2.68;
Compressed Air Efficiency 231 $1,009,956 1,672 1,474 9,181,365 4.03
Cocling Efficiency 234 $2,288,250 4,198 3,035 6,168,583 1.94]
Custom Efficiency 43 $2,474,819 1,786 1,372 7,467,223 2.06 14 $198,578 13,492 67,944 $919,827 242
Data Center Efficiency 10 $531,350 703 571 5,920,281 4.57
Energy Management Systems 29 §777,692 535 47 4,238,885 231 14 $132,121 6,286 47,579 §167,242 1.69
Fumnace Efficiency 50 $44,344 4,204 94,803 $330,424] 4.25
Lighting Efficiency 632 $4,418,019 9,208 7,989 31,356,916 3.13
Motor & Drive Efficiency 1,100 $2,582,081 5,056 3,681 20,711,411 4.96
New Construction 46 $3,971,921 5,697 5,506 20,784,026 4.09 9 $184,291 11,747 63,743 §675,996 1.87
Process Efficiency 0 $414,850 100 77 487,371 1.37 4 $39,300 9,049 230,261 $1,636,291 7.22
Recommissioning 28 $562,633 651 354 3,947,516 2.05 8 $88,363 2,199 24,883 $44,366 1.38
Segment Efficiency 51 $644,452 120 80 528,904 0.86 5 $25,754] 0 0 -$26,294 0.00
Self-Direct 5 $348,200 531 478 2,182,451 4.44]
Small Business Lighting 50 $789,234 350 316 1,153,540 1.86
Standard Offer 24 $706,200 893 813 1,766,186 2.59 i2 $21,000 473 22,503 §11,697 1.35
Energy Efficiency Subtotal| 2,483 $21,520,457 31,501 25,793 116,394,660 3.29 264 $1,209,587 79,100 65,394 $6,115,126 2.69
Business Segment Total 2,483 $21,520,457 31,501 25,793 116,394,660 329 264 $1,209,587 79,100 65,394 $6,115,126 2.69]
Table 7b: 2010 Business Segment Goals and Budgets
Net
Elecmic Customer | Generator Modified Net Annual DTH Annuat "Total Modlfied TRC | Modified
2010 Pardcipanss | Electric Budget kW KW Net Generator kWh| TRC Ratio |Gas Paricipanss Gas Budget Savings Dth/$M |NetBenefiss with Adder| TRC Ratio
Business Segment
Boiler Efficiency 146 $555,188 31,650 57,007 $2,282,794 2.54]
Compressed Air Efficiency 249 §$1,208,969 1,304 1,591 9,941,064 4.04
Cooling Efficiency 252 $2,582,748 4,597 3,253 6,951,439 2.04
Custom Efficiency 50 $3,085,144 2,077 1,595 8,682,818 2.06, 14 $177,505 13,492 76,010 $943,302, 2.51
Data Center Efficiency 14 $1,026,465 1,407 1,142 11,846,949 4.91,
Enetpy Management Systems 38 $1,093,870 701 62 5,554,401 2.27] 14 $129,649 6,286 48,486 $162,553 1.68
Fumace Efficiency 50 $50,139 4,204 83,850 $324,443: 4.02
Lighting Efficiency 678 §$5,066,713 10,096 8,759 35,890,773 3.24
Motor & Drive Efficiency 1,100 $2,832,479 5,056 3,681 20,711,411 4.93
New Construction 65 $5,313,990 8,336 8,051 30,410,718 4.41 12 $313,864 15,510 49,415 $838,081 1.77
Process Efficiency 4 $1,574,800 1,606 1,233 7,797,936 2.74) 12 $40,600 18,099 298,656 $3,328,553 7.55
Recommissioning 38 $858,540 858 471 5,122,522 1.9]] 8 $100,477 2,199 21,883 $29,747 1.23)
Segment BEfficiency 175 $2,227,436 2,178 1,368 10,716,550 2.75 17 $84,100 3,627 43,126 $141312 2.00]
Self-Direct 10 §654,000 1,062 956 4,364,903 4.73
Small Business Lighting 200 $3,156,935 1,401 1,264 4,614,158 1.92)
Standard Offer 48 $1,509,800 1,786 1,625 3,532,372 2.53 24 $34,000 1,390 55,507 $77,491 1.93)
Energy Efficiency Subtotal 2,921 $32,191,888 42,964 35,053 166,138,016 3.35 297 $1,505,522 96,956 64,400 $8,129,177 2.84/
Business Segment Total 2,921 $32,191,888 42,964 35,053 166,138,016 3.35 297 $1,505,522 96,956 64,400 $8,129,177 2.84]
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Budgets
For the 2009-10 biennium, DSM budgets were developed using a well-defined process. For the

electric programs, targets from the resource plan were allocated across customer segments,
specifically to Business, Residential, Low-Income, and Indirect. Then each program’s rebate
budget was established according to the desired number of program participants. Next, other
budget components, such as advertising and promotion, were developed as part of the program
planning process. Then, program delivery budgets, including Company labor and external
resources, were calculated. Some programs, such as New Construction, issue competitive bids to
secure consultant resources. Finally, the budgets are totaled and reviewed for reasonableness
given the historical and projected performance of each program. The resulting goals and budgets
from this planning process are shown in each respective program description.

Goals

Electric goals were established first at the portfolio level by the Commission in Docket No. 07A-
420E.3 The Company’s DSM management team reviewed these goals and completed an initial
allocation to the Business, Residential, and Low-Income Segments. This allocation was
accomplished through a review of historical data, discussions from the DSM Roundtable
meetings, and the knowledge that residential goals would be significantly higher for 2009 and
2010.

Once the overall portfolio goal was allocated to the individual segments, the segment goals were
allocated to each program. This allocation process was based primarily on a review of program
performance for the past two and half years and longer-term experience with similar programs in
Minnesota. Each product team then reviewed the information and informed the segment
manager on whether the goals set forth are achievable.

C. Market Analysis

The 2005 KEMA DSM Market Potential Assessment separated the market analysis between
commercial and industrial customer classes to determine the potential for energy efficiency
opportunities. The study found that the commercial segment had the highest potential for energy
savings; further, it identified lighting, office equipment, cooling and ventilation, and refrigeration
as the end-uses with the greatest potential. On the industrial side, the following end-uses show
the greatest-end use potential: pumps, compressed air, lighting, fans, drives and cooling.

Public Service’s Biennial Plan shows the Company strengthening its efforts within the Business
Segment to address specific market segments and their needs. Data Efficiency, Segment
Efficiency and Process Efficiency are the beginning of this effort. Further analysis will be
conducted in future process and impact research to identify other likely candidates for such
targeted efforts.

Transactional research is also conducted by Public Service to identify who is participating in our
DSM programs. Specific detail from our rebate applications, including customer name, vendor,
type of equipment, etc, is collected on each transaction and added to a database. This

3 Note that there were no natural gas DSM goals established by the Commission, Rule, or Statute, but rather that the
gas DSM rules require utilities to propose a savings target.
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information helps monitor trade allies that may not be participating in DSM programs, which
market segments are missed and what equipment types our customers are using. By analyzing
specific end-use data, Public Service can begin to shape the Business Segment to meet the
further needs of the market.

D. Marketing/Advertising/Promotion

Trade allies, end-use equipment vendors, energy services companies, and Public Service’s
account managers primarily drive conservation and load management achievements in the
Business Segment. Although sales to the largest business customers typically require personal
visits, Public Service also utilizes newsletters, customer events, direct mail, email
communications, and awareness advertising to reach Business Segment customers. The
challenge of communicating with Business customers is that energy efficiency is not top of the
mind — they are busy running other aspects of their businesses. Customers tend to focus on
purchase price rather than lifetime costs and are unlikely to replace equipment until it is broken.
Customers may also not be aware of available energy efficiency options when the need arises to
make purchase decisions. Yet, there are several opportunities in marketing the Business
Segment to customers who have a growing focus on energy efficiency and the need to conserve.
Energy supply and climate change issues have increased this awareness and affinity for energy-
saving actions. To support marketing efforts, Public Service employs an integrated approach to
marketing communications, where the tactics are designed to work in concert with each other
and reinforce key messages over time.

Strategy
Public Service follows the “AIDA” (awareness, interest, desire, action) process for encouraging

customers to use the rebate programs. The following are the steps in this process:

1. Create awareness of electricity and/or natural gas impacts on bottom-line profits,
potential savings and available rebates.

2. Create interest by offering more information about program offerings as details
become available, including payback examples and case studies.

3. Create desire by showing hard numbers, based on available product and industry
information, for a bundle of solutions for each targeted segment.

4. Move the customer toward action by offering a variety of options with varying
degrees of commitment/long-term involvement.

Key Messages and Target Audience
When communicating with customers, Public Service uses several overarching key messages
including:

e Energy efficiency reduces operating costs and improves the bottom line;

e Public Service helps lower energy bills by giving rebates and incentives for installing
highly efficient equipment, using energy-saving building designs and running existing
equipment to optimize comfort and energy savings;

e Rebates and incentives shorten payback periods for energy-efficient equipment and
systems, providing lasting savings for years to come; and

o Energy efficiency helps reduce the customer’s impact on the environment.
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Public Service also markets its programs differently to the various business subpopulations,
depending on the target audience. Each of these target audiences are identified by key shared
characteristics before analyzing their motivations. Once motivations are identified, Public
Service can adjust the above key messages to meet the customers’ specific needs.

Small business customers traditionally own or work in buildings in segments such as offices,
retail, healthcare, education, lodging, light manufacturing and grocery. They are motivated
differently than larger businesses and are busy trying to keep their businesses successful and
running smoothly which means energy is a low-interest category. Small business owners are
motivated by how to save money and how to make things more convenient. Key messages used
to address these needs include:

e Energy savings go right to profits; and
e Partnering with the property manager (where applicable) to employ energy savings
lowers energy costs, often improves ambiance, and increases the owner’s property value.

Large commercial customers traditionally are own or work in buildings in segments such as
office, retail, education, healthcare, restaurants, auto dealerships and congregations. These
customers recognize the value of environmental responsibility and sustainability efforts; but in
doing so want to weave these efforts into their long-term financial strategies. Industrial
customers traditionally own or work in food processing, chemicals, fabricated metals, rubber and
plastics and warehouses. These customers focus on energy conservation, not to benefit the
environment, but to keep operating costs low. They are highly engaged in getting the most
production from every unit of energy, eliminating waste and making smarter energy choices. In
all, these customers are the most energy-savvy and are constantly monitoring processes. Key
messages used to address both these customer groups include:

e Energy is a large part of the operating budget;

e Rebates help reduce up-front costs, shorten payback periods and provide ongoing savings
for years to come;

o Energy savings go right to the bottom line as increased profits;

o Investing in energy savings is a smart decision;

o Energy-efficient equipment and systems help increase reliability while decreasing
maintenance costs; and ,

e Saving energy helps to reduce customer’s impact on the environment and meet
sustainability goals.

Marketing Tactics

Program- and segment-specific promotions

Program-specific marketing efforts tie back to the overriding message, offering specific
examples of concrete ways to do more. These examples show customers and trade partners the
direct, personal impacts of their efforts, offering examples of energy savings, paybacks and
lifetime savings or personal rewards.
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Solutions-based marketing

These communications focus on program combinations that offer solutions for a specific
customer segment (e.g., schools) or for common customers concerns (e.g., weather, energy costs,
environmental) to offer customers several solutions rather than a product.

Communications vehicles

e Program collateral, including feature sheets, applications, customer case studies, savings
calculators, participating vendor lists and cross-program energy-savings guides;

e Newsletters for specific programs or cross promotion, such as the Energy Exchange for
trade partners and Energy Solutions for Public Service customers;

e Websites;

e Direct mail campaigns for specific program end uses announcing new incentives or for
customer education, as well as general direct mail pieces targeted at specific market
segments;

e Events, including program and technical training, customer education and customer
recognition;

e Speaking opportunities in local industry meetings, business events (i.e. Chambers,
National Association of Industrial and Office Properties, and Building Owners and
Managers Association) and local conferences;

e Media relations, including free placement in appropriate media, focusing primarily on
customer stories and program information and changes; and

e Advertising in business magazines, newspapers, the internet and radio spots.

E. Segment-Level Policies

The Company has adopted several general policies that are followed in the Business Segment.
Individual programs may follow different policies as noted in the program descriptions. The
general policies provide overall product management direction; however, they may be relaxed
for specific time periods when warranted for promotional events or other purposes.

The segment-level policies include:

e Proof of installation: All programs require documentation of installation, whether it be
proof of purchase (e.g., invoices) or a site verification

e Installation date: Rebates are provided for equipment installed within a 24-month period.

e Payback requirements: The payback policy for conservation products is more than one
year and less than 15 years.

e Studies: Study funding cannot exceed 75% of the study cost and studies must be
completed within three months.

e Incremental cost: Rebates cannot exceed 60% of the total incremental cost of the
efficiency measure.

e Ioad Shifting: L.oad shifting occurs when a measure shifts electrical energy and demand
usage to an off-peak period, without reducing the total load served over a defined time
period. Potential load shifting projects need to meet all existing eligibility requirements
of the applicable program as well as additional persistence requirements.
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F. Stakeholder Involvement

Through 2008, the primary avenue for external party involvement has been the DSM
Roundtable. The Roundtable is open to all interested parties that want more information on
Public Service’s DSM programs and would like to provide feedback into the design, planning,
and implementation of the programs. The group currently meets twice per year and the current
plan is to continue this process. Public Service appreciates this group’s efforts and takes into
consideration what is learned through this event. For example, Public Service recently requested
feedback from the group on the design of a small business program originally designed to
address lighting needs. Feedback from the group indicated the program design as sound, but
suggested adding in steps to address other measures besides lighting. In response to this
feedback, Public Service will focus on lighting in the Small Business Lighting Efficiency
program, but address other measures to the extent the customer is interested when the lighting
audit is undertaken. DSM Roundtable events have been well attended by a diverse group of
participants. These participants include the Governor’s Energy Office, Commission staff, trade
partners, large customers, Environmental Pollution Control Agency staff, Office of General
Council staff, and environmental activists.

Beyond the DSM Roundtable, each program manager individually involves the applicable trade
allies and other groups in the development of the programs. Public Service is fully cognizant
that the programs will only be successful if all the participants are fully satisfied with how the
program is delivered and the results achieved.

G. Evaluation, Measurement & Verification

Program-specific evaluation, measurement and verification plans are detailed in the M&V
section of the Indirect Segment in this DSM Plan.
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» Boiler Efficiency Program

A. Description

The Boiler Efficiency Program provides rebates for business customers who purchase high
efficiency natural gas or dual-fuel boilers for heating or process loads.
designed to promote the installation of high-efficiency boilers and boiler system auxiliary
equipment that improves combustion and seasonal efficiency. This program is for Public
Service’s natural gas business customers. The Boiler Efficiency Program has three components:
energy efficiency boiler systems, boiler auxiliary equipment such as controls and system

improvements, and custom boilers. The details of each program component are described below.

1) Energy Efficient Boiler Systems

Public Service rebates boilers that exceed the minimum efficiency levels established by the
ASHRAE 90.1 Energy Standard and the Federal Energy Management Program (FEMP).
These boiler systems are generally 5 to 7% more efficient than standard boilers.

2) Boiler Auxiliary Equipment

The performance of a boiler system can be enhanced with controls and system efficiency
improvements. Rebates are based on the incremental cost of efficient equipment with the
exception of boiler tune-ups. Tune-up rebates include labor cost as well. The following will

be rebated:

a) Boiler Tune-Ups, including the following activities:

Adjustment of draft control;

Measurement of combustion efficiency using an electronic flue gas analyzer at
steady state conditions;

Installation of flue restrictions;

Verification of adequacy of the combustion air intake;

Weather or operating schedule permitting, clean fire-side of the heat exchanger,
burners, and the combustion chamber;

Sealing of the combustion chamber;

Uprate or derate the fuel input;

Adjustment of air flow and reduction of excessive stack temperatures;
Cleaning and inspection of burner nozzles;

Complete visual inspection of system piping and insulation;

Inspection of fan belts and blowers; and

Lubrication of moving parts.
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b) Boiler Efficiency Retrofits:
e Modular Burner Controls (add controls to existing equipment)
5 to 1 Turndown Ratio or Greater;
e (O, Trim Controls;
e Qutdoor Air Reset Controls;
o Stack Dampers; and
o Steam Trap Replacement/Parts.

3) Custom Boilers
While every attempt is made to create prescriptive rebates for high efficiency options, some
energy saving solutions require individual evaluation to determine cost-effectiveness. These
projects are evaluated under the Custom Efficiency process and require preapproval
following all of the guidelines of the Custom Efficiency Program. Exceptionally large boiler
systems (greater than 10 million BTUH) or unusual systems will be analyzed for rebates in
the Custom Efficiency Program.

B. Budgets & Goals

Budgets
For the Boiler Efficiency Program, rebates, labor, promotions and consulting drive most of the

budget. The following was used to identify these specific drivers.

e Rebates: determined by calculated average rebate cost per Dth and the gas savings goal.

e Labor Charges: determined by estimating the number of full-time employees needed to
manage the program and execute the marketing strategy and rebate process.

e Promotions: The estimated promotional budget anticipates several customer and trade
communications during the year and a contribution to the general conservation
advertising campaign. 2009 and 2010 promotional dollars are important to quickly build
awareness of the program and education of the benefits of higher efficiency boiler
systems.

e Consulting: The Company receives consulting and professional services from the
University of Wisconsin’s Heating, Ventilating, Air Conditioning and Refrigeration
Consortium and analytical services from outside consultants those boiler projects that are
analyzed through the Custom Efficiency Program.

Goals

Program participation was determined by looking at the market in our Colorado service territory
and our understanding of how new programs typically ramp up. The energy goal was built from
the bottom up by looking at our projected participation level and the average savings per boiler.
Public Service reviewed the “typical” equipment and project characteristics of historical projects
in its Minnesota program in order to develop a projected average savings per participant. This
average savings was used for the benefit-to-cost analysis. Reported energy savings for the
program will be determined by using project specific inputs of actual boiler capacity and
efficiency.
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Once goals were established, the budget process is generally the same for Boiler Efficiency as
with the other DSM programs. Experience from Minnesota programs is used as a checkpoint.

Table 8: Boiler Efficiency Program Budgets and Goals

2009 Electric| 2009 Gas |2010 Electric| 2010 Gas
Boiler Efficiency Goal Goal Goal Goal
Budget

Planning & Design N/A $54,565 N/A $76,760
Admin & Program Delivery N/A $128,064 N/A $134,650
Ad, Promo, & Customer Ed. N/A $46,242 N/A $92.375
Customer Incentives N/A $223,463 N/A $223.,463

Equipment & Installation N/A N/A N/A N/A
Measurement and Verification N/A $23,500 N/A $27,940

' Miscellaneous N/A N/A N/A N/A
Total N/A $475,834 N/A $555,188

Generator kW N/A N/A N/A N/A

Generator kWh N/A N/A N/A N/A
Annual Dth N/A 31,650 N/A 31,650
Annual Dth/$SM N/A 66,514 N/A 57,007
Participants N/A 146 N/A 146
Participation as % of Segment N/A 0.135% N/A 0.135%
Modified TRC Test Ratio N/A 2.68 N/A 2.54

C. Application Process

Customers will learn of the Boiler Efficiency Program and its benefits through newsletters, direct
mail, the trade, and Public Service’s account managers and Business Solutions Center
representatives. Applications for the program will be available both on Xcel Energy’s website
and from trade allies. Participants in the program may submit their application through their
account manager or via the call center. Customers must apply for rebates within 12 months of
purchase and installation. Participants are required to complete an application and provide an
invoice as proof of purchase. The following equipment information must be included on the
application: boiler type (condensing, non-condensing), manufacturer, model number, boiler
serial number(s), boiler age, size (MMBTUH), % efficiency, and estimated full load operating
hours. Preapproval is not required before the customer buys or installs.

D. Marketing Objectives, Goals, & Strategy

The objective of the Boiler Efficiency Program is to provide education and incentives that
motivate customers to purchase efficient boilers and run their existing boilers at optimum

efficiency. Boiler systems are typically installed in mid to large sized customer facilities and the
Program will work to identify and target these facilities for efficiency improvement.
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The Boiler Efficiency Program will follow the marketing strategy of our other prescriptive
programs and create a base level of knowledge in the marketplace through the Energy Solutions
newsletter and at least three direct mail campaigns to customers and trade allies. These tactics
make customers aware of the key benefits of energy efficiency and its applicability to heating
systems. The program provides fact sheets and rebate applications for the customers and trade to
evaluate rebates and incorporate them into purchase decisions. Over time case studies and
guidebooks will be developed to support the energy and non-energy benefits of new, high
efficiency equipment and auxiliary equipment. In addition, Public Service’s account managers
and Business Solutions Center representatives will educate them on energy efficiency, how to
evaluate rebate potential, and the rebate application processes. The trade can find similar
assistance through the Trade Relations Manager. The Boiler Efficiency Program will also
benefit from opportunities identified for participants in the Energy Analysis and
Recommissioning Programs. Marketing communications will revolve around the benefits of
energy efficiency through paybacks, lifecycle costs, and environmental benefits.

E. Program-Specific Policies
There are no policies specific to this program.
F. Stakeholder Involvement

Public Service consulted with several of the major equipment vendors for guidance when
designing the Boiler Efficiency Program for Colorado. These vendors provided insight into the
types of products to rebate, the incremental and total equipment costs to be expected, and how
the application process should work. The Company will also rely on the trade to help promote
the program to their customers.

G. Rebate Levels

For Boiler equipment, we have chosen to focus the prescriptive program on hot water boilers
(non-condensing and condensing). This is different from the program in Minnesota where we
don’t differentiate between non-condensing and condensing and we offer prescriptive rebates for
high and low-pressure steam boilers. Several vendors we spoke with in Colorado suggested the
program focus on the larger hot water boiler market and that steam boilers are a very small
market. Steam boilers can be analyzed through our Custom Efficiency program as needed.

Boiler equipment rebate levels were established to provide a rebate that ranges from $400 to
$2,000 per MMBTUH saved. This equates to approximately $6 to $9 per Dth saved. Cost
information was gathered from various vendors in Colorado to confirm we would not exceed
60% of incremental equipment cost.

Boiler Efficiency rebates are based on the efficiency of the equipment — the higher efficiency

equipment purchased, the larger the incentive. Further, Public Service will rebate combinations
of controls and features that increase the overall system combustion and/or seasonal efficiency.

29



Table 9: Boiler Efficiency Rebate Levels

Hot Water Boiler | Non-condensing | -~ Condensing
Minimum Efficiency 85% 92%
Rebate $400/MMBTUH | $2,000/MMBTUH

Notes: (1) Boiler must use natural gas fuel as the primary fuel but can have dual fuel capability for backup. (2)
Efficiency based on either thermal or combustion efficiency (natural gas fuel) or efficiency determined from a
combustion analyzer test (boiler systems with optional controls). (3) MBH or MMBTUH is based on boiler input

capacity.

Retrofit Controls, Heat Recovery and System Improvements

a. Boiler Tune-Ups: 25% up to $250

b. Boiler Efficiency Retrofits:
e Modular Burner Controls;
e 5to 1 Turndown Ratio or Greater: 25% up to $5,000;
e O, Trim Controls: 25% up to $5,000;
e Outdoor Air Reset Controls: 25% up to $500;
e Stack Dampers: 25% up to $250; and
e Steam Trap Replacement/Parts: 25% up to $250/trap maximum of $10,000.

H. Evaluation, Measurement & Verification Plan

All rebate applications will be audited with a two-step process. On the front-end, as rebates are
received, all critical customer information, equipment eligibility and proper rebates amounts are
reviewed, validated, and corrected if inaccurate. The second step takes place prior to the rebate
being issued where Rebate Operations audits 100% of the rebate applications to ensure that the
information from the form was entered correctly into the tracking database. The second step
includes ongoing verification and is split between prescriptive and custom measures.

The M&V process for prescriptive measures is detailed in the M&V section of the Indirect
Segment of this Plan. The savings factors that will be verified for the Boiler Efficiency Program
are detailed in the Deemed Savings Technical Assumptions section. The M&V process for
custom measures is detailed in the M&V section of the Indirect Segment of this Plan. A
comprehensive process and impact evaluation of the Boiler Efficiency Program will be
conducted in 2011.

I. Technical Assumptions

Hot water boilers ranging in size from 175,000 Btu/h to 2,000,000 Btuw/h were analyzed for
prescriptive equipment rebates. A baseline efficiency of 80% was used. Higher efficiency
equipment ranged from 85% (nameplate) for non-condensing hot water boilers to 92%
(nameplate) for condensing. Boilers were assumed to be oversized with a maximum input
capacity at 65% of nameplate. Condensing boiler efficiencies at part loads were taken from
AERCO International Inc Thermal Efficiency curve for condensing boilers. Though the BTU
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input and output are affected by altitude, the efficiency stays the same, so the elevation effect
was not considered

Rebates were based on $400 per MMBtu/h for non-condensing and $2,000 per MMBtu/h for
condensing hot water boilers. For auxiliary equipment rebates, the estimated rebate amounts are
based on a maximum payout of 25% of incremental costs. For Custom Boiler projects, the
incremental costs were estimated from historical project averages from the Minnesota program.

The net-to-gross ratio for this program is set at 97%. It was approximated to be half of the free-
rider factor for similar electric programs because this is the first exposure of the Colorado market
to gas energy conservation measures and gas energy conservation measures are more difficult to
market and install. Therefore, Public Service has assumed that the Boiler Efficiency net-to-gross
is equal to one-half of the Cooling Efficiency net-to-gross factor. [Boiler NTG =1 - (1-1/2
Cooling NTG]. In this example, the Cooling Efficiency net-to-gross factor is equal to 94% and
so Boiler Efficiency is equal to [1- (1-0.94)/2)] = 97%.
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» Compressed Air Program

A. Description

The Compressed Air Program provides Public Service electric customers in Colorado with
assistance to address inefficiencies in their compressed air systems. The program offers study
funding to perform system diagnostics, as well as rebates for energy-saving compressed air
equipment. System diagnostic studies, or leak studies, are partially funded by Public Service as a
means to identify and correct inefficiencies within customer’s compressed air systems. Leak
studies often identify additional measures to improve compressed air system efficiency.

Equipment rebates are then provided through prescriptive or custom programs. Equipment
rebates are available for any size equipment. Prescriptive rebates are available for no-loss air
drains and variable frequency drive compressors of less than 50 horsepower. For equipment of
50 horsepower and larger, it is expected that the customer will participate in the study portion of
the program prior to requesting a Custom Efficiency rebate. Examples of equipment
replacement that qualify for the custom equipment rebate include:

e Replace an oversized 50 horsepower compressor with a 40 horsepower compressor;

e After completing a compressed air study, replace an existing 150 horsepower air
compressor with two 75 horsepower compressors and controls; and

e After completing a compressed air study, replace an existing 150 horsepower air
compressor with a 150 horsepower variable frequency drive compressor.

All electric commercial and industrial customers within Public Service’s service area are eligible
to participate in the Compressed Air Efficiency Program. The primary target is a larger business
customer that has some or all of the following characteristics:

Demand of 500+ kW;

Operates within energy intensive industries (e.g., food processing, mining, etc);
Owns facilities with large cooling or refrigeration needs; and/or

Is energy aware and has longer planning project lead times.

In addition, there is a secondary target of small business customers that may have these
characteristics:

Demand of less than 500 kW;

Limited internal resources to purchase, install and finance projects;
Limited technical expertise; and/or

Focus on short-term paybacks.

Members of the trade are also targeted, including:

e Manufacturers of equipment;
e Installers; and
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e Design engineers, architects and electricians.

B. Budgets & Goals

Budgets
Once goals were established, the budget process is generally the same for Compressed Air as

with the other DSM programs. Historical cost and goal information is tracked and analyzed to
project budgets two years in advance. Given the significant increase in goals for 2009 and 2010,
additional time was spent reviewing the information for reasonableness. For Compressed Air, a
team including management, program managers, marketing assistants, and regulatory staff
reviewed the initial historically based projections and adjusted them using experience from
Minnesota programs and the expertise of the staff. The results of this planning process are
shown in Table 10 below.

For the Compressed Air program, rebates, internal labor and third-party consulting drive most of
the budget. The following is information pertaining to these specific drivers.

e Rebates — this category includes the study reimbursement and incentives paid through the
prescriptive or custom programs for equipment/process upgrades. Incentive payments
are typically half of the program costs.

e Internal labor — Compressed Air Efficiency is a labor-intensive program due to the
preapproval process and analysis component of the program. Labor is approximately one
quarter of the total cost of the program.

e Third-party consulting — This expense is the third largest category and is primarily the
assistance to conduct project analyses and M&V. Consulting expenses are expected to
decrease, as a percentage of total costs, over time as Public Service uses internal labor to
conduct more of the analysis work.

Goals

For the biennial, goals were established first at the portfolio level through the Commission
hearing process.* The management team reviewed these goals and completed an initial
allocation of the goals to each program. This was based primarily on a review of program
performance for the past two and half years and longer-term experience with similar programs in
Minnesota. For Compressed Air, this information was reviewed in the context of individual
projects being approved and adjusted accordingly. Since the overall portfolio goal is fixed, it
becomes an iterative process to ensure that the sum of individual program goals will meet the
portfolio goal.

The Compressed Air team also considered the fact that the economy has slowed down
significantly and that the easily identifiable opportunities have already occurred.’ In addition,
two new technology options are added to the mix: 1) Variable Frequency Drive (“VFD”)
Compressors less than SOHP, and 2) No air loss drain valves. These two measures are smaller in
the nature of individual measure savings, but account for the bulk of the participant count shown

4 Additional information on the general process is included in the Business Segment section.
5 While it is still early for 2009, there is only one compressed air study in the pipeline.
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in the table below. While smaller in number, the studies and larger compressed air equipment
projects produce the bulk of the savings.

Table 10: Compressed Air Efficiency Program Budgets and Goals

2009 Electric{ 2009 Gas |2010 Electric| 2010 Gas
Compressed Air Efficiency Goal Goal Goal Goal
Budget
Planning & Design $50,165 N/A $52,427 N/A
Admin & Program Delivery $351,481 N/A $390,889 N/A
Ad, Promo, & Customer Ed. $54,197 N/A $171,960 N/A
Customer Incentives $518,253 N/A $555,271 N/A
Equipment & Installation N/A N/A N/A N/A
Measurement and Verification $35,860 N/A $38,422 N/A
Miscellaneous N/A N/A N/A N/A
Total| $1,009,956 N/A $1,208,969 N/A
Generator kW 1,474 N/A 1,591 N/A
Generator kWh 9,181,365 N/A 9,941,064 N/A
Annual Dth N/A N/A N/A N/A
Annual Dth/$M N/A N/A N/A N/A
Participants 231 N/A 249 N/A
Participation as % of Segment 0.144% N/A 0.156% N/A
Modified TRC Test Ratio 4.03 N/A 4.04 N/A

C. Application Process

The Compressed Air Efficiency Program follows a similar application process to the Custom
Efficiency program. Applications must be signed by the customer but can be submitted by
customer representatives including: building owners, contractors, architecture and engineering
firms, energy services companies, equipment manufacturers and distributors, or project financing
entities. Typically, the customer or a vendor selling to the customer identifies a project and starts
the application process, as described below.

The customer can learn about the program through various channels including the account
manager, compressed air vendor, website literature or program advertising. The customer then
contacts a participating compressed air vendor/contractor and requests a study estimate. A trade
network list is available from Public Service if the customer has not chosen a vendor. The
customer submits the Compressed Air Efficiency study application and the proposed cost of the
study to the Public Service representative. The customer must obtain preapproval from Public
Service prior to proceeding with the study.

The program manager receives the completed application from the account manager or Business

Solutions Center representative. The application is reviewed for completeness. In order to
receive preapproval, the study application must propose to include the following components:
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e Anultrasonic leak survey — locate and tag air leaks; estimate the cost of inefficiencies
due to system leaks and misuses;

e An efficiency report — system recommendations and estimate of energy cost savings due
to each recommendation;

e Characterization of major compressed air system components including:

o Compressor number, type, capacity, pressure rating and age;

Compressor motor size, efficiency and age;

Type, capacity and age of dryers and other conditioning equipment;

Type of automatic compressor controls, if any;

Description of major compressed air end uses;

Location and layout of piping and major system components;

Inspection of all compressed air system components and identification of problem

areas;

e Identification of system loading of major compressed air users including size, frequency
and duration of use;

¢ Flow and/or electric metering results;

e Summary of the results of the leak and unregulated demand inspection, including the
location and approximate size of each leak;

e Summary of the execution steps and cost estimate to repair the leaks, unregulated end-
uses and inefficient compressed air applications;

e Recommendations for improvements to customer’s maintenance procedures; and

e Recommendations for follow-up actions to improve operation and efficiency, including
the installation of new equipment.

O O O O O O

Customers are typically notified within ten business days of approval or rejection of their
application.

When a project is completed, the customer will inform their Public Service account manager.
Payment of the rebate is dependent on verification of the results of the study. A project is
considered complete once the customer repairs at least 50% of the air loss due to leaks and/or
waste as identified in the study. The customer and account manager sign the verification section
of the application and submit it to the product manager along with copies of invoices and other
required information as stipulated in the preapproval letter. Public Service will reimburse the
customer for the study portion of the project within six weeks of when the information described
above is received.

If the customer chooses to implement recommended capital improvements to the compressed air
system, they may submit measures for prescriptive rebate or apply for preapproval of their
equipment replacement through the Custom Efficiency Program application process. Please see
the Custom Efficiency section for a description of the process to be followed.
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D. Marketing Objectives, Goals, & Strategy

Marketing Strategy

Account managers and compressed air vendors are the primary marketing conduits for this
program and market the program through their direct relationships with customers. In addition,
following are strategies that will help meet program goals in 2009 and 2010.

Target Industrial Customers

Industrial customers make up a sizeable untapped market that has the potential to bring in large
compressed air projects. Public Service will target these customers with direct mailings to
create awareness and answer initial questions about the program.

Partner with Trade Allies

Trade allies will be a significant factor in the success of this program. The compressed air
product team feels many of the trade ally concerns would be relieved if they had a greater
understanding of the program and the processes in place. Working directly with these trade
allies will help them to identify customers for the program early in the planning stages of a
project. The trade allies must be educated to see how incorporating Public Service’s rebates into
their bids can be beneficial to their business.

Vendor Training

Currently there are only three major providers of compressed air studies in the Denver market.
Competition amongst this group is high due to the limited market size. For this reason, it is best
to approach these trade allies individually rather than offer a group-training format. Throughout
2009, we will schedule several one-on-one meetings with these trade allies. The meetings will
provide a forum to review the vendor’s work, make recommendations for a better end product
and solicit feedback on the effectiveness of the program. Initial time frame would be to have
these meetings in March, July, and October.

Improve Marketing Collateral

Marketing collateral is an important tool to provide customers with useful, easy to follow
guidelines for the program. Public Service continuously solicits feedback from customers and
trade allies to improve these materials. Collateral is available in soft and hard copy format for
customers, trade allies, and internal Public Service staff. Customers and trade allies can request
hard copies of the material or they can access material on Xcel Energy’s website. The collateral
available includes:

e Compressed Air Feature Sheet — Tool that helps describe the program to customers and
trade allies. It provides examples of projects that may qualify, business reasons to
participate and a summary of the procedures to follow.

e Compressed Air Study Application — The document that customers fill out to start the
process of participation. The customer or vendor is asked to fill out several sections
including information on the business location, account manager, applicable rates, project
description, technical information related to proposed and existing equipment, equipment
supplier and project verification upon completion.
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e Vendor List — A list of trade allies who have submitted studies in the past or expressed an
interest in participating in the program. The list is provided for the convenience of
customers who do not have a working relationship with a vendor. Public Service does
not endorse any particular company over another.

e Compressed Air Study Template — This tool is a detailed example of what Public Service
would like to see at the completed stage of a study.

E. Program-Specific Policies

All custom compressed air projects require pre-approval before purchase and installation. This
process is in place to help insure free-ridership is kept to a minimum and that rebates are
awarded to projects that are technically and financially sound. All custom compressed air
equipment projects must have a payback period between one and fifteen years.

The system requirements include:

e Electrically driven compressed air systems;

e Minimum 50 horsepower total installed air compressor capacity (excluding backup
equipment);

e Systems must operate at least 40 hours per week (2,000 hours per year).

F. Stakeholder Involvement

Customers, trade allies, and other stakeholders are currently engaged at the specific project level.
Feedback is garnered individually from each participant and once a trend develops (positive or
negative), Public Service makes a change to the program design. If it is a small change, it is then
discussed internally and possibly with a few key trade allies and, if deemed acceptable,
implemented. A larger change would possibly involve review by the program’s external
technical resources or other third-party consultant.

G. Rebate Levels

Participating facilities must be Public Service electric business customers. The program helps
these customers lower operating costs by offering rebates on compressed air studies (for 50-99
horsepower, Public Service pays 100 percent of study cost up to $2,500; for 100+ horsepower,
Public Service pays up to 75 percent of costs up to $15,000) and by providing prescriptive
rebates of $200 per no air loss drain, and $4,000 for 10 to 20 horsepower, and $4,500 for 21 to
49 horsepower VFD compressors, and by providing custom rebates on compressed air
equipment, up to $400 per kW saved, through the Custom Efficiency Program. The custom
rebate cannot exceed 50 percent of the incremental costs. Rebates apply to new and leased
equipment, but not to used equipment. These are similar rebate levels to what Xcel Energy
offers in Minnesota.
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H. Evaluation, Measurement & Verification Plan

All rebate applications will be audited with a two-step process. On the front-end, as rebates are
received, all critical customer information, equipment eligibility and proper rebates amounts are
reviewed, validated, and corrected if inaccurate. The second step takes place prior to the rebate
being issued where Rebate Operations audits 100% of the rebate applications to ensure that the
information from the form was entered correctly into the tracking database. The second step
includes ongoing verification.

The M&V process for prescriptive measures is detailed in the M&V section of the Indirect
Segment of this Plan. The savings factors that will be verified for the Compressed Air
Efficiency Program are detailed in the Deemed Savings Technical Assumptions section. The
M&V process for custom measures is detailed in the M&V section of the Indirect Segment of
this Plan.

L. Technical Assumptions

Public Service estimated a net-to-gross factor to adjust the gross savings estimates for free riders
and free drivers. The estimate for Compressed Air is 87%. This is based on a third-party
consultant review of net to gross factors in programs considered best practices. The net-to-gross
factor for Compressed Air was set similar to the factor for motors since it serves a similar
customer base (i.e., primarily industrial). Additionally, the program screening criteria justify
changing the net-to-gross ratio from 2007 values. All Compressed Air studies must be
preapproved and equipment follows the Custom guidelines.

The general assumptions used in the forecasted technical assumptions include the following:

e Average study — The average is derived from all studies that were turned in during 2006
& 2007 in Minnesota. Compressed air vendors conducted studies, which included leaks
and waste analysis, and provided Public Service with projected energy and demand
savings for each project using standard "Compressed Air Challenge" assumptions. These
studies are meant to find things that the customer would not find on their own that have a
1 year payback or less. The customer would not have purchased a study so the average
baseline product costs would be $0 (i.e., all of the cost is incremental).

e Average custom project — The average is derived from all applications turned in during
2007 for Colorado projects. Customers provided data from a study or from a compressed
air vendor and the data included the expected savings estimates. Each application used
typical estimates for the type of system using standard assumptions used by the
"Compressed Air Challenge” or from vendor's equipment models. To establish
incremental costs, two cases are used. One is the replacement of old equipment and the
other case is when new high efficiency equipment is purchased instead of standard
efficiency equipment. The average baseline product costs is a weighted average of both
cases and incremental is the additional cost to achieve the higher efficiency option.

e VFD Compressors less than SOHP — The estimated average horsepower unit purchased is
25 horsepower according to available data from Colorado in 2007. Public Service
applied the average savings percentage to this estimate based upon <50HP compressor.

38



In addition, Public Service took into consideration that a compressor system must be less
than 50 horsepower to qualify and must be proposing to stay under 50 horsepower.
No air loss drain valves — Savings assume that the customer is replacing a timed drain or
solenoid drain set at 8.5 minutes closed and 12.5 seconds open. Compressed air system
also must be the following control type for the trim compressor:

o Load/no-Load with at least 5 gal/CFM of storage (180 CFM compressor would

need to have 5*180=900 gallons of storage or more)
o Variable speed drive compressor
o Variable displacement
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» Cooling Efficiency Program

A. Description

The Cooling Efficiency Program will encourage Public Service business customers to choose the
most efficient air conditioning equipment that best meets their needs. The program will offer
rebates in two tiers, new construction and retrofit, while focusing on the most common air
conditioning equipment available, and will encourage customers to make the most appropriate
equipment choice. This program is similar in structure and technology to the Minnesota Cooling
Efficiency Program and many other programs nationally.

This program has broad applicability within the Business segment, as most businesses in Public
Service’s Colorado service territory air-condition their facilities, and cooling is typically the
second or third largest user of electricity in a facility.

While every attempt is made to create prescriptive rebates for high efficiency options, some
energy saving solutions require individual evaluation to determine cost-effectiveness. These
projects are evaluated under the Custom Efficiency process and require preapproval following all
of the guidelines of the Custom Efficiency Program.

Program participants will benefit from newer equipment and therefore better reliability and lower
maintenance costs, lower utility bills in the form of energy savings and rebates that help to buy
down the initial capital cost and shorten payback. Public Service reviewed and adopted best
practices for DSM program development and structure from across the country. Specifically the
Company reviewed the Best Practices Benchmarking for Energy Efficiency Programs Non-
Residential HVAC study available from Pacific Gas and Electric. The Company also used the
guidelines of the American Society of Heating, Refrigeration and Air conditioning Engineers
(ASHRAE) for equipment definitions, standard formulas and minimum recommended
efficiencies. These sources along with Public Service’s historical experience allowed the
Company to develop influential prescriptive rebates that encourage the most efficient choice of
equipment in the majority of equipment categories. For instance, a 10-ton rooftop air-
conditioner at 11.0 EER and a 10-ton rooftop air conditioner at 11.8 EER both qualify for
rebates. The 11.0 EER unit is eligible for $500 dollars while the 11.8 EER receives $820.

B. Budgets & Goals

Budgets
Once goals were established, the budget process is generally the same for Cooling Efficiency as

with the other DSM programs. Historical cost and participation information is tracked and
analyzed to project budgets two years in advance. Furthermore, external resources and
discussion with local stakeholders are used to ascertain expenditures and market equipment cost.
Comparative spending analysis of past year activity is generally conducted but is not the
determining annual factor, since other external variables like promotions, materials and staffing
exist. Given the increase in goals for 2009 and 2010, additional time was spent reviewing the
information for reasonableness. Experience from Minnesota programs is used as a checkpoint.
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For the Cooling Efficiency Program, rebates, labor, promotions and consulting drive most of the
budget. The following was used to identify these specific drivers.

e Rebates: Developed using the average project rebate cost from the detailed technical
assumptions and multiplying by anticipated participation.

e Labor Charges: determined by estimating the number of full-time employees needed to
manage the program and execute the marketing strategy and rebate process.

e Promotions: The estimated promotional budget anticipates several customer and trade
communications during the year and a contribution to the general conservation
advertising campaign.

e Consulting: The Company also receives consulting and professional services from the
University of Wisconsin’s Heating, Ventilating, Air Conditioning and Refrigeration
Consortium and analytical services from outside consultants for Custom — Cooling
projects

Goals

The Cooling Efficiency Program goals are rolled-up into the total goal for the business portfolio.
Therefore, the initial process of goal setting begins with our management team. They review the
entire portfolio’s goal and from that allocate individual program goals along with input from the
product portfolio manager. Individual program goals, including the Cooling Efficiency goals,
are based on the achievements of past years for both the Minnesota and Colorado programs,
estimates of market penetration and a review of potential cooling technology improvement in the
area of efficiency.

Table 11: Cooling Efficiency Program Budgets and Goals

2009 Electric| 2009 Gas |2010 Electric| 2010 Gas

Cooling Efficiency Goal Goal Goal Goal

Budget
Planning & Design $81,140 N/A $83,980 N/A
Admin & Program Delivery $151,076 N/A $175,964 N/A
Ad, Promo, & Customer Ed. $103,033 N/A $219,999 N/A
Customer Incentives $1,872,941 N/A $2,008,005 N/A
Equipment & Installation N/A N/A N/A N/A
Measurement and Verification $80,760 N/A $94,800 N/A
Miscellancous N/A N/A N/A N/A
Total $2,288,950 N/A $2,582,748 N/A
Generator kW 3,035 N/A 3,253 N/A
Generator KWh 6,168,583 N/A 6,951,439 N/A
Annual Dth N/A N/A N/A N/A
Annual Dth/SM N/A N/A N/A N/A
Participants 234 N/A 252 N/A
Participation as % of Segment 0.146% N/A 0.157% N/A
Modified TRC Test Ratio 1.96 N/A 2.04 N/A
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C. Application Process

Customers learn of the Cooling Efficiency Program and its benefits through newsletters, direct
mail, the trade, and Public Service’s account managers and Business Solutions Center
representatives. Applications for the program are available both on Xcel Energy’s website and
from trade allies. The application process for the prescriptive program is similar to our other
prescriptive programs. Customers may apply for rebates by completing the application and
providing a detailed invoice for the newly installed equipment. The customers may submit for a
rebate after the equipment has been purchased and installed. The equipment must be new and
meet all the qualifications detailed on the application. After the customer has installed the
equipment, the application and invoice must be submitted to Public Service within twelve
months of the invoice date. Once the paperwork is completed and submitted, rebate checks will
be mailed to the customer as indicated on the application within six to eight weeks. Participants
in the program may submit their application to their account manager or the Business Solutions
Center.

Customers with projects that save cooling energy but do not have a corresponding prescriptive
rebate can participate in the Custom component of the program. Custom Cooling is governed by
all of the requirements of the Custom Efficiency Program including pre-approval.

The sales cycle for cooling projects is typically influenced by the size and complexity of
equipment. It may take two years to study, purchase and install a new, large system, while
smaller rooftop units can take only two weeks to replace. For this reason, the Cooling Efficiency
Program makes every effort to remind customers to evaluate high efficiency options when they
are faced with a purchasing decision.

D. Marketing Objectives, Goals, & Strategy

The Cooling Efficiency Program creates a base level of knowledge in the marketplace through
newsletters and direct mail to customers and trade allies. These tactics make customers aware of
the key benefits of energy efficiency and its applicability to cooling systems, and gives the trade
a platform from which to educate customers on high efficiency solutions for their particular
applications. The program provides literature and tools for the customers and trade to evaluate
rebates and incorporate them into purchase decisions. One popular piece is the Cooling
Guidebook, which combines low cost strategies to save energy with capital-intensive projects to
install high efficiency equipment. In addition, customers are served by Public Service’s Account
Managers and Business Solutions Center representatives who educate them on energy efficiency,
evaluating rebate potential, and the rebate application process. The trade can find similar
assistance through the Trade Relations Manager. The Cooling Efficiency Program also benefits
from opportunities identified for participants in the Energy Analysis and Recommissioning
Programs.

Marketing communications will revolve around the benefits of energy efficiency through
paybacks, lifecycle costs, and environmental benefits. Newer cooling equipment is typically
more efficient, more reliable and may have more effective controls than an older system
providing both energy and non-energy benefit to the end user. Public Service uses generally
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accepted information from sources such as ENERGY STAR, the American Society of Heating,
Refrigeration and Air conditioning Engineers, the Federal Energy Management Program and
others to educate customers on no and low cost ways to save energy, such as maintenance to
capital investments such as system replacement. The Company has created and made available
the popular Cooling Guidebook as a quick reference on these issues. In mid 2008 the Company
will be launching the Pledge to Energy Conservation promotion asking customers to employ the
strategies in the guidebook and participate in Public Service programs.

To reach its energy savings goal, Cooling Efficiency needs to continue to penetrate the
centrifugal chiller market. These systems provide the largest per project savings for the lowest
transactional costs, making them the most cost-effective opportunities. The program has been
successful in penetrating this market through strong relationships between Public Service
account managers and customers and increasingly strong relationships with the trade. Custom -
Cooling strategies, such as flat plate heat exchangers, cooling controls and energy recovery
ventilators, have also been identified as an area of growth. Rooftop units, condensing units and
split systems round out the portfolio with high participation and moderate savings.

Future strategies will involve more online tools to help customers evaluate the benefits of high
efficiency equipment. Rebate and payback calculators are planned as well as lifecycle costing
tools. Online submission of rebate applications will also be a priority. The program also intends
to continue to develop prescriptive rebates to add to the portfolio including ground source heat
pumps, evaporative cooling and condensing and hotel room occupancy controllers.

E. Program-Specific Policies

The Cooling Efficiency Program does not rebate back up equipment since assumed energy
savings will not be realized.

F. Stakeholder Involvement

Because cooling systems can be very complex, trade support is imperative to achieving our
goals. Public Service has engaged trade allies in program design and improvement through the
creation of the Cooling Council. This group meets roughly once per quarter to discuss new
technologies, program issues, and general market topics. The Cooling Council members are
representatives from all levels of the cooling equipment distribution chain. Members include
manufacturer’s representatives, mechanical engineering firms and equipment contractors. The
first meeting was held in May of 2008 and was well attended. The council brought forth several
ideas for Public Service to consider including ground source heat pumps, under floor cooling
systems and evaporative cooling. The Company will continue to hold these meetings quarterly.
Also, Public Service will work with the trade on specific projects to evaluate energy saving
strategies through the trade relations manager.

G. Rebate Levels

Most of the components of the program provide prescriptive rebates based on the size of the unit
in tons combined with an efficiency bonus to encourage customers to exceed minimum to qualify
efficiencies. The rebate structure by component is listed below:
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Table 12: Cooling Efficiency Program Rebate Levels

EQUIPMENT MINIMUM TO QUALIFY REBATE
every 0.1 EER above
PTACs 11.0 EER min
every 0.1 EER above
Water-Source Heat Pumps 14.0 EER min

Rooftop AC Units

every 0.1 EER above

< 65,000 BTUH (<5.4 tons) 13.5 SEER min
every 0.1 EER above
65,000 - 135,000 (5.5 - 11.3 tons) 11.0 EER min
every 0.1 EER above
135,000 - 240,000 (11.4 - 19.9 tons) 10.8 EER min
: every 0.1 EER above
240,000 - 760,000 (20 - 63.3 tons) 9.8 EER min
every 0.1 EER above
> 760,000 (> 63.3 tons) 9.35 EER min
every 0.1 EER above
Condensing Units >65,000 BTUH (>5.4 tons) 11.0 EER min
every 0.1 EER above
>/= 65,000 BTUH and ? 5.4 tons 11.0 EER min
every 0.1 EER above
Spilit Systems < 65,000 BTUH and < 5.4 tons 14.0 SEER min
Variable Air Volume (VAV) Boxes Replace CAV $100/VAV
$8/ton + $2/ton for every
Air Cooled Chillers 10 EER 0.1 EER above min

Chillers - Scroll or Rotary Screw

every 0.01 kW/ton below

< 150 Tons 0.61 kW /ton max
every 0.01 kW/ton below
>/=150 tons and < 300 tons 0.56 kW /ton max

Chillers - Centrifugal

Determined by ASHRAE 80.7 [ every 0.017 kW/on below
All sizes 2004 max

Generally, Public Service has set the minimum qualifying efficiency at the mid-point between
the Center For Energy and Environment’s Tier I and II levels in order to encourage customers to
purchase the most efficient equipment, while ensuring the manufacturers have equipment that
meets the criteria of the program.

The proposed rebate levels average 33% of the incremental cost. This level balances the cost-
effectiveness of the program with the influential value to the customer and a payback less than 5
years in most cases. These rebate levels are higher than what we have offered in Minnesota,
$14/ton in Minnesota versus $50/ton in Colorado, due to more stringent code levels and therefore
higher minimum qualifying efficiencies in Colorado, requiring customers to make a larger
investment for the incremental savings.

H. Evaluation, Measurement, & Verification Plan

All rebate applications will be audited with a two-step process. On the front-end, as rebates are
received, all critical customer information, equipment eligibility and proper rebates amounts are
reviewed, validated, and corrected if inaccurate. The second step takes place prior to the rebate
being issued where Rebate Operations audits 100% of the rebates applications to ensure that the
information from the form was entered correctly into the tracking database. The second step
includes ongoing verification and is split between prescriptive and custom measures.
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The M&V process for prescriptive measures is detailed in the M&V section of the Indirect
Segment of this Plan. The savings factors that will be verified for the Cooling Efficiency
Program are detailed in the Deemed Savings Technical Assumptions section. The M&V process
for custom measures is detailed in the M&V section of the Indirect Segment of this Plan.
Cooling Efficiency deals directly with one of the most complex and common systems for
customers. For this reason a comprehensive process and impact study of this program's delivery
processes, customer satisfaction, technical assumptions, and net savings impacts is planned for
2009. The budget for this study is included in the portfolio level EM&V budget.

I. Technical Assumptions

Unless noted, efficiency values are taken at the Air Conditioning and Refrigeration Institute’s
standard operating conditions published by the manufacturer. Water-cooled centrifugal chillers
are the exception. These systems are engineered to operate for specific customer applications.
The American Society of Heating Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Engineers (“ASHRAE”)
developed a series of tables setting recommended minimum efficiencies for various operating
conditions. Public Service makes these minimum efficiencies available to customers and
provides rebates for systems that are better than standard efficiency by 0.016 kW/ton or more.

Energy savings are calculated on a project-by-project basis comparing the baseline efficiency
annotated in the technical assumptions and the installed unit’s actual efficiency. For units
measured in Energy Efficiency Ratio (“EER”) or Seasonal Energy Efficiency Ratio (“SEER™),
this formula is:

Energy Savings (kW) = Tons x (12/baseline EER — 12/actual EER)
For units measured in kW/ton this formula is:
Energy Savings (kW) = Tons x (baseline kW/ton — actual k W/ton)

The Cooling Efficiency Program assumes that the minimum efficiencies set forth in ASHRAE
90.1 2001 are the lowest efficiency a customer will purchase. All energy saving calculations are
based on these minimum efficiencies and are detailed in the technical assumptions included in
this filing. The program follows the ASHRAE methodology of categorizing equipment by
technology and size and sets minimum qualifying criteria at a level above the ASHRAE
minimum efficiency. The levels were chosen based on exceeding minimum ASHRAE
efficiencies while ensuring manufacturers had qualifying equipment available. In general Public
Service chose minimum qualifying efficiencies at the midpoint between the Consortium for
Energy Efficiency’s Tier I and Tier II recommendations.

Technical assumptions used to develop the program were derived from nationally recognized
agencies including ASHRAE and the Efficiency Vermont Technical Reference Manual.
Adjustments were made based upon regional factors or more relevant information from
engineering firms, national engineering societies or agencies. Average project size and
efficiency for each measure are determined by historical participation.
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The net-to-gross factor was derived from the Non-Residential HVAC Best Practices Report
(Volume NR2) conducted by Quantum Consulting. Cooling conservation programs are similar
across the nation. Lacking a Public Service specific study in this service territory relevant data
from other utilities is a valuable input in determining NTG factors. These values are in line with
product team assessment of participants given the fact that qualifying units are so far above
commonly stocked equipment they must be special ordered. Averaging the studied utilities
results in a 94% NTG factor.
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» Custom Efficiency Program

A. Description

The Custom Efficiency (“Custom™) Program is designed to provide rebates on a wide variety of
equipment and process improvements that do not fall within Public Service’s prescriptive rebate
programs. Similar to prescriptive programs, the primary goal is to obtain verifiable and
persistent on-peak electric demand reduction and energy savings in the Colorado service
territory. Colorado’s Custom Efficiency Program was modeled after Xcel Energy’s Custom
Efficiency Program in Minnesota, which has been successfully operated since 1994 and received
numerous ACEEE awards and recognitions. Most recently, the program received honorable
mention in ACEEE’s report on utility programs.®

Custom is designed to incorporate measures that save demand and/or energy, but currently are
not included in any of the prescriptive rebate programs. This does not mean that Public Service
will rebate every energy-saving technology. Each measure must be screened using a detailed
engineering analysis. The analysis is described in more detail in Section C. Key criteria used to
screen the measures include:

e Evidence that the measure is cost-effective to the customer and Public Service include:
o Simple payback before rebate of 1 to 15 years.
o A Total Resource Cost Test (TRC) ratio of greater than or equal to 1.0.
e Evidence of measure persistence which could include:
o A measure life of 10 years or greater.
Description that supports permanent installation (e.g., no plug-in devices)
Capital investment undertaken by customer.
Independent, third-party verification if technology is new to the marketplace.
Other research conducted for energy efficiency technologies that demonstrate
persistence (e.g., utility impact evaluations, DOE lab testing of technologies).

o O O O

Many types of energy saving measures are not currently eligible for a prescriptive rebate, but
could be eligible for a Custom rebate, including the measures listed in the table below.

& Compendium of Champions: Chronicling Exemplary Energy Efficiency Programs from Across the U.S., Dan York,
Marty Kushler, and Patti Witte, Feb. 2008, p. 14.
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Table 13: Examples of Possible Custom Efficiency Measure

Equipment Application

Compressed Air | New equipment, reduction in horsepower (hp) of compressors, storage,
vacuum pumps, and variable frequency drive compressors

Controls CO;, based ventilation, compressed air and refrigeration controls

Cooling Economizers, heat exchangers, and ventilation fans

Lighting Lumen output changes, exterior lighting, LED and daylighting, retrofits not
one to one

Miscellaneous Energy efficient windows (film, argon, Low E), humidification, printing

presses, welders, and elevator modernization (DC to AC motor conversion)

Motors & Drives | Motors > 500 hp. Drives > 200 hp and outside the prescriptive program
parameters

Refrigeration Ammonia compressors, freezer doors, and evaporative condensers

Process changes | New system produces more output than the old system while using the same
amount of energy as the old system

New system produces the same output as the old system using less energy

Reconfigure system layout

The Company’s engineering team determines if a project is covered under Public Service’s
prescriptive programs and, if not covered, warrants analysis through Custom. The product team,
including an external consulting firm, then conducts the analysis to determine rebate eligibility.
The review process typically is completed within two weeks of receiving an application.

The Custom Efficiency Program strives for consistency of its project analyses. All projects are
reviewed to make sure they do not meet the requirements of our prescriptive programs, as a
prescriptive project cannot be analyzed under Custom. Any assumptions made in the review of a
project are clearly documented within the analysis and all projects of a similar type are reviewed
using the same set of assumptions.

Public Service’s Colorado Custom Efficiency Program was launched in February 2006. Since
that time, over 530 projects have been analyzed. Customers have completed 199 projects for
over 29 GWh of savings. Of these projects, 157 were claimed through the Custom Efficiency
Program (meaning that they had no end-use program where savings would have been claimed.
These Custom-Custom projects accounted for 6.7 GWh in savings in the end-uses shown in the
following table:
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Table 14: Cumulative Custom Efficiency-Custom End-Uses and Program Savings’

Program Component Savings
(GWh)

Compressed Air 5.99

| Custom 6.70
Energy Management Systems 0.87
Lighting 12.83
Motors 0.79
Total 29.13

B. Budgets & Goals

Budgets
Once goals were established, the budget process is generally the same for Custom Efficiency as

with the other DSM programs. Historical cost and participation information is tracked and
analyzed to project budgets two years in advance. Furthermore, external resources and
discussion with local stakeholders are used to ascertain expenditures and market equipment cost.
Comparative spending analysis of past year activity is generally conducted but is not the
determining annual factor, since other external variables like promotions, materials and staffing
exist. Given the increase in goals for 2009 and 2010, additional time was spent reviewing the
information for reasonableness. Experience from Minnesota programs is used as a checkpoint.

For the Custom Efficiency Program, labor, consulting, and rebates drive the vast majority of the
budget. The following is information pertaining to these specific drivers:

e Internal labor — Custom Efficiency is a labor-intensive program due to the preapproval
process and analysis component of the program. Labor is typically more than half of the
total cost of the program.

e Third-party consulting — This expense is the second largest category and is primarily the
assistance to conduct project analyses and M&V. Consulting expenses are expected to
decrease, as a percentage of total costs, over time as Public Service uses internal labor to
conduct more of the analysis work.

e Rebates — This is the third largest program expense. The budget for rebates is established
by estimating participation for the program and multiplying by the rebate per kW amount
plus an additional amount in the event that Public Service runs special promotional
incentives in 2009 or 2010.

Goals

For this Plan, goals were established first at the portfolio level through the Commission hearing
process.® The management team reviewed these goals and completed an initial allocation of the
goals to each program. This allocation was based primarily on a review of program performance
for the past two and half years and longer-term experience with similar programs in Minnesota.

7 Net generator GWh from program inception through June 2008
8 Additional information on the general process is included in the Business Segment section.
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For Custom, this information was reviewed in the context of individual projects being approved

and adjusted accordingly.

The estimated goals for the Custom Efficiency Program are heavily dependent on the specific

projects that come in. For the 2009/10 Biennium, Public Service reviewed historical

performance and those projects that are in the pipeline to get a sense of the number and
magnitude of future projects. This information was translated into the goals provided here.
Given the significant increase in goals for 2009 and 2010, additional time was spent reviewing
the information for reasonableness. This included internal Custom Efficiency team review of the

goals for 2009 and 2010.

Table 15: Custom Efficiency Program Budgets and Goals

2009 Electric| 2009 Gas |2010 Electric| 2010 Gas
Custom Efficiency Goal Goal Goal Goal
Budget

Planning & Design $317,647 $1,457 $334,731 $1,457
Admin & Program Delivery $668,122 $128,018 $815,132 $60,386
Ad, Promo, & Customer Ed. $122,627 $17,746 $327,724 $64,304
Customer Incentives $1,286,588 $47,600| $1,513,633 $47.600

Equipment & Installation N/A N/A N/A N/A
Measurement and Verification $79,835 $3,758 $93,923 $3,758

Miscellaneous N/A N/A N/A N/A
Total| $2,474,819 $198,578| $3,085,144 $177,505

Generator kW 1,372 N/A 1,595 N/A

Generator kWh 7,467,223 N/A 8,682,818 N/A
Annual Dth N/A 13,492 N/A 13,492
Annual Dth/$M N/A 67,944 N/A 76,010
Participants 43 14 50 14
Participation as % of Segment 0.027% 0.013% 0.031% 0.013%
Modified TRC Test Ratio 2.16 2.06 2.15 2.06

C. Application Process

The application process for Custom is more involved than for the prescriptive programs. Each
project must be evaluated to assure it meets the eligibility requirements. This process can be

broken into five distinct steps: Application Submission, Application Review, Project Analysis,
Project Acceptance or Rejection, and Completion:

1. Application Submission

Typically, the Public Service account manager works with a customer and their vendor to
identify a project with energy efficiency opportunities and starts the application process. The
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application form is available from the account manager, Xcel Energy website or from the
product manager. Applications must contain a well-defined scope of work with enough
detail to allow Public Service’s internal engineers to analyze the savings opportunities.
Applications must be signed by the customer but can be submitted by others on their behalf,
including: building owners; lighting, HVAC, refrigeration, or building controls contractors;
architecture and engineering firms; energy services companies; equipment manufacturers and
distributors; or project financing entities.

. Application Review

The product manager receives the completed application from the account manager or
Business Solutions Center (BSC) representative. The application is reviewed for
completeness of information. This process is in conjunction with a technical consultant
review prior to the information being officially submitted. Once the program manager and
technical consultant feel all necessary information has been provided, the marketing assistant
assigns a project number and enters the application into the tracking system.

Project Analysis

Analysis of the project begins with our external consulting resource. Engineers review the
project information and enter pertinent data into a spreadsheet model to determine the
projected energy savings, benefit/cost ratio (i.e. TRC) and payback. These models were
developed originally in Minnesota and adapted for Colorado (e.g., different avoided costs,
climate, and other factors). The models calculate energy savings for various end-uses
(lighting, motors, cooling, compressed air, etc.) to ensure consistency in analysis from one
project to another. All calculations are based on approved ASHRAE methods or other
similar industry standards.

Based on the modeled results, the external consulting company will approve or reject a
project and forward the results to Public Service’s internal technical staff. The technical staff
reviews the project analysis. Should an error be discovered, the engineer will document it
and send the information back to the outside consultant for reanalysis. If everything was
analyzed correctly, the engineer will concur with the analysis.

Project Acceptance or Rejection

Once the engineer has approved the analysis, a preapproval or rejection letter is sent to the
customer. The preapproval letter provides critical information regarding the project,
including: the project rebate amount, the project description and costs, and any conditions
that must be met to receive the rebate (e.g., measurement and verification). Should a project
be rejected, a rejection letter is sent informing the customer their project will not be eligible
and explaining why. A copy of the preapproval/rejection letter is also sent to the account
manager for project tracking. The marketing assistant collects all project documentation,
including the application, specification sheets, proposals, and analysis, and stores it in the
program files (both electronically and in hard copy).

Completion

When a project is completed, the customer will inform their account manager. The customer
and account manager sign the verification section of the application and submit it to the
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product manager along with copies of invoices and other required information as stipulated
in the preapproval letter. The product manager reviews final documentation for accuracy and
completeness. Should clarification or additional materials be needed the product manager
will work with the account manager to obtain the information from the customer. If the final
documentation matches the preapproved project information, the product manager will
approve the project and submit paperwork to rebate operations for issuance of the rebate
check.

Occasionally, projects must undergo re-analysis because the final project parameters do not
match the original project application. This discrepancy may be due to minor changes in
project scope, changes in final project cost, or the purchasing of similar, but not identical,
equipment to what was analyzed. In these cases, the actual project information will be given
to the technical staff for review and reanalysis. The original analysis will be updated with
the new information to determine if the project still meets passing criteria. A passing project
will be awarded a rebate based on the calculated savings from the updated analysis. A
project that fails on reanalysis will not be issued a rebate.

D. Marketing Objectives, Goals, & Strategy

Marketing Strategy

Marketing of the Custom Efficiency Program will be conducted primarily through account
managers and their direct relationships with customers. In addition, the following are some
strategies we will use to achieve our goals in 2009 and 2010:

Target Industrial Customers

Colorado’s industrial base is relatively small, but these few customers offer tremendous
opportunity. Many of the opportunities will come from specialized applications or processes
requiring a greater insight into the individual customer’s operations. To achieve this, we will rely
heavily on leads from account managers and outreach to the vendor community.

Use of Collateral

Public Service has developed a wealth of marketing collateral for the Custom Efficiency
Program. This information is available in soft and hard copy format for customers, trade allies,
and internal Public Service staff. Customers and trade allies can request hard copies of the
material, or they can access material on Xcel Energy’s website. This material is continually
reviewed and revised based on feedback from participants and as changes are made to the
program. The key collateral includes:

e Custom Efficiency Brochure — This is the primary tool account managers use to describe
the program to customers and trade allies. It provides examples of projects that may
qualify, business reasons to participate and a summary of the procedures to follow.

e List of potential projects — Projects that have fared well in Colorado and Minnesota serve
as the basis for this list. The list includes both electric and natural gas measures.
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e Custom Efficiency Worksheets — The application itself is general in nature and does not
provide enough direction on additional material needed for each technology. Therefore,
Public Service created worksheets that cover some of the more common technologies that
are submitted for analysis. Existing worksheets include:

o Custom Efficiency - Lighting Worksheet

Custom Efficiency - Motor Worksheet

Custom Efficiency - VFD Worksheet

Custom Efficiency - Elevator Worksheet

Custom Efficiency - Window Worksheet

o Custom Efficiency — Roofing Worksheet

e Trade Ally website — This resource was designed specifically for all of the trade allies
involved with Public Service DSM programs. The website includes all of the collateral
indicated above and other helpful information.

e Information kit — A CD with program information on it. This disk is available to trade
allies through the trade relations manager.

e Energy Exchange — a quarterly email newsletter that goes out to all trade allies who have
registered to be part of our trade ally network.

0 O O O

Target Market

As with the other business rebate programs, the bulk of savings is anticipated to come from the
large commercial and industrial segment. The Custom Efficiency Program has an even greater
reliance on this segment as most projects are from customers involved in manufacturing and
processing. The total potential customer base is comprised of 196,231 business customers in
Colorado. Approximately 80% of these customers are concentrated within the Denver metro
area, which will enable us to provide concentrated marketing campaigns on the Front Range.
Account managers manage the largest 800 accounts. Based on Minnesota’s history with the
Custom Efficiency Program and results in Colorado from the past two years, we expect the bulk
of Custom-custom projects to come from these largest accounts.

A key difference between Xcel Energy’s Colorado and Minnesota service territories is the size of
the industrial base. Minnesota has approximately ten times the number of industrial customers

as Colorado. The lack of industrial base in Colorado will require the Colorado Custom
Efficiency Program to develop a marketing approach that caters to small business customers.
Many of Colorado’s industrial customers may not have an account manager. This poses a hurdle
to implementing Custom projects as historical projects were typically initiated with the help of
Public Service account managers.

E. Program-Specific Policies

All Custom projects require: preapproval before order, purchase, and installation, a Total
Resource Cost Test ratio of equal to or greater than 1.0, and simple payback criteria of one to
fifteen years. Rebates are capped at 60 percent of the incremental project cost. This process is in
place to help ensure free-ridership is kept to a minimum and that rebates are awarded to projects
that are technically and financially sound.
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Additional policies are developed for issues as they arise and the primary one to date is the Load
Shifting Policy. Additional policies may be added as issues arise and the program matures.

F. Stakeholder Involvement

Customers, trade allies, and other stakeholders are currently engaged at the specific project level.
Feedback is garnered individually from each participant and once a trend develops (positive or
negative), Public Service makes a change to the program design. If it is a small change, it is then
discussed internally and possibly with a few key trade allies and, if deemed acceptable,
implemented. A larger change would possibly involve review by the program’s external
technical resources or other third-party consultant.

G. Rebate Levels

Rebates apply to new and leased equipment, but not to used equipment. To determine eligibility
for a rebate, all projects are analyzed as described in the application process. Rebates are
calculated based on the demand savings of the project. Additional information on this process is
described in the technical assumptions section. For 2009 and 2010, Public Service is proposing
an incentive level of $400 per kW for electric savings projects and $7 per Dth for gas savings
projects.

H. Evaluation, Measurement & Verification Plan

All rebate applications will be audited with a two-step process. On the front-end, as rebates are
received, all critical customer information, equipment eligibility and proper rebates amounts are
reviewed, validated, and corrected if inaccurate. The second step takes place prior to the rebate
being issued where Rebate Operations audits 100% of the rebate applications to ensure that the
information from the form was entered correctly into the tracking database. The second step
includes ongoing verification.

The M&V process for custom measures is detailed in the M&V section of the Indirect Segment
of this Plan.

I Technical Assumptions

The Custom Efficiency Program is unique in that energy and demand savings are recorded for
each project that is approved and paid a rebate. These savings are then aggregated to the
program level. The Custom program receives projects from all end-use technologies (lighting,
motors, cooling, etc.) When reporting program results, energy savings are allocated to the
appropriate program based on the technology rebated. For example, savings from a custom
lighting project are added to the prescriptive lighting program savings to account for total
Lighting Efficiency Program savings. Custom-custom projects (those for which we have no
prescriptive end-use program) are the only projects in which savings are directly attributable to
the Custom Efficiency Program.
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Public Service also estimated a net-to-gross factor to adjust the gross savings estimates for free
riders and free-drivers. The estimate for Custom electric is 0.87. This is based on a third-party
consultant review of net-to-gross factors in programs considered best practices. Additionally, the
program screening criteria justify changing the net to gross ratio from 2007 values. Custom
projects must be preapproved before equipment is ordered or purchased. Only projects which
have a TRC > 1.0 and meet a simple payback criteria of between 1 and 15 years qualify for a
Custom incentive. These screening criteria justify raising the net-to-gross ratio. The Custom gas
ratio is higher at 93%. This is the first exposure to gas energy conservation measures to the
market and gas energy conservation measures are more difficult to market and install, thus
justifying the higher net-to-gross estimate.

The general technical assumptions used in the forecasted benefit-cost analysis are established for
an average Custom project. This average is derived from Custom Efficiency projects completed
during 2007 in Colorado. The data is stored in a database and includes original data from the
customer or equipment provider and individual project analysis results. For the gas component
of the program, an average of the Minnesota Gas Custom Efficiency projects from 2006 to 2008
is used. To establish incremental costs, two cases are used. One is the replacement of old
equipment and the other case is when new high efficiency equipment is purchased instead of
standard efficiency equipment. The average baseline product costs is a weighted average of both
cases and incremental is the additional cost to achieve the higher efficiency option.

55



> Data Center Efficiency Program

A. Description

The Data Center Efficiency Program is designed to help customers address energy conservation
opportunities in both new and existing data centers. The decision to build a program for the data
center market was based on the significant energy savings potential of the customer sector and
the huge projected growth in energy use over the next several years as determined by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). This Program is considered a start-up program during
2009 and 2010 and, therefore, may not meet cost-effectiveness thresholds. However, the
Company will make every effort to run the Program cost-effectively.

A holistic approach will be taken to package energy efficiency information and rebate
opportunities through the use of site evaluations and design assistance. The Program will consist
of two separate paths: one for existing data centers and one for new construction. There are
numerous ways data centers can become more energy efficient including the following:

e High-efficiency servers: The EPA, by way of the ENERGY STAR program, is currently
working to define the “standard” server and the “high-efficiency” server energy usage.
Their first standard, focused on a more efficient power supply, is expected by the end of
2008. Experts estimate that high-efficiency servers could be around 25% more efficient
than the standard used today.

e Server virtualization: Currently, the most common method for use of computer operating
systems is to have one system per server. Software now exists to consolidate several
operating systems on one server (while making each system look like it’s still on its own
unique server). This process is called Virtualization and enables the number of actual
servers to be reduced at ratios as high as 30:1. Along with the reduced electricity usage
due to the servers, reducing the amount of hardware also decreases the amount of cooling
needed.

e Air flow improvements: Proper placement of equipment and management of cable
raceways can optimize air flow, reduce temperature hot spots in the data center, and
reduce the cooling needed. '

e High-efficiency cooling equipment: Data centers, depending on their size, can obtain
their cooling from the overall building cooling plant, from dedicated computer room A/C
systems, or both. Options exist for high-efficiency building cooling as well as new
technologies for “in-rack” cooling of the data center server racks.

e High-efficiency lighting equipment: Although generally a small portion of the total
energy usage in the data center (around 5%), there is opportunity to install higher-
efficiency lighting when retrofitting existing or designing new data centers.

Design assistance will be available separately or in conjunction with our existing Energy Design
Assistance Program for new facilities utilizing a third-party expert for the analysis. For existing
facilities, the Program will provide funding towards an on-site evaluation and analysis and
rebates based on the demand savings resulting from implementing energy conservation
opportunities recommended in the study.
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Custom and prescriptive rebates will also be part of the package of information to the customer.
Current prescriptive high-efficiency cooling and lighting equipment rebates will be available
and, in time, new prescriptive rebates will be developed for high-efficiency servers, server
optimization, and data storage/archiving practices. In the mean time, these measures will utilize
our existing Custom Efficiency rebates and analysis process.

Data centers are often discussed in terms of their size. This Program focuses on the following
three categories as defined by the EPA: Localized Data Centers (500-1,000 sq. ft.), Mid-tier Data
Centers (1,000-5,000 sq. ft.), and Enterprise-class Data Centers (5,000+ sq. ft.). However, any
size data center will be accepted in the Program.

Public Service will conduct a competitive bidding process for third parties to conduct data center
studies and analysis. As a result of that process, the Company will develop a list of qualified
contractors whose studies may be rebated by Public Service. If the facility also participates in
the Energy Design Assistance Program, that contractor will partner with our contractor for that
Program to oversee the data center portion of the study.

B. Budgets & Goals

Budgets
Public Service built the Data Center Efficiency Program budgets from the desired participation

level of four existing data centers being retrofitted and two new data centers being built each
year. The largest cost in the budget is for implementation and study rebates, which represent
70% of the overall Program budget.

Goals

The demand and energy goals were determined by defining different categories of data centers
based on square footage and assuming an average number of servers/energy use. Then the
various energy efficiency options that could arise from a data center design study were defined
(e.g. install high-efficiency servers, virtualize servers, install more efficient lighting, etc.) and the
estimated savings of the individual measures was calculated and totaled. Our estimation of the
data center market in Colorado is based on the August 2007 EPA Report “EPA Report to
Congress on Server and Data Center Energy Efficiency”. The data center load is estimated at
1.5% of the total energy use in our territory and is expected to grow to 2.5% by 2011 according
to the EPA study. The demand savings of installed projects as a result of a data center design
analysis will determine energy savings. Energy conservation opportunities will be identified
within the study report.
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Table 16: Data Center Efficiency Program Bud

ets and Goals

2009 Electric| 2009 Gas {2010 Electric| 2010 Gas
Data Center Efficiency Goal Goal Goal Goal
Budget
Planning & Design $81,766 N/A $84,622 N/A
Admin & Program Delivery $22,306 N/A $23,069 N/A
Ad, Promo, & Customer Ed. $68,300 N/A $254,740 N/A
Customer Incentives $333,676 N/A $615,155 N/A
Equipment & Installation N/A N/A N/A N/A
Measurement and Verification $25,302 N/A $48,879 N/A
Miscellaneous N/A N/A N/A N/A
Total $531,350 N/A $1,026,465 N/A
Generator kW 571 N/A 1,142 N/A
Generator KWh 5,920,281 N/A 11,846,949 N/A
Annual Dth N/A N/A N/A N/A
Annual Dth/SM N/A N/A N/A N/A
Participants 10 N/A 14 N/A
Participation as % of Segment 0.006% N/A 0.009% N/A
Modified TRC Test Ratio 4.57 N/A 4.91 N/A

C. Application Process

Customers will learn about the Program through a variety of channels, including: the Xcel
Energy website, account managers, Business Solutions Center representatives, and trade allies.
In addition, the Company will recruit data center experts to help promote the program to
customers. Program applications will be made available through all of these channels.
Customers may submit an application through their account manager, trade allies or by mailing it
to Public Service.

Customers building a new data center need to submit their application in the early phases of
design to make sure our recommended strategies make it into their final plans. Preapproval for
the design study will be required and only customers will be able to apply for rebates.

D. Marketing Objectives, Goals, & Strategy

The goal of the Data Center Efficiency Program is to build and retrofit data centers, with their

copious electronic equipment, to be as efficient as possible. Because the market for this program
is so specific, Public Service will have an account manager focused on data center customers. It
will be necessary to provide good face-to-face contact with our customer base in order to engage
them in the program. Research on this customer segment suggests that data center customers
look to their utilities to be the energy expert.
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The marketing strategy for Data Center Efficiency will include a variety of channels, including
account managers, trade relations managers, professional organizations, and direct customer
communications. Tactics include, but are not limited to, the creation of collateral materials,
newsletter articles, direct mail campaigns, advertising, and event marketing outreach. Much of
the marketing plan and the supporting processes for this program are in progress. This is a brand
new product and intention is to build all that is needed to implement and market the program
during the third and fourth quarters of 2008 with the plan to launch the program January 1, 2009.

E. Program-Specific Policies

As this program is still in development, we have not yet determined any policies specific to this
program. Policies may be defined around the Data Center Design Expert as we develop our list
of qualifications and customers hire their own contractor.

F. Stakeholder Involvement

As part of the program design effort, Public Service conducted focus groups with data center
facility managers and one-on-one interviews with information technology executives in order to
better understand their needs and interest in energy efficiency. Some of the recommendations on
program design that resulted from the focus groups were to create:

e An audit program that is specific to data centers and utilizes experts in data center design
and operation;

¢ Audit programs so they are more dynamic and better reflect the nature of the data center;

e Materials to help data centers select energy efficient equipment;

e Materials that show how a carefully managed, energy efficient data center may be more
reliable than a standard data center. Connect reliability to energy efficiency;

e A quick “hit list” of things that data center operators should be aware of to aid in
conservation of energy; and

e Programs to increase the awareness that information technology strategies have an impact
on energy conservation in a facility.

All of these ideas will be considered as we develop collateral and education materials to support
the Program.

Xcel Energy has also been an active participant in the Consortium for Energy Efficiency
(“CEE”) Data Centers and Servers workgroup where we are working with other utilities
collaboratively to push for energy efficiency standards for data center equipment and provide
guidance to one another as individual data center efficiency programs are developed.
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G. Rebate Levels

Prescriptive rebates will be applied where applicable, such as for lighting or cooling equipment
upgrades. Other energy efficiency upgrades will be handled through the Custom Efficiency
analysis process. All measures will be rebated at $400 per kW saved. The data center design
study will follow the existing Energy Analysis Program guidelines and pay up to 50% of the
incremental cost of the study not to exceed $15,000. This cap may be reevaluated if a very large
data center is being reviewed.

H. Evaluation, Measurement & Verification Plan

All rebate applications will be audited with a two-step process. On the front-end, as rebates are
received, all critical customer information, equipment eligibility and proper rebates amounts are
reviewed, validated, and corrected if inaccurate. The second step takes place prior to the rebate
being issued where Rebate Operations audits 100% of the rebate applications to ensure that the
information from the form was entered correctly into the tracking database. The second step
includes ongoing verification.

The M&V process for custom measures is detailed in the M&V section of the Indirect Segment
of this Plan.

I Technical Assumptions

The net-to-gross factor for this Program will be set at 90% initially, based on projects that have
come through the Custom Efficiency Program and reports that have determined 10% of the
market is currently doing virtualization of servers. For virtualization activities we assumed a
ratio of 15:1. The industry is showing as high as a 30:1 ratio for virtualization, meaning that if
you virtualize your servers, up to 30 servers could be replaced with 1 server.

For retrofit lighting, we assumed no change in the number of fixtures, only changes to the type of

lamp installed. We will only allow delamping if the actual fixture is altered to only accept a
reduced number of lamps, similar to the existing Program in Colorado.
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» Energy Management Systems Program

A. Description

The Energy Management Systems Program is designed to offer customers rebates for installing
systems that control and reduce a building’s energy usage both on and off-peak. Electric and gas
customers are eligible for participation in this program.

An energy management system (“EMS”) is a system of controls and sensors that are centrally
operated, typically via a computer software package. Such systems may control the heating,
cooling, ventilation, and lighting in a facility, either through operator action or automatic
programming, potentially saving energy. Systems covered in the program include new energy
management systems in an existing building, replacing a non-functional energy management
system, replacing an obsolete energy management system, and adding functionality to a current
system. The duplication of existing systems or replacement of an obsolete system does not
qualify for rebate under the EMS Program. Potential measures that fit well into the program are
shown in the diagram below.
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Figure 2: Typical Efficiency Measures Adopted in the EMS Program

Scheduling Miscellaneous
e Holiday scheduling Supply air/discharge air Simultaneous
e  Zonal scheduling temperature heating/cooling control
e Override control and tenant Hot deck and cold deck Zone-based HVAC
billing temperature control
e Night setup/setback Entering condenser Dual duck deck control
e  Optimum start water temperature Chiller staging
e  Optimum stop e Chilled water supply e Boiler control
e  Morning warm-up/cool-down temperature ¢ Building space pressure
e VAV fan duct pressure e  Variable speed drive
and flow ‘ control
e  Chilled water pressure e Heat recovery
Ventilation Control Lockouts Lighting
e Carbon dioxide e Boiler system e Lighting sweep
e Occupancy sensors e  Chiller system e Occupancy sensors
e  Supply air volume/OSA damper e Direct expansion e Daylight dimming
compensation routines compressor cooling e  Zonal lighting control
e  Exhaust fans e Resistance heat
Air-Side Economizers Energy Monitoring Demand Control
e Typical air-side o ~Whole building or end- e Demand limiting or load
e Night ventilation purge use shedding
¢ kWh or demand e  Sequential startup of

equipment
e Duty cycling

Source: Energy Management Systems A Practical Guide, O&M Best Practices Series, Portland Energy
Conservation Inc.

B. Budgets & Goals

Budgets
In order to develop the 2009/2010 budgets, Public Service used the historical performance (costs

and participation) of the program as a guide. For the EMS Program, rebates, consulting and
labor drive the vast majority of the budget. The following is information pertaining to these
specific drivers.

e Rebates — This is the largest program expense accounting for approximately 60% of
costs. The budget for rebates is estimated by looking at historical data and then checking
anticipated payouts per kW and kWh to check for reasonableness plus an additional
amount in the event that Public Service runs special promotional incentives in 2009 or
2010.
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e Third-party consulting — This expense is the second largest category and is primarily the
assistance to conduct project analyses and M&V. Consulting expenses are expected to
decrease, as a percentage of total costs, over time as Public Service uses internal labor to
conduct more of the analysis work.

e Internal labor — EMS is a labor-intensive program due to the preapproval process and
analysis component of the program. Labor is approximately 15 percent of the total cost

of the program.

Goals

The estimated goals for the EMS Program are heavily dependent on the specific projects that
come in. For the 2009/10 biennium, Public Service reviewed historical performance and those
projects that are in the pipeline to get a sense of the number and magnitude of future projects.
This information was translated into the goals provided here. Given the significant increase in
goals for 2009 and 2010, additional time was spent reviewing the information for

reasonableness.

Table 17: Energy Management Systems Program Budgets and Goals

2009 Electric| 2009 Gas |2010 Electric| 2010 Gas
Energy Management Systems Goal Goal Goal Goal
Budget

Planning & Design $45,020 $1,329 $49.850 $1,329
Admin & Program Delivery $324,314 $76,741 $413,762 $74,563
Ad, Promo, & Customer Ed. $52,410 $7,225 $172,611 $6,931
Customer Incentives $325,698 $43,400 $418.,754 $43.400

Equipment & Installation N/A N/A N/A N/A
Measurement and Verification $30,250 $3,426 $38,893 $3,426

Miscellaneous N/A N/A N/A N/A
Total $777,692 $132,121 $1,093,870 $129,649

Generator kW 47 N/A 62 N/A

Generator kWh 4,238,885 N/A 5,554,401 N/A
Annual Dth N/A 6,286 N/A 6,286
Annual Dth/$M N/A 47,579 N/A 48,486
Participants 29 14 38 14
Participation as % of Segment 0.018% 0.013% 0.024% 0.013%
Modified TRC Test Ratio 2.31 1.69 2.27 1.68

C. Application Process

The application process for the EMS Program is similar to the Custom Efficiency Program as
energy management systems were initially covered through Custom. Applications must be
signed by the customer but can be submitted by other participants including: building owners,
contractors, architecture and engineering firms, energy services companies, equipment
manufacturers and distributors, and project financing entities. Typically, the customer or a
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vendor selling to the customer identifies a project with energy efficiency opportunities and starts
the application process. The general application steps and requirements are as follows:

6. Application Submission

Typically, the Public Service account manager works with a customer and their vendor to
identify a project with energy efficiency opportunities and starts the application process. The
application form is available from the account manager, Xcel Energy website or from the
product manager. Applications must contain a well-defined scope of work with enough detail to
allow Public Service’s internal engineers to analyze the savings opportunities. Most applications
include:

e General Building Information — Square footage, year built, building use type, and annual
electric and gas use

e Types of Equipment In Use — Including lighting fans/air handling, cooling and heating,
and each piece of equipments specifications and operating conditions.

e Process - Existing and new connected kW and operating hours; existing and new gas
BTUh and full load hours

e Controls - Existing and new temperature setbacks and resets, outside air optimization,
DDC conversions, variable air volume boxes

7. Application Review

The program manager receives the completed application from the account manager or Business
Solutions Center (BSC) representative. The application is reviewed for completeness. This
process is in conjunction with an energy engineer review prior to the information being officially
submitted. Once the program manager and energy engineer feel all necessary information has
been provided, the marketing assistant assigns a project number and enters the application into
the tracking system.

8. Project Analysis

Analysis of the project begins with our outside consultant. The consultant will review the project
information and enter pertinent data into a spreadsheet model to determine the projected energy
savings, benefit-cost ratio (i.e., TRC) and payback. The model for energy management systems
was developed originally in Minnesota and adapted for the differences in Colorado (e.g.,
different avoided costs, climate and other factors). The model is used to ensure consistency in
analysis from one project to another. All calculations are based on approved ASHRAE methods
or other similar industry standards.

Based on the modeled results, the consultant will approve or reject the project and forward the
results to Public Service’s internal engineering staff. The engineer reviews the consultant’s
work. Should an error be discovered, the internal engineer will document it and send the
information back to the external consultant for reanalysis. If everything was analyzed correctly,
the Public Service engineer will approve the analysis.
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9. Project Acceptance or Rejection

Once Public Service’s engineer has approved the analysis, a preapproval or rejection letter is sent
to the customer. The preapproval letter provides critical information regarding the project,
including: the project rebate amount, the project description and costs, and any conditions,
which must be met to receive the rebate (e.g., measurement and verification). Should a project
be rejected, a rejection letter is sent informing the customer their project will not be eligible and
explaining why. A copy of the preapproval or rejection letter is also sent to the account manager
for project tracking. All project information is then documented, including the application,
specification sheets, proposals, and analysis, and stores it in the program files (both
electronically and in hard copy).

10. Completion

The final step in the application process is verification that savings occurred. Payment of the
rebate is dependent on verification of the results of the project. The customer first fills out the
verification section of the application and provides invoices for the completed project. In rare
instances, customers may submit American Institute of Architects project continuation sheets in
lieu of invoices.

D. Marketing Objectives, Goals, & Strategy

Marketing Strategy

Marketing of the EMS Program is primarily conducted through account managers and their
direct relationships with customers. In addition, the following are some strategies that will help
meet program goals in 2009 and 2010.

Use of Collateral

Public Service has developed a wealth of marketing collateral for the EMS Program. This
information is available in soft and hard copy format for customers, trade allies, and internal
Public Service staff. Customers and trade allies can request hard copies of the material or they
can access material on the Xcel Energy website. Internal staff involved with the program usually
has hard copies available within their departments and can access material from the company’s
intranet site. The marketing material available includes:

e Program Brochure — The primary tool for sales staff that helps describe the program to
customers and vendors. It provides examples of projects that may qualify, business
reasons to participate and a summary of the procedures to follow.

e Program Application — The document that customers fill out to start the process of
participation. The customer or vendor is asked to fill out several sections including
information on the business location, account manager, applicable rates, project
description, technical information related to proposed and existing equipment, equipment
supplier and project verification upon completion.

e Project Worksheet — This tool is used to gather all of the necessary information about the
project and the building. This tool should be filled out to the best of the account manager
and vendor’s ability to make the analysis process smoother.

e Payback Calculator — This tool is a simple way to calculate whether a project is a good,
fair or poor project in terms of passing payback and getting approved.
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Improve Vendor Communications

Public Service will continue to communicate via email to all energy management system
vendors. The email will reintroduce the program and remind vendors that the program exists and
how they can take advantage of it with their customers. Communications will also include links
to tools that will help with project analysis.

Other efforts to further strengthen relationships include:

e Informational kit—A CD with detailed program information on it. This disk is available
to vendors through the trade relations manager.

e Energy Exchange- a quarterly email newsletter that goes out to all vendors who have
registered to be part of our trade ally network.

e Training Programs—Public Service has also held program training for vendors. That was
done when the program was launched. Public Service will hold future program training as
it is deemed necessary.

Target Market

All electric commercial and industrial customers within Public Service’s service area are eligible
to participate. The bulk of energy management systems are installed in commercial facilities
(office buildings, schools). Due to the complexity of the analysis process, it is unlikely small
customers will have a high participation rate. The programs focus will be on the larger managed
accounts in Colorado. Approximately 80% of these customers are concentrated within the
Denver metro area, which will enable us to focus any marketing campaigns on the Front Range.
Additional information on target markets includes:

Primary Market
The primary target is a large business customer that has some or all of the following
characteristics:

e Demand of 500+ kW

e Operate within energy intensive industries (e.g. food processing, mining)

e Own facilities with large cooling or refrigeration needs

e Are energy aware and have longer planning project lead times

Secondary Market
The secondary target is a small business customer that has these characteristics:

e Demand of 100 kW to 500 kW
e Have limited internal resources to purchase, install and finance projects
e Have limited technical expertise

The program is also marketed to our trade allies, which primarily consists of:
e Manufacturers of equipment

e Installers
e Design engineers, architects and electricians
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E. Program-Specific Policies

Much like the Custom Efficiency Program, EMS projects require preapproval before any
equipment is purchased or installed, and must have a TRC ratio equal to or greater than one, and
have a payback between one and 10 years within our analysis. Preapproval must occur prior to
purchase and installation of the equipment, and the rebate cannot exceed 50 percent of the
incremental costs. Generally, any energy management system project should have a minimum of
10 kW or 100,000 kWh of savings as projects with less than these predicted energy savings
levels typically do not pass the tests. The information pertaining to minimum requirements is
included on the application.

F. Stakeholder Involvement

Customers, trade allies, and other stakeholders are currently engaged at the specific project level.
Feedback is garnered individually from each participant and once a trend develops (positive or
negative), Public Service makes a change to the program design. If it is a small change, it is then
discussed internally and possibly with a few key trade allies and, if deemed acceptable,
implemented. A larger change would possibly involve review by the program’s external
technical resources or other third-party consultant.

G. Rebate Levels

The Energy Management Systems Program is designed to offer customers rebates for installing
energy management systems that control and reduce a building’s energy usage. The program
separately rebates on-peak electric savings, off-peak electric savings, and natural gas savings.
Measures qualifying for the on-peak electric reduction rebate must reduce demand during the on-
peak period (8 a.m. to 6 p.m. Monday through Friday) and specifically impact the company’s
system coincident peak during the hours of 2 p.m. to 6 p.m. June 1st through September 30th
(holidays excluded). These measures receive a rebate of up to $400 per kW saved. Measures
qualifying for an off-peak rebate provide savings between 6 p.m. and 8 a.m. Monday through
Friday and all day Saturday, Sunday, and holidays. Off-peak savings qualify for a rebate of
$0.08 per kWh saved. Natural gas rebates are provided up to $7 per Dth.

H. Evaluation, Measurement & Verification Plan

All rebate applications will be audited with a two-step process. On the front-end, as rebates are
received, all critical customer information, equipment eligibility and proper rebates amounts are
reviewed, validated, and corrected if inaccurate. The second step takes place prior to the rebate
being issued where Rebate Operations audits 100% of the rebate applications to ensure that the
information from the form was entered correctly into the tracking database. The second step
includes ongoing verification.

The M&V process for custom measures is detailed in the M&V section of the Indirect Segment
of this Plan.
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L Technical Assumptions

Public Service also estimated a net-to-gross factor to adjust the gross savings estimates for free
riders and free-drivers. The estimate for EMS electric is 0.87. This is based on a third-party
consultant review of net-to-gross factors in programs considered best practices. Additionally, the
program screening criteria justify changing the net-to-gross ratio from 2007 values. EMS
projects must be preapproved before equipment is ordered or purchased. Only projects which
have a TRC greater than 1.0 and meet simple payback criteria of between one and 10 years
qualify for an EMS incentive. These screening criteria justify raising the net-to-gross ratio. The
EMS gas ratio is higher at 93%. This is the first exposure of gas energy conservation measures to
the market and gas energy conservation measures are more difficult to market and install, thus
justifying the higher net-to-gross estimate. Also, there is less implementation of EMS and
advanced controls in gas systems because of higher costs and longer paybacks. The lower
cost/benefit for gas EMS and controls are due to the higher cost of measuring flows
(instrumentation), and for the generally smaller energy savings from gas heating systems in most
of Colorado.

The general technical assumptions used in the forecasted benefit cost analysis are established for
an average EMS project. The data supporting the average is derived from EMS projects
completed in Colorado through mid-2007. Electric end-use projects for this program were
calculated using 8,197 operating hours and are not connected to gas projects. Additionally, there
is a small amount of real kW for cooling savings incorporated into the analysis. For gas projects,
gas savings estimates are derived from data available for 2006 projects. Incremental costs for an
energy management system are determined to be zero since a customer is adding a new system
or new system components.
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» Furnace Efficiency Program

A. Description

The Furnace Efficiency Program will encourage business natural gas customers to purchase
energy efficient furnaces. The program will offer prescriptive rebates in two tiers, available for
new construction and retrofit situations. The program is modeled after Xcel Energy’s existing
Heating System Rebate Program in Minnesota.

Eligibility requirements for Colorado participation include having a business natural gas account
with Public Service. The program is applicable only for the purchase of qualifying new furnaces
installed in new or replacement applications. Furnaces must have a minimum efficiency of 92%
Annual Fuel Utilization Efficiency (“AFUE”), in line with ENERGY STAR. Furnaces of 94%
AFUE or higher efficiency receive a larger rebate.

This program will be offered to Residential natural gas customers as the Heating System Rebate
program using the same two-tiered rebate structure.

B. Budgets & Goals

Budgets
Budgets for the Furnace Efficiency Program were determined based on historical cost and

participation data from Xcel Energy’s Minnesota furnace program. In the Furnace Efficiency
Program, rebates, labor, and promotions drive most of the budget. The following was used to
identify these specific drivers.

e Rebates: Developed using estimated participation and average rebate per participant as
part of the technical assumptions.

e ILabor Charges: determined by estimating the number of full-time employees needed to
manage the program and execute the marketing strategy and rebate process.

e Promotions: The estimated promotional budget anticipates several customer and trade
communications during the year and a contribution to the general conservation
advertising campaign.

Goals

Goals for the Furnace Efficiency Program were developed based on the historical performance of
a similar program in Xcel Energy’s Minnesota service territory.
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Table 18: Furnace Efficiency Program Budgets and Goals

2009 Electric|{ 2009 Gas |[2010 Electric| 2010 Gas
Furnace Efficiency Goal Goal Goal Goal
Budget

Planning & Design N/A $10,257 N/A $15,687
Admin & Program Delivery N/A $15,859 N/A $16,222
Ad, Promo, & Customer Ed. N/A $4,750 N/A $4,750
Customer Incentives N/A $8,480 N/A $8,480

Equipment & Installation N/A N/A N/A N/A
Measurement and Verification N/A $5,000 N/A $5,000

Miscellaneous N/A N/A N/A N/A
Total N/A $44,346 N/A $50,139

Generator kW N/A N/A N/A N/A

Generator kWh N/A N/A N/A N/A
Annual Dth N/A 4,204 N/A 4204
Annual Dth/$M N/A 94,803 N/A 83,850
Participants N/A 50 N/A 50
Participation as % of Segment N/A 0.046% N/A 0.046%
Modified TRC Test Ratio N/A 4.25 N/A 4.02

C. Application Process

Customers will learn of the Furnace Efficiency Program and its benefits through newsletters,
direct mail, the trade, and Public Service’s account managers and Business Solutions Center
representatives or the Company’s other DSM programs, including Recommissioning and Energy
Analysis. The Furnace Efficiency Program will follow the same application process as the
existing prescriptive rebate programs. Applications for the program will be available both on
Xcel Energy’s website and from trade allies. Participants may submit their application online or
via the call center. Customers must apply for rebates within twelve months of purchase and
installation. Participants are required to complete an application and provide an invoice as proof
of purchase.

D. Marketing Objectives, Goals, & Strategy

The Furnace Efficiency Program marketing strategy is to create a base level of knowledge in the
marketplace through newsletters and direct mail to customers and trade allies. The program will
take advantage of the existing Energy Solutions newsletter and co-op direct mail with other
electric and natural gas communications to inform and educate customers while managing costs.
These tactics will make customers aware of the key benefits of energy efficiency and its
applicability to heating systems. The program will create fact sheets from ENERGY STAR and
trade information as well as rebate applications for the customers and trade to evaluate rebates
with respect to the decision to purchase. In addition, Public Service’s account managers and
Business Solutions Center representatives will educate customers on energy efficiency,
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evaluating rebate potential, and the rebate application process. The trade can find similar
assistance through the Trade Relations Manager. The target market for this program is small
business commercial customers in Public Service’s gas territory.

E. Program-Specific Policies

Installed equipment must match the Gas Appliance Manufacturers Association (GAMA)
specifications and be certifiable via the online GAMA site.

F. Stakeholder Involvement

The stakeholders for the Furnace Efficiency Program include the Governor’s Energy Office,
heating equipment vendors and installation contractors, and potential customers. Equipment
vendors were contacted to give input on typical furnace sizing and pricing. Public Service met
with the Governor’s Energy Office staff to discuss programs filed by the utility in the state of
Colorado and recommendations from that meeting were considered in the development of this
program. The Company followed ENERGY STAR guidelines and policies on energy efficient
products to ensure that only quality products are rebated. In the future, Public Service will
conduct surveys of past participants and contractors to allow them the opportunity to provide
feedback about their experiences with the program. The Trade Relations manager will play a key
role in obtaining feedback from the trade to continually improve the program.

G. Rebate Levels

Rebates offered through the Furnace Efficiency Program will be consistent with those offered
through the Heating Systems Rebate Program in the Residential customer segment. The
minimum efficiency requirements for participating furnaces align with the ENERGY STAR
guidelines. Customers may receive a rebate of $80 for purchase of a 92% AFUE and $120 for
purchase of a 94% AFUE.

The best information available presently on incremental costs is from the California Database for
Energy Efficient Resources (DEER). As the Company gets more specific data on product costs
in Colorado and monitors customer response to the program, it will increase the rebate amount if
warranted.

H. Evaluation, Measurement & Verification Plan

All rebate applications will be audited with a two-step process. On the front-end, as rebates are
received, all critical customer information, equipment eligibility and proper rebates amounts are
reviewed, validated, and corrected if inaccurate. The second step takes place prior to the rebate
being issued where Rebate Operations audits 100% of the rebate applications to ensure that the
information from the form was entered correctly into the tracking database. The second step
includes ongoing verification.
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The M&V process for prescriptive measures is detailed in the M&V section of the Indirect
Segment of this Plan. The savings factors that will be verified for the Furnace Efficiency
Program are detailed in the Deemed Savings Technical Assumptions section.

I Technical Assumptions

Public Service has estimated the net-to-gross ratio for the Furnace Efficiency and Heating
Systems Rebate Programs to be 77%, and based on the Summit Blue 2006 Midwest Residential
Market Assessment and DSM Potential Study. It is reasonable for the net-to-gross ratio to be the
same for both programs because small business and residential customers tend to have similar
responses to energy efficiency programs.

The average furnace size of 90,000 BTU/hr and 93% efficiency for the high-efficiency furnace
used for the forecasted technical analysis is taken from actual rebates distributed for the 2007
program in Minnesota. The average incremental cost is based on the California DEER database
of $9.71 per 1,000 Btwh. The annual operating hours are based on the 2005 ASHRAE Handbook
Fundamentals Chapter 32; page 22, Table 7 Sample Annual Bin Data for Denver, Colorado.

The Company assumes that the typical furnace is oversized by 15% thus making the equivalent
full-load operating hours equal to 2,864. Further, the Company assumed that space heating
comes on at 62.5° Fahrenheit and that furnace load is linear with outside air temperature between
62.5° F and -2.5° F.
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> Lighting Efficiency Program

A. Description

The Lighting Efficiency Program offers rebates to customers who purchase and install qualifying
energy-efficient lighting products in existing or new construction buildings. Rebates are offered
to encourage customers to purchase energy-efficient lighting by lowering the up-front premium
costs associated with this equipment. This program is available to commercial and industrial
customers in Public Service’s electric service territory.

The Lighting Efficiency Program incorporates several features designed to influence decision-
makers to choose the higher efficiency options. These features include application forms with
full instructions to make it easy for the customer and/or vendor to apply for the rebates, and
additional resources such as feature sheets, brochures, and web pages to help explain the
advantages of efficient lighting sources.

For businesses, the cost of lighting is one of the main components of energy bills. Installing
energy efficient lighting or reducing the number of lights needed, can significantly lower energy
bills. The main goals of energy efficient lighting is to ensure good visibility for the task
required, increase productivity and safety for employees, provide an attractive and comfortable
work environment, and reduce operating and maintenance costs.

There are four ways customers can lower their lighting costs and earn rebates:

Retrofit rebates (prescriptive)

Rebates are available for existing facilities of any size to help offset the cost of installing new
equipment that is more energy efficiency than their current lighting systems. Rebates are based
on a one-for-one replacement of existing fixtures. Situations where a lighting retrofit can be
beneficial are when employees are complaining of comfort issues, such as eyestrain from overlit
conditions or where high energy bills are a concern.

A common retrofit application is replacing an existing fluorescent T12 system in a typical office
space with more efficient T8 fluorescent lamps and a high-efficiency electronic ballast. In some
instances, the number of lamps installed per fixture can be reduced, while still providing ample
light levels. This yields significant energy savings. In warehouse buildings, or spaces with high
ceilings, replacing a High Intensity Discharge lighting (HID) system with a more efficient
fluorescent option is a typical retrofit project. Replacing HID lamps such as mercury vapor,
high-pressure sodium and metal halide fixtures with high-bay fluorescent options can reduce
energy costs and improve light levels. In addition, installing fluorescent TS systems, compact
fluorescent bulbs, and several other technologies can receive a rebate when replacing less
efficient systems.

New Construction rebates (prescriptive)

Rebates are available for new facilities of any size as well as existing facilities that are going
through a major renovation. There are several lighting options available to building owners and
architects. Influencing better energy efficient lighting options in the first place is the goal of the
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building. Fluorescent high-bay fixtures and low-wattage lamps are examples of the technologies
rebated for new construction facilities.

Custom Lighting

Energy saving lighting projects that do not fit into the prescriptive programs above will be
reviewed through the custom program. Preapproval is required before equipment purchase and
installation. The examples of projects that would be reviewed through the Custom Efficiency
program are LED light sources other than LED exit signs, retrofit situations where it is not a one-
for-one replacement of the existing fixtures, and daylighting.

Lighting Redesign

Lighting redesign offers rebates for studies as well as for the implementation of energy saving
opportunities. Studies must be performed by a lighting professional with one of the following
credentials: Lighting Certified professional (LC), Certified Lighting Efficiency Professional
(CLEP), or membership with International Association of Lighting Designers (IALD).
Customers may select a lighting professional of their choice to perform the study so long as the
professional holds one of the qualifications listed above. For customer reference, Public Service
also provides on our website a list of qualified lighting professionals who have agreed to
participate in the Lighting Efficiency Program.

The Colorado program was patterned after the Lighting Efficiency Program in the Minnesota
territory, which has operated since the mid 1980°s. The Minnesota program recently received
Exemplary Honors for best practices from the American Council for an Energy-Efficient
Economy (ACEEE) for using proven approaches and providing consistent, reliable and cost-
effective savings®. In 2003, the Minnesota program received Honorable Mention for best
practices from ACEEE!C. Best practices were identified on four major program components.
The first is program theory and design. Secondly, program management, including project
management, reporting and tracking, quality control and verification. Thirdly, program
implementation such as the participation process, marketing and outreach strategies and finally,
program evaluation.

B. Budgets & Goals

Budgets
Once goals were established, the budget process is generally the same for Lighting Efficiency as

with the other DSM programs. Historical cost and participation information is tracked and
analyzed to project budgets two years in advance. Given the increase in goals for 2009 and
2010, additional time was spent reviewing the information for reasonableness. Experience from
Minnesota programs is used as a checkpoint.

For the Lighting Efficiency Program, rebates, labor and promotional expenses drive the majority
of the budget. The following was used to identify these specific drivers.

9 Compendium of Champions: Chronicling Exemplary Energy Efficiency Programs from Across the U.S., February
2008. Report Number U081.

10 America’s Best: Profiles of America’s Leading Energy Efficiency Programs, March 2003. Report Number
uo032.
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e Rebates: The majority of the Lighting Efficiency budget is dedicated to rebates, so the
energy savings goal is the main contributor to the overall Lighting Efficiency budget.
The rebate budget is an average of all the rebate amounts by lighting technology (or end-

use), which has been tracked in previous years.

e Labor Charges: determined by estimating the number of full-time employees needed to

manage the program and execute the marketing strategy and rebate process.

e Marketing and Advertising: cross-promotional vehicles used to reach the business
customers including print, web, direct mail, email, radio and television marketing efforts.

Goals

The Lighting Efficiency Program goals are rolled-up into the total goal for the business portfolio.
Therefore, the initial process of goal setting begins with our management team. They review the
entire portfolio’s goal and from that allocate individual program goals along with input from the
product portfolio manager. Individual program goals, including the Lighting Efficiency goals,
are based on the achievements of past years and the extensive experience from the Minnesota
Lighting Efficiency Program. The Lighting Efficiency Program historically is one of the largest
contributors to Public Service’s DSM portfolio savings and therefore is allocated a large
percentage of the Annual goal.

Table 19: Lighting Efficiency Program Budgets and Goals

2009 Electric] 2009 Gas {2010 Electric| 2010 Gas
Lighting Efficiency Goal Goal Goal Goal
Budget
Planning & Design $4,704 N/A $4,869 N/A
Admin & Program Delivery $635,331 N/A $711,980 N/A
Ad, Promo, & Customer Ed. $170,383 N/A $413,500 N/A
Customer Incentives $3,402,161 N/A $3,690,544 N/A
Equipment & Installation N/A N/A N/A N/A
Measurement and Verification $205,440 N/A $245,820 N/A
Miscellaneous N/A N/A N/A N/A
Total| $4,418,019 N/A $5,066,713 N/A
Generator kKW 7,989 N/A 8,759 N/A
Generator kWh 31,856,916 N/A 35,890,773 N/A
Annual Dth N/A N/A N/A N/A
Annual Dth/$M N/A N/A N/A N/A
Participants 632 N/A 678 N/A
Participation as % of Segment 0.392% N/A 0.424% N/A
Modified TRC Test Ratio 3.13 N/A 3.24 N/A
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C. Application Process

Customers may hear of the Lighting Efficiency Program through several channels, including the
Xcel Energy website, direct mail, email promotions or through the lighting trade. Company
account managers work directly with our largest customers to help them identify energy saving
opportunities in lighting and our Business Solutions Center is available for all business
customers, particularly the small business customers who need information on our rebate
programs.

Retrofit and New Construction Applications

The application process for the prescriptive retrofit and new construction programs is similar to
our other prescriptive programs. Customers may apply for rebates by completing the application
and providing a detailed invoice for the newly installed equipment. The customers may submit
for a rebate after the equipment has been purchased and installed. The replacement of fixtures
for retrofit situations must be a one-for-one replacement that will result in energy savings. If the
retrofit is not a one-for-one replacement but still results in energy savings, customers may apply
for preapproval through the Custom Efficiency Program. The equipment must be new and meet
all the qualifications detailed on the application. After the customer has installed the equipment,
the application and invoice must be submitted to Public Service within twelve months of the
invoice date. Once the paperwork is completed and submitted, rebate checks will be mailed to
the customer as indicated on the application within six to eight weeks.

Lighting Redesign

The lighting redesign study requires preapproval. Once the customer has identified a qualified
lighting professional to perform the study, they can complete the Lighting Redesign Preapproval
application and submit it to Public Service along with a brief proposal from the lighting
professional. The proposal includes a description of the facility, the current lighting system in
the facility, the customer’s concerns or issues with their current lighting system, and what
alternatives the lighting professional recommends. During this process, Public Service’s internal
engineering staff is available to the lighting professional and customer to work alongside and
assist with energy calculations as needed.

Public Service will review the preapproval application and proposal for the estimated energy
saving potential. If approved, the Company will send a preapproval letter to the customer and the
lighting professional approving the study detailing the amount of the stady Public Service will
fund.

After the lighting professional completes the study, they will prepare a report that identifies the
energy saving opportunities in the facility. The purpose of the report is to provide the customer
with a business case justification to implement the energy efficient lighting redesign
opportunities. The report must be submitted to Public Service within three months after the
study is completed to ensure the results are presented in a timely manner to the customer. If they
are unable to meet the three-month window, they can request an extension. The report should
include the following: the customer’s information, an executive summary, the study summary
(project costs, capital costs, energy reduction (in kilowatts), kilowatt hours, footcandle levels and
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rebate amounts where applicable), the project description, the project’s non-energy impacts, all
calculations (energy savings, payback) and implementation recommendations.

Once the report is completed, the lighting professional will organize a meeting with the customer
and the Public Service account manager to present their study findings. At this point, the
customer may choose to implement the recommended energy saving opportunities at their
discretion.

D. Marketing Objectives, Goals, & Strategy

Marketing Strategy

The Lighting Efficiency marketing strategy is comprised of several vehicles. The target market
is electric commercial customers in the Colorado Public Service territory. The marketing strategy
is directly linked to the type of customer we are trying to target. For lighting, there are two main
segments of customers, large and small business customers. Each group has their own needs and
requires different marketing approaches. The majority of our savings will come from the large
customers. Office space, retail, schools and universities, warehouse space, and healthcare
facilities are a few segments that comprise the large customer base in Colorado. Marketing to
the large customers is primarily done through account managers.

Public Service’s relationship with the lighting trade is another key to reaching the larger
customer base and the Company intends to strengthen its relationship with them in order to make
more lighting professionals aware of the program. Several vehicles are used to reach them,
including:

e The Trade Advisory board, which is described in the Stakeholder Involvement Section
below;

e Trade Website. Including applications, specific brochures and informational pieces
directed toward the trade and updates on program offerings.

e Energy Exchange: A quarterly email that is sent to the trade discussing energy
efficiency lighting applications, case studies, program changes, and other pertinent
topics.

e Trainings and events as needed. Examples include the launch of the lighting redesign
program and the Public Service Efficiency Expo held in February 2008 for both
customers and trade allies.

Marketing to the small business customers is primarily through direct mail, email and the
Business Solutions Center. Historically, they have been a harder market to reach. Several
vehicles have been tried in the past, such as holding a small business seminar in 2007, which
resulted in little success due to low attendance. The Lighting Efficiency Program will continue
to reach out to small business customers with direct marketing approaches as well as offer
another distinct program directed specifically toward their unique needs.

In addition, several collateral pieces are available on the Xcel Energy website and we will

continue to improve upon them. These pieces are geared toward both large and small business
customers as well as the trade. The websites offers information on lighting technologies, case
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studies of successful lighting upgrades, and external sources highlighting reasons to pursue
lighting upgrades or implement efficient lighting sources.

e Prescriptive Rebate Applications — Applications are designed to include all program
requirements, rebate levels and additional information to help complete the form and
attach needed documentation quickly and easily.

e Lighting Efficiency Program Brochure — This is available on the Public Service web page
and is used by the account managers to describe the program and discuss reasons to
upgrade to more efficient lighting and identify projects in facilities.

e Resource Documents — The Lighting Efficiency web page links to several documents on
energy-efficient lighting technologies written by an outside organization such as E-
Source further identify lighting efficiency sources and opportunities.

e Managing Costs by Segment Documents — Documents identifying specific energy
savings ideas for key segments, such as grocery stores, office buildings, schools and
universities.

Lessons Learned and Critical Success Factors

A lesson learned from the past couple years is that there is market saturation of T12 to T8
retrofits. According to the Trade Advisory Board, T12 to T8 retrofits for the large commercial
customers are mostly exhausted. However, the small business segment has for the most part
been untapped. This discrepancy is being addressed by strengthening our marketing efforts for
that customer group.

Another lesson learned is to keep up with the changing lighting technology. This includes
adding measures to the prescriptive programs as they become readily available and eliminating
obsolete technologies. Utilizing the expertise of the Trade Advisory board and identifying
similar projects that have passed through the Custom Efficiency Program is typically how new
emerging technologies have been identified.

Engaging the trade is critical to the success of the program. Establishing the Trade Advisory
board has led to implementing several improvements to the program. The recommendations
from the board are fed into the Product Development process and have resulted in several new
offerings, including the lighting redesign program launched in the spring of 2008, the Parking
Garage Lighting application, and the inclusion of delamping in the prescriptive retrofit
application.

Finally, the rebate levels for the prescriptive programs have been too low to continue to influence
customers to choose the more energy efficient lighting options. The Colorado rebate levels for
several prescriptive measures have been lower than what is currently offered in Minnesota and
other utilities across the country. As a whole, the prescriptive rebate levels for 2009 are higher
than what is currently offered in 2008.

78



E. Program-Specific Policies
The Lighting Efficiency Program has a number of program-specific policies, as follows:

e All equipment rebated through the Lighting Efficiency Program must be new and meet
all program rules and requirements and the application must be submitted within twelve
months of the invoice date.

e [n cases where the customer is unable to obtain an equipment invoice, Public Service
will send an account manager to complete an on-site field verification to confirm that
equipment was installed as stated on the application.

e Lighting redesign studies must be submitted no later than three months after the study is
completed.

e The parking garage lighting retrofit rebate application is available for prescriptive
projects to replace high intensity discharge technologies (high-pressure sodium and
metal halide) with more efficient fluorescent options.

F. Stakeholder Involvement

Stakeholder involvement in the Lighting Efficiency Program comes through a Lighting Advisory
Board and the semiannual DSM Roundtable meetings. The Lighting Advisory Board was
formed as a collaborative effort between fourteen key lighting professionals and Public Service’s
Lighting Efficiency Program management team. The objectives of the board are to identify gaps
in our Light Efficiency Program offerings, suggest areas of improvement, and to offer a forum
for open discussion of lighting topics. Several recommendations from the board have been
addressed through Public Service’s product development process and incorporated into the
Lighting Efficiency Program, including the recent product launch of lighting redesign, parking
garage lighting, and high-efficiency ballasts. The board will continue to meet on a quarterly
basis or as long as needed.

G. Rebate Levels
The Lighting Efficiency Program offers rebates through the retrofit and new construction
prescriptive components, the lighting redesign component, and through the Custom Efficiency

Program. (See Custom Efficiency Program for rebate details.)

The rebate levels in 2009 are increased over what was offered in previous years. These 2009
rebates are slightly higher in most instances than what is currently offered in Minnesota.
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Table 20a: Lighting Efficiency Retrofit Rebates

Equipment Type Rebate Amount

Fluorescent T8 lamps with electronic ballasts $10-$18

Low-wattage 4-Foot fluorescent T8 lamp (Z8W or less) $1.00 per lamp in addition to the standard
rebate

High-efficiency electronic ballasts

$1.50 per ballast in addition to the
standard rebate

Fluorescent Super T8 lamps with electronic ballasts $13-§22
Fluorescent T5 lamps with electronic ballasts $13
High-bay fluorescent T8, TSHO, T§VHO with various options $85-$210
Compact fluorescent fixtures (CFL) $3-$30
Industrial multi-CFL fixtures $45
Metal halide & high pressure sodium fixtures $30-$45
Pulse start metal halide fixtures $25-$140
Ceramic metal halide fixtures $25-875
LED exit signs $15
Delamping and T8 Optimization $12-$22
Occupancy Sensors and Photocells $30-$50

Custom Efficiency Custom Efficiency rebate amount is based

on energy savings. See Custom Efficiency,
Program for details.
Table 20b: Lighting Efficiency New Construction Rebates
Equipment Type Rebate Amount
Low-wattage 4-Foot fluorescent T8 lamp (28 W or less) $1 per lamp in addition to the standard
rebate

High-bay fluorescent T8s, TSHO and T8VHO with various options $12-$50

Compact fluorescent fixtures (CFL) $1.50-$8

Pulse start metal halide fixtures $8-$18

Ceramic metal halide fixtures $12-$25

Custom Efficiency

Custom Efficiency rebate amount is based
on energy savings. See Custom Efficiency
Program for details.

The lighting redesign component offers study rebates that cover up to 50% of the cost of the
lighting redesign study, not to exceed $15,000. Rebates for implementation of identified

equipment may reach $400 per kW.

H. Evaluation, Measurement, & Verification Plan

Measurement & Verification

All rebate applications will be audited with a two-step process. On the front-end, as rebates are
received, all critical customer information, equipment eligibility and proper rebates amounts are
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reviewed, validated, and corrected if inaccurate. The second step takes place prior to the rebate
being issued where Rebate Operations audits 100% of the rebate applications to ensure that the
information from the form was entered correctly into the tracking database. The second step
includes ongoing verification and is split between prescriptive and custom measures.

The M&V process for prescriptive measures is detailed in the M&V section of the Indirect
Segment of this Plan. The savings factors that will be verified for the Lighting Efficiency
Program are detailed in the Deemed Savings Technical Assumptions section. The M&V process
for custom programs is detailed in the M&V section of the Indirect Segment of this Plan. A
comprehensive Lighting Efficiency process and impact evaluation is underway for 2008. An
external vendor will conduct interviews of both past participating and non-participating
customers and contractors.

L Technical Assumptions
The net-to-gross factor for the Lighting Efficiency program is 96%. This ratio is derived from

the National Energy Efficiency Best Practices Study!! (of which Xcel Energy’s Minnesota
Lighting Efficiency Program was one).

11 National Energy Efficiency Best Practices Study, Volume NR1-Non Residential Lighting Best Practices Report. Quantum Consulting, Inc.
December 2004
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» Motor and Drive Efficiency Program

A. Description

Public Service’s Motor and Drive Efficiency Program is designed to reduce the barriers that
prevent customers from purchasing high efficiency motors and variable frequency drives. To
overcome these barriers, Public Service offers rebates to customers who install National
Electrical Manufacturers Association (“NEMA”) Premium Efficiency® motors and variable
frequency drives in existing and new construction facilities. NEMA premium motors allow
customers to: optimize motor systems efficiency, reduce electrical power consumption and costs,
and improve system reliability. Properly designed variable frequency drive applications will
match the motor speed to the workload providing overall machine operating efficiency, while
saving energy and reducing maintenance costs.

The benefits of installing premium efficiency motors and VFDs include:

. Reduced downtime that can be caused by motor failure;

e  Increased reliability since premium motors are manufactured with high quality
materials and standards, which reduce internal losses and heat;

° Longer warranties than standard motors;

. Longer product lifetimes, allowing customers to save on capital expenses; and

e  Increased productivity due to reduced maintenance activities and fewer repairs.

Public Service rebates cover both prescriptive and custom motor and drive purchases, which are
used throughout their facilities for pumps (water), heating and cooling (fans and air handlers),
process, and other applications. Prescriptive rebates are available for motors that meet or exceed
the NEMA premium efficiency standards and drives up to 200 hp. Custom rebates are available
for other non-prescriptive eligible equipment: replacement of oversized motors with properly
sized motors and/or implementation of proposed overall process improvement resulting in
energy and demand savings due to new motors.

Xcel Energy has offered a Motor Efficiency Program in Minnesota for 12 years and in Colorado
for two years. The Colorado program has exceeded expectations in both of its years of
operation. The Company’s experience with these programs was used to help design the program
proposed here.

B. Budgets & Goals

Budgets
For the Motor and Drive Efficiency Program, rebates, labor and marketing/advertising drive

most of the budget. Public Service reviewed historical cost and participation information for the
past two years for guidance on expected program performance. The Company also held
discussions with external consultants and local stakeholders to determine likely expenditures and
market equipment cost. Xcel Energy’s experience with its Minnesota Motor Efficiency Program
was all used as a guide.
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Goals

The individual program goals are based on empirical research from primary and secondary
research sources available like: the Motor Decision Matters workgroup, 2007 Minnesota Motor
Efficiency Program Process and Impact Evaluation, Best Practices - Non-Residential Large
Comprehensive Programs and the Electric Apparatus Service Association State of the Industry
Report, proxy values from our historical program performance, and analysis in other state
jurisdictions, adjusted as warranted to meet the local conditions.

Table 21: Motor & Drive Efficiency Program Budget and Goals

2009 Electric| 2009 Gas |2010 Electric| 2010 Gas
Motor & Drive Efficiency Goal Goal Goal Goal
Budget
Planning & Design $9,800 N/A $10,143 N/A
Admin & Program Delivery $273,207 N/A $278,224 N/A
Ad, Promo, & Customer Ed. $88,000 N/A $321,000 N/A
Customer Incentives $2,084,986 N/A $2,085,100 N/A
Equipment & Installation N/A N/A N/A N/A
Measurement and Verification $126,088 N/A $138,011 N/A
Miscellaneous N/A N/A N/A N/A
Total $2,582,081 N/A $2,832,479 N/A
Generator KW 3,681 N/A 3,681 N/A
Generator kWh 20,711,411 N/A 20,711,411 N/A
Annual Dth N/A N/A N/A N/A
Annual Dth/$M N/A N/A N/A N/A
Participants 1,100 N/A 1,100 N/A
Participation as % of Segment 0.687% N/A 0.687% N/A
Modified TRC Test Ratio 4.96 N/A 4.93 N/A

C. Application Process

Customers become aware of the Motor and Drive Efficiency Program through the Xcel Energy
website, direct and email promotions, and Public Service’s internal sales force, end-use
equipment trade allies, and energy services companies. The rebate applications are available to
download via the Internet, from our sales force, or from our participating vendors. Whether a
prescriptive or custom option is pursued, completed applications (only on installed equipment)
and the supporting documentation (invoice and equipment specifications) is reviewed.
Customers, who purchase motors in batches for current needs and future inventory for
emergency situations, are served through our program. The inventoried equipment is recognized
at the year it is installed and the claim filed, using the rebate offer terms and funding level at that
time.

Custom equipment measures must receive pre-approval for their potential claim, and undergo
engineer review and subsequent analysis to confirm viability and cost-effectiveness. Customers
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with successful projects will receive their rebate within six weeks. They may also reassign their
rebate to their vendor.

D. Marketing Objectives, Goals, & Strategy

The Motor and Drive Efficiency Program plans to meet its energy savings goals using a variety
of resources and communications paths. Although sales to the largest business customers
typically require personal visits, Public Service also utilizes newsletters, customer events, direct
mail, email communications, and awareness advertising to reach our business segment
customers.

The Company participates in customer fairs, trade shows, and customer meetings, and works
with trade organizations and service providers in order to raise customer awareness throughout
the year in conjunction with other groups. There are generally three planned events each year--
one customer fair and two trade group meetings, as well as ad-hoc functions when warranted.

To overcome market barriers, marketing materials specifically addressing the importance of
planning for a motor failure, the need for taking inventory of existing equipment, and the need to
develop an understanding for when to replace or rewind a particular motor were created based on
insights of primary and secondary research regarding customer needs.

We also have collaborative efforts with the following organizations:

e Motor Decision Matters - Motor Decisions Matter™™ is a national public-awareness
campaign sponsored by a consortium of motor manufacturers, motor service centers,
trade associations, electric utilities and government agencies of which Public Service is
a contributor. Within our program and other external links, we employ a best practices
mentality and approach for planning and analyzing, software tools for motor
management and how to guides.

e National Electrical Manufacturers Association — The member companies established
premium energy efficiency motors thresholds to provide energy efficient products that
meet the needs and applications of users and original equipment manufacturers based
on a consensus definition of "premium efficiency" and use of the NEMA Premium®
logo for premium products. NEMA Premium labeled electric motors will assist
purchasers to optimize motor systems efficiency, reduce electrical power consumption
and costs, and improve system reliability.

E. Program-Specific Policies

For custom installations, Public Service realizes that a pre-approved project is not always
installed immediately for several reasons; therefore, customers have up to 12 months from the
pre-approval date to file their claim. Projects that exceed this timeframe or have significant
equipment deviations from the original preapproval, require reanalysis and approval. For
prescriptive products, customers must submit their rebate application claim for motors and VFDs
rebates within 24 months from the purchase date on the invoice. The Minnesota Motor and
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Drive Efficiency Program was subject to a process and impact evaluation in 2007. The recent
evaluation findings were used to make program adjustments for the Colorado program as
applicable in 2007 and moving forward.

F. Stakeholder Involvement

Public Service’s Motor and Drive Efficiency Program has been successful because of external
support from trade allies and others who understand our program and assist us with customer
support, education and awareness. Customers benefit from hearing a consistent message from a
variety of sources. Input for program comes for our customers, sales representative, roundtable
workgroups, primary and secondary research, and through discussions with other utilities.
Comments are considered and implemented if and when appropriate.

G. Rebate Levels

The Motor and Drive Efficiency Program offers the following rebates for installing NEMA
Premium efficiency motors and/or VFDs:

Table 22: Motor and Drive Efficiency Program Rebates

Description Horsepower (hp) | Rebate Amount

New NEMA Premium motor 1 —500 hp Variable $/hp depending

application (due to new on size which is

equipment installation or demonstrated on our

burnout replacement) Plan A rebate application.

Premium, and “Enhanced”

NEMA Premium

Operating Motor Replacement | 1 —500 hp Variable $/hp depending

Premium (Plan B) and : on size which is

“Enhanced” NEMA Premium demonstrated on our
rebate application.

VFDs 1 hp —200 hp Variable $/hp depending

on size which is
demonstrated on our
rebate application.
Custom Motors: All motors > | > 500 hp Individually determined
500 under the Custom
Efficiency Program

Drives > 200 hp

Customers will continue to receive a rebate for new and non-operating replacement motors (Plan
A), drives, and custom applications. New to this biennial plan is a rebate offer to customers who
replace an existing, less efficient, operating motor with a NEMA Premium efficiency model.
This “early retirement” effort aims to remove less efficient, functioning motors from the
marketplace (Plan B). This component is identical to offers available for our Minnesota
customers. Also, new is an “enhanced” rebate offer for motors (Plan A and B) that exceed the
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NEMA Premium standards. Customer will be rewarded for buying “enhanced” products above
even higher NEMA efficiency standards.

H. Evaluation, Measurement & Verification Plan

All rebate applications will be audited with a two-step process. On the front-end, as rebates are
received, all critical customer information, equipment eligibility and proper rebates amounts are
reviewed, validated, and corrected if inaccurate. The second step takes place prior to the rebate
being issued where Rebate Operations audits 100% of the rebate applications to ensure that the
information from the form was entered correctly into the tracking database. The second step
includes ongoing verification and is split between prescriptive and custom measures.

The M&V process for prescriptive measures is detailed in the M&V section of the Indirect
Segment of this Plan. The savings factors that will be verified for the Lighting Efficiency
Program are detailed in the Deemed Savings Technical Assumptions section. The M&V process
for custom measures is detailed in the M&V section of the Indirect Segment of this Plan.

I Technical Assumptions

The forecasted technical assumptions for the New Motors (Plan A) & Operating Motors (Plan B)
were derived from data obtained from the National Electrical Manufacturers Association, US
Department of Energy MotorMaster+ software, Efficiency Vermont and other utilities, and
historical program participation data for 2007. The NEMA Premium program standards are
utilized for the high efficiency baseline for both programs. Plan A uses Energy Policy Act of
2005 standards as the low efficiency baseline. Plan B uses historical efficiency data for motors
manufactured 15-20 years ago as the low efficiency baseline.

The forecasted technical assumptions for the Variable Frequency Drives or Adjustable Speed
Drives (“ASD”) are derived from data obtained from historical applications for ASDs in
Colorado for 2007 and Minnesota 2007. Each application was custom analyzed for energy
savings based on type of application, motor size, and profile of operational hours. The formulas
for calculating energy savings were utilized to calculate the individual energy savings on a per-
project basis. These individual analyses were stratified to eliminate applications that would not
qualify for incentive, and develop the technical results for applications that would qualify for
incentive. Only Fans and Pumps qualify for ASD rebates through this program.

The forecasted technical assumptions for Custom Motors were derived from historical completed
project data for Custom Efficiency projects in Colorado and Minnesota in 2006 and 2007. A
2003 Northern States Power Company Custom Efficiency for Business Program Impact and
Process Evaluation concluded:

Analyzed in aggregate, the on-site assessments were just over 3% higher for energy
savings. When the analysis was completed for demand savings the on-site estimates were
1% higher than the tracking savings. This indicates that project implementation was
doing a very good job of estimating the savings potential from an engineering
perspective.
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The net-to-gross factor of 87% was extrapolated using Quantum Consulting Inc. Best Practices -
Non-Residential Large Comprehensive Programs this value is warranted given anecdotal
comments from both vendors and sales representatives about spill over (free-driver) The
Quantum study was managed by Pacific Gas and Electric Company under the auspices of the
California Public Utility Commission in association with the California Energy Commission, San
Diego Gas and Electric, Southern California Edison, and Southern California Gas Company.
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» New Construction Program

A. Description

The New Construction Program influences building owners, architects, and engineers to include
energy-efficient systems and equipment in their design for new construction and/or major
renovation projects. Since Public Service services building owners of different areas and size,
the offering consists of two individual programs: Energy Design Assistance and Energy Efficient
Buildings. Both programs are available to non-residential customers in Public Service’s electric
and natural gas service territory.

Energy Design Assistance :

The Energy Design Assistance offering provides a source of energy expertise to encourage
energy efficient building design and construction practices. As part of Public Service’s Business
New Construction portfolio, Energy Design Assistance offers design assistance in support of
integrated design process by providing computer modeling of the planned design, funding to
offset the cost of design time associated with the increased energy analysis, financial incentives
to improve the cost effectiveness of a package of energy-efficient measures, and field
verification to ensure that the strategies are installed per the design intent. The program is a free
service to Public Service customers.

According to the Best Practices Benchmarking for Energy Efficiency Programs!?, it is crucial for
new construction programs to begin in the early part of design and utilize the integrated design
process. The report states that, “Integrated design adds value because cost-effective energy
savings opportunities decline as the project progresses through the various design stages.” The
Energy Design Assistance program uses computer energy models and a well-established,
collaborative method for exchanging information with the design professionals, contractors,
developers and building owners in this integrated design process. Important information is
provided at critical points in the design process about the value and application of strategies for
reducing peak demand and energy use. By analyzing integrated systems in the beginning of the
design process, customers can make a building significantly more efficient, more comfortable for
the occupants and less costly to operate in the future.

In addition to technical assistance, Public Service provides financial incentives to building
owners to improve the cost-effectiveness of energy-efficient materials and equipment.
Incentives are paid only after a verification process is completed, which typically occurs within
two months of building occupancy. Verification ensures the measures are installed as proposed
and provides an added degree of confidence with associated savings.

Energy Design Assistance offers two tracks for customer involvement: (1) Basic and (2)
Enhanced. The Basic track is for all Public Service customers interested in the opportunity to
participate in a collaborative design process and identify energy savings opportunities using new
technologies and energy methodology. The following requirements apply to the Basic track:

12National Energy Efficiency Best Practices Study, Quantum Consulting Inc., Dec. 2004, pg. NR8-2
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e Square footage: Greater than 50,000 square feet (new construction, major
renovation or addition)

e Design phase: Schematic Design or early Design Development

e Energy Savings: 5% energy demand savings required to receive incentives

The Enhanced track is for Public Service customers interested in obtaining sustainable building
certifications, such as the United States Green Building Council’s Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design (“LEED®”). The Enhanced track allows for further analysis in
daylighting and mechanical system changes. The following requirements apply to the Enhanced
track:

e Square footage: Greater then 50,000 square feet (new construction, major
renovation or addition.13

o Design phase: Pre-design or early Schematic Design

¢ Energy Savings: 16% energy cost savings in new buildings and 12% for existing
buildings required to receive incentives

e Must be registered with the US Green Building Council for LEED certification

The Enhanced track is currently in final development; therefore, additional requirements may be
included depending on input from architects and engineers in Colorado.

Public Service administers the program with help from outside energy design consultants who
facilitate meetings with the design teams, including the owner, and complete energy modeling
activities. Our energy consultants are a key contributor to Energy Design Assistance by
identifying program candidates, facilitating the design process, and completing the energy
models. While Public Service approves all models and reports, we rely heavily on the expertise
these consultants bring to the table. A request for proposal is completed every three years to
select these resources. A request for proposal was completed a year ago to identify our current
contractor. This contract is in effect until June 2010.

Since 2006, the program has achieved 8 GWh in savings with fourteen completed projects.
Acceptance into the Colorado market has exceeded Public Service’s expectations with over
seventy projects in the pipeline to be completed through the year 2012. We expect increased
participation and therefore higher energy savings in future years. All segment types can
participate in the Energy Design Assistance program; however, many of our projects fall in the
sectors of office, schools, retail and healthcare due to the square footage requirements.

Energy Efficient Buildings

The Energy Efficient Buildings offering is intended to provide a simplified approach to
optimizing energy efficiency options in new construction or major renovations. This component
addresses the portion of the new construction market not suited for the full-blown energy
modeling of the Energy Design Assistance offering. Projects are generally less then 50,000
square feet and past the schematic design stage of new construction.

13 Smaller buildings, which anticipate high energy and demand savings, may be considered on a case-by-case basis.
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Focusing on the needs of small building owners, the Energy Efficient Buildings offering
provides a comprehensive list of typical energy efficiency measures that can be incorporated into
the new building design, as well as the rebate amount available for each measure. Incentives are
provided for heating and cooling, lighting, building envelope, electric motors and custom
opportunities. Customers will receive a rebate tailored to their building after the project has been
constructed.

National Industry Review

Public Service’s Colorado Energy Design Assistance offering was developed based on a similar
award-winning program in our Minnesota territory. The Minnesota Energy Design Assistance
Program has been recognized by the American Council for an Energy Efficient Economy
(“ACEEE”) for its approach and use of best practices. Specifically, they said, “Energy Design
Assistance is an exemplary program as recognized by ACEEE in its 2003 and 2007 national
reviews. It has been and continues to be a model program.” The European Council for an
Energy Efficient Economy also recognized the Minnesota program as “The Program Most Likely
to Meet the Intent of the Kyoto Protocols in the Shortest Time”. The Colorado program benefits
from the lessons learned in the 15-year history of the Minnesota program.

B. Budgets & Goals

Budgets
Once goals were established, the budget process is generally the same for the New Construction

Program as with the other DSM programs. Historical cost and participation information is
tracked and analyzed to project budgets two years in advance. Given the increase in goals for
2009 and 2010, additional time was spent reviewing the information for reasonableness. It is
important to note that the Energy Design Assistance offering goals include five projects to be
completed from the Building Energy Modeling Pilot closed in July 2007.

For the New Construction Program, customer project modeling drives the budget, construction
incentives, measurement and verification and promotional dollars. The following was used to
identify these specific drivers:

e Consulting Charges: Much of the program delivery budget is associated with the cost of
modeling specific customer projects. Modeling costs are estimated to be approximately
$260 per kW saved for the basic track and $300 to $400 per kW saved for the enhanced
track. Modeling costs are then split between the year modeling begins and the year in
which the project will be completed due to final as-built modeling used in final rebate
calculations. There are no consulting dollars allocated for the Energy Efficient Buildings
offering.

e Incentives: Incentives are determined by establishing a dollar value per participant at the
appropriate rebate level.

e Measurement and Verification: Measurement and verification is completed in two steps
for the offering and described in the M&V Section of the Indirect Segment of this Plan.
Cost estimates are based on construction document and site review and are analyzed on a
per project basis. Estimates of verification costs are between $8,000 and $12,000 per
project.
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e Promotions, Advertising and Customer Education: Promoting the program through
specific advertising campaigns, trade shows and lunch and learn opportunities is an
important part of the Business New Construction offering and aids in shifting the new
construction market towards higher efficiency. As such, historical data in both
Minnesota and Colorado were used to determine the appropriate level needed for the
biennial plan.

Goals

The Energy Design Assistance offering energy goals were estimated based on the average energy
savings of participating buildings when compared to the usage of a baseline building. The
baseline building is defined as a building compliant with the ASHRAE 90.1-2004 Energy
Standard with addenda. This estimation was based primarily on a review of program
performance for the past two and half years and longer-term experience with similar programs in
Minnesota. Since the sales cycle for Energy Design Assistance is typically two to four years,
from project initiation in the beginning of project design to the completion and occupancy of a
physical building, goals are established by reviewing projects in the current pipeline and
establishing a historical factor of additional projects that will begin in 2008.

The design of the Energy Efficient Buildings offering was based on a similar program in
Minnesota, the Plan Review component of the Energy Design Assistance Program. Xcel Energy
used its historical experience with the Minnesota program to develop goals for Colorado,
recognizing that new buildings generally take one to two years from project initiation to
completion and occupancy. The Minnesota program generally has between five to 20
participants per year. Since we are expected a slow ramp up for the program we have been
conservative in our participation estimates for Colorado.

91



Table 23: New Construction Program Budgets and Goals

2009 Electric| 2009 Gas |2010 Electric| 2010 Gas
New Construction Goal Goal Goal Goal
Budget -

Planning & Design $4,981 $500 $4,981 $518
Admin & Program Delivery $1,639,480 $62,961 $1,801,533 $65,578
Ad, Promo, & Customer Ed. $172,864 $38,260 $474,008 $131,440
Customer Incentives $1,579,400 $51,577 $2,249,796 $72,818

Equipment & Installation N/A N/A N/A N/A
Measurement and Verification $575,196 $30,993 $783,672 $43,510

Miscellaneous N/A N/A N/A N/A
Total| $3,971,921 $184,291 $5,313,990 $313,864

Generator kW 5,506 N/A 8,051 N/A

Generator kWh 20,784,026 N/A 30,410,718 N/A
Annual Dth N/A 11,747 N/A 15,510
Annual Dth/SM N/A 63,743 N/A 49 415
Participants 46 9 65 12
Participation as % of Segment 0.029% 0.008% 0.041% 0.011%
Modified TRC Test Ratio 4.09 1.87 4.41 1.77

C. Application Process

Energy Design Assistance

The application process for Energy Design Assistance is more involved than for prescriptive
programs and follows the design schedule of a new construction project as outlined in the
following diagram. The average time frame for project completion can range from two to four
years depending on project schedules. Thus, projects beginning modeling in 2009 will likely be

completed in 2011 or beyond.

Figure 3: Building Design Process

Design
Develop.

Contract

The application steps for the program are detailed below.
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. Application Submittal: Each project is evaluated by Public Service and our third-party
consultants to ensure the project meets the eligibility requirements:

Customers who are interested in participating in the program but whose projects are later in
the design schedule are considered depending on their flexibility and timeline. Once
approved to participate in the Energy Design Assistance offering, the customer and design
team receives an email approving the project and a note explaining next steps.

. Introductory Meeting: An Introductory Meeting takes place within two weeks of approval,
depending on the design schedule. This meeting sets the tone for the collaborative approach,
by explaining how the process works, who is involved and what results should be expected.

Initial project details, such as base systems, are collected during this meeting.

. Preliminary Analysis: Using project details and costs from the design team, the Energy
Design Assistance consultant begins the modeling process. Analysis is completed using a
whole-building energy simulation computer program. eQUEST is often used as the interface
tool in conjunction with the DOE-2.2 energy simulation engine. Modeling protocols are
established using ASHRAE 90-1 — 2004 Energy Standard. Further analysis on protocols
continues with our third-party consultants and utilizes ASHRAE 90.1-2004 Performance
Rating System (PRM), which is outlined in Appendix G of the Standard.

Within this analysis, different conservation opportunities are explored that fit into the project
criteria—payback analysis, energy expectations, and original design strategy. A meeting is
then held to review these strategies to find the ones that meet the original project criteria and
which ones should be considered moving forward.

. Bundle Analysis: Conservation opportunities are then packaged together in a bundle to
show expected building energy savings, paybacks and incentives. A whole building
approach is used to identify the net effect of multiple strategies on a project. This approach
provides opportunity for more energy savings impact, by trading less effective ideas that
may be in the budget for more effective, new concepts. The bundling of strategies also
provides protection against the typical value-engineering phase of the design/construction
process, which typically cuts individual elements of projects based on their first cost and
impact on the tangible elements of the building, with little regard for on-going energy use.
These are then presented to the design team who chooses the best bundle for their project.

Final Energy Analysis: Once the design team completes Construction Documents, the
external consultant completes a final energy model. This final energy model is used to
determine the expected Public Service incentives and to verify compliance with the energy
savings commitment given in writing by the Bundle Selection form. A meeting is held to
review this final energy analysis before construction.

. Verification: The final step in the Energy Design Assistance offering occurs when Public

Service completes an on-site verification of energy opportunities addressed within the
energy model. Equipment and systems are logged to evaluate performance variables as
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appropriate to verify consistency with modeling assumptions. The actual results are
compared to the estimated savings to determine the final customer rebate.

Energy Efficient Buildings

Customers may hear of the Energy Efficient Buildings offering through several channels
including account managers, Business Solutions Center, architects and engineers, general
contractors or equipment trade. The application process is similar to other Public Service
prescriptive programs, however, preapproval is required via an agreement between Public
Service and the customer to complete energy efficient measures with the building, to allow
verification of project design and to accept a final verification of actual installation.

The first step in the process is for the customer to submit a preapproval application and
agreement to Public Service. Once received, Public Service will review the project to confirm
the project timing, square footage, and customer engagement (interest in energy efficiency
options).

Once preapproved, the customer will receive a letter from Public Service explaining the terms of
the program and how to participate. The owner will then submit the rebate application and
project data for review by Public Service throughout the construction and completion of the
project. The customer will receive the final construction rebate once the project and onsite
verification have been completed.

D. Marketing Objectives, Goals & Strategy

The New Construction Program is often marketed through our energy consultants directly to
architects, engineers and general contractors. The Company fosters a collaborative approach,
meeting with design teams to show how the program works and how it is beneficial to their
customers. Marketing strategies used within the program scope include trade shows, electronic
newsletters, face-to-face meetings, advertising and participation with various trade organizations
including American Institute of Architects, Association of General Contractors, and ASHRAE.

Over the last two years, Public Service has identified ways to increase program participation as
well as the value of our service to customers. Three changes in the program for 2009 are a result
of what was identified:

1. Baseline Change: The program began by adjusting the baseline for savings to IECC 2003,
which references the ASHRAE 90.1-2001 Energy Standard. This is the energy code
across most of our service territory. In order to meet the changing standards across the
state of Colorado, as well as meet the needs of certifications such as LEED®, we are
adjusting our baseline to reflect the ASHRAE 90.1-2004 Energy Standard with addenda.
The baseline is then adjusted up for areas in which have mandatory energy codes above
this standard to meet their specific criteria.

2. Addition of Enhanced Energy Design Assistance track: Approximately 30 percent of all
Energy Design Assistance projects are registered with the USGBC for LEED
certification. With the additional motivation toward energy efficiency, due to the
requirement of two energy points in the Energy and Atmosphere credit of LEED
certification, additional modeling in daylighting and mechanical systems will benefit
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Public Service customers, as would the submittals for these credits!4. The Enhanced
track was added to provide these highly motivated customers assistance in achieving their
certification goals.

3. Natural Gas Incentives: Energy Design Assistance looks at a whole building approach
and therefore identifies both electric and gas savings. The PUC approval to include
natural gas incentives within the DSM portfolio will add further motivation and strategies
for customers to achieve energy savings.

4. Energy Efficient Buildings: The program is being developed to meet the need of
customers who may be too far along in design or smaller than 50,000 square feet to
participate in Energy Design Assistance.

Energy Design Assistance is primarily marketed to the design community and secondarily to
building owners, as detailed below. The Energy Efficient Buildings offering, on the other hand,
will be marketed to primarily developers and customers.

Primary Market- General Contractors, Architects, Mechanical and Electrical Engineers:

e Implements energy efficiency

e Influences customer/developer decisions

e Trusted by owner

e Often suggests program to owners and developers

e Key to actual inclusion of strategies and cooperation

Secondary Market-Owners and Developers:

e Makes initial decision on budget

e Hires and contracts with architect, engineers and general contractor

e Initiates conversations on energy efficiency

e Makes final decision on equipment choices

e Key to moving general contractors to energy efficiency strategies within a limited budget

There are several pieces of collateral used for the New Construction Program and Public Service
continually tries to improve and update these pieces available to customers via events or a unique
website.

e Program feature sheet: explains the features and the benefits of the program

e Case Studies: office facility — provides examples of how other customers benefited from
participating in the program

e Process flow chart: detail information on the program process

e White Papers: will explain different options for energy efficiency in lighting, heating,
cooling and process.

14 Please refer to the United States Green Building Council website (www.usgbc.org) for further information on the
LEED rating system.

95



The launch of the Energy Efficient Buildings offering will provide Public Service with the
opportunity to begin a larger marketing effort for New Construction. Several strategies will be
implemented:

e Direct Mailings: Direct mail to architects, engineers, developers and contractors will
begin the launch of this program aimed at new construction.

e E-newsletters: Another avenue to educate our market on the program and benefits of
reviewing new construction for energy efficient opportunities.

e Trade and Customer seminars: In person opportunities to educate customers and trade
on the benefits of new construction review are an important part of the marketing
strategy.

E. Program-Specific Policies
The following policies are in place for the New Construction Program:

e Natural Gas Impacts — In taking the whole building approach, there are times when an
efficiency measure might cause a decrease in one fuel, but an increase in another fuel,
such as when the change from an incandescent light to a compact fluorescent bulb
reduces the lighting heat output, thereby increasing the heating need for the space. This
results in a net decrease in BTU consumption and a decrease in electricity consumption,
but a slight increase in gas consumption (assuming a space heated with natural gas). In
these situations, Public Service will account for both the decreases (energy savings) and
increases in fuel consumption and will rebate accordingly.

e Multi-Family Buildings — Multi-family buildings, including condominiums and
apartment complexes, must exceed 150,000 square feet, not including parking garages, in
order to qualify for the Energy Design Assistance offering. Mixed-use buildings that
include both retail/office and residential space must only exceed 50,000 square feet. This
policy was established due to the magnitude and specialty of this market sector.

¢ Completion of several opportunities: The Energy Efficient Buildings offering will require
installation of new equipment in both the electrical and mechanical sections of the
building. Major renovations that only require adjustments to lighting will be referred to
our current prescriptive program. The same will be required for any other stand-alone
equipment or systems.

F. Stakeholder Involvement

Customers, trade allies, and other stakeholders are currently engaged at the specific project level.
Feedback is garnered individually from each participant and once a trend develops (positive or
negative), Public Service makes a change to the program design. If it is a small change, it is then
discussed internally and possibly with a few key trade allies and, if deemed acceptable,
implemented. A larger change would possibly involve review by the program’s external
technical resources or other third-party consultant.

The Energy Efficient Buildings offering is being developed with feedback from Fort Collins
Utilities and Platte River Authority, both of which currently have similar programs available to
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their customers. In addition, a survey is also being developed to send to program participants at
the end of each project to begin a feedback loop between participants and program management
for continuous program improvement

G. Rebate Levels

The Energy Design Assistance offering covers energy modeling services valued at $30,000 to
$40,000 per project. Public Service also reimburses architects and engineers to offset the
incremental cost of their participation from $8,000 to $12,000 per project depending on the
square footage of the building.

In addition to energy modeling, Public Service provides financial incentives to building owners
to improve the cost-effectiveness of the chosen energy efficiency measures. Customer incentives
are based on demand and energy savings set at a base rate of $300 per kW saved and natural gas
savings of $7 per dekatherm saved.

H. Evaluation, Measurement & Verification Plan

The New Construction Program has a M&V plan that is unique to its special design elements and
is detailed in the M&V section of the Indirect Segment of this Plan. A comprehensive process
and impact evaluation of this program's delivery processes, customer satisfaction, technical
assumptions, and net savings impacts is planned for 2009. The budget for this study is included
in the portfolio level EM&V budget.

Performance Indicators

Performance indicators are tracked monthly such as how many new applications are received and
how far along projects are in the New Construction process. These indicators show strong
performance for the Energy Design Assistance offering, including over twenty-five applications
received in the first two quarters of 2008.

More so than other programs, this offering is significantly impacted by market and economic
trends. When the economy slows, projects may slow their construction schedules and/or stop
construction all together. Public Service tracks these market trends to better understand how
they may impact program achievements.

Program Evaluations

A comprehensive process and impact study of this program's delivery processes, customer
satisfaction, technical assumptions, and net savings impacts are planned for 2009. The budget
for this study is included in the portfolio level EM&V budget. This evaluation will only include
the Energy Design Assistance offering and will be conducted concurrently with the evaluation of
our Minnesota program in 2009 in order to get a larger picture of overall needs and participant
value. There are only fourteen completed projects in Colorado at this time and in order to
establish a statistically significant sampling, the evaluation will need to include both territories.
The Company does, however, intend to ask specific questions in Colorado and Minnesota to
account for differences in the markets.
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I. Technical Assumptions

Energy Savings Calculations

Energy savings are calculated based on the energy use of each bundled strategy over the
identified baseline building energy use, as defined by the IECC 2003 code. Beginning in
January 2009, Public Service 1s adjusting this baseline to reflect the ASHRAE 90.1-2004 Energy
Standard with addenda (referenced as the Energy Design Assistance baseline) as the minimum
energy standard for energy comparisons.

For projects in counties or cities with more stringent energy codes, compared to ASHRAE 90.1-
2004, the model can be adjusted to reflect that county’s regulations or rules and Public Service
will also claim savings based on those rules for Energy Design Assistance projects. The savings
calculations will remain the same for all projects under Energy Efficient Buildings. A minimum
of three different bundled strategies are created and used in the energy model. These bundles are
explained below:

e Baseline Building: The Energy Design Assistance offering baseline building is one,
which complies with ASHRAE 90.1-2004, with addenda.

e Cost Base: Includes the strategies that will likely be incorporated into the building for
multiple reasons including aesthetic value, operational benefits, occupant comfort, owner
preference, and other non-energy specific criteria.

e Bundle 1: Adds to or modifies strategies from the Cost Base to include additional energy
saving features that could potentially be acceptable to the owner and occupants from an
operational perspective, with the understanding that additional background or training
may be required to confirm acceptance. From a cost standpoint, some of these items may
have longer paybacks and/or require additional funding.

e Bundle 2: Adds to or modifies strategies from Bundle 1 to include additional energy
saving features that could potentially be acceptable to the owner and occupants from an
operational perspective, with the understanding that additional background or training
may be required to confirm acceptance. From a cost standpoint, some of these items may
have longer paybacks and/or require additional funding.

e Bundle 3: Includes all strategies that optimize energy savings, to serve as an illustration
of maximum potential given the list of strategies considered, regardless of payback.

Modeling Protocols

Public Service is working towards documenting modeling guidelines and protocols for the
Energy Design Assistance offering. Analysis is completed using a whole-building energy
simulation computer program. eQuest is often used as an interface tool in conjunction with the
DOE-2.2 energy simulation engine. In recent years, Public Service has begun to use the
Performance Rating Method outlined in ASHRAE 90.1-2004 Appendix G as a guiding
methodology for our modeling. This is a starting point for making building performance
comparisons. However, there are certain application challenges to the method — specifically
exceptions to these rules including specific guidelines around chiller plants and district heating
and cooling projects. As future protocols are developed and reviewed, they will be available to
customers and design teams via a protocol document to be completed in 2009. Current
adjustments to the Performance Rating Method are below:
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District Energy

When district heating or cooling systems serve a building, reductions in hot water and chilled
water loads must be converted to energy savings. The conversion factor value is dependent on
the efficiency of the system that provides the heating and cooling. To estimate this, detailed
knowledge of the system design and an engineering or simulation analysis is required.

For the Energy Design Assistance offering, Public Service has specified conversion factors to
apply to buildings connected to district energy systems. For purchased chilled water, the
conversion factor to determine electric savings is 0.58 kW/ton. For purchased hot water or
steam, the conversion factor to determine natural gas savings is 1.25 Btu/Btu. Public Service
only accounts for natural gas savings if the fuel saved is from the Company, so credit is only
taken for the percentage of fuel the Company serves.

Chiller Plant Modeling Policy

When chillers, air or water-cooled are modeled as part of the baseline, the operating conditions,
type, number and sizes of the chillers are assumed to be the same as the proposed design. In
unique circumstances, the baseline chiller may be of different type than the Design, but must be
approved by Public Service before modeled. When boilers are modeled as part of the baseline,
the operating conditions, number and sizes are assumed to be the same as the proposed design.
When no new heating or cooling equipment is included as part of the project, the heating and
cooling equipment is modeled as being the same as the existing equipment at minimum code
level efficiencies.

Net-to-gross

According to the Summit Blue analysis completed in 2006, the Energy Design Assistance
offering had a free-rider rate of 29.6% based on incentives not being the main factor in
participating in Energy Design Assistance, but rather the technical analysis. However, best
practices indicate much higher free-ridership levels across the United States (up to 40%). There
is also consideration to be made that many buildings aiming for LEED certification would have
completed the analysis on their own in the first place. With the increase in the Energy Design
Assistance code base and raising incentives to at least 5% over this new base, Public Service is
lowering the potential for free-riders. As a result, assuming no spillover, the Company would
use a net-to-gross factor of 20% for this Plan.

However, according to the Summit Blue analysis, the spillover rate for Energy Design
Assistance is 8%. This rate only includes the spillover within the existing building. There are
several things that were not included in the analysis of spillover including: outside-project
spillover of A&E firms and outside-project spillover of customers such as developers and retail
chains that build outside our territory. According to the research and analysis conducted on the
New York Energy $mart program, outside spillover resulted in an average spillover rate of 33%.
This may be a high number to use in Colorado due to the differences in market and the change of
priorities since the LEED rating system became an overriding effect on new construction.
Therefore, a 10% spillover rate would be a conservative estimate of this value.
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Taking into account all three of these parameters, the resulting net-to-gross that Public Service
will use in this Plan is 98% for the Energy Design Assistance portion of New Construction.
(NTG = 1-20%+8%+10% = 98%) A 98% net-to-gross ratio is 17% higher then our current net-
to-gross ratio, but with the Energy Design Assistance offering changing its baseline to the
ASHRAE 90.1-2004 Energy Standard with addenda and increasing the potential for incentives to
at least 5% over this base, we are lowering the potential for free-ridership and taking into
consideration the spillover effect on the new construction market. It is to be noted that this is on
the high level of best practices across the United States, which range from 65% to100%.

Our natural gas incentives use a net-to-gross factor of 99%. Public Service is beginning to offer
natural gas incentives for Energy Design Assistance projects in 2009. Since many of our large
customers do not purchase natural gas from Public Service, this sell is much more difficult then
it is for electric opportunities. Therefore, the free-ridership numbers are decreased.

The Energy Efficient Buildings offering uses a weighted average of other end-use prescriptive
programs to be consistent with other program offerings. This is a result of 93% for electric and
97% for natural gas.

Forecasted Assumptions
Several other factors were considered when developing our forecasted assumptions.

e Assumptions for Energy Design Assistance for kWh per project are from Energy Design
Assistance -Custom Consulting verified results for Minnesota and Colorado programs in
2007,

e Average hours of operation calculated from actual verified projects kWh/kW;

e Assumed Enhanced Modeling will see 55% increase in energy savings and incremental
cost from Basic as was seen from actual Colorado Custom Consulting projects;

e Assumptions for Energy Efficient Buildings from Energy Design Assistance -Plan
Review results for Minnesota program from 2006 and 2007; due to stricter Colorado
codes, savings will be approximately 70% of Minnesota projects; and

e Incremental cost for Energy Efficient Buildings based on dollar per square foot
implementation for Minnesota Energy Design Assistance -Custom Consulting and
average building size from Energy Design Assistance -Plan Review projects.

Credit for Completed Projects
The following checkpoints are verified for M&V purposes in the Energy Design Assistance
offering by a third-party verifier:

The Construction Document review for energy conservation opportunities identified in modeling
analysis will include:

e Final Energy Model based on Construction Documents;

e A submittal checklist is completed for Design Teams to submit their submittals for
review;

e Final site verification checklist created for energy conservation opportunities based on
submittals;

e Site Verification for installation of energy conservation opportunities;
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Data logging on particular measures to capture operation data (usually for daylighting
and controls);

As-built model as needed; and

Final verification report.
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» Process Efficiency Program

A. Description

Process Efficiency is a new program targeting energy intensive processes at large industrial
facilities. The program is primarily intended to identify and incent large process changes that are
not currently completed through Custom Efficiency or the prescriptive programs, and establish
business practices that drive additional conservation measures in the future. Although the
program is available to all Colorado industrial customers, the minimum conservation impact
thresholds will require the customer to have significant energy use. This program is considered a
start-up program during 2009 and 2010 and, therefore, may not meet cost-effectiveness
thresholds. However, the Company will make every effort to run the program cost-effectively.

Public Service will work with customers participating in the Process Efficiency Program to
develop a long-term relationship that results in a multi-year energy management action plan (E-
MAP). There are three main phases to the Process Efficiency Program: identification of energy
savings, further refinement of the scope of the projects and opportunities, and implementation.

The identification process (Phase 1) starts with a walkthrough of the customer facility to identify
significant technical energy saving opportunities. A cross-section of the customer’s management
and workforce participate in a facilitated energy management self-assessment session with
EnVinta. This results in the customer identifying where the unique priorities are for their
business in moving towards sustainable energy management. The result of this session is an
estimate of total energy that can be saved at the facility and an action plan describing priorities to
achieve these savings. This phase is usually completed in one day.

Public Service will use the information from Phase 1 in conjunction with other available data
regarding the customer, industry, and any additional environmental concerns to develop a
proposal to assist and support the customer’s action plan. This proposal may incorporate funding
for a variety of activities to support conservation at the customer. Examples include: specific
process studies, further refining and scoping of conservation opportunities, identification and
tracking for key parameters driving energy use or training. Phase 2 may take anywhere from ten
weeks to six months.

In Phase 3, the customer, in cooperation with Public Service, will develop a three to five year
energy management action plan with goals and targets. In addition to the standard rebate
offering, customers will be eligible for bonuses for system optimization and for exceeding their
annual goals. Over the three to five year period, the customer will implement their identified
conservation projects. Public Service representatives will meet with the customer as often as
once per year to review progress against the E-MAP and repeat the EnVinta assessment if the
customer so chooses.

The industrial market represents a significant pool of conservation opportunity where program
penetration is not approaching saturation due to barriers to customer participation, including
inadequate resources to research, develop and package the improvements. Several factors have
been incorporated into the design of the Process Efficiency Program to provide significant
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differences between this offering and the other DSM products. Process Efficiency is designed to
provide external resources and expertise to these customers in order to overcome such barriers.
The program will also establish tracking metrics to provide the customer internal justification to
drive access to the capital investments necessary to implement measures and to quantify the
business and financial impact of the changes.

Xcel Energy implemented a similar Process Efficiency Program in Minnesota in 2007. The
Minnesota program is growing and is anticipated to bring in significant energy conservation in
2008. The Company used its experience with the Minnesota program to help guide its design of
the Colorado program.

B. Budgets & Goals

Budgets
The majority of the 2009 budget will be spent on consulting services to provide the assessment

and scoping phases of the program. It is anticipated that customer incentives (rebates) will
account for a small portion of the 2009 budget, but increase in the 2010 budget. The budgets and
goals were developed by reviewing the performance of the Minnesota Process Efficiency
Program while considering the industrial customers in Colorado. The most significant difference
between the Minnesota program and the anticipated performance of the Colorado Program is that
the majority of the large industrial customers in Colorado will not be allowed to participate in
our DSM programs because they do not pay the gas DSMCA rider. The gas goals for Colorado
were adjusted accordingly.

Participation levels were based on a review of historic electric usage for large Colorado
industrial customers. It should be noted that the impacts for the first year reflect only a portion
of the impact anticipated for a single participant. This is the result of the extended sales cycle for
the large process-related capital intense conservation improvements we are targeting. Although
we anticipate an 18 to 24 month period before we see that type of project installed we do
anticipate being able to influence the installation of some smaller, energy efficient projects in the
interim.

Goals

Due to the long lead times associated with this program, the Process Efficiency goals were
developed under the assumption that the Program would have high expenditures and low savings
in its first year of operation. The majority of the work in 2009 will “fill the pipeline” with
conservation projects which will be completed in later years.

The majority of the high natural gas consumption customers in the Public Service territory are
transport-only customers who do not purchase gas directly from the Company. Such customers
are exempt from paying the DSMCA and therefore, are ineligible to participate in the
Company’s energy efficiency programs. As a result, Public Service anticipates very limited gas
savings from the Process Efficiency Program.
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Table 24: Process Efficiency Program Budgets and Goals

2009 Electric| 2009 Gas |2010 Electric| 2010 Gas
Process Efficiency Goal Goal Goal Goal
Budget

Planning & Design N/A N/A N/A N/A
Admin & Program Delivery $333,858 $15.435 $586,060 $14,370
Ad, Promo, & Customer Ed. $4,000 $600 $10,000 $600
Customer Incentives $56,250 $21,300 $900,000 $42,600

Equipment & Installation N/A N/A N/A N/A
Measurement and Verification $20,743 $1,965 $78,740 $3,030

Miscellaneous N/A N/A N/A N/A
Total $414,850 $39,300| $1,574,800 $60,600

Generator kW 77 N/A 1,233 N/A

Generator kWh 487,371 N/A 7,797,936 N/A
Annual Dth N/A 9,049 N/A 18,099
Annual Dth/SM N/A 230,261 N/A 298,656
Participants 6 4 12
Participation as % of Segment N/A 0.006% 0.002% 0.011%
Modified TRC Test Ratio 1.37 7.22 2.76 7.55

C. Application Process

Due to the narrow focus of this program, Public Service will initially identify potential program
participants by cross referencing historic electric usage with general industry energy
consumption and conservation potential data for Colorado industrial customers using over 10
GWh per year. We will begin with our largest customers and those who have expressed an
interest in comprehensive programs.

A Public Service account manager serves each large industrial customer. The account manager
will approach the customer with a description of the Program and facilitate an informational
meeting, if appropriate, with the customer, program manager, and other relevant parties. If the
customer chooses to proceed with participation in the Process Efficiency Program, the account
manager will coordinate the walk-thru of the customer facility described in Phase 1 above. The
remainder of a customer’s progression through the Process Efficiency Program follows the
description presented in Section A.

Although custom type projects that receive a rebate through this process will require a
preapproval to determine the rebate level, the comprehensive nature of the relationship Public
Service establishes with the customer provides a significant sphere of influence that drives
energy efficiency into a broad array of business decisions. The result is that a type of conditional
preapproval is established for the measures the customer chooses to pursue after being accepted
into this Program. This also allows us to cost-effectively manage this Program because projects
are not analyzed until the data is collected to accurately project energy savings.
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D. Marketing Objectives, Goals, & Strategy

This Program will be marketed primarily to large industrial customers through Public Service’s
internal account managers. In addition, the Company will offer segment-specific seminars - to
introduce new energy-efficient technologies to the market and attract customers to participate in
the Program. The comprehensive nature of the EnVinta process will evaluate energy use
throughout a customer’s operations instead of focusing on implementation of specific
technologies or efficiency upgrades. This holistic approach can lead to the identification of
significant conservation opportunities resulting from process or business practice changes.

The Program will be available to all industrial customers but because of the minimum
conservation potential requirements of the E-MAP, it is expected to attract participants primarily
from the large industrial segment. The process load associated with this group of customers has
historically been difficult to penetrate with conservation measures.

E. Program-Specific Policies

Target customers and projects must be Public Service electric and/or gas customers who have a
minimum annual conservation potential of 2 GWh or 8,000 Dth. Gas transport customers are
ineligible for rebates.

Conservation opportunities may be grouped into a single, or multiple projects in the E-MAP.
The E-MAP will identify the expected sequencing and scheduling for the projects.

If measures are identified through Company-funded studies with simple payback periods less
than the minimum for rebates in Custom Efficiency, currently nine months, Public Service will
not provide rebates for incremental costs; however, it will take credit for the conservation as
study induced savings.

The anticipated time from project initiation to completion is expected to be 18 to 24 months. No
impact will be recorded until a project is fully installed, operational, and the final rebate (if
applicable) is issued. This results in significant investment by the utility in the year preceding the
impact. There will also be customers who start the sales cycle but withdraw before completing
any projects resulting in stranded investments by Public Service. The risk for this should be
mitigated through monitoring corporate commitment throughout the energy management self-
assessment process.

The incentive to optimize a system versus implement individual projects may also result in a lag

between when individual components are installed and when the rebate is paid. These rebates
will not be paid until all projects associated with a system are completed.
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F. Stakeholder Involvement

During development of this Plan, Public Service met with representatives of large industrial
customers to solicit input on the proposed Self-Direct, Custom Efficiency, and Process
Efficiency Programs. Customers conveyed different levels of internal resources and expertise in
energy conservation, and requested programs to address these various levels. The Process
Efficiency Program is being offered in direct response to requests from customers who have
significant conservation potential and a willingness to complete efficiency projects, but do not
have available resources or internal expertise.

G. Rebate Levels

Participants will be eligible for both study funding and end-use rebates. The funding for studies
will be based on the customer contributing 25% of the cost up to a maximum customer
contribution for Phase 2 studies of $7,500. Projects will be rebated based on the measures
installed and the energy and demand savings. Rebates will be valued according to the levels
established in each of the end-use programs. Bonus incentives may be given for completion of
milestones within the E-MAP, or achievement of conservation exceeding that detailed in the E-
MAP.

H. Evaluation, Measurement & Verification Plan

All rebate applications will be audited with a two-step process. On the front-end, as rebates are
received, all critical customer information, equipment eligibility and proper rebates amounts are
reviewed, validated, and corrected if inaccurate. The second step takes place prior to the rebate
being i1ssued where Rebate Operations audits 100% of the rebate applications to ensure that the
information from the form was entered correctly into the tracking database. The second step
includes ongoing verification and is split between prescriptive and custom measures.

The M&V process for prescriptive measures is detailed in the M&V section of the Indirect
Segment of this Plan. The savings factors that will be verified for the Process Efficiency
Program are detailed in the Deemed Savings Technical Assumptions section. The M&V process
for custom measures is detailed in the M&V section of the Indirect Segment of this Plan.

L. Technical Assumptions

Net-to-gross

The electric net-to-gross assumption, §7% , is based on the average of the net-to-gross factors
from similar programs offered by other utilities. For natural gas, the net-to-gross value was
determined to be 93% using a similar methodology, but reducing the difference by one half to
account for the fact that we have not previously rebated natural gas measures. The predicted
values will be used for calculation of 2009 and 2010 actual results. The net-to-gross assumptions
will be re-evaluated for the next Biennial filing. It is anticipated that the weighted average of the
net-to-gross factors determined for individual technologies by Energy Efficient Best Practices
California will be weighted by the mix of technologies implemented in the Process Efficiency
Program will be used for the 2011-2012 filing.
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General Assumptions

The technical assumptions used to estimate forecasted energy conservation and savings for this
Program were derived from historical Custom Efficiency projects (greater than 1 GWh or 8,000
Dth) from industrial customers in Colorado and Minnesota, and completed and pre-approved
Process Efficiency projects in Minnesota. Specific technical assumptions will be developed for
each project completed under the Process Efficiency Program, and savings will be verified in
accordance with individual, project specific M&V plans.
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» Recommissioning Program

A. Description

Building Recommissioning is the process of reviewing existing equipment and systems within a
building to ensure that they are working as efficiently as possible and operating as intended.
Public Service’s program covers both recommissioning and retrocommissioning.
Recommissioning is commissioning a building that has already been commissioned in the past.
Retrocommissioning is commissioning a building that has never been commissioned. Public
Service’s Recommissioning program is designed to assist electric and/or natural gas business
customers to improve the efficiency of their existing building operations. Through the
completion of an investigative study, Recommissioning identifies existing functional systems
that can be “tuned up” to run as efficiently as possible through low- or no-cost improvements.
With Recommissioning, a customer may:

Optimize HVAC equipment operations;

Fine-tune time of day schedules;

Improve indoor air quality;

Suggest new and advanced equipment contro] strategies;
Improve productivity of facility maintenance personnel; and
Reduce equipment wear and tear.

Recommissioning consists of two main steps: diagnosis and implementation. Public Service
offers rebates for Recommissioning studies and the implementation of Recommissioning
measures. To facilitate participation from a variety of Recommissioning professionals, the
customer selects and hires a qualified engineering firm to complete the study and
implementation.

The Recommissioning Program has three different paths a customer can choose:

1. Study and implementation —Customers receive funding for both the study and
implementation from Public Service. Public Service works with the customer from the
beginning of the project until the end. This path has historically been the most popular
choice for Public Service’s customers.

2. Fast track - Customers have two options for receiving implementation rebates:

a. Fast track study — For customers who have completed a Recommissioning study
on their own and have not received study funding from the Company. Before a
customer implements any measures, they can apply for implementation only
rebates. To qualify, Public Service will review their study and
recommendations/savings opportunities to determine Recommissioning
implementation rebates.

b. Fast track proposal — For customers who are not completing a full
Recommissioning study, but would rather look at one or two specific
opportunities that a vendor may identify. To qualify, Public Service will review
their project proposal and savings calculations to determine Recommissioning
implementation rebates.
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3. Refrigeration Recommissioning — This path is focused on analyzing
grocery/convenience store refrigeration systems to determine how their refrigeration
systems can be tuned up to save energy. Due to the nature of the recommended
measures, implementation of the energy savings recommendations occur as the provider
is conducting the study.

Xcel Energy offers a similar program in Minnesota, which has been in existence since 2000. To
benefit customers and providers, we have applied lessons learned in Minnesota to the Colorado
program. An example of lessons learned that have been applied to the program development are:

e Education — Time needs to be spent on educating both customers and trade allies so they
understand what Recommissioning is and how to participate in our program. Not all
customers know about Recommissioning.

e Providers — Having active participation by providers is essential to meeting goals.

e Implementation — Most customers will implement measures found within their study,
but it may take a while to get budget approval after their study is complete.

B. Goals & Budgets

Budgets
Once goals were established, the budget process is generally the same for Recommissioning as

with the other DSM programs. Historical cost and participation information is tracked and
analyzed to project budgets two years in advance. Given the increase in goals for 2009 and
2010, additional time was spent reviewing the information for reasonableness. Experience from
Minnesota programs is used as a checkpoint.

The following factors were also used while determining the budget: total participants, rebate
levels offered, promotional, advertising, and educational opportunities, and labor requirements to
achieve the goals

For the Recommissioning Program, most of the budget is driven by the number of studies
completed and the number of customers who implement projects in a given year. The Company
assumed that for every two customers who implement Recommissioning measures, there need to
be an additional three customers complete studies in order to keep the pipeline flowing.

Goals

Due to the long sales cycle of each project, approximately one to two years, and our dependence
on Recommissioning providers, Public Service expects that the Recommissioning program will
continue to grow for a few more years, increasing the project pipeline during this time.

To achieve the program goal, Public Service recognizes energy and demand savings as a
customer implements the measures identified in their study. Participants are allowed to pick
which measures they want to implement and a typical Recommissioning study may suggest
anywhere from five to ten measures, with varying cost and paybacks.
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Table 25: Recommissioning Program Budgets and Goals

2009 Electric| 2009 Gas |2010 Electric| 2010 Gas
Recommissioning Goal Goal Goal Goal
Budget

Planning & Design N/A N/A N/A N/A
Admin & Program Delivery $125,446 $29,650 $168,951 $38,888
Ad, Promo, & Customer Ed. $82,422 $21,320 $199,275 $21,400
Customer Incentives $327,973 $33,185 $449,431 $33,185

Equipment & Installation N/A N/A N/A N/A
Measurement and Verification $26,792 $4,208 $40,883 $7,004

Miscellaneous N/A N/A N/A N/A
Total $562,633 $88,363 $858,540 $100,477

Generator kW 354 N/A 471 N/A

Generator kWh 3,947,516 N/A 5,122,522 N/A
Annual Dth N/A 2,199 N/A 2,199
Annual Dth/$M N/A 24,883 N/A 21,883
Participants 28 8 38 8
Participation as % of Segment 0.017% 0.007% 0.024% 0.007%
Modified TRC Test Ratio 2.05 1.38 1.91 1.23

C. Application Process

Customers learn of the program though their Public Service account manager, direct marketing
efforts and through Recommissioning providers. If a customer is interested in participating in a
study, they must receive preapproval before they begin the study. To obtain preapproval, the
customer will submit an application and a proposal from their Recommissioning provider that
outlines the scope of the project. After the customer receives preapproval, they can begin the
study on their building. When the study is completed, Public Service’s internal engineer reviews
the study to ensure that it meets our requirements and that the energy savings calculations are
reasonable. After Public Service approves the study, the provider will present their final
recommendations to the customer and then the customer can receive their study rebate. At this
point, the customer will review the study internally and select individual measures to implement.
After they finish implementing, they will receive their implementation rebate check for the
individual measures.

The typical sales cycle for a regular Recommissioning project (study and implementation) takes
one to two years to complete. Once preapproved, the study can typically take three to six months
to complete and receive Public Service approval. Another year or more may be required for the
customer to receive internal budget approval and complete their project.
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If a customer wants to participate in our fast track option, where they receive implementation
rebates only (no study funding), they must obtain preapproval for implementation rebates before
they complete the measures. To obtain preapproval, they need to submit either their study or
their project proposal for review. The sales cycle for fast track projects is typically shorter than a
regular Recommissioning project since they have already completed a study and/or are just
requesting a proposal from the provider.

To participate in our refrigeration Recommissioning program, a customer can receive instant
preapproval via the Xcel Energy website by entering relevant information regarding the project.
After their investigation/implementation is, Public Service’s technical staff reviews the project to
determine energy savings.

D. Marketing Objectives, Goals, & Strategy

Our marketing strategy is to educate customers and trade allies on what Recommissioning entails
and the benefits of Recommissioning a building. Due to the long sales cycle, it is important to
continually build the study pipeline to meet future years goals. To build the pipeline and to
attract customers and Recommissioning providers, we use various marketing tactics such as
direct mail, educational seminars, targeted email newsletters, in person meetings, case studies,
and the website. Another tactic we have used is to provide increased study funding to customers
if participation is low.

The most common target market for Recommissioning is commercial customers that are 50,000
square feet and larger but particularly offices, hospitals and schools. These are markets are good
candidates due to the following reasons:

e Office real estate owners are looking for quick paybacks on their buildings and want to cut
their operating costs without sacrificing the tenant comfort. This is the ideal situation for
Recommissioning, which measures cost little to implement and have a very fast payback.

e Hospitals are intense energy users, and their energy systems frequently run as if there is full
load, although that often isn't the case. There are many opportunities for low cost savings in
hospitals and medical centers.

e Schools are closed down for more periods than most buildings and have more opportunities
for optimizing their energy systems.

Over the years a comprehensive list of marketing materials has been developed to provide to
customers, providers and our account management team. Available materials include:

e Program feature sheet — explains the features and the benefits of the program

e Study preapproval application — used to obtain study preapproval

e Study rebate application — used to receive study rebate after study has been approved

e Fast track preapproval application — used to obtain fast track preapproval

e Recommissioning guidebook — information booklet that explains Recommissioning,
benefits, process, etc.

e Provider list — contains providers who have participated in our program in the past
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e Case Studies: Hospital, school, office building, medical and research facility — provides
examples of how other customers benefited from participating in Recommissioning

e Process flow chart — detail information on the program process

e Customer website — snapshot of our program and links to many useful resources and all
of our literature

e Provider website — contains information on our program and tips that are specific to
providers participating in the program. The website also has links to all of our literature
for easy access.

Periodically, specific marketing materials that cover timely information are developed, such as:

e Direct mail pieces — promotional piece that is sent to a specific target market either based
on size or segment

e Customer newsletters — reminds customer of program offering, highlights program
changes/enhancements

e Customer email — a brief email that is available to our account management team to send
to their customers

e Customer seminar — educate customers about Recommissioning and the benefits

e Provider newsletters — highlights program tips, changes, announcements

e Provider seminar — educate providers on how to participate in the program

Recommissioning providers play a key role in the success of the program since customers rely
on providers to identify energy saving opportunities in their building. While provider interest in
participating in the program is increasing, we need to identify additional providers to help meet
future demand. Our goal with providers is to make sure they understand our expectations for the
program and to provide the necessary tools so that they can help customers through the process.
In order to participate in the program, we prefer that the provider be a Professional Engineer, or
have enough experience to prove that they are capable of completing a study. To help providers
participate in our program, we meet with them one on one to explain the process and
requirements and encourage them to work through their projects with us.

E. Program-Specific Policies

Study driven credit: If a customer implements measures that are less than nine months or greater
than 15 years, they will not receive a rebate, but Public Service will claim those savings. The
Company believes that our help identifying and/or analyzing energy efficiency measures
provides sufficient influence on the customer’s decision to implement those measures.

Maintenance: The Recommissioning program claims energy savings for maintenance items
identified and implemented through the recommissioning process.

Rebate/energy savings validity: If at least two years has passed since a project was approved, the

technical staff reanalyzes it with current rates to determine if the savings/payback has changed.
This reanalysis is conducted prior to issuing a rebate check.
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F. Stakebolder Involvement

Public Service values feedback from customers and providers and make an effort to gather their
input to ensure the program is effective. As ideas are generated, the team will review and
implement if feasible. The program team as well as the trade relations manager has met with all
of our active trade allies to discuss program specifics and to obtain feedback. Continuous
communication with this group through informal conversations and project work, provide
opportunities to keep this line of feedback open.

G. Rebate Levels

The Recommissioning Program offers two types of customer rebates: study and implementation.

Study Rebate
Public Service will pay up to 75% of the Recommissioning study cost. Funding is based on the

potential energy savings of the project and the cost of the study. Payment of the remaining
balance by the customer shows customer interest in identifying and implementing measures
found within their study.

Implementation Rebate

Public Service will pay up to $400 per peak summer kW or $0.08 per kWh saved, whichever is
higher, and an additional $7 per Dth saved for Public Service natural gas customers, up to 60%
of the measure cost for Recommissioning measures that are identified in Recommissioning
studies or preapproved through our fast track option.

Typical Recommissioning measures include:

Calibration/tune-up of Energy Management System points;

Adjustment of outside air and return air dampers;

Resetting the chilled water and hot water supply temperatures;

Optimum start/stop of air handlers and makeup air units (early shutdown in the evening, late
start in the morning); and

e Resetting of condenser water temperature.

By providing rebates, Public Service helps influence the customer’s decision to participate in the
program to identify ways to use energy more efficiently.

H. Evaluation, Measurement & Verification Plan

The Recommissioning Program has a unique M&V plan that is detailed in the M&V section of
the Indirect Segment of this Plan. A comprehensive process and impact study of this program's
delivery processes, customer satisfaction, technical assumptions, and net savings impacts is

planned for or 2010. The budget for this study is included in the portfolio level EM&V budget.

L Technical Assumptions
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The average reductions (kW reduction = 10%; kWh reduction =12%), costs, and rebates for the
forecasted assumptions are based on identified potential in studies completed in Colorado since
2006. Measure life taken to be 7 years.

The low coincidence factor reflects the fact that some implementation measures have only
energy savings and no demand component. Savings, however, are expressed by calculating an
“equivalent kW” for all measures in order to have a common metric. Therefore, the high
Efficient Product demand represents the “equivalent kW,” not an actual new peak demand. The
annual energy savings is not affected by this restatement.

Since many measures have very quick or even instantaneous rebates, the average rebate, derived
from the study data, is less than the $400/kW or $0.08/kWh potential rebate.

Rebates and capital costs include for implementation only pertain to the completion of identified
measures. Rebate and costs for studies are shown on the “Study” component. Baseline cost is
$0 since the customer would have done nothing without the study.

Optimized Building Performance is determined as the difference between the Baseline and the
Estimated Savings per implementer.

Since participation includes both those who implement in a given calendar year as well as all
those customers that had studies performed in that calendar year, the actual number of
participants is necessarily higher than the number of implementing participants. Since Study
funding is provided as a Rebate, those costs, on the customer and utility side, needed to be
considered as well.

Number of study participants is estimated to be 150% of implementing participants for
forecasting purposes.

For purposes of the electric component of this program, the electric-related components were
looked at exclusively. Any Public Service gas-related costs or savings were reviewed only in the
context of the natural gas benefit-cost analysis. In actual application, rebates that might pertain
to both fuels are evaluated on the basis of total costs and then rebate expenses are split between
the electric and gas sides. In all cases, all savings are considered, rebates are restricted to 60% of
implementation cost, and rebates will not push the payback to less than one year.

Energy O&M Savings in the forecast are based on natural gas savings of participants who are not
Public Service natural gas customers. Approximately 32% of participants have Public Service as
their natural gas supplier.

The net-to-gross number is 100 percent. Without having completed a recommissioning study
through our program, the customer would not have known about the energy savings
opportunities. If they had known about them, they would have done them on their own due to
the likelihood they are no/low cost items with very quick paybacks.
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» Segment Efficiency Program

A. Description

The Segment Efficiency Program targets particular market sectors with specialized packaged
conservation offerings to overcome unique barriers to customer participation. In this biennium,
Segment Efficiency will focus on the commercial real estate sector, specifically office space, to
address a historic lag in participation. The program is considered a start-up program during 2009
and 2010 and, therefore, may not meet cost-effectiveness thresholds. However, the Company
will make every effort to run the program cost-effectively.

The commercial real estate effort will yield four main benefits:

e Large energy savings projects;

e Whole building customer-focused analysis;

e A large percentage of projects that reach completion; and

e Increased probability that decision-making processes will incorporate energy efficiency
best practices in the future.

The commercial real estate component will target owner-occupied and leased buildings of at
least 50,000 square feet. The buildings within this segment are, in many cases, greater than one
million square feet. This program is a comprehensive whole building evaluation of energy
savings opportunities. The Segment Efficiency Program will offer customers one-on-one energy
efficiency counseling as well as financial incentives for energy efficiency improvements based
on technical and financial studies. The Company will provide a preliminary report identifying
energy efficiency opportunities, a financial engineering study providing an investment grade
analysis, and incentives for measure implementation and installation. The Company’s existing
prescriptive and/or custom offerings will then be incorporated into rebate packages that are
attractive to this customer segment.

In addition to commercial real estate office space, the Company will be rev1ew1ng other sectors
within commercial real estate such as retail and hospitality.

National Industry Review

The Company’s Commercial Real Estate Program in Minnesota has been recognized by the
American Council for an Energy Efficient Economy for its innovative approach and use of best
practices. Specifically, ACEEE said:

We are encouraged by this approach as it recognizes that sub-categories within the broad
class of business customers have unique needs and face different barriers than other customer
sub-categories.

This is exactly the type of finer customer segment differentiation that we have observed may
boost participation and savings in some of Xcel Energy’s existing business programs. Efforts
like this begin with analysis of why certain customer types have not been reached by
programs. Once unique barriers and needs are identified for such groups, program designs
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can be developed that provide appropriate marketing and program services to achieve desired
participation levels among the targeted customer population. Xcel Energy should closely
monitor and evaluate initial results from this program---both to refine this specific initiative
(commercial real estate) as necessary and to determine if similar targeted segment
approaches may be effective in other areas. Some possibilities may be schools, lodging,
restaurants, small retail and government/municipal customers.

Xcel Energy already has an extensive portfolio of programs built around end-uses and
technologies. Initiatives like the Segment Efficiency provide opportunities to package such
programs and services so as to best elicit positive responses from eligible customers. Such
efforts are not so much as creating new programs and services, but rather to bundle these in
ways that best meet the needs of readily differentiated customer segments.

The Company will partner with a commercial real estate industry specialist to administer the
program. The partner will be identified and contracted with through our sourcing process. The
partner will bring substantial experience in the commercial real estate industry.

B. Budgets & Goals

Budgets
Once goals were established, the budget process is generally the same for Segment Efficiency as

with the other DSM programs. Since the Program will be new to the Colorado service territory,
historical cost and participation information from our existing Minnesota Commercial Real
Estate Program was tracked and analyzed to project budgets two years in advance.

For the Segment Efficiency Program, the program rollup includes the rebates and costs
associated with performing the studies, which will identify the measures, as well as the
implementation-related costs and rebates. Program planning and design, study rebates, and
implementation rebates drive the majority of the budget. The following was used to identify
these specific drivers.

e Study Rebates: Based on a $3,500 rebate for preliminary reports and an estimated
$20,950 rebate for investment-grade engineering studies.

e Implementation Rebates: Based on the number of participants in each end-use. An
average rebate for each end-use was used to come up with a total implementation
rebate for each year.

e Contract Outside Vendor: Based on an estimate of the contract amount with the
commercial real estate partner. The partner will complete customer phone
Interviews, on-site visits, preliminary reports, and provide marketing and project
management assistance.

In 2009, there will be rebates for preliminary reports and some implementation but due to the

sales cycle length, most implementation and associated implementation rebates will happen in
2010.
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Goals

Estimated savings were determined by utilizing the historical achievement and forecasts of the
Minnesota Commercial Real Estate Program offering that launched in January of 2007. We also
analyzed the market size of commercial real estate in Colorado versus Minnesota to make
adjustments. Savings will come through myriad prescriptive (lighting, motors/drives, cooling,
boilers), custom (lighting, motors/drives, cooling, energy management system), and
recommissioning measures. Estimated energy savings are based on participation estimates and
the average savings per participant from existing programs.

Table 26: Segment Efficiency Program Budgets and Goals

2009 Electric| 2009 Gas |[2010 Electric| 2010 Gas
Segment Efficiency Goal Goal Goal Goal
Budget

Planning & Design $81,393 $3,040 $84,233 $3,146
Admin & Program Delivery $270,773 $6,199 $722,021 $6,235
Ad, Promo, & Customer Ed. $75,842 $15,900 $262,475 $62,500
Customer Incentives $214,516 $615| $1,058,717 $8,214

Equipment & Installation N/A N/A N/A N/A
Measurement and Verification $1,928 N/A $99,990 $4,005

Miscellaneous N/A N/A N/A N/A
Total $644,452 $25,754| $2,227,436 $84,100

Generator kKW 80 N/A 1,368 N/A

Generator KkWh 528,904 N/A 10,716,550 N/A
Annual Dth N/A N/A N/A 3,627
Annual Dth/$M N/A N/A N/A 43,126
Participants 51 5 175 17
Participation as % of Segment 0.032% 0.005% 0.109% 0.016%
Modified TRC Test Ratio 0.86 N/A 2.75 2.00

C. Application Process

Segment Efficiency will be introduced primarily through the Company’s account managers to
commercial real estate customers. In most cases, the Company will leverage existing
relationships with this customer group to bring participants to the Program. Customers will
submit an application to enter the Program. Once the information is received, the CRE industry
expert will contact the customer to set up a phone interview and on-site walk-through.

There are three primary phases within the Program process:
e Preliminary Detailed Findings Report;

e Investment-Grade Engineering Study;
e Implementation Phase.
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In the preliminary phase, the Company’s commercial real estate partner and account manager
will interview the customer by phone and an engineer will visit the site for a building walk-
through. Customers receive a report with their building’s ENERGY STAR Benchmark Score,
Energy Systems Rating and an exhaustive list of energy conservation opportunities identified
within their buildings. This process typically will take three to four weeks following the on-site
walk through. The commercial real estate partner will bill the customer for the total report cost
of $7,000. Once the customer pays for the report, they will submit a study rebate application to
receive their 50% funding ($3,500) rebate from Public Service.

The customer, vendor and account manager will then determine the measures that will require
additional engineering analysis and/or a bid cycle. This process is extremely dependent on
customer resources and can take three to six months to execute. If the customer chooses to go
through the investment-grade engineering study, they will determine what vendor they’d like to
use, submit a study preapproval application with a project proposal, estimated energy savings,
and a study cost. Public Service will review the application and determine funding levels of 50%
of the cost of the study, not to exceed $20,000.

Upon completion of the engineering investigation, the team will review the financial and
building analysis and build an implementation plan to capture identified energy savings. Once
the customer pays for the study they will submit a study rebate application to receive their rebate.

Typically, customers will plan for a phased approach based on resource availability. In some
cases, customers will implement findings immediately based on the preliminary report. For
those requiring additional analysis, measures may not be implemented for 24 to 36 months
following Program enrollment. Customers will utilize our existing end-use Program rebate
applications to apply for implementation rebates.

D. Marketing Objectives, Goals, & Strategy

The commercial real estate sector was identified as the first target of the Segment Efficiency
Program because it presents unique challenges in the inherent complexity with landlord-tenant
lease and ownership issues. Primary customer research clearly indicates that commercial real
estate customers require sophisticated consultation and analysis to illustrate the energy and non-
energy benefits of conservation measures before they will act. Therefore, Public Service’s
marketing of this program will focus on addressing these barriers by providing a credible,
consistent message to customers.

In order to establish credibility with commercial real estate customers, Public Service will seek
out endorsements from trade partners such as the National Association of Industrial and Office
Properties (“NAIOP”) and the Building Owners and Managers Association (‘BOMA”). The
Segment Efficiency Program will be marketed through trade newsletters and events to members
of participating building organizations. Program awareness will be generated at multiple levels.
Account management, trade publications, trade relations managers and local associations such as
NAIOP and BOMA will be utilized.
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This program will:

Deliver cost-shared financial and engineering consultations, benchmarking, building
triage and related outreach/assessment activities.

Propose a specific call to action within the Program lifecycle to capitalize on additional
benefits such as a 30% incentive bonus for all measures that are implemented.

Provide instruction to Public Service program managers on how to optimize their
interaction with Segment Efficiency stakeholders and the trade allies that serve them.
Provide demonstration pilots of best practices.

Educate customers about energy efficiency technical assistance and financial incentive
programs with the goal of increasing uptake for these programs among this hard-to-reach
sector.

Table 27: Marketing Strategies Used in the Segment Efficiency Program

| Marketing Strategy Description

Program Collateral e Feature Sheet

e Frequently asked questions
o Sample preliminary report
e Program process flow chart

Newsletter Articles e Energy Solutions business newsletter

o Energy Exchange trade newsletter
e BOMA newsletter
o NAIOP newsletter

Direct Mail e Program introduction, benefits, and how to sign up.

Advertising e BOMA newsletter

e NAIOP newsletter
e Denver Business Journal
e CO Real Estate Journal

Customer Outreach o BOMA meetings

e NAIOP meetings

E.

Program-Specific Policies

The Segment Efficiency Program is open to commercial real estate buildings equal to or greater
than 50,000 square feet. The individual measures will follow end-use program guidelines and
policies.

F.

Stakeholder Involvement

Program Training Sessions:

The Account Management team will be trained on the Program and how to inform
customers of the opportunity.

Our energy efficiency engineers and program manager will train the commercial real
estate partner on our DSM program offerings. This training will ensure that the proper
rebate levels and payback information is on the final list of efficiency measures.
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e Our energy efficiency engineers and commercial real estate partner will train potential
investment-grade engineering study providers on the Program and our other DSM
offerings.

e Commercial real estate customers will be trained on the Program through BOMA and
NAIOP events as well as one-on-one with our account managers.

Bi-Weekly Status Meetings
e The program manager, energy efficiency engineer, commercial real estate partner, and
account managers will meet to review the status of all projects.
e The meetings will ensure that we are meeting customer needs and deadlines.
e The meetings will help us accurately forecast implementation measures to identify gaps
and make sure we are on track to meet goal.

G. Rebate Levels

The Segment Efficiency Program will provide financial incentives in the form of study subsidies
and rebates for the purchase of energy efficiency measures. Engineering studies will be
reimbursed at 50% of their cost. Measures will be rebated at end-use program levels with an
additional bonus of 30%.

H. Evaluation, Measurement & Verification Plan

The Commercial Real Estate Program manager, technical consultant, partner, and account
managers will meet bi-weekly to review the status of all projects. The bi-weekly meetings will
ensure that we are meeting customer needs and deadlines. The meetings will also help us
accurately forecast implementation measures to make sure we are on track to meet our goals.

All rebate applications are audited as rebates are received and as they are being issued. On the
front end, as rebates are received, all critical customer information, equipment eligibility and
proper rebate amounts are reviewed, validated, and corrected if inaccurate. The second step
takes place prior to the rebate being issued where Rebate Operations audits 100% of the rebate
applications to ensure that the information from the form was entered correctly into the tracking
database.

The M&V process for prescriptive measures is detailed in the M&V section of the Indirect
Segment of this Plan. Since rebates will be offered by the Segment Efficiency Program for
lighting, motors, cooling, and boilers prescriptive measures, the savings factors that will be
verified are detailed in those respective programs’ Deemed Savings Technical Assumptions
section. The M&V process for custom measures is detailed in the M&V section of the Indirect
Segment of this Plan. The Segment Efficiency Program will use the custom processes followed
for typical custom programs (lighting, motors, cooling, custom, and EMS) as well as the unique
M&V process for the Recommissioning Program.

120



L. Technical Assumptions

The Segment Efficiency Program will bundle prescriptive and custom rebates from Public
Service’s other DSM offerings into one project proposal. Because this program relies heavily on
the Company’s other DSM programs (including: Lighting Efficiency, Motor and Drive
Efficiency, Cooling Efficiency, Boiler Efficiency, Energy Management Systems, Custom
Efficiency, and Recommissioning), the forecasted technical assumptions are closely aligned with
other offerings in the portfolio.

Table 28: Source of Segment Efficiency Technical Assumptions

Measure

Source

Prescriptive:

Lighting

Actual commercial real estate projects in Minnesota

Motors

Actual commercial real estate projects in Minnesota

Cooling

Actual commercial real estate projects in Minnesota

Boilers

New Colorado Boiler Efficiency Program

Custom:

Lighting

Actual Custom Efficiency projects in Colorado

Motors

Actual Custom Efficiency projects in Colorado

Cooling

Actual Custom Efficiency projects in Colorado

EMS

Actual EMS projects in Colorado; Rebate based on Minnesota
program average payout of $319 per kW

Custom

Actual Custom Efficiency projects in Colorado

Recommissioning:

Actual Recommissioning projects in Colorado

Net savings goals include a net-to-gross factor of 89% in 2009 and 94% for 2010 for electric.
For gas, a net-to-gross factor of 97% was used for both 2009 and 2010. The net-to-gross factors
were determined utilizing the net-to-gross factors of the end uses listed above. The factors were
then weighted based on the amount of achievement we expect for each end use to come up with
an average program net-to-gross factor.
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» Self-Directed Custom Efficiency Program

A. Description

The Self-Directed Custom Efficiency Program (Self-Direct Program) will provide large
commercial and industrial electricity customers in Colorado the opportunity to self-fund energy
conservation projects at their facilities. Customers who engineer, implement, and commission
qualifying projects will receive rebates to offset their costs to implement efficient projects. The
dollar value of the rebates will be based on the amount of conservation attained. Because the
Self-Direct Program shares many of the features of the Custom Efficiency Program, it should be
viewed as a traditional self-direct program a custom program targeted towards a unique subset of
customers, as opposed to a traditional self-direct program.

Xcel Energy also offers a Self-Direct Program in New Mexico; other utilities offer, or plan to
offer, similar programs in Arizona, Montana, Oregon, Utah, Washington, Wisconsin, and
Wyoming. Participation in these programs is typically limited to large customers. During the
legal proceedings surrounding Public Service’s filing of the enhanced DSM program application,
the Commission accepted input related to the Company offering a Self-Direct DSM program. In
Decision No. C08-0560, the Commission directed Public Service to include a self-direct DSM
program in the 2009/2010 Biennial filing.

A fundamental principle and differentiating factor of the Self-Direct Program is that the
customer performs the majority of the design, engineering, measurement, verification, and
reporting work associated with the energy conservation projects. Large customers with energy
conservation resources may choose participate in the Self-Direct Program because they believe
that it is beneficial for them to perform more of the administrative activities, and in doing so,
receive a higher rebate over Public Service’s other DSM programs.

Participation in the Self-Direct Program will generally follow the sequence below. Public
Service prequalifies customers who are eligible for participation in the Self-Direct Program.
Once prequalified, a customer identifies the opportunity, then develops and submits a project
application. Public Service provides confirmation of application receipt, reviews the application,
and asks for additional information if necessary. Public Service notifies the customer of
approval or denial of the application, expected rebate, and mutually agreed on M&V plan. The
Customer can request a meeting to discuss Public Service’s decisions related to the application.

If the customer chooses to implement the measures, they sign a letter, which includes an M&V
plan, stating that they intend to implement the preapproved measures. After the customer signs
their letter of intent, they must conduct any pre-installation monitoring required in the M&V
plan, and submit the data to the Company. The Company must approve this data before the
customer may implement the efficiency measures. The customer then implements the measures
and performs follow-up monitoring as described in the M&V plan.

The customer then submits a project completion report. Public Service will review the report,

request any additional data, and calculate the final rebate. The rebate will be paid by check upon
completion of project and Public Service’s approval of project completion report.
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B. Budgets & Goals

The Company used the average savings from historical Custom Efficiency projects completed by
large Colorado customers to develop program budgets and goals for this Plan. The program is
expected to experience significant growth between 2009 and 2010. The majority of the budget
will go towards rebate dollars for customers.

Table 29: Self-Directed Custom Efficiency Program Budgets and Goals

2009 Electric| 2009 Gas |2010 Electric| 2010 Gas
Self-Directed Custom Efficiency Goal Goal Goal Goal
Budget
Planning & Design $7,500 N/A $4,000 N/A
Admin & Program Delivery $49,000 N/A $86,000 N/A
Ad, Promo, & Customer Ed. $11,800 N/A $4,000 N/A
Customer Incentives $280,000 N/A $560,000 N/A
Equipment & Installation N/A N/A N/A N/A
Measurement and Verification N/A N/A N/A N/A
Miscellaneous N/A N/A N/A N/A
Total $348,300 N/A $654,000 N/A
Generator kW 478 N/A 956 N/A
Generator KWh 2,182,451 N/A 4,364,903 N/A
Annual Dth N/A N/A N/A N/A
Annual Dth/SM N/A N/A N/A N/A
Participants 5 N/A 10 N/A
Participation as % of Segment 0.003% N/A 0.006% N/A
Modified TRC Test Ratio 4.46 N/A 4.73 N/A

C. Application Process

Customers are most likely to hear about the Self-Direct Program through their account managers.
Customers must be prequalified for participation in the Self-Direct Program before submitting a
Self-Direct project application. The customer is responsible for providing the Company with
justification for eligibility (prequalification) in the Self-Direct Program. The Company will
respond to a customer request for prequalification within 30 working days or other agreed on
period. Justification must include, but is not limited to, a list of the customer’s account numbers,
locations, and meter numbers to be aggregated.

Once prequalified, the customer will submit a project application for each Self-Direct project.
Self-Direct project applications may contain a single measure, or a combination of multiple
measures at a single or multiple locations. All energy conservation measures must be at
customer locations receiving electric service from the Company.
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D. Marketing Objectives, Goals, & Strategy

The Self-Direct Program will be marketed initially to large customers who have expressed an
interest in overseeing their own DSM program. Specifically, we will focus on those customers
who have participated in the Self-Direct Program development process. Other marketing efforts
will focus on customers based on their energy use, conservation potential, and in-house
experience and expertise with conservation projects.

E. Program-Specific Policies

The Self-Direct Program is open to Public Service commercial and industrial electric customers
who have an aggregated peak load of at least 2 MW in any single month and an aggregated
annual energy usage of at least 10 GWh. The customer of record must be the same for all
aggregated meters to qualify for this program. New customers or customers with new facilities
that demonstrate, to the satisfaction of the Company, predicted demand and usage above the
minimum requirements, may participate in the Self-Direct Program.

In the Commission’s Decision No. C08-0560, it was stated that each Self-Direct project must
have a TRC ratio greater than the TRC ratio for Public Service’s overall DSM portfolio. During
the Commission’s review of the Plan, the Settlement Parties recommended that the Commission
modify this policy to allow the Company to provide rebates for projects that meet eligibility
requirements and achieve a TRC Test ratio equal to or greater than one.

The TRC ratio for each application will be calculated based on the combination of all measures
proposed in the application. The customer will calculate a final project TRC ratio in the
completion report using the actual implementation costs, energy conservation data, non-energy
costs and/or benefits and the calculation methodology provided by the Company. The Company
will verify the final TRC for the completed project during the review of the project completion
report.

Participants in the Self-Direct Program will be allowed to participate in other conservation
programs offered by the Company, but may not be rebated for the same efficiency measure
through two different programs. Customers may enroll their new buildings in either the Self-
Direct Program or the New Construction Program, but not both. If the customer chooses to
participate in the Self-Direct Program for a new building project, the design work and energy
modeling shall follow the protocol established in the New Construction Program; however, the
customer will be required to perform the energy modeling internally, or pay for all energy
modeling costs. Rebate levels for new buildings participating in the Self-Direct Program are
described in Section H.

The Company understands that some of the information provided by customers to document
project assumptions and calculations may be of a sensitive nature. Specifically, operation and
maintenance (O&M) savings associated with implementation of a project may contain
information that the customer deems privileged. The Company will treat Participant O&M data
in accordance with Section 4 of the Stipulation and Settlement Agreement. Specifically, in the
absence of a written agreement signed by the Participant authorizing disclosure of the
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Participant’s operations and maintenance savings or expense data (“Participant O&M data™), all
such Participant O&M data shall be treated as proprietary and trade secret information that is
privileged and highly sensitive. Accordingly, the Company will use Participant O&M data to
evaluate the cost-effectiveness of all DSM projects and programs that use the Custom Efficiency
analysis process. Public Service will not include Participant O&M data in its incentive
calculations unless it has been authorized to disclose such data by written agreement.

The Company will only disclose the results, by cost category, of calculations made using the
privileged values, but not the values themselves, upon request by members of the Commission,
its Staff, or the Office of Consumer Counsel. The Company will provide the Participant 10
business-days notice of the place and time of the inspection and provide the opportunity for a
customer representative to be present during the inspection. The Company shall maintain a log
of the persons, dates, times and documents reviewed.

Within 45 days following the end of each quarter, the Company will provide a report to the
Commission, its Staff, and the Office of Consumer Counsel on the number and value of rebates
spent on measures whose cost effectiveness depends on the Participant O&M data. In addition,
based on the ALJ Decision No. R08-1243, this report will include the TRC calculations on the
Self-Directed Custom Efficiency projects approved by Public Service.

Incremental Costs

Incremental costs are all actual, incremental expenses reasonably incurred by a customer in
connection with the construction, installation, or implementation of an approved Self-Direct
project, including but not limited to equipment costs, engineering and consulting expenses, and
removal of old equipment. Incremental costs represent the cost incurred to achieve energy
efficiency levels that exceed industry standards or existing equipment efficiency based on
practices generally utilized by energy engineering professionals and/or reference to publicly
available resources for energy engineering.

Project Application
The format of the project application will be determined by the customer, but at a minimum,
must include the following components:

e Description of the customer including electric and gas rate classifications, business
activities at involved sites, roles of personnel involved in the project, history of and
expertise with conservation projects.

e Description of the proposed project(s) including technology, locations, implementation
schedule, expected measure life, how the projects fit into the customer’s operations, and a
description of previous implementations of similar technology or projects. The project
description should include product specification sheets, white papers, quotes from
vendors to validate cost estimates, and other supporting documentation. Self-Direct
project applications may contain a single measure, or a combination of multiple measures
at a single or multiple locations. All energy conservation measures must be at customer
locations receiving electric service from the Company.

e For new buildings, the application must contain computer energy modeling specific to the
planned building to forecast the base case and efficient energy use. Computer modeling
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should be in accordance with the protocol specified in the Energy Design Assistance
program.

Engineering calculations to forecast energy and demand savings, non-energy benefits and
costs, and the estimated rebate.

Benefit-cost calculations to determine the Total Resource Cost (TRC) Test, including a
discussion of the sensitivity of the TRC and payback to various inputs, and the perceived
accuracy of the inputs.

Description of the controls the customer will use to reduce the likelihood of project cost
and schedule overruns.

Description of the proposed monitoring activities that will be used to document demand
and energy savings. Pre- and post-installation metering and verification will be required
for all projects with predicted energy savings greater than 0.25 GWh unless the Company
and customer agree upon other methodology. The Company reserves the right to require
measurement and verification on projects of any size.

Any information reasonably requested by the Company to document and support the
application.

Project Completion Report

The format of the project completion report will be determined by the customer, but at a
minimum, it must include the following components:

F.

Description of all deviations from the application package including equipment
substitution, cost adjustments, operating procedures, etc.

Documentation of all actual costs incurred including invoices, internal labor, incremental
operation and maintenance costs, etc.

Raw monitoring results and engineering calculations to demonstrate actual energy and
demand savings based on monitoring results.

Requested rebate amount.

Any information reasonably requested by the Company to document and support the
completion report.

Stakeholder Involvement

Public Service reviewed similar programs and best practices from other utilities, and then
requested input from industry experts and some of our large customers to aid in development of
this program. The Company met with and/or received program input from representatives of
Southwest Energy Efficiency Project, the Governor’s Energy Office, Suncor USA, Lockheed
Martin, Coors Brewing Company, Anheuser-Bush, Ball Corporation, Air Liquide, Western
Metals Recycling, Metals Management, University of Denver, Johnson & Wales University,
Rocky Mountain Steel Mills, Kroger, and Wal-Mart. These groups were provided opportunities
to review drafts of the filing description and meet to discuss the proposed program. Comments
and discussions from these meetings were incorporated into the program proposed herein.
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G. Rebate Levels

Public Service will pay rebates based on the actual savings from a project, up to $525 per
customer kW or $0.10 per customer kWh. Rebates will be given for either peak demand or
energy savings for a project, not both, and will be limited to 50% of the incremental costs of the
project. Rebates will apply to new and long-term leased equipment, but not to used equipment.
The maximum lifetime and payback for a measure is limited to the lease duration. All measures
submitted in a Self-Direct application will be combined for calculation of financial tests and
rebate levels. Rebates will not be given for applications with expected paybacks of less than one
year or paybacks greater than fifteen years. Rebate levels will be adjusted downward so that no
project (with rebates included) has a payback less than one year. For rebate calculation
purposes, kW saved shall reflect the reduction in the customer’s peak demand (kW) as a result of
the energy efficient project. For rebate calculation purposed, kWh saved will be the annual kWh
saved as a result of the energy efficiency projects.

The expected rebate for the project will be communicated to the customer upon preapproval.
The final rebate amount will equal the preapproved rebate amount if the actual project costs and
energy/demand savings are within 10% of the estimated values and the TRC ratio for the
completed project meets the criteria stated above. If actual project costs, energy or demand
savings differ from the estimated values by more than 10%, the customer should include revised
calculations for the requested rebate in the project completion report. Customers may be
required to return their rebate, or a portion thereof, if the Commission determines that the
Company is not allowed to recover costs associated with the project.

H. Evaluation, Measurement & Verification Plan

The Self-Directed Custom Program has a unique M&V process that is detailed in the M&V
section of the Indirect Segment of this Plan. A comprehensive evaluation of the process and
impacts of this program's delivery processes, customer satisfaction, technical assumptions, and
net savings impacts will be completed in 2011.

I Technical Assumptions

Net-to-Gross

The net-to-gross assumption (90.6%) was developed based on the weighted average of the net-
to-gross factors determined for individual electric conservation technologies by Energy Efficient
Best Practices California. The weighting for technologies was based on Custom Efficiency
projects completed by large Colorado customers from 2006 to 2008.

Individual project technical assumptions will be provided by the customer in the application.

The customer will be responsible for developing, documenting, and supporting these
assumptions.
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> Small Business Lighting Program

A. Description

The Small Business Lighting Program will offer free lighting audits and attractive rebates for
lighting upgrades and special services to small and mid-sized business facilities with peak
demand of up to 400 kW in Colorado’s electric service territory. In addition to lighting, the
customer will be informed of other energy-saving opportunities available for rebates such as
heating, ventilation, cooling, motors, and recommissioning of their existing equipment. This
Program is considered a start-up program during 2009 and 2010 and, therefore, may not meet
cost-effectiveness thresholds. However, the Company will make every effort to run the Program
cost-effectively

This Program will be focused on saving energy through the installation of energy-efficient
lighting retrofits. The Program specifically targets barriers that often prevent small businesses
from investing in energy efficiency products, such as: limited financial resources and time,
limited knowledge of lighting products, and a lack of access to quality contractors. To address
these issues the Program will offer:

e Intensive outreach to bring the service to the customer, rather than relying on the
customer to seek it out;

e Simple, one-stop services that hold customer time requirements to a minimum;

e Computerized lighting audits and reporting systems that generate site-specific feedback
and reports;

e Objective recommendations backed by the credibility of Public Service; and

e Substantial incentives potentially combined with convenient and attractive financing.

A similar program currently exists in Minnesota, the One-Stop Efficiency Shop, administered by
the Center for Energy & the Environment (CEE). That Program has been offered to Xcel
Energy’s Minnesota customers since 2000 and has been quite successful in bringing lighting
efficiency to small businesses. Of note, the CEE One-Stop Efficiency Shop Program was
selected as a finalist for the 2005 Minnesota Environmental Initiative Award for Energy and
Climate Protection.

Public Service will issue a Request for Proposal to select a third-party administrator. The third-
party administrator will be responsible to provide a walk-through audit of facility focusing on the
lighting systems, provide a report with recommendations including level of potential energy
savings, serve as a liaison between the customer and the contractor during the retrofit, and
complete and submit all rebate paperwork.

The California “Best Practices Benchmarking for Energy Efficiency Programs” recognized
turnkey installations opportunities to non-residential customers, such as this Small Commercial
Lighting Program proposal, as a best practice. Although several of the programs mentioned
offered a range of measures (e.g., refrigeration and HVAC), lighting measures accounted for the
bulk of energy savings attributed to such programs.
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B. Budgets & Goals

Budgets

The budgets were developed based on costs from the first two years of the Minnesota Program.
Public Service reviewed the average cost per kW to arrive at the current projections for

Colorado. The largest budget driver in the Small Business Lighting Program is the lighting audit
because it is free to the customer. The Company has projected an increase in costs in 2010 to
accommodate increased participation.

Goals

Actual results of energy savings achievements including an average energy savings per customer
from CEE’s first two years of running the Minnesota Program were used to determine the
Colorado goals. The Minnesota Program is a good proxy because the market size is similar

between Minnesota and Colorado.

Table 30: Small Business Lighting Program Budgets and Goals

2009 Electric| 2009 Gas |2010 Electric| 2010 Gas
Small Business Lighting Goal Goal Goal Goal
Budget
Planning & Design $72,609 N/A $145,219 N/A
Admin & Program Delivery $408,914 N/A $1,780,874 N/A
Ad, Promo, & Customer Ed. $50,025 N/A $200,099 N/A
Customer Incentives $243.012 N/A $972.046 N/A
Equipment & Installation N/A N/A N/A N/A
Measurement and Verification $14,674 N/A $58,697 N/A
Miscellaneous N/A N/A N/A N/A
Total $789,234 N/A $3,156,935 N/A
Generator kW 316 N/A 1,264 N/A
Generator kWh 1,153,540 N/A 4,614,158 N/A
Annual Dth N/A N/A N/A N/A
Annual Dth/$M N/A N/A N/A N/A
Participants 50 N/A 200 N/A
Participation as % of Segment 0.031% N/A 0.125% N/A
Modified TRC Test Ratio 1.86 N/A 1.92 N/A

C. Application Process

Public Service will promote the Small Business Lighting Program through several channels,
including the Xcel Energy website, direct mail, email promotions and through the lighting trade.
Our Business Solutions Center is available for all business customers, particularly the small
business customers, who may need information on our rebate programs. Public Service also
expects that the third-party administrator hired for this Program will aggressively promote it to

increase participation.
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The Small Business Lighting Program does not require preapproval for participation. The
application process is similar to our Lighting Efficiency Program. The first step in the process is
to conduct a lighting audit at the customer’s facility. Public Service will request that third-party
administrator bidders include an explanation of how they plan to implement the lighting audit
within their proposals.

Customers may apply for rebates by completing the application and providing a detailed invoice
for the newly installed equipment. The customers may submit for a rebate after the equipment
has been purchased and installed. The replacement of fixtures for retrofit situations must be a
one-for-one replacement that will result in energy savings. The equipment must be new and
meet all the qualifications detailed on the application. After the customer has installed the
equipment, the application and invoice must be submitted to Public Service within twelve
months of the invoice date. Once the paperwork is completed and submitted, rebate checks will
be mailed to the customer as indicated on the application within six to eight weeks.

D. Marketing Objectives, Goals, & Strategy

The Small Business Lighting Program will be marketed primarily through the third-party
administrator who has not yet been selected. The administrator will be required to meet the
implementation goals for which they are contracted and will determine the marketing strategies
needed to meet them.

Public Service will also take lessons from the Minnesota program. The Center for Energy and
Environment has had a great deal of success in lining up audits through the use of telemarketing
and through referrals from contractors, customers, and Public Service staff. Over time, referrals
have become a significant portion of the audits and we would hope to have that same result with
the third-party administrator hired for the Colorado program.

The target customers for this service are small businesses of up to 400 kW annual average
demand. All market segments are eligible and the Program will be available to all customers.
Our Strategic Marketing group identified Small Business as a customer segment that has
historically had low participation in energy efficiency programs due to barriers such as:

e Lack of awareness of energy savings potential in lighting system upgrades;

e Lack of time to complete all the necessary steps to upgrade lighting system;

‘e Lack of capital to make lighting improvements;

e Uncertainty of value when facility is not owner-occupied; and

e Limited availability of qualified contractors due to small margins on small business
lighting projects.

Also, stakeholders and interested parties who participated in the Colorado Roundtable
recommended implementing a program of this type for our Colorado Small Business customers.
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Public Service will issue a request for proposal to hire a third-party administrator to implement
the Small Business Lighting Program and will act as the contract administrator. The following
guidelines will be provided to bidders:

e Customer is to receive a free lighting audit when they agree to participate in the Program;

e Third-party administrator will look for other energy savings opportunities during the
audit and, at a minimum, make customers aware of other rebate opportunities;

e Third-party administrator will build a network of qualified contractors, approved by
Public Service, to aid the customer in implementation of lighting retrofits;

e Third-party administrator will serve as a liaison between the customer and the contractor;
and

e Third-party administrator will follow up with the customer to ensure that recommended
measures get implemented and assist the customer as needed to hire a contractor and
apply for rebates.

E. Program-Specific Policies
There are no program-specific policies identified at this time.
F. Stakeholder Involvement

The third-party administrator will have considerable importance in the success of the Program.
They will be the face of Public Service to the Program participants. The Company will request
that bidders for this Program address how they will engage all stakeholders in the design and
implementation of this Program. For example, the administrator might propose to contact the
Chambers of Commerce in cities within Public Service’s service territory and invite them to a
meeting regarding the program.

Lighting contractors will be an important part of the program as they will not only be doing the
lighting retrofits, but will also help market the Program to customers. Public Service will
encourage the third-party administrator to develop a list of qualified contractors available for
program participants. The contractors on this list will have a vested interest in the program’s
success, as they will benefit from the work generated by the audits.

G. Rebate Levels

Prescriptive rebates will be paid based on technologies listed in the Lighting Efficiency Program.
H. Evaluation, Measurement & Verification Plan

All rebate applications are audited with a two-step process. On the front-end, as rebates are
received, all critical customer information, equipment eligibility and proper rebates amounts are
reviewed, validated, and corrected if inaccurate. The second step takes place prior to the rebate

being issued where Rebate Operations audits 100% of the rebate applications to ensure that the
information from the form was entered correctly into the tracking database.
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The M&V process for prescriptive measures is detailed in the M&V section of the Indirect
Segment of this report. The savings factors that will be verified for the Small Business Lighting
Program are detailed in the Lighting Efficiency Program’s Deemed Savings Technical
Assumptions section.

Public Service will require the following data to be provided by the third-party administrator as
part of an annual report: number of audits completed, number of jobs installed, total demand
kW) savings, total energy (kWh) savings, total rebates paid, and audit costs.

I. Technical Assumptions

Public Service will use an initial net-to-gross factor of 100% for the Small Business Lighting
Program, as the Small Business segment has not historically completed energy efficiency
projects on their own, according to an analysis of this customer segment by the Company’s
internal Strategic Marketing department.

Energy savings used in the forecasted technical assumptions are based on actual reported savings
in 2000 and 2001 (the first two years of the Minnesota Program) for the Center for Energy and
Environment’s One-Stop Efficiency Shop. In the Colorado Program, actual savings will be
based on deemed savings for lighting lamps and fixtures.
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» Standard Offer Program

A. Description

The Standard Offer Program will allow business customers to identify conservation opportunities
and develop a bundled package of conservation measures to be implemented. The program will
offer funding for customers to receive a technical energy audit and provide rebates to help offset
the cost of implementation. This is considered a start-up program during 2009 and 2010 and,
therefore, may not meet cost-effectiveness thresholds. However, the Company will make every
effort to run the Program cost-effectively.

The initial phase of the Standard Offer Program will involve completion of a technical energy
audit. The audit is typically performed by an Energy Service Company (ESCO), but also may be
performed by the customer. A list of prequalified auditors is available through the Governor’s
Energy Office. The audit will follow the format established by GEO.15 It will provide the
customer with a final report detailing the energy conservation opportunities, financial analysis,
and potential funding mechanisms. Additionally, the audit report will provide a summary page,
which will detail the technical inputs required for the project benefit-cost analysis.

The Standard Offer Program is intended to serve customers with limited financial and human
resources who have conservation potential. There are many key aspects of the Program that
differentiate it from our other DSM offerings, which were developed specifically to address this
group of customers. This Program, along with GEO support and prequalification of ESCOs,
adds credibility to performance contracting as a method to implement conservation projects for
customers who are locked into capital and operating budgets for long periods into the future.
These customers typically do not have qualified internal personnel available to identify, develop,
and implement the conservation projects. The Standard Offer Program can support these
customers with financial resources and a framework for conservation to pursue these
opportunities internally, or alternatively, Standard Offer is designed to align with the typical
process of implementing conservation measures using an ESCO. Specifically, bundling
measures together, and determining savings for the comprehensive project based on actual M&V
data aligns this Program with typical performance contracts.

Public Service will provide a rebate of 50% of the technical energy audit cost if the customer
agrees to implement the bundled conservation measures. Study funding at 50% for the Standard
Offer Program is lower than study funding for other DSM programs because some of the work to
generate the technical energy audit focuses on measures and technologies that fall outside of the
scope of the Company’s DSM programs. Public Service will also rebate a portion of the
incremental costs to implement the recommended measures.

The Standard Offer Program provides customers with an opportunity to identify and implement a
comprehensive package of cost effective efficiency measures whether they have internal
resources and funding or they want to use outside resources such as those from an ESCO. The

15 GEO Technical Energy Audit & Project Proposal Contract, Scope of Work, (Exhibit A), Section 7.
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Program differs from Public Service’s other DSM offerings in that it allows customers to work
with Energy Service Companies if desired. By doing so, customers are open to alterative
funding mechanisms for their conservation projects that may not be available through the
Company’s other programs. The technical energy audit used in this Program is an investment
grade audit, which can be used by the customer to secure internal or external funding for the
project. Additionally, bundling individual measures into comprehensive projects minimizes
required Company and customer resources, and increases the size of the projects, which draws
more interest from contractors, equipment suppliers and ESCOs.

Public Service anticipates that the majority of participants in the Standard Offer Program will
utilize ESCOs to perform the technical energy audit as well as to implement the bundled project
using a performance contract. Performance contracting has been used in Colorado for many
years, however it has not historically been supported by the GEO and Public Service at the levels
proposed. We therefore anticipate significant growth for this contracting mechanism, which will
allow entities with capital constraints to implement conservation measures.

B. Budget & Goals

Budget
The majority of the budget will provide rebate dollars to customers. Of the budget proposed for

customer rebates, it is estimated that approximately one third will be study rebates and the
remaining two thirds will be implementation rebates.

Goals

Public Service worked with GEO and the Colorado Energy Services Coalition to develop
estimated participation rates for the Standard Offer Program. The Program is expected to
experience significant growth between 2009 and 2010. The Company used the average savings
from historical projects completed by government and education customers under the Colorado
and Minnesota Custom Efficiency Programs to develop program budgets and goals for the
Biennial Plan.
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Table 31: Standard Offer Program Budgets and Goals
2009 Electric| 2009 Gas |2010 Electric| 2010 Gas
Standard Offer Goal Goal Goal Goal
Budget

Planning & Design $20,000 $1,000 $5,000 N/A
Admin & Program Delivery $133,600 $11,000 $257,600 $16,000

Ad, Promo, & Customer Ed. $19,000 N/A $28,000 N/A
Customer Incentives $533,600 $9,000f $1,219,200 $18,000

Equipment & Installation N/A N/A N/A N/A

Measurement and Verification N/A N/A N/A N/A

Miscellaneous N/A N/A N/A N/A
Total $706,200 $21,000| $1,509.800 $34,000

Generator kW 813 N/A 1,625 N/A

Generator KWh 1,766,186 N/A 3,532,372 N/A
Annual Dth N/A 473 N/A 1,890
Annual Dth/SM N/A 22,503 N/A 55,597
Participants 24 12 48 24
Participation as % of Segment 0.015% 0.011% 0.030% 0.022%
Modified TRC Test Ratio 2.50 1.35 2.53 1.93

C. Application Process

Due to the comprehensive nature of the Standard Offer Program, Public Service expects the sales
and completion cycle to range from 12 to 24 months. The Standard offer Program will be
marketed through the account managers, as well as supported by the GEO. The Standard Offer

process follows these steps:

1. The customer signs an intent document with Public Service rebate clause included.
For public sector projects (schools, government buildings), the intent document is a

Memorandum of Understanding between the customer and GEO. For private sector
clients, it is a letter of intent signed by Public Service and the customer.

GEO, ESCO (if selected), or Public Service representative performs a walkthrough of

the customer’s building(s). The walk through identifies potential projects, and
evaluates the approximate conservation potential for each building.

3. The customer selects an ESCO to perform the technical energy audit or decides to
perform the audit internally.

4. The ESCO or customer applies to Public Service for pre-approval for the technical
energy audit rebate.

5. If the customer is using an ESCO to perform the technical energy audit, a contract to
perform the audit is signed by the ESCO and the customer.
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6. The draft technical energy audit, including identified energy conservation measures is
’ submitted to Public Service, reviewed by all applicable parties, and discussed to
determine which measures will be implemented.

7. The technical energy audit is revised to reflect measures to be implemented, finalized,
and submitted to Public Service. Public Service determines the project
implementation rebate.

8. If the customer is using an ESCO to implement the measures, a construction contract
is executed between the ESCO and the customer. If the customer is not using an
ESCO to implement the measures, a letter of intent to implement the measures is
signed by the customer and Public Service.

9. Public Service issues technical energy audit study rebate.

10. Initial M&V activities are performed, the measures are implemented, follow-up M&V
activities are performed, and the customer sends their rebate application (including
M&V data and calculations) to Public Service.

11. Public Service verifies the implementation, determines actual savings, and issues the
measure implementation rebate based on the M&V results.

12. Annually, the ESCO or a third-party performs M&V and submits data and results to
the customer, Public Service, and GEO. Public Service reviews the M&V report to
confirm the annual savings and verifies that savings are appropriate to rebate paid.
Additional rebates are paid for performance above the rebated conservation;
alternatively, the customer refunds rebates if the actual savings are below the
originally rebated savings.

D. Marketing Objectives, Goals, & Strategy

Public Service will rely on the Governor’s Energy Office and participating Energy Service
Companies to market this Program to customers. The Company expects that state and local
governments, school districts and higher education institutions will be particularly interested in
this Program. Additionally, Public Service will work with pre-qualified ESCOs to identify
conservation opportunities with the Standard Offer Program outside of the public sector
buildings. To supplement the efforts of the GEO and ESCOs, Public Service plans to offer
training seminars to ESCOs, as well as targeted customer groups such as school administrators
and government buildings staff. Additional communication formats including newsletters and
direct maijling may be used to increase customer awareness.
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E. Program-Specific Policies
The customer may perform the technical energy audit using a pre-qualified ESCO, or internally.

Public Service will not rebate for measures identified through the technical energy audit that are
outside of the scope of the Company’s DSM program offerings. For example, although the audit
may identify the installation of a solar photovoltaic system as a worthwhile investment, this type
of measure is not rebated through Public Service’s DSM programs, and therefore will not be
covered under the Standard Offer Program. Standard Offer implementation rebates will not be
provided for these measures. These measures may however be eligible for rebates under

“alternate Public Service programs, such as Solar*Rewards. Public Service will identify these
opportunities during the technical energy audit review process, and provide assistance with the
appropriate supplemental Public Service rebate application process.

All measures agreed to in the final audit and construction contract/letter of intent will be
evaluated together as one bundled project. The benefit-cost analysis and rebate amount will be
calculated on the aggregated incremental costs and savings of the bundled project. Prescriptive
rebates will not be issued for measures implemented in the Standard Offer Program. Instead,
predicted and actual energy and demand reductions (measured through M&V) will be used to
determine the rebate amount. For example, installation of a variable frequency drive on a 10 hp
motor would not be issued a rebate based on the Motor & Drive Efficiency Program prescriptive
dollars per horsepower standard. Rather, predicted and actual savings from the installation of the
drive would be measured and calculated as part of the entire package of implemented measures.
The amount of the rebate for the bundled project would be calculated based on the methodology
described in section H, Rebate Levels.

Measurement and Verification plans will be required for all Standard Offer projects. M&V
should continue for a minimum of three years, or for the duration of the performance contract, if
used, which ever is longer.

F. Stakeholder Involvement

Public Service met on multiple occasions with the Governor’s Energy Office and the Colorado
Energy Services Coalition in developing the Standard Offer Program. Going forward, GEO will
play a significant role in challenging schools, higher education institutions, state, and local
governrhent building participation. Additionally, the ESCO community, customers, and the
GEO will provide valuable feedback through discussions with the product portfolio manager on
possible program improvements.

G. Rebate Levels

Public Service will offer two main types of rebates in the Standard Offer Program. Study rebates
will be given to offset a portion of the cost for the technical energy audit, and implementation
rebates will be given based on actual energy and demand reductions to offset a portion of the
incremental costs to implement the bundled project. The combination of study and
implementation rebates are intended to encourage conservation projects, especially in
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educational and government buildings where peak demand may not correlate with system wide
peak demand, and annual operating hours may vary significantly from project to project.

Study rebates will be provided for preapproved technical energy audits at 50% of the cost up to
$0.10 per square foot for standard buildings. For non-standard buildings, Public Service will
provide study rebates up to 50% of the technical energy audit cost, up to a limit identified in the
pre-approval letter. Study rebates for customers performing their own technical energy audit will
be given at $0.10 per square foot.

Implementation rebates apply to new and long-term leased equipment, but not to used
equipment. The maximum lifetime and payback for a measure is limited to the lease duration.
Rebate levels are based on actual savings up to $250 per kW saved and $0.05 per annual kWh
saved. Rebates will be provided to Public Service Company of Colorado retail gas customers for
gas conservation projects up to $7.00 per annual dekatherm. All implementation rebates will be
limited to 60% of incremental costs. Rebates will not be given for bundled projects with
expected paybacks of less than one year. Rebate levels will be adjusted downward so that no
bundled project (with rebates included) has a payback less than one year. Rebates will not be
given for projects with expected paybacks of more than fifteen years. For rebate calculation
purposes, the demand savings shall reflect the reduction in the customer’s peak demand (kW) as
a result of the energy efficient project. For rebate calculation purposes, energy savings will be
the annual kWh saved as a result of the energy efficiency project. For rebate calculation
purposed, dekatherms saved will be the annual dekatherms saved as a result of the energy
efficiency project.

Implementation rebate levels will be calculated based on the initial M&V results for the bundled
project specified in the construction contract/letter of intent. M&V data from each year will be
reviewed to determine if the implementation rebate amount was appropriate. Additional rebate
will be given if the actual conservation is greater than 110% of the conservation calculated for
the implementation rebate. Conversely, if the actual savings are less than 90% of the estimated
savings, the customer will be required to return the portion of the rebate commensurate with any
rebated savings above the actual measured savings.

H. Evaluation, Measurement & Verification Plan

The Standard Offer Program has a unique M&V process that is detailed in the M&V section of
the Indirect Segment of the Plan.

I Technical Assumptions

Net-to-Gross

The net-to-gross assumptions were developed based on referenced values for the conservation
technologies adjusted to account for the existing conservation projects being completed by the
ESCO community in Colorado. The weighted average net-to-gross factor (85.5%) was
calculated based on the predicted mix of technologies determined for individual electric
conservation technologies in the California “Best Practices Benchmarking for Energy Efficiency
Programs”. The gas net-to-gross value (93%) was assumed using one half of the electric free-
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rider factor. This is the first exposure for the Colorado market to gas energy conservation
measures. (Gas measures are typically more difficult to market and install, therefore less
measures would be implemented without Public Service incentive programs. The predicted
value will be used for calculation of 2009 and 2010 actual results, and the predicted value will be
revised for the 2011/2012 Plan based on the actual results from 2009/2010 Plan.

General Assumptions

The forecasted technical assumptions used to estimate savings for this Program were derived
from historical Custom Efficiency projects from education and government customers in
Colorado. Project-specific assumptions will be presented in the technical energy audit for each
project.
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2009 Electric Benefit-Cost Analysis per Customer kW

Input Summary and Totals

Rate  Modified Total Program Inputs per Customer kW
Participant  Utility Impact Resource Lifetime (Weighted on Generator kWh) A 18 years
Test Test Test Test Annual Hours B 8760
(3/kW) (3/kW) ($/kW) ($/kW) Gross Customer kW [¢ 1 kW
System Benefits (Aroided Costs) Generator Peak Coincidence Factor D 82.36%
Generation Capacity $1,318 $1,318 $1,318 Gross Load Factor at Customer E 42.81%
Transmission & Distribution Capacity $269 $269 $269 Net-to-Gross (Energy) F 92.2%
Marginal Energy $2,555 $2,555 $2,555 Net-to-Gross (Demand) G 93.1%
Avoided Emissions (CO2, SOx) $666 $666 $666 Transmission Loss Factor (Energy) 1 6.39%
Subtotal $4,809 $4,809 $4,809 Transmission Loss Factor (Demand) I 6.39%
Non-Energy Benefits Adder (10%) $481 MTRC Net Benefit (Cost) J $3,962
Subtotal $4,809 $4,809 $5,290 MTRC Non-Energy Benefit Adder K $481 .
Other Benefits Net coincident kW Saved at Generator (DxCxG)/(1-1) 0.8188 kW
Participant Rebates and Incentives $396 $396 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer  (BxExC) 3,750 kWh
Vendor Incentives $0 Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExCxF) 3,459 kWh
Incremental Capital Savings $0 $0 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator (BxExCxF)/(1-H) 3,695 kWh
Incremental O&M Savings $4 $3
Subtotal $401 $399 Program Summary per Participant ) i
Reduction in Sales Revenne Gross kW Saved at Customer L 12.69 kW
Electric $3,048 $2,811 Net comncident kW Saved at Generator  (GxL)xD/(1-1) 10.39 kW
Subtotal $3,048 $2,811 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExL) 47,572 kWh
Utility Program Costs Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (Fx{BxExL)) 43,877 kWh
Program Planning & Design $25 $25 $25 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator (Fx(BxExL))/(1-1) 46,872 kWh
Administration & Program Delivery $171 $171 $171
Advertising/Promotion/Customer Ed $52 $52 $52 Program Summary All Participants
Participant Rebates and Incentives $396 $396 $396 Total Participants M 2,483
Equipment & Installation $0 $0 $0 Total Budget N $21,520,457
Measurement and Verification $39 $39 $39 Gross kW Saved at Customer (MxL) 31,501 kW
Miscellaneous $0 $0 $0 Net coincident kW Saved at Generator ((GxL)xD/(1-1))xM 25,793 kW
Subtotal $683 $683 $683 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExL)xM 118,132,336 kWh
Participant Costs Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (Fx(BxExL))xM 108,957,041 kWh
Incremental Capital Costs $1,128 $1,044 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator ((Fx(B xE xL))/(1-H))xM 116,394,660 kWh
Incremental O&M Costs $0 $0 TRC Net Benefits with Adder (MxLxJ) $124,795,596
Subtotal $1,128 $1,044 TRC Net Benefits without Adder (MxLx(J-K)) $109,647,978
Total Benefits $3,449 $4,800 $4,800 $5,089
Total Costs $1,128 $683 $3,495 $1,727 Utility Program Cost per kWh Lifetime $0.0102
Net Benefit (Cost) $2,321 $4,125 $1,314 $3,962 Utility Program Cost per kW at Gen $834
Benefit/Cost Ratio 3.06 7.04 1.38 329 Participant Payback with Rebate 4.3 years

Note: Dollar values represent present value of smpacts accumulated over the lifetime of the measures.

Participant Payback without Rebate

6.7 years
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Gas Benefit-Cost Analysis per One Gross Dth/Yr

Rate Modified Total
Participant  Utility Impact Resource
Test Test Test Test
($/Dth-yr) ($/Dth-yr) ($/Dth-yr) ($/Dth-yr)

Input Summary and Totals

Program Assumptions:

System Benefits (Avoided Costs)

Lifetime (Weighted on Dth) A 17.34 years

Net-to-Gross (Weighted on Dth) B 94.54%
Net-to-Gross (Weighted on Incremental Capital) C 95.10%
Program Totals:

Participants D 264

Average Net Dth/Yr Saved E 299.6

Total Dth/Yr Saved F 79,100

Utility Costs per Net Dth/Yr G $15.29
Net Benefit (Cost) per Gross Dth/Yr H $73.09
Non-Energy Benefits Adder per Gross Dth/Yr 1 $4.83
Annual Dth/$M ($IM/ G) 65,394

Total Utility Budget (GxF) $1,209,587
Total MTRC Net Benefits with Adder (FxH) $6,115,126
Total MTRC Net Benefits without Adder (H-1)xF $5,710,913
Utility Program Cost per Net Dth Lifetime (G/A) $0.88
Participant Payback with Rebate 2.0 years

Participant Payback without Rebate 2.5 years

Commodity Cost Reduction $90.83 $90.83 $90.83
Variable Q&M Savings $0.46 $0.46 $0.46
Demand Savings $5.33 $5.33 $5.33
Subtotal $96.63 $96.63 $96.63
Emissions and Non-Energy Benefits Adder (5%%5) $4.83
Subtotal $96.63 $96.63 $101.46
Other Benefits
Participant Rebates and Incentives $5.24 $5.24
Vendor Incentives $0.00
Incremental Capital Savings $0.00 $0.00
Incremental O&M Savings $10.33 $9.61
Subtotal $15.58 $14.85
Reduction in Saler Revenue
Gas $114.22 $108.15
Subtotal $114.22 $108.15
Utility Program Costs
Program Planning & Design $0.86 $0.86 $0.86
Administration & Program Delivery $5.66 $5.66 $5.66
Advertising/Promotion/Customer Ed $1.82 $1.82 $1.82
Participant Rebates and Incentives $5.24 $5.24 $5.24
Equipment & Installation $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Measurement & Verification $0.87 $0.87 $0.87
Miscellaneous $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Subtotal $14.46 $14.46 $14.46
Participant Costs
Incremental Capital Costs $30.24 $28.76
Incremental Q&M Costs $0.00 $0.00
Subtotal $30.24 $28.76
Total Benefits $129.80 $96.63 $96.63 $116.31
Total Costs $30.24 $14.46 $122.61 $43.22
Net Benefit (Cost) $99.56 $82.17  $25.99 $73.00
Benefit/ Cost Ratio 4.29 6.68 0.79 2.69

Note: Dollar values represent present value of impacts accumulated over the lifetime of the measures.
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2010 Electric Benefit-Cost Analysis per Customer kW

Rate Modified Total

Input Summary and Totals

Program Inputs per Customer kW

Participant  Utility Impact Resource Lifetime (Weighted on Generator kWh) A 18 years
Test Test Test Test Annual Hours B 8760
($/kW) (3/kW) ($/kW) ($/kW) Gross Customer kW ¢ 1 kW
System Benefits (Aroided Costs) Generator Peak Coincidence Factor D 82.05%
Generation Capacity $1,360 $1,360 $1,360 Gross Load Factor at Customer E 44.72%,
Transmission & Distribution Capacity $272 $272 $272 Net-to-Gross (Energy) F 92.4%
Marginal Energy $2,653 $2,653 $2,653 Net-to-Gross (Demand) G 93.1%
Avoided Emissions (CO2, SOx) $780 $780 $780 Transmission Loss Factor (Energy) u 6.39%
Subtotal $5,066 $5,066 $5,066 Transmission Loss Factor (Demand) 1 6.39%
Non-Energy Benefits Adder (10%) $507 MTRC Net Benefit (Cost) J $4,245
Subtotal $5,066 $5,066 $5,572 MTRC Non-Energy Benefit Adder K $507
Other Benefits Net coincident kW Saved at Generator (DxCxGY/(1-1) 0.8159 kW
Participant Rebates and Incentives $410 $410 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExC) 3,918 kWh
Vendor Incentives $0 Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExCxF) 3,620 kWh
Incremental Capital Savings $0 $0 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator (BxExCxF)/(1-H) 3,867 kWh
Incremental O&M Savings $84 $69
Subtotal §494 §479 Program Summary per Participant
Rednction in Sajes Revenne Gross kW Saved at Customer L 1471 kW
Electric $3,166 $2,925 Net coincident kW Saved at (Generator (GxLyxD/(1-1) 12.00 kW
Subtotal $3,166 $2,925 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExL) 57,625 kWh
Utility Program Costs Net Annual KWh Saved at Customer (Fx(BxExL)) 53,243 kWh
Program Planning & Design $20 $20 $20 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator (Fx(BxExL))/(1-1) 56,877 kWh
Administration & Program Delivery $191 $191 $191
Advertising/Promotion/Customer Ed $87 $87 $87 Program Summary All Participants
Participant Rebates and Incentives $410 $410 $410 Total Participants M 2,921
Equipment & Installation $0 $0 $0 Total Budget N $32,191,888
Measurement and Verification $41 $41 41 Gross kW Saved at Customer (MxL) 42,964 kW
Miscellaneous $0 $0 $0 Net coincident kW Saved at Generator ((GxL)xD/(1-1))xM 35,053 kW
Subtotal $749 $749 $749 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExL)xM 168,323,722 kWh
Participant Costs Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (Fx(BxExL))xM 155,521,797 kWh
Incremental Capital Costs $1,145 $1,058 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator ((Fx(B xE xL))/(1-H))xM 166,138,016 kWh
Incremental Q&M Costs $0 $0 TRC Net Benefits with Adder (MxLx]J) $182,371,268
Subtotal $1,145 $1,058 TRC Net Benefits without Adder (MxLx(J-K)) $160,606,913
Total Benelits $3,660 55,066 $5,066 $6,051
Total Costs $1,145 $749 $3,674 $1,807 Utitity Program Cost per kWh Lifetime $0.0108
Net Benefit (Cost) $2,515 $4,316 $1,392 $4,245 Utility Program Cost per kW at Gen $918
Benefit/Cost Ratio 3.20 6.76 1.38 3.35 Participant Payback with Rebate 4.1 years

Note: Dollar values represent present value of impacts accumulated over the lifetime of the measures.

Participant Payback without Rebate

6.4 years
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Gas Benefit-Cost Analysis per One Gross Dth/Yr

Rate Modified Total
Participant  Utility Impact Resource
Test Test Test Test
($/Dth-yr) ($/Dth-yr) ($/Dth-yr) ($/Dth-yr)

Input Summary and Totals

Program Assumptions:

Syatem Benefits (Avoided Costs)

Lifetime (Weighted on Dth) A 17.31 years

Net-to-Gross (Weighted on Dth) B 94.64%
Net-to-Gross (Weighted on Incremental Capital) C 95.17%
Program Totals:

Participants D 297

Average Net Dth/Yr Saved E 326.5

Total Dth/Yr Saved F 96,956

Utility Costs per Net Dth/Yr G $15.53
Net Benefit (Cost) per Gross Dth/Yr H $79.35
Non-Energy Benefits Adder per Gross Dth/Yr I §4.84
Annual Dth/$M $1M/ G) 64,400

Total Utility Budget (GxF) $1,505,522
Total MTRC Net Benefits with Adder (¥ xI) $8,129,177
Total MTRC Net Benefits without Adder (H-1)xF $7,633,709
Utility Program Cost per Net Dth Lifetime (G/A) $0.90
Participant Payback with Rebate 1.9 years

Participant Payback without Rebate 2.5 years

Commodity Cost Reduction $90.92 $90.92 $90.92
Variable O&M Savings $0.46 $0.46 $0.46
Demand Savings $5.34 $5.34 $5.34
Subtotal $96.72 $96.72 $96.72
Emissions and Non-Energy Benefits Adder (5%%) $4.84
Subtotal $96.72 $96.72 $101.56
Other Benefits
Participant Rebates and Incentives $4.86 $4.86
Vendor Incentives $0.00
Incremental Capital Savings $0.00 $0.00
Incremental O&M Savings $17.21 %16.01
Subtotal $22.07 $20.87
Reduction in Sales Revenue
Gas $114.52 $108.47
Subtotal $114.52 $108.47
Utility Program Costs
Program Planning & Design §0.97 $0.97 $0.97
Administration & Program Delivery $4.17 $4.17 $4.17
Advertising/Promotion/Customer Ed $3.75 $3.75 $3.75
Participant Rebates and Incentives $4.86 $4.86 $4.86
Equipment & Installation $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Measurement & Verification $0.95 $0.95 $0.95
Miscellancous $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Subtotal $14.69 $14.69 $14.69
Participant Costs
Incremental Capital Costs $29.83 $28.38
Incremental O&M Costs $0.00 §0.00
Subtotal $29.83 $28.38
Total Benefits $136.59 $96.72 $96.72 $122.43
Total Costs $29.83 $14.69 $123.16 $43.08
Net Bencfit (Cost) $106.77 $82.03 -$26.44 $79.35
Benefit/Cost Ratio 4.58 6.58 0.79 2.84

Note: Dollar values represent present value of impacts accumulated over the lifetime of the measures.
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Gas Benefit-Cost Analysis per One Gross Dth/Yr

Input Summary and Totals

Program Assumptions:

Lifetime (Weighted on Dth) 18.57 years

Net-to-Gross (Weighted on Dth) B 97.00%
Net-to-Gross (Weighted on Incremental Capital) [ 95.80%
Program Totals:

Participants D 146

Average Net Dth/Yr Saved E 216.8

Total Dth/Yr Saved F 31,650

Utility Costs per Net Dth/Yr G $15.03
Net Benefit (Cost) per Gross Dth/Yr H $72.20
Non-Energy Benefits Adder per Gross Dth/Yr 1 $5.16
Annual Dth/$M $1M/ G) 66,514

Total Utility Budget (GxF) $475,834
Total MTRC Net Benefits with Adder (FxH) $2,355,668
Total MTRC Net Benefits without Adder (H-1)xF $2,187,224
Utility Program Cost per Net Dth Lifetime (G/A) $0.81
Participant Payback with Rebate 1.9 years

Participant Payback without Rebate 2.5 years

Rate Modified Total
Participant ~ Utility Impact Resource
Test Test Test Test
($/Dth-yr) ($/Dth-yr) ($/Dth-yr) ($/Dth-yr)
System Benefity (Avoided Costs)
Commodity Cost Reduction $97.11 $97.11 $97.11
Variable O&M Savings $0.49 $0.49 $0.49
Demand Savings $5.65 $5.65 $5.65
Subtotal $103.25 $103.25 $103.25
Emissions and Non-Energy Benefits Adder (5%0) $5.16
Subtotal $103.25 $103.25 $108.41
Otbher Benefits
Participanf Rebates and Incentives $6.85 $6.85
Vendor Incentives $0.00
Incremental Capital Savings $0.00 $0.00
Incremental O&M Savings $0.00 $0.00
Subtotal $6.85 $6.85
Reduction tn Sales Rerenue
Gas $119.13 $115.56
Subtotal $119.13 $115.56
Utility Program Costs
Program Planning & Design $1.67 $1.67 $1.67
Administration & Program Delivery $3.92 $3.92 $3.92
Advertising/Promotion/Customer Ed $1.42 $1.42 $1.42
Participant Rebates and Incentives $6.85 $6.85 $6.85
Equipment & Installation $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Measurement & Verification §0.72 $0.72 $0.72
Miscellaneous $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Subtotal $14.58 $14.58 $14.58
Participant Costs
Incremental Capital Costs $29.73 $28.48
Incremental O&M Costs $0.00 $0.00
Subtotal $29.73 $28.48
Total Benefits $125.98 $103.25 $103.25 $115.26
Total Costs $29.73 $14.58 $130.14 $43.06
Net Benefit (Cost) $96.25 $88.67 -$26.89 $72.20
Benefit/Cost Ratio 4.24 7.08 0.79 2.68

Note: Dollar values represent present value of impacts accumulated over the lifetime of the measures.
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Gas Benefit-Cost Analysis per One Gross Dth/Yr Input Summatry and Totals
Rate Modified Total Program Assumptions:
Participant ~ Utility Impact Resource Lifetime (Weighted on Dth) A 18.57 years
Test Test Test Test Net-to-Gross (Weighted on Dth) B 97.00%
($/Dth-yr) ($/Dth-yr) ($/Dth-yr) ($/Dth-yr) Net-to-Gross (Weighted on Incremental Capital) C 95.80%
Systent Benefits (Avoided Costs)
Commodity Cost Reduction $97.30 $97.30 $97.30 Program Totals:
Variable O&M Savings $0.49 $0.49 $0.49 Participants D 146
Demand Savings $5.65 $5.65 $5.65 Average Net Dth/Yr Saved E 216.8
Subtotal $103.44 $103.44 $103.44 Total Dth/Yr Saved F 31,650
Enussions and Non-Energy Benefits Adder (5%%) $5.17 Utility Costs per Net Dth/Yr G $17.54
Subtotal $103.44 $103.44 $108.61 Net Benefit (Cost) per Gross Dth/Yr H $69.96
Otber Benefits Non-Energy Benefits Adder per Gross Dth/Yr I $5.17
Participant Rebates and Incentives $6.85 $6.85 Appual Dth/$M $IM/ G) 57,007
Vendor Incentives $0.00 Total Utility Budget (GxF) $555,188
Incremental Capital Savings $0.00 $0.00 Total MTRC Net Benefits with Adder (FxH) $2,282,794
Incremental O&M Savings $0.00 $0.00 Total MTRC Net Benefits without Adder (H-1)xF $2,114,042
Subtotal $6.85 $6.85
Reduction in Sales Revenne Utility Program Cost per Net Dth Lifetime (G/A) $0.94
Gas $119.56 $115.97 Participant Payback with Rebate 19 years
Subtotal $119.56 $115.97 Participant Payback without Rebate 2.5 years
Utility Program Costs
Program Planning & Design $2.35 $2.35 $2.35
Administration & Program Delivery $4.13 $4.13 $4.13
Advertising/Promotion/Customer Ed $2.83 $2.83 $2.83
Participant Rebates and Incentives $6.85 $6.85 $6.85
Equipment & Installation $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Measurement & Verification $0.86 $0.86 $0.86
Miscellancous $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Subtotal $17.02 $17.02 $17.02
Participant Costs
Incremental Capital Costs $29.73 $28.48
Incremental O&M Costs $0.00 $0.00
Subtotal $29.73 $28.48
Total Benefits $126.41 $103.44 $103.44 $115.46
Total Costs $29.73 $17.02 $132.99 $45.50
Net Benefit (Cost) $96.68 $86.42 -§29.55 $69.96
Benefit/Cost Ratio 4.25 6.08 0.78 2.54

Note: Dollar values represent present value of impacts accumulated over the lifetime of the measures.
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2009 Electric Benefit-Cost Analysis per Customer kW

Rate Modified Tatal

Input Summary and Totals

Program Inputs per Customer kW

Participant  Utility Impact Resource Lifetime (Weighted on Generator kWh) A 18 years
Test Test Test Test Annual Hours B 8760
($/kW) ($/kW) ($/kW) ($/kW) Gross Customer kW C 1 kW
System Benefits (Avoided Costs) Generator Peak Coincidence Factor D 94.88%
Generation Capacity $1,390 $1,390 $1,390 Gross Load Factor at Customer E 67.45%
Transmission & Distribution Capacity $283 $283 $283 Net-to-Gross (Energy) F 87.0%
Marginal Energy $3,599 $3,599 $3,599 Net-to-Gross (Demand) G 87.0%
Avoided Emissions (CO2, SOx) $964 $964 $964 Transmission Loss Factor (Energy) H 6.39%
Subtotal $6,236 $6,236 $6,236 Transmission Loss Factor (Demand) i 6.39%
Non-Energy Benefits Adder (10%%0) $624 MTRC Net Benefit (Cost) ) $5,392
Subtotal $6,236 $6,236 $6,859 MTRC Non-Energy Benefit Adder K $624
Other Benefits Net coincident kW Saved at Generator (DxCxG)Y/(1-1) 0.8818 kW
Participant Rebates and Incentives $310 $310 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExC) 5,909 kWh
Vendor Incentives $0 Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExCxF) 5,141 kWh
Incremental Capital Savings $0 $0 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator (BxExCxF)/(1-H) 5,492 kWh
Incremental O&M Savings $0 $0
Subtotal $310 §310 Program Summary per Participant
Reduction in Sales Revenue Gross kW Saved at Customer L 7.24 kW
Electric $3,953 $3,439 Net comncident kW Saved at Generator  (GxL)xD/(1-1) 6.38 kW
Subtotal $3,953 $3,439 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExL) 42,766 kWh
Utility Program Costs Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (Fx(BxExL)) 37,206 kWh
Program Planning & Design $30 $30 $30 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator (Fx(BxExL))/(1-1) 39,746 kWh
Administration & Program Delivery $210 $210 $210
Advertising/Promotion/Customer Ed $32 §32 $32 Program Summary All Participants
Participant Rebates and Incentives $310 $310 $310 Total Participants M 231
Equipment & Installation $0 $0 $0 Total Budget N $1,009,956
Measurement and Verification $21 $21 $21 Gross kW Saved at Customer (MxL) 1,672 kW
Miscellancous $0 $0 $0 Net coincident kW Saved at Generator ((GxL)xD/(1-1))xM 1,474 kW
Subtotal $604 $604 $604 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExLyxM 9,878,938 kWh
Participant Costs Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (Fx(BxExL))xM 8,594,676 kWh
Incremental Capital Costs $1,348 $1,173 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator  ((Fx(B xE xL))/(1-H))xM 9,181,365 kWh
Incremental O&M Costs $0 $0 TRC Net Benefits with Adder (MxLx]) $9,015,691
Subtotal $1,348 $1,173 TRC Net Benefits without Adder (MxLx(J-K)) $7,973,120
Total Benefits 34,263 §6,236 $6,236 7,169
Total Costs $1,348 $604 $4,043 $1,777 Utility Program Cast per kWh Lifetime $0.0062
Net Benefit (Cost) $2,915 $5,632 $2,192 $5,392 Utility Program Cost per kW at Gen $685
Benefit/Cost Ratio 3.16 10.32 1.54 4.03 Participant Payback with Rebate 4.7 years

Note: Dollar values represent present value of impacts accumulated over the lifetime of the measures.

Participant Payback without Rebate

6.0 years
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2010 Electric Benefit-Cost Analysis per Customer kW Input Summary and Totals
Rate  Modified Total Program Inputs per Customer kW
Participant  Utility Impact Resource Lifetime (Weighted on Generator kWh) A 18 years
Test Test Test Test Annual Hours B 8760
($/KW) $/kW)  ($/kW) ($/kW) Gross Customer kW c 1 kW
System Benefits (Avoided Costs) Generator Peak Coincidence Factor D 94.90%
Generation Capacity $1,443 $1,443 $1,443 Gross Load Factor at Customer E 67.69%
Transmission & Distribution Capacity $288 $288 $288 Net-to-Gross (Energy) F 87.0%
Marginal Energy $3,624 $3,624 $3,624 Net-to-Gross (Demand) G 87.0%
Avoided Emissions (CO2, SOx) $1,092 $1,092 $1,092 Transmission Loss Factor (Energy) H 6.39%
Subtotal $6,447 $6,447 $6,447 Transmission Loss Factor (Demand) 1 6.39%
Non-Energy Benefits Adder (10%) $645 MTRC Net Benefit (Cost) J $5,568
Subtotal $6,447 $6,447 $7,091 MTRC Non-Energy Benefit Adder K $645
Other Benefits Net coincident kW Saved at Generator (DxCxG)/(1-1) 0.8820 kW
Participant Rebates and Incentives $308 $308 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExC) 5,930 kWh
Vendor Incentives $0 Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExCxF) 5,159 kWh
Incremental Capital Savings $0 $0 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator (BxExCxF)/(1-H) 5,511 kWh
Incremental O&M Savings $0 $0
Subtotal $308 $308 Program Summary per Participant
Reduction in Sales Revenne Gross kW Saved at Customer L 7.24 kW
Electric $4,002 $3,481 Net comncident kW Saved at Generator (GxL)xD/(1-1) 6.39 kW
Subtotal $4,002 $3,481 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExL) 42,957 kWh
Utiltty Program Costs Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (Fx(BxExL)) 37,373 kWh
Program Planning & Design $29 $29 $29 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator (Fx(BxExL))/(1-1) 39,924 kWh
Administration & Program Delivery $217 $217 $217
Adpvertising/Promotion/Customer Ed $95 $95 $95 Program Summary All Participants
Participant Rebates and Incentives $308 $308 $308 Total Participants M 249
Equipment & Installation $0 $0 $0 Total Budget N $1,208,969
Measurement and Verification $21 $21 $21 Gross kW Saved at Customer (MxL) 1,804 kW
Miscellaneous $0 $0 $0 Net coincident kW Saved at Generator ((GxL)xD/(1-1))xM 1,591 kW
Subtotal $670 $670 $670 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExL)xM 10,696,357 kWh
Participant Costs Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (Fx(BxExL))xM 9,305,830 kWh
Incremental Capital Costs $1,334 $1,160 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator ((Fx(B xE xL))/(1-H))xM 9,941,064 kWh
Incremental O&M Costs $0 $0 TRC Net Benefits with Adder (MxLxJ) $10,044,361
Subtotal $1,334 $1,160 TRC Net Benefits without Adder (MxLx(J-K)) $8,881,516
Total Benefits $4,309 $6,447 56,447 $7.399
Total Costs $1,334 $670 $4,152 $1,831 Utility Program Cost per kWh Lifetime $0.0069
Net Benefit (Cost) $2,976 $5,776 $2,295 $5,568 Utility Program Cost per kW at Gen $760
Benefit/Cost Ratio 3.23 9.62 1.55 4.04 Participant Payback with Rebate 4.5 years

Note: Dollar values represent present value of impacts accumulated over the Tifetime of the measures.

Participant Payback without Rebate

5.9 years
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COOLING EFFICIENCY PROGRAM

2009

ELECTRIC

GOAL|

2009 Electric Benefit-Cost Analysis per Customer kW

Rate Modified Total

Input Summary and Totals

Program Inputs per Customer kW

Participant  Utility Impact Resource Lifetime (Weighted on Generator kWh) A 20 years
Test Test Test Test Annual Hours B 8760
($/kW) ($/kW) ($/kW) (3/kW) Gross Customer kW o 1 kW
Systenr Benefits (Avoided Costs) Generator Peak Coincidence Factor D 71.99%
Generation Capacity 91,227 $1,227 $1,227 Gross Load Factor at Customer E 16.70%
Transmussion & Distribution Capacity $248 $248 $248 Net-to-Gross (Energy) F 94.0%
Marginal Energy $1,062 $1,062 $1,062 Net-to-Gross (Demand) G 94.0%
Avoided Emussions (CO2, SOx) $291 $291 $291 Transmission Loss Factor (Energy) H 6.39%
Subtotal $2,829 $2,829 $2,829 Transmission Loss Factor (Demand) 1 6.39%
Non-Energy Benefits Adder (10%%) $283 MTRC Net Benefit (Cost) ] $1,745
Subtotal $2,829 $2,829 $3,112 MTRC Non-Energy Benefit Adder K $283
Other Benefits Net coincident kW Saved at Generator (DxCxGY/(1-1) 0.7229 kW
Participant Rebates and Incentives $446 $446 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxEx() 1,463 kWh
Vendor Incentives $0 Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExCxF) 1,375 kWh
Incremental Capital Savings $0 $0 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator (BxExCxF)/(1-H) 1,469 kWh
Incremental O&M Savings $0 $0
Subtotal $446 $446 Program Summary per Participant
Rednction in Sales Revenne Gross kW Saved at Customer L 17.94 kW
Electric $1,545 $1,452 Net coincident kW Saved at Generator (GxL)yxD/(1-1) 12.97 kW
Subtotal $1,545 $1,452 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExL) 26,252 kWh
Utility Program Costs Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (Fx(BxExL)) 24,677 kWh
Program Planning & Design 219 $19 $19 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator (Fx(BxExL))/(1-1) 26,361 kWh
Administration & Program Delivery $36 $36 $36
Adpvertising/Promotion/Customer Ed $25 $25 $25 Program Summary All Participants
Participant Rebates and Incentives $446 $446 $446 Total Participants M 234
Equipment & Installation $0 $0 $0 Total Budget N $2,288,950
Measurement and Verification 819 319 $19 Gross kW Saved at Customer (MxL) 4,198 kW
Miscellaneous $0 $0 %0 Net coincident kW Saved at Generator ((GxL)xD/(I-1))xM 3,035 kW
Subtotal $545 $545 $545 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExL)xM 6,142,990 kWh
Participant Costs Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (Fx(BxExL))xM 5,774,410 kWh
Incremental Capital Costs $1,353 $1,268 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator  ((Fx(B xE xL))/(1-H))xM 6,168,583 kWh
Incremental O&M Costs 80 $0 TRC Net Benefits with Adder (MxLxJ) $7,325,899
Subtotal $1,353 $1,268 TRC Net Benefits without Adder (MxLx{J-K)) $6,138,181
Total Benefits $1,991 $2,829 $2,829 $3,558
Total Costs $1,353 $545 $1,997 $1,813 Utility Program Cost per kWh Lifetime $0.0187
Net Benefit (Cost) $638 $2,284 $832 $1,745 Utility Program Cost per kW at Gen $754
Benefit/Cost Ratio 1.47 5.19 142 1.96 Participant Payback with Rebate 11.6 years

Note: Dollar values represent present value of impacts accumulated over the Tifetime of the measures.

Participant Payback without Rebate

17.4 years
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COOLING EFFICIENCY PROGRAM

2010

ELECTRIC

GOAL)|

2010 Electric Benefit-Cost Analysis per Customer kW

Rate Modified Total

Input Summary and Totals

Program Inputs per Customer kW

Participant  Utility Impact Resource Lifetime (Weighted on Generator kWh) A 20 years
Test Test Test Test Annual Hours B 8760
($/kW) (3/kW) ($/kW) ($/kW) Gross Customer kW C 1 kW
System Benefits (Avoided Costs) Generator Peak Coincidence Factor D 70.46%
Generation Capacity $1,249 $1,249 $1,249 Gross Load [actor at Customer E 17.19%
Transmission & Distribution Capacity $248 $248 §248 Net-to-Gross (Energy) F 94.0%
Marginal Energy $1,087 $1,087 $1,087 Net-to-Gross (Demand) G 94.0%
Avoided Emissions (CO2, SOx) $337 $337 $337 Transmission Loss Factor (Energy) H 6.39%
Subtotal $2,921 $2,921 $2,921 Transmission Loss Factor (Demand) I 6.39%
Non-Energy Benefits Adder (10°%0) $292 MTRC Net Benefit (Cost) ] $1,862
Subtotal $2,921 $2,921 $3,213 MTRC Non-Energy Benefit Adder K $292
Other Benefits Net coincident kW Saved at Generator (DxCxGY/(1-T) 0.7076 kW
Participant Rebates and Incentives $437 $437 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExC) 1,506 kWh
Vendor Incentives $0 Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExCxF) 1,415 kWh
Incremental Capital Savings $0 $0 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator (BxExCxF)/(1-H) 1,512 kWh
Incremental O&M Savings $0 $0
Subtotal $437 §437 Program Summary per Participant
Reduction in Sales Revenne Gross kW Saved at Customer L 18.24 kW
Eleetric $1,588 $1,493 Net coincident kW Saved at Generator (GxL)xD/(1-1) 12.91 kW
Subtotal $1,588 $1,493 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExL) 27,471 kWh
Utility Program Costs Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (Fx(BxExL)) 25,822 kWh
Program Planning & Design $18 $18 518 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator (Fx{BxExL})/(1-1) 27,585 kWh
Administration & Program Delivery £38 $38 $38
Advertising/Promotion/Customer Ed %48 $48 $48 Program Summary All Participants
Participant Rebates and Incentives $437 $437 $437 Total Participants M 252
Equipment & Installation %0 $0 $0 Total Budget N $2,582,748
Measurement and Verification $21 $21 $21 Gross kW Saved at Customer (MxL) 4,597 kW
Miscellaneous 80 $0 $0 Net coincident kW Saved at Generator ((GxL)xD/(1-1))xM 3,253 kW
Subtotal $562 $562 $562 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExL)yxM 6,922,598 kWh
Participant Costs Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (Fx(BxExL))xM 6,507,242 kWh
Incremental Capital Costs $1,309 $1,226 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator  ((Fx(B xE xL))/(1-H))xM 6,951,439 kWh
Incremental O&M Costs $0 $0 TRC Net Benefits with Adder (MxLxJ) $8,560,392
Subtotal $1,309 $1,226 TRC Net Benefits without Adder (MxLx(J-K)) $7,217,472
Total Benefits $2,025 $2921 32,921 $3,650
Total Costs $1,309 $562 $2,054 $1,788 Utility Program Cost per kWh Lifetime $0.0187
Net Benefit (Cost) $716 $2,359 $867 $1,862 Utility Program Cost per kW at Gen $794
Benefit/ Cost Ratio 1.55 5.20 1.42 2.04 Participant Payback with Rebate 10.9 years

Note: Dollar values represent present value of impacts accumulated over the lifetime of the measures.

Participant Payback without Rebate

16.3 years
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CUSTOM EFFICIENCY PROGRAM

2009

ELECTRIC

GOAL|

2009 Electric Benefit-Cost Analysis per Customer kW

Input Summary and Totals

Rate  Modified Total Program Inputs per Customer kW
Participant  Utility Impact Resource Lifetime (Weighted on Generator kWh) A 18 years
Test Test Test Test Annual Hours B 8760
(3/kW) ($/kW%) ($/kW) ($/kW) Gross Customer kW C 1 kW
Syster Benfits (Aroided Costs) Generator Peak Coincidence Factor D 82.63%
Generation Capacity $1,215 $1,215 $1,215 Gross Load Factor at Customer E 51.35%
Transmission & Distribution Capacity $249 $249 $249 Net-to-Gross (Energy) r 87.0%
Marginal Encrgy $2,881 $2,881 $2,881 Net-to-Gross (Demand) G 87.0%
Avoided Emissions (CO2, SOx) $754 $754 $754 Transmission Loss Factor (Energy) H 6.39%
Subtotal $5,099 $5,099 $5,099 Transmission Loss Factor (Demand) 1 6.39%
Non-Energy Benefits Adder (10%) $510 MTRC Net Benefit (Cost) ] $3,660
Subtotal $5,099 $5,099 $5,609 MTRC Non-Energy Benefit Adder K $510
Otler Benefits Net coincident kW Saved at Generator (DxCxG)/(1-1) 0.7680 kW
Participant Rebates and Incentives $400 $400 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExC) 4,498 kWh
Vendor Incentives $0 Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExCx[) 3,913 kWh
Incremental Capital Savings %0 $0 Net Annual KWh Saved at Generator (BXxExCxF)/(1-H) 4,180 kWh
Incremental O&M Savings $1,260 $1,096
Subtotal $1,660 - $1,496 Program Summary per Participant
Reduction in Sales Revenne Gross kW Saved at Customer L 41.54 kW
Electric $3,334 $2,901 Net coincident kW Saved at Generator ~ (GxL)xD/(1-1) 31.90 kW
Subtotal $3,334 $2,901 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExL) 186,850 kWh
Utility Program Costs Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (Fx(BxExL)) 162,560 kWh
Program Planning & Design $178 $178 $178 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator (Fx(BxExL))/(1-1) 173,656 kWh
Administration & Program Delivery $374 £374 $374
Advertising/Promotion/Customer Ed $389 $389 $389 Program Summary All Participants
Participant Rebates and Incentives $400 $400 $400 Total Participants A 43
Equipment & Installation $0 $0 $0 Total Budget N $2,474,819
Measurement and Verification $45 345 $45 Gross kW Saved at Customer (MxL) 1,786 kW
Miscellaneous $0 $0 $0 Net coincident kW Saved at Generator ((GxL)xD/(1-1))xM 1,372 kW
Subtotal $1,386 $1,386 $1,386 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExL)xM 8,034,561 kWh
Participant Costs Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (Fx(BxExL))xM 6,990,068 kWh
Incremental Capital Costs $2,308 $2,060 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator ((Fx(B xE xL))/(1-H))xM 7,467,223 kWh
Incremental O&M Costs $0 $0 TRC Net Benefits with Adder (MxLx]J) $6,537,440
Subtotal $2,368 $2,060 TRC Net Benefits without Adder (MxLx(J-K)) $5,626,583
Total Benefits $4,994 $5,099 $5,009 $7,105
Total Costs $2,368 $1,386 $4,286 $3,445 Utility Program Cost per kWh Lifetime $0.0184
Net Benefit (Cost) $2,626 $3,714 $813 $3,660 Utility Program Cost per kW at Gen $1,804
Benefit/Cost Ratio 2.1 3.68 1.19 2,06 Participant Payback with Rebate 10.2 years

Note: Dollar values represent present value of impacts accumulated over the Tifetime of the measures.

Participant Payback without Rebate

12.4 years
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|CUSTOM EFFICIENCY PROGRAM

2009 GAS

GOAL|

2009 Gas Benefit-Cost Analysis per One Gross Dth/Yr

Input Summary and Totals

Program Assumptions:

Lifedime (Weighted on Dth) A 18 years
Net-to-Gross 8 93%
Program Totals:

Participants C 14
Average Dth/Yr Saved D 963.7
Total Dth/Yr Saved E 13,492
Utility Costs per Net Dth/Yr g $14.72
Net Benefit (Cost) per Gross Dth/Yr G $63.40
Non-Energy Benefits Adder per Gross Dth/Yr H $4.99
Annual Dth/$M $IM/ B 67,944
Total Utility Budget (FxE) $198,578
Total MTRC Net Benefits with Adder (ExG) $855,439
Total MTRC Net Benefits without Adder (G-H)xE $788,162
Utility Program Cost per Net Dth Lifetime (F/A) $0.82
Participant Payback with Rebate 2.5 years
Participant Payback without Rebate 2.8 years

Rate Modified Total
Participant  Utility Impact Resource
Test Test Test Test
(3/Dth-yr) ($/Dth-yr) ($/Dth-yr) ($3/Dth-yr)

System Benefity (Avorded Costs)

Commodity Cost Reduction $93.72 $93.72 $93.72

Variable Q&M Savings $0.48 $0.48 $0.48

Demand Savings $5.52 $5.52 $5.52

Subtotal $99.73 $99.73 $99.73
Emissions and Non-Energy Benefits Adder (5%0) $4.99

Subtotal $99.73 $99.73 $104.71
Other Benefits

Participant Rebates and Incentives $3.28 $3.28

Vendor Incentives $0.00

Incremental Capital Savings $0.00 $0.00

Incremental O&M Savings $0.00 $0.00
Subtotal $3.28 $3.28
Reduction in Sales Revenne

Gas $120.05 $111.65
Subtotal $120.05 $111.65
Utility Program Costs

Program Planning & Design $0.10 $0.10 $0.10

Administration & Program Delivery $8.82 $8.82 $8.82

Adverdsing/Promotion/Customer Ed $1.22 $1.22 $1.22

Participant Rebates and Incentives $3.28 $3.28 §3.28

Equipment & Installation $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Measurement & Verification $0.26 $0.26 $0.26

Miscellaneous $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Subtoral $13.69 $13.69 $13.69
Participant Costs

Incremental Capital Costs $33.23 $30.90

Incremental O&M Costs $0.00 $0.00
Subtotal $33.23 $30.90
Total Benelits $123.33 $99.73 $99.73 $108.00
Total Costs $33.23 $13.69 $125.34 $44.59
Net Benefit (Cost) $90.10 $86.04 -$25.61 $63.40
Benefit/Cost Ratio 371 7.29 0.80 2.42

Note: Dollar values represent present value of impacts accumulated over the lifetime of the measures.
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CUSTOM EFFICIENCY PROGRAM

2010

ELECTRIC

GOAL|

2010 Electric Benefit-Cost Analysis per Customer kW

Input Summary and Totals

Rate  Modified Total Program Inputs per Customer kW
Participant  Utility Impact Resource Lifetime (Weighted on Generator kWh) A 18 years
Test Test Test Test Annual Hours B 8760
(3/kW) ($/kW) (3/kW) (3/kW) Gross Customer kW c 1 kW
System Benefits (Aroided Costs) Generator Peak Coincidence Factor D 82.63%%
Generation Capacity $1,264 $1,264 $1,264 Gross Load Factor at Customer E 51.35%
Transmission & Distribution Capacity $254 $254 $254 Net-to-Gross (Energy) F 87.0%
Marginal Energy $2,912 $2,912 $2,912 Net-to-Gross (Demand) G 87.0%
Avoided Emissions (CO2, SOx) $853 $853 $853 Transmussion Loss Factor (Energy) H 6.39%
Subtotal $5,283 $5,283 $5,283 Transmission Loss Factor (Demand) 1 6.39%
Non-Energy Benefits Adder (10%) $528 MTRC Net Benefit (Cost) J $3,763
Subtotal $5,283 $5,283 $5,812 MTRC Non-Energy Benefit Adder IN $528
Other Benefits Net coincident kW Saved at Generator  (DxCxG)/(1-1) 0.7680 kW
Participant Rebates and Incentives $400 $400 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExC) 4,498 kWh
Vendor Incentives $0 Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExCxFE) 3,913 kWh
Incremental Capital Savings $0 $0 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator (BxExCxF)/(1-H) 4,180 kWh
Incremental O&M Savings $1,260 §1,096
Subtotal $1,660 §1,496 Program Summary per Participant
Reduction in Sales Revenne Gross kW Saved at Customer L 41.54 kW
Electric $3,377 $2,938 Net comncident kW Saved at Generator (GxL)xD/(1-1) 31.90 kW
Subtotal $3,377 $2,938 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExL) 186,850 kWh
Utility Program Costs Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (Fx(BxExL)) 162,560 kWh
Program Planning & Design $161 $161 $161 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator (Fx(BxExL))/(1-1) 173,656 kWh
Administration & Program Delivery $392 $392 §392
Advertising/Promotion/Customer Ed $487 $487 $487 Program Summary All Participants
Participant Rebates and Incentives $400 $400 $400 Total Participants M 50
Equipment & Installation $0 %0 $0 Total Budget N $3,085,144
Measurement and Verification $45 $45 $45 Gross kW Saved at Customer (MxL) 2,077 kW
Miscellaneous $0 30 $0 Net coincident kW Saved at Generator ((GxL)xD/(1-I))xM 1,595 kW
Subtotal $1,485 $1,485 $1,485 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExL)xM 9,342,513 kWh
Participant Costs Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (Fx{BxExL))xM 8,127,986 kWh
Incremental Capital Costs $2,368 $2,060 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator ((Fx(B xE xL))/(1-H))xM 8,682,818 kWh
Incremental Q&M Costs $0 $0 TRC Net Benefits with Adder (MxLxJ) $7,814,845
Subtotal $2,368 $2,060 TRC Net Benefits without Adder (MxLx(J-K)) $6,717,470
Total Benefits $5,037 $5,283 $5,283 $7,308"
Total Costs $2,368 $1,485 $4,423 $3,545 Utility Program Cost per kWh Lifetime $0.0197
Net Benefit (Cost) $2,669 $3,798 $860 $3,763 Utility Program Cost per kW at Gen $1,934
Benefit/Cost Ratio 2.13 3.56 1.19 2.06 Participant Payback with Rebate 10.1 years

Note: Dollar values represent present value of impacts accumulated over the lifetime of the measures.

Participant Payback without Rebate

12.2 years
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[CUSTOM EFFICIENCY PROGRAM 2010 GAS GOAL
2010 Gas Benefit-Cost Analysis per One Gross Dth/Yr Input Summary and Totals
Rate Modified Total Program Assumptions:
Participant  Utility Impact Resource Lifetime (Weighted on Dth) A 18 years
Test Test Test Test Net-to-Gross B 93%
($/Dth-yr) ($/Dth-yr) ($/Dth-yr) ($/Dth-yr)
System Benefits (Aroided Costs)
Commodity Cost Reduction $93.88 $93.88 $93.88 Program Totals:
Variable O&M Savings $0.48 $0.48 $0.48 Participants C 14
Demand Savings $5.52 $5.52 $5.52 Average Dth/Yr Saved D 963.7
Subtotal $99.89 $99.89 $99.89 Total Dth/Yr Saved E 13,492
Emissions and Non-Energy Benefits Adder (5°0) $4.99 Utllity Costs per Net Dteh/Yr 13 $13.16
Subtotal $99.89 $99.89 $104.88 Net Benefit (Cost) per Gross Dth/Yr G $65.02
Other Benefits Non-Energy Benefits Adder per Gross Dth/Yr H $4.99
Participant Rebates and Incentives $3.28 $3.28 Annual Dth/$M $IM/ B 76,010
Vendor Incentives $0.00 Total Utility Budget (FxE) $177,505
Incremental Capital Savings $0.00 $0.00 Total MTRC Net Benefits with Adder (ExG) $877,271
Incremental O&M Savings $0.00 $0.00 Total MTRC Net Benefits without Adder (G-H)xE $809,887
Subtotal $3.28 $3.28
Reduction in Sales Revenue Utility Program Cost per Net Dth Lifetime (F/A) $0.73
Gas $120.46 $112.02 Participant Payback with Rebate 2.7 years
Subtotal $120.46 $112.02 Participant Payback without Rebate 2.9 years
Utility Program Cosis
Program Planning & Design $0.10 $0.10 $0.10
Administration & Program Delivery $4.16 $4.16 $4.16
Advertising/Promotion/Customer Ed $4.43 $4.43 $4.43
Participant Rebates and Incentives $3.28 $3.28 $3.28
Equipment & Installation $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Measurement & Verification $0.26 $0.26 $0.26
Miscellaneous $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Subtotal $12.24 $12.24 $12.24
Participant Costs
Incremental Capital Costs $33.23 $30.90
Incremental O&M Costs $0.00 $0.00
Subtotal $33.23 $30.90
Total Benefits $123.74 $99.89 $99.89 $108.16
Total Costs $33.23 $12.24 $124.26 $43.14
Net Benefit (Cost) $90.51 $87.65 -§24.37 $65.02
Benefit/Cost Ratio 3.72 8.16 0.80 2.51

Note: Dollar values represent present value of impacts accumulated over the lifetime of the measures.
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[DATA CENTER EFFICIENCY PROGRAM 2009 ELECTRIC GOAL|
2009 Electric Benefit-Cost Analysis per Customer kW Input Summary and Totals
Rate Modified Total Program Inputs per Customer kW
Participant ~ Utility =  Impact Resource Lifetime (Weighted on Generator kWh) A 20 years
Test Test Test Test Annual Hours B 8760
$/kW) (3/kW) (8/kW) (3/kW) Gross Customer kW C 1 kW
System Bencfits (Aroided Costs) Generator Peak Coincidence Factor D 84.47%
Generation Capacity $1,378 $1,378 $1,378 Gross Load [Factor at Customer E 100.00%
Transmission & Distribution Capacity $279 $279 $279 Net-to-Gross (Energy) F 90.0%
Marginal Energy $5,695 $5,695 $5,695 Net-to-Gross (Demand) G 90.0%
Avoided Emissions (CO2, SOx) $1,671 $1,671 $1,671 Transmission Loss Factor (Energy) H 6.39%
Subtotal $9,024 $9,024 $9.024 Transmission Loss Factor (Demand) 1 6.39%
Non-Energy Benefits Adder (10%5) $902 MTRC Net Benefit (Cost) ] $8,126
Subtotal $9,024 $9,024 $9,926 MTRC Non-Energy Benefit Adder K $902
Other Benefits Net coincident kW Saved at Generator (DxCxG)/(1-1) 0.8121 kW
Participant Rebates and Incentives $475 $475 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExC) 8,760 kWh
Vendor Incentves $0 Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExCxF) 7,884 kWh
Incremental Capital Savings $0 $0 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator (BxExCxF)/(1-H) 8,422 kWh
Incremental O&M Savings $0 $0
Subtotal $475 $475 Program Summary per Participant
Reduction in Sales Revenne Gross kW Saved at Customer L 70.29 kW
Electric $5,917 $5,325 Net comncident kW Saved at Generator (GxL)xD/(1-1) 57.09 kW
Subtotal $5,917 $5,325 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExL) 615,775 kWh
Utility Program Costs Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (Fx(BxExL)) 554,198 kWh
Program Planning & Design $116 $116 $116 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator (Fx(BxExL))/(1-1) 592,028 kWh
Administeation & Program Delivery $32 $32 $32
Advertising/Promotion/Customer Ed $97 §97 $97 Program Summary All Participants
Participant Rebates and Incentives $475 $475 $475 Total Partcipants M 10
Equipment & Installation $0 $0 $0 Total Budget N $531,350
Measurement and Verification $36 $36 $36 Gross kW Saved at Customer (MxL) 703 kW
Miscellaneous $0 $0 $0 Net coincident kW Saved at Generator ((GxL)xD/(1-1))xM 571 kW
Subtotal $756 $756 $756 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customet (BxExL)xM 6,157,751 kWh
Participant Costs Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (Fx(BxExL))xM 5,541,975 kWh
Incremental Capital Costs 3824 $741 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator ((Fx(B xE xL))/(1-H))xM 5,920,281 kWh
Incremental O&M Costs $864 $777 TRC Net Benefits with Adder (MxLx]J) $5,712,051
Subtotal $1,688 $1,519 TRC Net Benefits without Adder (MxLx(J-K)) $5,077,745
Total Benefits $6,391 $9,024 $9,024 $10,401
Total Costs $1,688 $756 $6,081 $2,275 Utility Program Cost per kWh Lifetime $0.0045
Net Benefit (Cost) $4,704 $8,268 $2,943 $8,126 Utility Program Cost per kW at Gen $931
Benefit/Cost Ratio 3.7 11,94 1.48 4.57 Participant Payback with Rebate 1.3 years

Note: Dollar values represent present value of impacts accumulated over the Lifetime of the measures.

Participant Payback without Rebate

2.9 years
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DATA CENTER EFFICIENCY PROGRAM 2010 ELECTRIC GOALJ
2010 Electric Benefit-Cost Analysis per Customer kW Input Summary and Totals
Rate  Modified Total Program Inputs per Customer kW
Participant ~ Utility Impact Resource Lifetime (Weighted on Generator kWh) A 20 years
Test Test Test Test Annual Hours B 8760
($/kW) ($/kW) ($/kW) ($/kW) Gross Customer kW C 1 kW
System Benefits (Avoided Costs) Generator Peak Coincidence Factor D 84.47%
Generation Capacity $1,433 $1,433 $1,433 Gross Load Factor at Customer E 100.00%
Transmission & Distribution Capacity $285 $285 $285 Net-to-Gross (Energy) F 90.0%
Marginal Energy $5,765 $5,765 $5,765 Net-to-Gross (Demand) G 90.0%
Avoided Emissions (CO2, SOx) $1,879 $1,879 $1,879 Transmission Loss Factor (Energy) H 6.39%
Subtotal $9,361 $9,361 $9,361 Transmission Loss Factor (Demand) 1 6.39%
Non-Energy Benefits Adder (10%0) $936 MTRC Net Benefit (Cost) ] $8,548
Subtotal $9,361 $9,361 $10,297 MTRC Non-Energy Benefit Adder K $936
Other Benefits Net cotncident kW Saved at Generator (DxCxG)/(1-1) 0.8121 kW
Participant Rebates and Incentives $437 $437 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExC) 8,760 kWh
Vendor Incentives $0 Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExCxF) 7,884 kWh
Incremental Capital Savings $0 $0 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator (BxExCxF)/(1-H) 8,422 kWh
Incremental O&M Savings $0 $0
Subtotal 437 8437 Program Summary per Participant
Reduction in Sales Revenne Gross kW Saved at Customer L 100.47 kW
Electric $5,994 $5,395 Net comncident kW Saved at Generator (GxL)xD/(1-1) 81.60 kW
Subtotal $5,994 $5,395 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExL) 880,153 kWh
Utility Program Costs Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (Fx(BxExL)) 792,138 kWh
Program Planning & Design $60 $60 $60 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator (Fx(BxExL))/(1-1) 846,211 kWh
Administration & Program Delivery $16 $16 $16
Adpvertising/Promotion/Customer Ed $181 $181 $181 Program Summary All Participants
Participant Rebates and Incentives $437 $437 $437 Total Participants M 14
Equipment & Installation $0 $0 $0 Total Budget N $1,026,465
Measurement and Verification $35 $35 $35 Gross kW Saved at Customer (MxL) 1,407 kW
Miscellaneous $0 $0 $0 Net coincident kW Saved at Generator ((GxL)xD/(1-1))xM 1,142 kW
Subtotal $730 $730 $730 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExL)xM 12,322,143 kWh
Participant Costs Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (Ex(BxExL))xM 11,089,929 kWh
Incremental Capital Costs $756 $680 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator ((Fx(B xE xL))/(1-H))xM 11,846,949 kWh
Incremental O&M Costs $863 §777 TRC Net Benefits with Adder (MxLx]) $12,023,511
Subtotal $1,619 $1,457 TRC Net Benefits without Adder (MxLx(J-K)) $10,706,737
Total Benefits $6,432 $9,361 $9,361 $10,735
Total Costs $1,619 §730 $6,125 $2,187 Utility Program Cost per kWh Lifetime $0.0043
Net Benefit (Cost) $4,812 $8,631 $3,237 $8,548 Utility Program Cost per kW at Gen $899
Benefit/Cost Ratio 3.97 12.83 1.53 4.91 Participant Payback with Rebate 1.2 years

Note: Dollar values represent present value of impacts accumulated over the lifctime of the measures.

Participant Payback without Rebate

2.7 years
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[ENERGY MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS PROGRAM 2009 ELECTRIC GOAL]
2009 Electric Benefit-Cost Analysis per Customer kW Input Summary and Totals
Rate Modified Total Program Inputs per Customer kKW
Participant  Utility Impact Resource Lifetime (Weighted on Generator kWh) A 10 years
Test Test Test Test Annual Hours B 8760
(3/kW) ($/kW) (3/kW) (3/kW) Gross Customner kW C 1 kW
System Benefits (Aroided Costs) Generator Peak Coincidence Factor D 9.50%
Generation Capacity $90 $90 $90 Gross Load Factor at Customer E 97.37%
Transmission & Distribution Capacity $19 $19 $19 Net-to-Gross (Energy) 7 87.0%
Marginal Energy $3,319 $3,319 $3,319 Net-to-Gross (Demand) G 87.0%
Avoided Emissions (CO2, SOx) $795 $795 $795 Transmission Loss Factor (Energy) H 6.39%
Subtotal $4,223 $4,223 $4,223 Transmission Loss Factor (Demand) 1 6.39%
Non-Energy Benefits Adder (10%) $422 MTRC Net Benefit (Cost) ] $3,933
Subtotal $4,223 $4,223 $4,646 MTRC Non-Energy Benefit Adder K $422
Other Benefits Net coincident kW Saved at Generator (DxCxG)/(1-1) 0.0883 kW
Participant Rebates and Incentives $609 $609 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExC) 8,529 kWh
Vendor Incentives $0 Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExCxF) 7,420 kWh
Incremental Capital Savings %0 $0 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator (BxExCxF)/(1-H) 7,927 kWh
Incremental Q&M Savings $1,924 $1,674
Subtotal $2,533 $2,283 Program Summary per Participant
Rednction in Sales Revenne Gross kW Saved at Customer L 18.44 kW
Electric $4,520 $3,932 Net coincident kW Saved at Generator (GxL)xD/(1-1) 1.63 kW
Subtotal $4,520 $3,932 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExL) 157,274 kWh
Utility Program Costs Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (Fx(BxExL)) 136,828 kWh
Program Planning & Design $84 $84 $84 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator (Fx(BxLExL))/(1-1) 146,168 kWh
Administravon & Program Delivery $606 $606 $606
Advertising/Promotion/Customer Ed $98 $98 $98 Program Summary All Participants
Participant Rebates and Incentives $609 $609 $609 Total Participants A 29
Equipment & Installation $0 $0 $0 Total Budget N $777,692
Measurement and Verification $57 $57 $57 Gross kW Saved at Customer (MxL) 535 kW
Miscellaneous %0 $0 %0 Net coincident kW Saved at Generator ((GxL)xD/(1-1))xM 47 kW
Subtotal $1,454 $1,454 $1,454 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExL)xM 4,560,943 kWh
Participant Costs Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (Fx(BxExL))xM 3,968,020 kWh
Incremental Capital Costs $1,772 $1,541 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator ((Fx(B xE xL))/(1-H))xM 4,238,885 kWh
Incremental O&M Costs $0 50 TRC Net Benefits with Adder (MxLx]) $2,103,151
Subtotal $1,772 $1,541 TRC Net Benefits without Adder (MxLx(J-K)) $1,877,310
“Total Benefits $7,053 $4,223 $4.223 $6,929
Total Costs $1,772 $1,454 $5,387 $2,996 Utility Program Cost per kWh Lifetime $0.0183
Net Benefit (Cost) $5,281 $2,769 (81,163) $3,933 Utility Program Cost per kW at Gen $16,468
Benefit/Cost Ratio 3.98 2.90 0.78 2.31 Participant Payback with Rebate 2.1 years

Note: Dollar values represent present value of impacts accumulated over the lifettme of the measures.

Participant Payback without Rebate

3.5 years
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[ENERGY MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS PROGRAM

2009 GAS

GOAL|

2009 Gas Benefit-Cost Analysis per One Gross Dth/Yr

Input Summary and Totals

Program Assumptions:

Lifetime (Weighted on Dth) 7 yeats

Net-to-Gross 93%
Program Totals:

Participants c 14

Average Dth/Yr Saved D 449.0

Total Dth/Yr Saved E 6,286

Utility Costs per Net Dth/Yr $21.02
Net Benefit (Cost) per Gross Dth/Yr G $24.74
Non-Energy Benefits Adder per Gross Dth/Yr H $2.58
Annual Dth/$M $IM/F) 47,579

Total Utility Budget (FxE) $132,121
Total MTRC Net Benefits with Adder (ExG) $155,535
Total MTRC Net Benefits without Adder (G-H)xE $139,320
Utility Program Cost per Net Dth Lifetime (F/ &) $3.00
Participant Payback with Rebate 0.9 years

Participant Payback without Rebate 1.5 years

Rate Modified Total
Participant  Utility Impact Resource
Test Test Test Test
($/Dth-yr) ($/Dth-yr) ($/Dth-yr) ($/Dth-yr)

Systers Benefits (Avoided Coists)

Commodity Cost Reduction $48.29 $48.29 $48.29

Variable O&M Savings $0.26 $0.26 $0.26

Demand Savings $3.04 $3.04 $3.04

Subtotal $51.59 $51.59 $51.59
Emissions and Non-Energy Benefits Adder (5%6) $2.58

Subtotal $51.59 $51.59 $54.17
Other Benefits

Participant Rebates and Incentives $6.42 $6.42

Vendor Incentives $0.00

Incremental Capital Savings $0.00 $0.00

Incremental O&M Savings $0.00 $0.00
Subtotal $6.42 $6.42
Reduction in Saler Revenue

Gas $62.03 $57.68
Subtotal $62.03 $57.68
Utility Program Costs

Program Planning & Design $0.20 $0.20 $0.20

Administration & Program Delivery $11.35 $11.35 $11.35

Advertising/Promotion/Customer Ed $1.07 $1.07 $1.07

Participant Rebates and Incentives $6.42 $6.42 $6.42

Equipment & Installation $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Measurement & Verification $0.51 $0.51 $0.51

Miscellaneous $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Subtotal $19.55 $19.55 $19.55
Participant Costs

Incremental Capital Costs $17.53 $16.30

Incremental O&M Costs $0.00 $0.00
Subtotal $17.53 $16.30
Total Benefits $68.45 §51.59 $51.59 $60.59
Total Costs $17.53 $19.55 $77.23 $35.85
Net Benefit (Cost) $50.92 $32.04 -$25.64 $24.74
Benefit/Cost Ratio 3.90 2.64 0.67 1.69

Note: Dollar values represent present value of impacts accumulated over the lifetime of the measures.
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IENERGY MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS PROGRAM 2010 ELECTRIC GOAIJ
2010 Electric Benefit-Cost Analysis per Customer kW Input Summary and Totals
Rate  Modified Total Program Inputs per Customer kW
Participant  Utility Impact Resource Lifetime (Weighted on Generator kWh) A 10 years
Test Test Test Test Annual Hours B 8760
(3/kW) ($/kW) (3/kW) ($/kW) Gross Customer kW C 1 kW
Systern Benefits (Aroided Costs) Generator Peak Coincidence Factor D 9.50%
Generation Capacity $93 $93 $93 Gross Load Factor at Customer E 97.37%
Transmission & Distribution Capacity $20 $20 $20 Net-to-Gross (Energy) F 87.0%
Marginal Energy $3,267 $3,267 $3,267 Net-to-Gross (Demand) G 87.0%
Avoided Emissions (CO2, SOx) $945 %945 $945 Transmission Loss Factor (Energy) o 6.39%
Subtotal $4,325 $4,325 $4,325 Transmission Loss Factor (Demand) 1 6.39%
Non-Energy Benefits Adder (10%%5) $432 MTRC Net Benefit (Cost) J $3,926
Subtotal $4,325 $4,325 $4,757 MTRC Non-Energy Benefit Adder K $432
Other Benefits Net coincident kW Saved at Generator (DxCxG)/(1-Ty 0.0883 kW
Participant Rebates and Incentives $598 $598 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExC) 8,529 kWh
Vendor Incentives $0 Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExCxF) 7,420 kWh
Incremental Capital Savings $0 $0 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator (BxExCxF)/(1-H) 7,927 kWh
Incremental Q&M Savings $1,924 $1,674
Subtotal $2,522 $2,271 Program Summary per Participant
Reduction in Sales Revenne Gross kW Saved at Customer L 18.44 kW
Electric $4,571 $3,977 Net coincident kW Saved at Generator (GxLYxD/(1-1) 1.63 kW
Subtotal $4,571 $3,977 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExL) 157,274 kWh
Utility Program Costs Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (Fx(BxExL)) 136,828 kWh
Program Planning & Design $71 $71 7 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator (Fx(BxExL))/(1-1) 146,168 kWh
Administration & Program Delivery $591 59 $591
Advertising/Promotion/Customer Ed $246 $246 $246 Program Summary All Participants
Participant Rebates and Incentives $598 $598 $598 Total Participants M 38
Equipment & Installation $0 $0 $0 Total Budget N $1,093,870
Measurement and Verification $56 $56 $56 Gross kW Saved at Customer (MxL) 701 kW
Miscellaneous $0 $0 $0 Net coincident kW Saved at Generator ((GxL)xD/(1-1))xM 62 kW
Subtotal $1,561 $1,561 $1,561 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExL)xM 5,976,408 kWh
DParticipant Costs Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (Fx(BxExL))xM 5,199,475 kWh
Incremental Capital Costs $1,772 $1,541 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator ((Fx(B xE xL))/(1-H))xM 5,554,401 kWh
Incremental O&M Costs $0 $0 TRC Net Benefits with Adder (MxLxJ) $2,751,144
Subtotal $1,772 $1,541 TRC Net Benefits without Adder (MxLx(J-K)) $2,448,110
Total Benefits $7.093 $4,325 $4,325 37,029
Total Costs $1,772 $1,561 $5,538 $3,102 Utility Program Cost per kWh Lifetime $0.0197
Net Benefit (Cost) $5,321 $2,764 (§1,213) $3,926 Utility Program Cost per kW at Gen $17,677
Benefit/ Cost Ratio 4.00 2.77 0.78 2.27 Participant Payback with Rebate 2.1 years

Note: Dollar values represent present value of impacts accurnulated over the lifetime of the measures.

Participant Payback without Rebate

3.5 years
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IENERGY MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS PROGRAM

2010 GAS

GOAL|

2010 Gas Benefit-Cost Analysis per One Gross Dth/Yr

Participant
Test

Utility
Test

Rate
Impact
Test

(3/Dth-yr) ($/Dth-yr) ($/Dth-yr)

Modified Total
Resource
Test
($/Dth-yr)

Input Summary and Totals

Program Assumptions:

System Benefits (Aroided Costs)

Lifetime (Weighted on Dth) A 7 years

Net-to-Gross B 93%
Program Totals:

Participants c 14

Average Dth/Yr Saved D 4490

Tatal Dth/Yr Saved E 6,286

Utllity Costs per Net Dth/Yr 3 $20.62
Net Benefit (Cost) per Gross Dth/Yr G $24.05
Non-Energy Benefits Adder per Gross Dth/Yr H $2.53
Annual Dth/$M SIM/B 48,486

Total Utility Budget (FxE) $129,649
Total MTRC Net Benefits with Adder (ExG) $151,174
Total MTRC Net Benefits without Adder (G-H)xE $135,276
Utility Program Cost per Net Dth Lifetime (F/A) $2.95
Participant Payback with Rebate 1.0 years

Participant Payback without Rebate 1.6 years

Commodity Cost Reduction $47.28 §47.28 $47.28
Variable O&M Savings $0.26 $0.26 $0.26
Demand Savings $3.04 $3.04 $3.04
Subtotal $50.58 $50.58 $50.58
Emissions and Non-Energy Benefits Adder (5°0) $2.53
Subtotal $50.58 $50.58 $53.11
Other Bencfits
Participant Rebates and Incentives $6.42 $6.42
Vendor Incentives $0.00
Incremental Capital Savings $0.00 $0.00
Incremental O&M Savings $0.00 $0.00
Subtotal $6.42 $6.42
Reduction in Safe: Revenue
Gas $61.06 $56.79
Subtotal $61.06 $56.79
Utility Program Costs
Program Planning & Design $0.20 $0.20 $0.20
Administration & Program Delivery $11.03 $11.03 $11.03
Advertising/Promotion/Customer Ed $1.03 $1.03 $1.03
Participant Rebates and Incentives $6.42 $6.42 $6.42
Equipment & Installation $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Measurement & Verification $0.51 $0.51 $0.51
Miscellaneous $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Subtotal $19.18 $19.18 $19.18
Particpant Costs
Incremental Capital Costs $17.53 $16.30
Incremental O&M Costs $0.00 $0.00
Subtotal $17.53 $16.30
Total Benefits $67.48 $50.58 $50.58 $59.53
Total Costs $17.53 $19.18 $75.97 $35.48
Net Benefit (Cost) $49.95 $31.40 -$25.39 $24.05
Benefit/ Cost Ratio 3.85 2.64 0.67 1.68

Note: Dollar values represent present value of impacts accumulated over the lifetime of the measures.
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|FURNACE EFFICIENCY PROGRAM

2009 GAS

GOAL|

2009 Gas Benefit-Cost Analysis per One Gross Dth/Yr

Input Summary and Totals

Program Assumptions:

Lifetime (Weighted on Dth) A 15 years
Net-to-Gross B 77%
Program Totals:

Participants C 50
Average Dth/Yr Saved D 84.1
Total Dth/Yr Saved E 4,204
Utility Costs per Net Dth/Yr I3 $10.55
Net Benefit (Cost) per Gross Dth/Yr G $60.52
Non-Energy Benefits Adder per Gross Dth/Yr H $3.69
Annual Dth/$M $1IM/ P 94,803
Total Utility Budget (FxE) $44,346
Total MTRC Net Benefits with Adder (ExG) $254,426
Total MTRC Net Benefits without Adder (G-H)xE $238,896
Utility Program Cost per Net Dth Lifetime (F/A) $0.70
Participant Payback with Rebate 1.0 years
Participant Payback without Rebate 1.1 years

Rate Modified Total
Participant  Utility Impact Resource
Test Test Test Test
(3/Dth-yr) (3/Dth-yr) (3/Dth-yr) ($/Dth-yr)

System Benefits (Avarded Costs)

Commodity Cost Reduction $69.35 $69.35 $69.35

Variable Q&M Savings $0.36 $0.36 $0.36

Demand Savings $4.17 $4.17 $4.17

Subtotal $73.88 $75.88 $73.88
Emissions and Non-Energy Benefits Adder (5%0) $3.69

Subtotal $73.88 $73.88 $77.58
Other Benefits

Participant Rebates and Incentives $1.55 $1.55

Vendor Incentives $0.00

Incremental Capital Savings $0.00 $0.00

Incremental O&M Savings $0.00 $0.00
Subtotal $1.55 $1.55
Reduction in Sales Rerenne

Gas $107.42 $82.72
Subtotal $107.42 $82.72
Utility Program Costs

Program Planning & Design $1.88 $1.88 $1.88

Administration & Program Delivery $2.90 $2.90 $2.90

Advertising/Promotion/Customer Ed $0.87 $0.87 $0.87

Participant Rebates and Incentives $1.55 $1.55 $1.55

Equipment & Installation $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Measurement & Verification $0.92 $0.92 $0.92

Miscellaneous $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Subtotal $8.12 $8.12 $8.12
Participant Costy

Incremental Capital Costs $13.62 $10.49

[ncremental O&M Costs $0.00 $0.00
Subtotal $13.62 $10.49
Total Benefits $108.98 $73.88 $73.88 $79.13
Total Costs $13.62 $8.12 $90.84 $18.61
Net Benefit (Cost) $95.36 $65.76 -$16.96 $60.52
Benefit/ Cost Ratio 8.00 9.10 0.81 4.25

Note: Dollar values represent present value of impacts accumulated over the lifetime of the measures.
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[FURNACE EFFICIENCY PROGRAM 2010 GAS GOAL]
2010 Gas Benefit-Cost Analysis per One Gross Dth/Yr Input Summary and Totals
Rate Moadified Total Program Assumptions:
Participant  Utility Impact Resource Lifetime (Weighted on Dth) 15 years
Test Test Test Test Net-to-Gross 71%
($/Dth-yr) ($/Dth-yr) (3/Dth-yr)  ($3/Dth-yr)
Systesn Bengfits (Avotded Costs)
Commodity Cost Reduction $69.32 $69.32 $69.32 Program Totals:
Variable Q&M Savings $0.36 $0.36 $0.36 Pacticipants C 50
Demand Savings $4.17 $4.17 $4.17 Average Dth/Yr Saved D 84.1
Subtotal §73.85 $73.85 $73.85 Total Dth/Yr Saved E 4,204
Emussions and Non-Energy Benefits Adder (5%0) $3.69 Utility Costs per Net Dth/Yr ¥ $11.93
Subtotal $73.85 $73.85 $77.54 Net Benefit (Cost) per Gross Dth/Yr G $59.42
Other Benefits Non-Energy Benefits Adder per Gross Dth/Yr H $3.69
Participant Rebates and Incentives $1.55 $1.55 Annual Dth/$M $IM/ B 83,850
Vendor Incentives $6.00 Total Utility Budget (FxE) $50,139
Incremental Capital Savings $0.00 $0.00 Total MTRC Net Benefits with Adder (ExG) $249,821
Incremental O&M Savings $0.00 $0.00 Total MTRC Net Benefits without Adder (G-HM)xE $234,298
Subtotal $1.55 $1.55
Reduction in Sales Revenne Utility Program Cost per Net Dth Lifetime (F/A) $0.80
Gas $107.59 $82.85 Participant Payback with Rebate 1.1 years
Subtotal $107.59 $82.85 Participant Payback without Rebate 1.2 years
Utility Program Costs
Program Planning & Design $2.87 $2.87 $2.87
Administration & Program Delivery $2.97 $2.97 $2.97
Advertising/Promotion/Customer Ed $0.87 $0.87 $0.87
Participant Rebates and Incentives $1.55 $1.55 $1.55
Equipment & Installation $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Measurement & Verification $0.92 $0.92 $0.92
Miscellaneous $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Subtotal $9.18 $9.18 $9.18
Participant Costs
Incremental Capital Costs $13.62 $10.49
Incremental O&M Costs $0.00 $0.00
Subtotal $13.62 $10.49
Total Benelits $109.14 $73.85 $73.85 $79.09
Total Costs $13.62 §9.18 $92.03 $19.67
Net Benefit (Cost) $95.52 $64.67 -$18.18 §59.42
Benefit/Cost Ratio 8.01 8.04 (.80 4.02

Note: Doliar values represent present value of impacts accumulated over the lifetime of the measures.
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LIGHTING EFFICIENCY PROGRAM

2009

ELECTRIC

GOAL|

2009 Electric Benefit-Cost Analysis per Customer kW

Input Summary and Totals

Rate  Modified Total Program Inputs per Customer kW
Participant  Utility Impact Resource Lifetime (Weighted on Generator kWh) A 18 years
Test Test Test Test Annual Hours B 8760
($/kW) ($/kW) ($/kW) ($/kW) Gross Customer kW C 1 kW
System Bencfits (Aroided Costs) Generator Peak Coincidence Factor D 84.60%
Generation Capacity $1,341 §1,341 $1,341 Gross Load Factor at Customer E 38.51%
Transmission & Distribution Capacity $275 $275 $275 Net-to-Gross (Energy) F 96.0%
Marginal Energy $2,498 $2,498 $2,498 Net-to-Gross (Demand) G 96.0%
Avoided Emissions (CO2, SOx) $611 $611 $611 Transmission Loss Factor (Energy) i 6.39%
Subtotal $4,724 $4,724 $4,724 Transmission Loss Factor (Demand) 1 6.39%
Non-Energy Benefits Adder (10%) $472 MTRC Net Benefit (Cost) J $3,789
Subtotal $4,724 $4,724 $5,197 MTRC Non-Energy Benefit Adder K $472
Other Benefits Nect coincident kW Saved at Generator (DxCxG)/(1-1) 0.8676 kW
Participant Rebates and Incentives $369 $369 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExC) 3,374 kWh
Vendor Incentives $0 Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExCx[) 3,239 kWh
Incremental Capital Savings $0 $0 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator (BxExCxF)/(1-H) 3,460 kWh
Incremental O&M Savings $0 $0
Subtotal $369 $369 Program Summary per Participant
Reduction in Sales Revenne Gross kW Saved at Customer L 14.57 kW
Electric $3,091 $2,968 Net comncident kW Saved at Generator (GxLyxD/(1-1) 12.64 kW
Subtotal $3,091 $2,968 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExL) 49,152 kWh
Utility Program Costs Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (Fx(BxExL)) 47,186 kWh
Program Planning & Design $1 $1 $1 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator (Fx(BxExL))/(1-I) 50,407 kWh
Administration & Program Delivery $69 $69 $69
Advertising/Promotion/ Customer Ed $19 $19 $19 Program Summary All Participants
Participant Rebates and Incentives $369 $369 $369 Total Participants N 632
Equipment & Installation $0 $0 $0 Total Budget N $4,418,019
Measurement and Verification $22 $22 $22 Gross kW Saved at Customer (MxL) 9,208 kW
Miscellaneous 50 $0 $0 Net coincident kW Saved at Generator ((GxL)xD/(1-I))xM 7,989 kW
Subtotal $480 $480 $480 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExL)xM 31,063,812 kWh
Participant Costs Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (Fx(BxExL))xM 29,821,259 kWh
Incremental Capital Costs $1,040 $998 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator ((Fx(B xE xL))/(1-H))}xM 31,856,916 kWh
Incremental O&M Costs $312 $300 TRC Net Benefits with Adder (MxLxJ) $34,887,178
Subtotal $1,352 $1,298 TRC Net Benefits without Adder (MxLx(J-K)) $30,536,971
Total Benefits $3,401 4,724 34,724 35,566
Total Costs $1,352 $480 $3,448 $1,777 Utility Program Cost per kWh Lifetime $0.0079
Net Benefit (Cost) $2,109 $4,245 $1,277 $3,789 Utility Program Cost per kW at Gen $553
Benefit/Cost Ratio 2.56 9.85 1.37 3.13 Participant Payback with Rebate 3.9 years

Note: Dollar values represent present value of impacts accumulated over the lifetime of the measures.

Participant Payback without Rebate

6.0 years
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2010 Electric Benefit-Cost Analysis per Customer kW

Input Summary and Totals

Rate  Modified Total Program Inputs per Customer kW
Participant  Utility Impact Resource Lifetime (Weighted on Generator kWh) A 18 years
Test Test Test Test Annual Hours B 8760
($/kW) ($/kW) ($/kW) (3/kW) Gross Customer kW C 1 kW
System Benefits (Aroided Costs) Generator Peak Coincidence Factor D 84.60%
Generation Capacity $1,395 $1,395 $1,395 Gross Load Factor at Customer E 39.57%
Transmission & Distribution Capacity $280 $280 $280 Net-to-Gross (Energy) F 96.0%
Marginal Energy $2,586 $2,586 $2,586 Net-to-Gross (Demand) G 96.0%
Avoided Emissions {(CO2, SOx) $712 $712 $712 Transmission Loss Factor (Energy) H 6.39%
Subtotat $4,973 $4,973 §4,973 Transmission Loss Factor {Demand) 6.39%
Non-Energy Benefits Adder (10%%) $497 MTRC Net Benefit (Cost) ] $4,037
Subtotal $4,973 $4,973 $5,470 MTRC Non-Energy Benefit Adder K $497
Other Benefizs Net coincident kW Saved at Generator (DxCxG)/(1-T) 0.8676 kW
Participant Rebates and Incentives $366 $366 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExC) 3,466 kWh
Vendor Incentives $0 Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExCxF) 3,328 kWh
Incremental Capital Savings $0 $0 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator (BXxExCxF)/(1-H) 3,555 kWh
Incremental O&M Savings $0 $0
Subtotal §366 $366 Program Summary per Participant
Reduction in Sales Revenne Gross kW Saved at Customer L 14.89 kW
Electric $3,193 $3,065 Net coincident kW Saved at Generator (GxL)yxD/(1-1) 12.92 kW
Subtotal $3,193 $3,065 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExL) 51,618 kWh
Utility Program Costs Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (Fx(BxExL)) 49,554 kWh
Program Planning & Design $0 $0 $0 Net Annual k€Wh Saved at Generator (Fx(BxE=xL))/(1-1) 52,936 kWh
Administration & Program Delivery $71 $71 $71
Advertising/Promotion/Customer Ed $41 $41 £ Program Summary All Participants
Participant Rebates and Incentives $366 $366 $366 Total Participants M 678
Equipment & Installation $0 %0 $0 Total Budget N $5,066,713
Measurement and Verification $24 $24 $24 Gross kW Saved at Customer (MxL) 10,096 kW
Miscellaneous $0 $0 $0 Net coincident kW Saved at Generator ((GxL)xD/(1-1))xM 8,759 kW
Subtotal $502 $502 $502 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExL)xM 34,997,243 kWh
Participant Costs Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (Fx(BxExL))xM 33,597,353 kWh
Incremental Capital Costs $1,039 $997 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator  ((Fx(B xE xL))/(1-H))xM 35,890,773 kWh
Incremental O&M Costs $312 $300 TRC Net Benefits with Adder (MxLx]) $40,758,505
Subtotal $1,351 $1,297 TRC Net Benefits without Adder (MxLx(J-K)) $35,737,728
Total Benefits $3,558 $4973 $4,973 $5,836
Total Costs $1,351 $502 $3,567 $1,799 Utility Program Cost per kWh Lifetime $0.0080
Net Benefit (Cost) $2,207 $4,471 $1,406 $4,037 Utility Program Cost per kW at Gen $578
Benefit/ Cost Ratio 2.63 9.91 1.39 3.24 Participant Payback with Rebate 3.8 years

Note: Dollar values represent present value of impacts accumulated over the Tifetime of the measures.

Participant Payback without Rebate

5.8 years
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2009 Electric Benefit-Cost Analysis per Customer kW

Rate Modified Total

Input Summary and Totals

Program Inputs per Customer kW

Participant  Utility Impact Resource Lifetime (Weighted on Generator kWh) A 20 years
Test Test Test Test Annual Hours B 8760
($/kW) ($/kW) (3/kW) ($/kW) Gross Customer kW [ 1 kW
Sysiem Benefits (Avoided Costs) Generator Peak Coincidence Factor D 78.33%
Generation Capacity $1,23¢6 $1,236 $1,236 Gross Load Factor at Customer E 50.31%
Transmission & Distribution Capacity $250 $250 $250 Net-to-Gross (Energy) F 87.0%
Matrginal Energy $3,005 $3,005 $3,005 Net-to-Gross (Demand) G 87.0%
Avoided Emissions (CO2, SOx) $813 $813 $813 Transmission Loss Factor (Energy) H 6.39%
Subtotal $5,304 $5,304 $5,304 Transmission Loss Factor (Demand) 1 6.39%
Non-Energy Benefits Adder (10%%) $530 MTRC Net Benefit (Cost) 1 $4,988
Subtotal $5,304 $5,304 $5,834 MTRC Non-Energy Benefit Adder K $530
Other Benefits Net coincident kW Saved at Generator (DxCxGY/(1-1) 0.7280 kW
Patticipant Rebates and Incentives $412 $412 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExC) 4,407 kWh
Vendor Incentives 80 Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BXExCxF) 3,834 kWh
Incremental Capital Savings $0 $0 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator (BxExCxF)/(1-H) 4,096 kWh
Incremental O&M Savings $0 $0
Subtotal $412 $412 Program Summary per Participant
Reduction in Sales Revenne Gross kW Saved at Customier L 4.60 kW
Electric $3,575 $3,111 Net comncident kW Saved at Generator (GxLyxD/(1-1) 3.35 kW
Subtotal $3,575 $3,111 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExL) 20,259 kWh
Utility Program Costs Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (Fx(BxExL)) 17,625 kWh
Program Planning & Design $2 $2 $2 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator (Fx(BxExL))/(1-1) 18,829 kWh
Administration & Program Delivery $54 $54 $54
Advertising/Promotion/Customer Ed $17 $17 $17 Program Summary All Participants
Participant Rebates and Incentives $412 $412 $412 Total Participants M 1,100
Equipment & Installation $0 $0 $0 Total Budget N $2,582,081
Measurement and Verification $25 $25 $25 Gross kW Saved at Customer (MxL) 5,056 kW
Miscellaneous $0 $0 $0 Net coincident kW Saved at Generator ((GxL)xD/(1-1))xM 3,681 kW
Subtotal $511 $511 $511 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExL)xM 22,285,003 kWh
Participant Costs Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (Fx(BxExL))xM 19,387,952 kWh
Incremental Capital Costs $859 $747 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator ((Fx(B xE xL))/(1-H))xM 20,711,411 kWh
Incremental O&M Costs $0 $0 TRC Net Benefits with Adder (MxLx]) $25,223,057
Subtotal $859 $747 TRC Net Benefits without Adder (MxLx(J-K)) $22,541,258
Total Benefits $3,988 $5,304 $5,304 $6,246
Total Costs $859 $511 $3,621 $1,258 Utility Program Cost per kWh Lifetime $0.0062
Net Benefit (Cost) $3,129 $4,793 $1,682 $4,088 Utility Program Cost per kW at Gen $701
Benefit/ Cost Ratio 4.64 10.39 1.46 4.96 Participant Payback with Rebate 2,5 years

Note: Dollar values represent present value of impacts accumulated over the lifetime of the measures.

Participant Payback without Rebate

4.8 years
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2010 Electric Benefit-Cost Analysis per Customer kW

Rate Modified Total

Input Summary and Totals

Program Inputs per Customer kW

Participant  Utility Impact Resource Lifetime (Weighted on Generator kWh) A 20 years
Test Test Test Test Annual Hours B 8760
($/kW) ($/kW) ($/kW) (3/kW) Gross Customer kW C 1 kW
System Benefits (Aroided Costs) Generator Peak Coincidence Factor D 78.33%
Generation Capacity $1,285 $1,285 $1,285 Gross Load Factor at Customer E 50.31%
Transmission & Disteibution Capacity §255 $255 $255 Net-to-Gross (Encrgy) F 87.0%
Marginal Energy $3,033 $3,033 $3,033 Net-to-Gross (Demand) G 87.0%
Avoided Emissions (CO2, SOx) $914 $914 $914 Transmission Loss Factor (Energy) H 6.39%
Subtotal $5,487 $5,487 $5,487 Transmission Loss Factor (Demand) I 6.39%
Non-Energy Benefits Adder (10%0) $549 MTRC Net Benefit (Cost) ] $5,140
Subtotal $5,487 $5,487 $6,036 MTRC Non-Energy Benefit Adder K $549
Other Benefits Net coincident kW Saved at Generator (DxCxG)/(1-1) 0.7280 kW
Participant Rebates and Incentives $412 $412 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExC) 4,407 kWh
Vendor Incentives $0 Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExCxF) 3,834 kWh
Incremental Capital Savings $0 $0 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator (BxExCxF)/(1-H) 4,096 kWh
Incremental O&M Savings $0 $0
Subtotal §412 §412 Program Summary per Participant
Reduction in Sales Revenne Gross kW Saved at Customer L 4.60 kW
Electric $3,622 $3,151 Net comncident kW Saved at Generator (GxL)xD/(1-1) 335 kW
Subtotal $3,622 $3,151 Gross Annual kWh Saved at Customer (BxExL) 20,259 kWh
Utility Program Costs Net Annual kWh Saved at Customer (Fx(BxExL)) 17,625 kWh
Program Planning & Design $2 $2 $2 Net Annual kWh Saved at Generator (Fx(BxExL))/(1-1) 18,829 kWh
Administration & Program Delivery 