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Introduction

This report provides an update on the progress of the New York Energy $mart™ Public Benefits
Program (Program) toward meeting its stated goals. It contains evaluation results on Program activities
through the quarter ending March 31, 2008. The last full annual report on progress (through December
31, 2007) was issued in March 2008."

The 13-year Program, funded by a System Benefits Charge (SBC) and administered by the New York
State Energy Research and Development Authority (NYSERDA), was initiated in 1998 by order of the
New York State Public Service Commission® (the Commission) and embodies three funding cycles.” The
Program portfolio consists of numerous initiatives promoting energy efficiency and demand management,
facilitating renewable energy development, providing energy services to low-income New Yorkers, and
conducting research and development. The activities pursued by the Program include disseminating
information to increase consumer energy awareness, marketing, providing financial incentives,
developing and testing new products, commercializing new technologies, and gathering data and
information.

1.1 Organization of the Report

This report was prepared by NYSERDA staff with contributions from a team of independent third-party
evaluation contractors. The contractors work closely with NYSERDA'’s program implementation staff
and contractors, customers, and market and trade allies to develop an understanding of the Program
offerings and to conduct independent assessments of the Program’s impacts and progress toward the
established public policy goals. The evaluation functions covered by the specialty contractor teams are:
impact evaluation; market characterization and assessment; and process assessment and evaluation
management. The report is divided into the following sections:

!'New York State Energy Research and Development Authority, New York Energy $mart™ Program Evaluation and Status
Report, Final Report, March 2008.

2 Case 94-E-1052, ef al., In the Matter of Competitive Opportunities Regarding Electric Service, Opinion 98-3, issued
January 30, 1998.

? The most recent cycle was initiated with the New York State Public Service Commission order in Case 05-M-0900, In the
Matter of the System Benefits Charge 111, Order Continuing the System Benefits Charge (SBC) and the SBC-funded Public
Benefit Programs, issued and effective December 21, 2005.
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Introduction

o  Section I Introduction

»  Section 2 Portfolio-Level Reporting

e  Section 3 Commercial/Industrial Programs

o  Section 4 Residential and Low-Income Programs

»  Section 5 Research and Development Programs

As is typically the case, this first-quarter report includes the annual Benefit/Cost (B/C) update for all
major programs through the prior year’s end.* A synopsis of B/C inputs and results can be found in the
following program summaries within Sections 3 and 4 of this report:

o  Peak Load Management Program,

«  Enhanced Commercial/Industrial Performance Program,

«  Business Partners Program,

+  New Construction Program,

o  Flex Tech Technical Assistance Program,

o Single Family Home Performance Program,

o Multifamily Building Programs,

e  Market Support Program, and

o  EmPower.

The B/C analysis is updated using the best available, current information. The assumptions used in one
year may differ from those used in other years. Thus, the B/C ratios are not necessarily comparable
across years.

Appendix A of this report includes definitions of key B/C terms and describes how certain concepts were

applied to this year’s analysis. Appendix A also includes tables showing key inputs to the B/C analysis,
including avoided costs.

* The New York Energy $mart™™ portfolio-level B/C inputs and results, through year-end 2007, were featured in: NYSERDA,
New York Energy $mart™ Program Evaluation and Status Report: Year Ending December 31, 2007, March 2008.
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Portfolio-Level Reporting

2.1 Budget and Spending Status

This section presents financial data for the New York Energy $mart™ Program from 1998 through
March 31, 2008. Of the $1.87 billion, 13-year budget, $1.68 billion is allocated to four major program
areas; Commercial/Industrial, Residential, Low-Income, and Research and Development (R&D), and a
general awareness campaign. The percentage of each program area budget spent to date is: 50.3% for
Commercial/Industrial, 68.4% for Residential, 46.5% for Low-Income, and 38.9% for R&D. Budgets
and spending are presented in Table 2-1 along with costs for program administration, evaluation,
Environmental Disclosure', and the New York State Cost Recovery Fee®. Table 2-2 shows the budget
and spending for individual New York Energy $mart™ programs.

Table 2-1. Financial Status of New York Energy $mart Program through March 31, 2008

($ million)
Total 13- Funds Spent
Year SBCI & % of Budget
1 BC I1I° Total Spent

Budget SRCIIZ SBC otal Spen Spent
Commercial/Industrial 634.0 247.1 71.9 319.1 50.3%
Residential 312.8 165.4 48.7 214.1 68.4%
Low-Income 318.6 86.6 61.6 148.2 46.5%
Research and Development 388.3 105.9 45.1 151.0 38.9%
General Awareness® (Marketing) 31.0 15.9 3.9 19.7 63.5%
Program Areas Total $1,684.6 $620.9 $231.2 $852.1 50.6%

! This program provides electricity commodity suppliers with data for informing customers about the fuel mix and associated
environmental impacts of their electricity sources.

% The New York State Cost Recovery Fee is assessed for services to public authorities. The fee is determined by the New York
State Division of Budget and imposed and collected by the Department of Taxation and Finance.
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Portfolio-Level Reporting

Funds Spent

Total 13-

B::gaert 1 Z];E L‘gj SBC 111 Total Spent | ° °Sf pi‘;fget
Program Administration 128.3 59.8 23.1 83.0 64.7%
Metrics and Evaluation 34.4 14.5 4.4 19.0 55.2%
Environmental Disclosure 1.9 0.8 -0.8 <0.1 2.5%
NYS Cost Recovery Fee 25.4 9.2 4.6 13.7 53.9%
Other Costs Total $190.1 $84.3 $31.4 $115.7 60.9%
Total New York Energy Smart™ $1,874.7 $705.2 $262.6 $967.8 51.6%

! Reflects reallocation of funding among programs as approved by the Public Service Commission.

2 SBCI: July 1, 1998 through June 30, 2001; SBC II: July 1, 2001 through June 30, 2006.

3 SBCIII: July 1, 2006 through June 30, 2011.
4 General Awareness previously included in Residential Program Area.

Totals may not sum exactly due to rounding. Source: NYSERDA

Table 2-2. Individual Programs — Financial Status through March 31, 2008 ($ million)

Budget Funds Spent

Total % of
Program BI;’;ilt . 211332 }I‘gi SBCII® | Funds | Budget

Spent Spent

Commercial/Industrial
Peak Load Management 88.2 35.1 8.9 44.0 49.9%
Enhanced Commercial/ Industrial Performance 238.2 100.3 18.3 118.6 49.8%
New York Energy $mart® Business Partners 43.9 21.1 52 26.3 59.9%
Loan Fund and Financing 254 123 11.6 24.0 94.5%
Energy Smart Focus 18.9 4.8 32 8.1 42.9%
New Construction Program 164.4 53.1 20.6 73.6 44.8%
FlexTech Technical Assistance 55.2 20.4 4.0 24.4 44.2%
Total Commercial & Industrial $634.0 $247.1 $71.9 $319.1 50.3%
Residential & Low-income

Single Family Home Performance 107.5 47.4 20.6 68.0 63.3%
Multifamily Building Performance 44.5 18.3 9.5 27.9 62.7%
Market Support Residential 148.9 96.5 15.6 112.1 75.3%
Communities and Education 11.9 32 2.9 6.1 51.3%
Subtotal Residential $312.8 $165.4 $48.6 $214.1 68.4%

Single Family Home Performance 78.3 22.3 13.0 353 45.1%
Multifamily Building Performance 160.0 45.4 25.4 70.8 44.3%
EmPower New York 63.7 14.3 21.6 35.8 56.2%
Buying Strategies & Energy Awareness 16.6 4.7 1.6 6.3 38.0%
Subtotal Low-Income $318.6 $86.6 $61.6 $148.2 46.5%

Total Residential and Low-income $631.3 $252.1 $110.3 $362.3 57.4%
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Portfolio Level Findings

Budget Funds Spent
Program Total SBC1& | Joml | % of
Budget 1 SBC II 2 SBC I1I Funds Budget
Spent Spent
Research and Development
Public Benefit Power Transmission and Distribution 10.0 0.0 <0.1 <0.1 0.4%
Clean Energy Infrastructure (includes closed 911 19.0 20.9 399 43.8%
program: End Use Renewables)
Distributed Energy Resources: Power Systems o
Product Development & DG-CHP Demonstrations 149.2 340 13.7 476 31.9%
Demand Response and Innovative Research 10.0 0.0 <0.1 <0.1 0.1%
Electric Transportation 5.0 0.0 0.5 0.5 10.0%
Env1rot}mental, Monitoring, Evaluation, & 391 17.7 34 212 54.29%
Protection
Industrial and Municipal Process Efficiency 15.0 0.0 0.5 0.5 3.3%
Next Generation and Emerging Technologies 42.7 18.3 3.7 22.0 51.5%
Wholesale Renewable Energy Market 227 16.5 2.1 18.5 81.5%
Other 0.4 0.4 0.0 0.4 100.0%
Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative 3.0 0.0 0.3 0.3 10.0%
Total Research and Development $388.3 $105.9 $45.1 $151.0 38.9%
General Awareness (Marketing) 31.0 15.9 39 19.7 63.5%
Total New York Energy $Smart™ Programs $1,684.6 $620.9 $231.2 $852.1 | 50.6%

! Reflects reallocation of funding among programs as approved by the Public Service Commission.

2SBCL: July 1, 1998 through June 30, 2001; SBC II: July 1, 2001 through June 30, 2006.

*SBCIII: July 1, 2006 through June 30, 2011.
Totals may not sum exactly due to rounding. Source:

2.2 Portfolio Level Findings

2.2.1 Progress Toward Goals

NYSERDA

Overall, the New York Energy $mart™ programs are performing well toward their five-year goals® in
the areas of energy savings, demand reduction, and other key metrics. This section discusses general

progress toward these goals. Sections 3, 4, and 5 contain more detailed information. In summary:

e  The Commercial/Industrial (C/I) programs are showing good progress toward their individual

electricity and demand savings goals. Progress on the large majority of programs is at, or above,
expected levels at this point in the five-year measurement period.

+  Within the C/I program area, twelve different five-year goals have been set for metrics other than
energy and peak demand savings. These metrics capture progress in key areas such as the number of

? Five-year goals were specified in the System Benefits Charge Proposed Plan for New York Energy $mart®™ Programs (2006-
2011), March 2, 2006. These goals were set at the program level, and included energy savings, demand reductions and other
important metrics. The five-year goals cover the time period from July 1, 2006 through June 30, 2011.

2-3




Portfolio-Level Reporting

customers served, allies participating, and dollars leveraged. The programs are performing well on
these non-energy goals.

The Residential and Low-Income programs are making good progress toward their individual
electricity and fuel savings goals. The Multifamily Building Performance Program has been
significantly revised and is still ramping up, but most of the other programs are performing at
expected levels.

Twenty-six long-term goals have been set for important non-energy metrics in the Residential and
Low-Income areas, including the number of customers participating, outreach efforts and people
affected, and dollars leveraged. Overall, the programs are making progress toward these goals.

Almost 40 long-term non-energy goals have been set for the R&D portfolio. These goals address
metrics such as solicitations released, projects funded, information dissemination, co-funding, and
technology transfer. In general, the programs are tracking well toward these long-term non-energy
goals.

Beyond the above stated goals, programs are also making excellent progress toward the following
overarching public policy goals.

Goal 1: Improve New York's energy system reliability and security by reducing energy demand and
increasing energy efficiency, supporting innovative transmission and distribution technologies that
have broad application, and enabling fuel diversity, including renewable resources.

- Together, the New York Energy $mart™ programs are saving approximately 3,100 GWh of
electricity annually.

- Approximately 1,210 MW of peak demand reduction has been installed, including 640 MW
from permanent measures and 570 MW from curtailable measures.

- More than 100 GWh of clean, renewable energy is being generated annually, enough to power
more than 16,000 homes per year.

Goal 2: Reduce the energy cost burden of New Yorkers by offering energy users, particularly the
State's lowest income households, services that moderate the effects of energy price increases and
volatility and provide access to cost-effective energy efficiency options.

- The New York Energy $mart® programs are saving customers approximately $580 million
annually on their energy bills.

- In total 62,855 low-income households have been served. On average, each household’s
energy bill has been reduced by $320 per year.

24



Portfolio Level Findings

- The New York Energy $mart®™ Program has achieved a benefit-cost ratio of 2.1 under the

. . 4
most conservative Total Resource Cost Test scenario.

o Goal 3: Mitigate the environmental and health impacts of energy use by increasing energy

efficiency, encouraging the development of support services for renewable energy resources, and

optimizing the energy performance of buildings and products.

- The emission reductions from the New York Energy $mart®™ Program energy savings are
more than 2,600 tons of nitrogen oxide, 4,760 tons of sulfur dioxide, and more than 2.0
million tons of carbon dioxide annually, the equivalent of removing more than 400,000 cars

from the road.

e Goal 4: Create economic opportunity and promote economic well-being by supporting emerging
energy technologies, fostering competition, improving productivity, stimulating the growth of New
York energy businesses, and helping to meet future energy needs through efficiency and innovation.

- The New York Energy $mart®" programs have led to the creation or retention of

approximately 4,700 jobs.

- Over the past 21 months, NYSERDA has worked with 14 companies to expand their

renewable energy businesses (12) and renewable energy product manufacturing (2) in New

York.

2.2.2 Summary of Program Benefits

Table 2-3 shows the cumulative New York Energy $mart™ Program benefits through March 31, 2008,
and through the last four calendar years. Cumulative annual electric savings has reached nearly 3,100
GWh. Peak demand reduction efforts have led to a total reduction of 1,210 MW that consists of
permanent and curtailable demand reductions. Renewable energy generation now amounts to 106 GWh.

Table 2-3. Cumulative Program Benefits from Installed Measures

Through

Through

Year- Year- Through Through Through
Benefits End End Ye;l(l)';)lznd Yeza(;"(;gznd Mazroc(l)1831,
2004 2005
pericy Smine on b nd | o | e | a0 | se | s
Renewable Energy Generation (Annual GWh) 102 103 105 106 106
Peak Demand Reduction (MW) 860 1,040 1,113 1,200a 1,210a
Permanent Measures (MW) 325 445 495 650 640
Curtailable 535 595 618 550b 570

* NYSERDA, New York Energy $mart®™ Program Evaluation and Status Report, Final Report, March 2008.
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Tgt:fh Tgt:fh Through Through Through

Benefits End End Year-End Year-End March 31,
2
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Net Fuel Savings (Annual MMBtu) 2,600,000 4,000,000 4,049,000 4,660,000 4,950,000
Annual Energy ]'311.1 Savings to Participating $195 $275 $330 $570 $580
Customers ($ Million)
Jobs Created and Retained per Year' 2,500 3,100 3,700 4,700 4,700
NO, Emissions Reductions (Annual Tons) 1,280 1,750 2,060 2,570 2,600
SO, Emissions Reductions (Annual Tons) 2,320 3,170 3,800 4,720 4,760
CO, Emissions Reductions (Annual Tons) 1,000,000 1,400,000 1,600,000 2,000,000 2,020,000
Equivalent number of cars removed from NY 200,000 275,000 320,000 400,000 405,000
roadways

! Figures in this row represent the average number of jobs created and retained through the most recently completed year-end.
Results from 2004 and 2005 have been restated based on new analysis conducted in 2006.

% Due to the addition of 2005 and 2006 CFL energy savings and 2006 appliance savings from the ENERGY STAR Products
program, the electricity savings and demand reductions for 3rd quarter 2007 show a significant increase from year-end 2006.
Year-end savings for 2005 and 2006 were not back-adjusted to reflect these additional savings. The gains in savings also
impact bill savings, gas and oil savings, and emissions reductions.

a Does not include 9.8 MW of renewable energy generation capacity.

b Curtailable MW decreased due to a reassessment of the impact of the Enabling Technologies Program. MWs enabled under
the SBC2 Enabling Technologies for Price Responsive Load Program were not required to persist beyond the period of the
contract. As such, the available MWs have steadily declined since the program’s close.

2.3 Solicitations Update
Table 2-4 shows Requests for Proposals (RFPs) and Program Opportunity Notices (PONSs) released

during the first quarter of 2008. Only new solicitations released in the third quarter are included.
Additional solicitations released prior to the third quarter could still be open.

Table 2-4. Solicitations Issued in 1°' Quarter 2008

Solicitation Solicitation Name Solicitation Solicitation
Number Release Date Closing Date

Residential Efficiency and Affordability Program Area

PON 1202 Marketing and Education through Local Television 1/28/08 2/26/08
REP 1188 Energy $mart™ Communities New York City Region 1/28/08 2/28/08
R&D Program Area
PON 1171 Water and Wastewater Technologies Development and 2/11/08 3/27/08
Demonstration Program
PON 1181 EMEP Program Climate Change Research 1/28/08 3/31/08
PON 1184 School Power Naturally...Program Update 2/4/08 5/22/08
PON 1208 Electric Power Transmission and Distribution Program 2/18/08 6/4/08
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Solicitations Update

Solicitation Solicitation Nam Solicitation Solicitation
Number olicitation xame Release Date Closing Date
Environmental Technology: Improved Environmental Performance 2/25/08 5/20/08
PON 1193 .
for Power Generation
PON 1206A Data Centers & Server Efficiency 3/3/08 5/1/08
PON 1206B Data Centers & Server Efficiency 3/3/08 11/13/08
PON 1208A | Electric Power Transmission and Distribution Program 2/18/08 12/3/08
PON 1207 Solid State Lighting Research and Demonstration 3/27/08 5/28/08
Commercial and Industrial Program Area
PON 1222 New Construction Program 3/31/08 6/1/09
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Commercial/Industrial Programs

3.1 Commercial/lndustrial Evaluation Activities

3.1.1 Completed Evaluation Activities

During the first quarter of 2008, the following evaluation projects were completed by NYSERDA’s
Evaluation Team and independent evaluation contractors on the Commercial/Industrial (C/I) programs:

o  Cost-effectiveness analysis of the Peak Load Management Program (PLMP), Enhanced
Commercial/Industrial Performance Program (ECIPP), Business Partners Program, New
Construction Program (NCP), and FlexTech Technical Assistance (TA) Program

o  Assessment of cross-program overlap and adjustment to claimed energy, demand and fuel savings

o Market characterization and assessment for the NCP

o Prospective benefits for the NCP

e  Loan Fund and Financing process evaluation

3.1.2 Evaluation Activities in Progress and Planned
In the coming quarters, NYSERDA expects to complete the following evaluation projects:

»  Impact evaluation of the largest energy-saving projects across the portfolio of programs, including
projects in PLMP, ECIPP, NCP and Flex Tech TA

e Year-end impact evaluation database reviews for the NCP and Loan Fund
»  Non-energy impacts from the Rate Analysis and Aggregation program efforts
o  Process evaluation of ECIPP

o  Process evaluation study on the New York City market
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Commercial/Industrial Programs

3.2 Summary of C/l Evaluation Results

3.2.1 Progress Toward Non-Energy Goals

Across the C/I programs, 12 logic-model driven goals were set for other key metrics besides energy
savings, such as the number of customers receiving assistance, funds leveraged, and allies participating.
The programs are performing well with respect to these non-energy goals. Specifically, 21 months into
the five-year measurement period:

o  Two of the 12 goals have been surpassed

o  Progress on three of the 12 goals has reached 40% or more

o  Progress on two of the 12 goals has reached 30% or more

o  Progress on three of the 12 goals has reached 20% or more

o Progress on the remaining two goals is below 20%

3.2.2 Energy, Peak Demand, and Fuel Savings

Table 3-1 shows the electricity savings achieved by the C/I programs as well as progress toward the five-
year goals that have been established for selected programs. Table 3-2 shows peak demand savings and
progress toward several program-specific goals in that area. Table 3-3 shows other fuel savings.
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Summary of C/I Evaluation Results

Table 3-1. C/I Program Cumulative Annual Electricity Savings through March 31, 2008
and Progress toward Five-Year Goals

Energy Savings (GWh)

Savings achieved through Five- Progress
- July 1 Year Toward Five-
rogram uly 1,
& June 30, March 31, 2006 Sl oYear 9"3‘
2006a 2008 th h through (% achieved)
o June 30,
(Cumulative) (Cumulative) March 2011
31,2008

Peak Load Management: Permanent 106.4a 143.8 37.4 107 35%
Con Edison 61.9a 92.8 30.9 55 56%
Enhanced Commercial and 730.6 984.6 253.9 320 79%
Industrial Performance Program

Con Edison 224.1 255.0 30.9 N/A N/A
Business Partners Program 54.1 72.9 18.8 80 24%
Con Edison 43 8.9 4.6 N/A N/A
Loan Fund and Financing 49.6 103.5 53.9 N/A N/A
Con Edison 0.5 20.5 20.0 N/A N/A
New Construction Program 2232 327.6b 104.4 210 50%
Con Edison 48.2 83.6b 354 N/A N/A
Flex Tech TA 644.1 795.7 151.6 400 38%
Con Edison 115.2 206.9 91.7 N/A N/A
Overlap Removed' 126.7 188.5 61.8 N/A N/A
Con Edison C/I Total 454.3 667.7 213.4 N/A N/A
Statewide C/I Total 1,681.3 2,239.7 558.3 N/A N/A

Note: N/A means not applicable (i.e., a goal has not been set for this program).

a Savings reported previously included projects funded through the Con Edison Power Savings Partners Program. These
savings have been removed to more accurately reflect accomplishments.

b Update of database in progress, third quarter 2007 savings used here as a placeholder.

! Overlap factors were updated in Q1 2008.
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Table 3-2. C/I Program Cumulative Peak Demand Savings through March 31, 2008 and
Progress toward Five-Year Goals
Peak Demand Savings (MW)
Savings Achieved through Five-Year Progress
Program Goal Toward
July 1, 2006 through Five-Year
June 30, March 31, through [REES Goal
2006a 2008 March 31, Tune i"’ %
2008 achieved)
Peak Load Management: Permanent 42.5a 55.1 12.6 60 21%
Con Edison 27.4a 36.3 8.9 45 20%
Peak Load Management: Callable 421.1a 458.6 37.5 240 16%
Con Edison 188.3a 208.7 20.4 125 16%
Enhanced Commercial and 1325 168.7 36.1 50 2%
Industrial Performance Program
Con Edison 54.7 62.7 8.1 N/A N/A
Business Partners Program 11.8 18.0 6.1 16 38%
Con Edison 1.0 2.1 1.1 N/A N/A
Loan Fund and Financing 14.3 54.6 40.2 N/A N/A
Con Edison 0.5 9.1 8.6 N/A N/A
New Construction Program 45.5 75.2b 29.7 24 124%
Con Edison 15.9 24.8b 8.9 N/A N/A
Flex Tech TA 120.9 147.1 26.2 80 33%
Con Edison 30.6 41.2 10.6 N/A N/A
Flex Tech TA: Callable 10.2 11.4 1.2 N/A N/A
Overlap Removed' 24.5 38.9 14.5 N/A N/A
Con Edison C/I Total 3184 385.0 66.6 N/A N/A
Statewide C/I Total 774.4 949.7 175.2 N/A N/A

Note: N/A means not applicable (i.e., a goal has not been set for this program).

a Savings reported previously included projects funded through the Con Edison Power Savings Partners Program. These
savings have been removed to more accurately reflect accomplishments.

b Update of database in progress, third quarter 2007 savings used here as a placeholder.

! Overlap factors were updated in Q1 2008.
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Peak Load Management Program (PLMP)

Table 3-3. C/I Program Cumulative Annual Fuel Savings through March 31, 2008

Fuel Savings (MMBtu)

Program Savings Achieved through

June 30, 2006 March 31, 2008
Enhanced Commercial and Industrial Performance Program 3,252 9,394
Con Edison 420 1,212
Loan Fund and Financing 137,239 625,364
Con Edison 4,941 46,902
Flex Tech Technical Assistance' 3,164,000 3,192,000
Con Edison 800,846 861,840
Overlap Removed 158,200 368,712
Con Edison C/I Total 806,207 909,954
Statewide C/I Total 3,146,291 3,458,046

Note: There were no five-year goals for fuel savings.

! The methodology to assess impacts focuses on developing samples based on electricity savings, rather than fuel, resulting in a
less than optimal sample for fuel-savings projects and fluctuation over time in the calculated impacts. Also, the program
recommends on-site generation, which would result in an increase in fuel use, offsetting fuel reductions achieved.

3.3 Peak Load Management Program (PLMP)

3.3.1 Progress Toward Goals

As shown in Table 3-4, the Peak Load Management Program has a goal to assist 750 customers in five
years. The Program is performing well at this point, having achieved more than half of the five-year goal.

Table 3-4. Peak Load Management Program — Goal and Achievement

Program Goal Achieved
Activity (July 1, 2006 through July 1, 2006 through % of Goal Achieved
June 30, 2011) March 31, 2008
Customers receiving assistance 750 414 55%

3.3.2 Energy, Peak Demand and Fuel Savings

Table 3-5 shows the cumulative annual peak demand and electricity savings from the following PLMP
components: the Dispatchable and Emergency Generator Initiative (DEGI), Load Curtailment/Shifting
(LC/S), Interval Meters (IM), Permanent Demand Reduction Efforts (PDRE), and the discontinued
Cooling Recommissioning element. A realization rate and net-to-gross ratio are applied to adjust the
program reported savings based on the most recent Measurement and Verification (M&V) and Attribution
evaluation studies. Net savings in the rightmost column are the total savings being claimed by the
program after these evaluation activities.
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Table 3-5. PLMP Cumulative Annual Energy and Peak Demand Savings (through March

2008)
11;23%;?311 l.ll\e/[af;;;- Ag':osstse ‘ Fre:l:iil()ier- Spillover 1\3:'0_:;] Saljiel:gs
Savings tion rate Savings Ratio

DEGI (MW) 93.9 0.86 80.7 24% 25% 0.95 76.7
LC/S (MW) 152.6 0.92 140.4 24% 25% 0.95 133.4
PDRE ( MW) 482 0.94 453 25% 37% 1.03 46.5
i?;)sliigfigc&n\_v) 8.6 1.0 8.6 0% 0% 1.0 8.6
IM (MW) 266.4 0.85 226.4 10% 22% 1.1 248.6
Total MW 569.6 N/A 501.4 N/A N/A N/A 513.8
PDRE (MWh) 115,909 1.0 115,909 25% 37% 1.03 119,097
Cooling Recom- 24,700 1.0 24,700 0% 0% 1.0 24,700
missioning (MWh) ’ ’ ’
Total MWh 140,609 N/A 140,609 N/A N/A N/A 143,796

! Net-to-Gross Ratio = (1-Freeridership) * (1+Spillover).
N/A — Not Applicable

3.3.3 Cost-Effectiveness

The PLMP benefit/cost analysis was updated in early 2008 using program savings and costs through year-
end 2007. Table 3-6 shows the electricity and demand savings and average measure life used as inputs to
the analysis. Table 3-7 shows program and participant costs, and Table 3-8 provides the present value of
the benefits included in the analysis. Overall, as shown in Table 3-9, PLMP is performing well, with a
Program Administrator Cost (PAC) Test ratio of 16 and a Total Resource Cost (TRC) Test ratio of 4.4.
See Appendix A for definitions of benefit/cost terms and concepts.

Table 3-6. PLMP' Net Savings through Year-End 2007

T Net Cumulative
Program Electric Annual Net Cumulative % Downstate
Component Measures GWh/Year MW (Con Edison)
(Years)
Permanent 2001-2007 15 116.3 454 76%
Measures
Curtailable 2001-2007 - - 439.1 46%
Measures

! Data in this section do not include the Cooling Recommissioning Program.




Enhanced Commercial and Industrial Performance Program (ECIPP)

Table 3-7. PLMP Program and Participant Costs through Year-End 2007

Nominal $2007
Program Present Value Present Value of
5 Customer Gross of Program
Program Implementation . - Program and
Incentives Measure Cost Administrator NE
Component Costs - p— Participant Costs
($Millions) ($Millions ) ($Millions) Cost (SMillions)
($Millions)
Permanent Measures $1.6 $16.5 £82.3 $22.1 $99.8
Curtailable Measures $1.9 $18.6 $58.0 $26.5 $75.9
Total $3.5 $35.1 $140.3 $48.6 $175.7
Table 3-8. PLMP Present Value of Benefits through Year-End 2007
Resource Benefits NEI

Program Present Value of Present Value of Present Value of Present Value of
Component Avoided Energy Avoided Capacity and Capacity Market Non-Energy
Costs (Millions Distribution Costs Price Effect Impacts (NEI)
$2007) (Millions $2007) (Millions $2007) (Millions $2007)
Permanent Measures $128.7 $113.5 - Not Evaluated
Curtailable Measures - - $530.0 Not Evaluated

Table 3-9. PLMP Benefit-Cost Ratios through Year-End 2007

Program Administrator Cost (PAC) Test

Total Resource Cost (TRC) Test

16.0

44

3.4 Enhanced Commercial and Industrial Performance Program

(ECIPP)

3.4.1 Progress Toward Goals

Table 3-10 shows the two five-year, non-energy goals for ECIPP and progress to date. The Program is
making progress toward each goal.

Table 3-10. Enhanced Commercial and Industrial Performance Program — Goals and

Achievements
Program Goals Achieved July 1, 2006
Activity (July 1, 2006 through through March 31, % of Goal Achieved
June 30, 2011) 2008
Leveraged Funds ($ million) $400-450 $85.1 21%
Customer Projects 3,300-3,500 1,055 32%
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3.4.2 Energy, Peak Demand and Fuel Savings

Table 3-11 shows the cumulative annual energy and peak demand savings from the ECIPP. A realization
rate and net-to-gross ratio are applied to adjust the program-reported savings based on the most recent
Measurement and Verification and Attribution evaluation studies. Net savings in the rightmost column
are the total savings being claimed by the program after these evaluation activities.

Table 3-11. ECIPP Cumulative Annual Energy and Peak Demand Savings (through March

2008)
ll;l(;(]))%l:tl:l Bealiza- Aéi:osst: ‘ Freer.i der- Spillover 1\({frt(-)ts(: N.e ¢
Savings LU Savings ship Ratio Savings
Commercial/Industrial Performance Program
MWh/year 834,902 1.01 843,251 31% 45% 1.05a 885,413
MW On-Peak 183.5 0.77 141.3 31% 45% 1.05a 148.4
Smart Equipment Choices
MWh/year 148,068 0.93 137,703 51% 46% 0.72b 99,146
MW On-Peak 30.3 0.93 28.2 51% 46% 0.72b 20.3
MMBtu/year 13,047 1.0 13,047 51% 46% 0.72b 9,394
Enhanced Commercial/Industrial Performance Program (ECIPP) - Total
MWh/year 982,969 N/A 980,953 N/A N/A N/A 984,559
MW On-Peak 213.8 N/A 169.5 N/A N/A N/A 168.7
MMBtu/year 13,047 N/A 13,047 N/A N/A N/A 9,394

a Net-to-Gross Ratio = 1-Freeridership + Spillover (a weighted average of the NTG ratios estimated in the previous MCAC
analysis and the current analysis is shown here).

b Net-to-Gross Ratio = (1-Freeridership) * (1+Spillover).

N/A — Not Applicable

3.4.3 Cost-Effectiveness

The ECIPP benefit/cost analysis was updated in early 2008 using program savings and costs through
year-end 2007. Table 3-12 shows the electricity, demand, and fuel savings and average measure life used
as inputs to the analysis. Table 3-13 shows program and participant costs, and Table 3-14 provides the
present value of the benefits included in the analysis. Overall, as shown in Table 3-15, the ECIPP is
performing well, with a Program Administrator Cost (PAC) Test ratio of 8.8 to 10.8 and a Total Resource
Cost (TRC) Test ratio of 1.9 to 2.4. See Appendix A for definitions of benefit/cost terms and concepts.




Table 3-12. ECIPP Net Savings through Year-End 2007
Average Life Net
Net -
of . Net Cumulative
Program 5 Cumulative : % Downstate
Electric/Gas Cumulative Annual Fuel "
Component Annual . (Con Edison)
Measures GWh/Year Mw Savings
(Years) (MMBtu)
CIPP 1999-2007 16 863.9 144.9 n/a 30%
SEC 2001-2007 15/20 96.4 19.7 5,648 13%

Table 3-13. ECIPP Program and Participant Costs through Year-End 2007

Nominal $2007
Present Value Present Value of
Program Customer Gross of Program
Program q 3 - Program and
Component Implementation Incentives Measure Cost Administrator Participant Costs
p Costs ($Millions) ($Millions) ($Millions) Cost ($MI;llions)
($Millions)
CIPP $7.6 $94.5 $504.7a $131.8 $639.7
SEC $1.7 $9.1 $18.2 $14.0 $18.8
Total $9.3 $103.6 $522.9 145.8 $658.5
a Full cost of design, equipment, and installation.
Table 3-14. ECIPP Present Value of Benefits through Year-End 2007
Resource Benefits NEI

Program Present Value of Present Value of Present Value of Present Value of
Component Avoided Energy Avoided Capacity and Fuel Savings Non-Energy
Costs (Millions Distribution Costs (Millions $2007) Impacts (NEI)
$2007) (Millions $2007) (Millions $2007)
CIPP $892.4 $266.3 - $210.3a
SEC $88.7 $28.1 $0.6 $87.3b
Total $981.1 $294.4 $0.6 $297.6

a NEIs are valued at 11% of the retail energy cost savings for CIPP based on a conjoint analysis survey conducted in 2007.

b NEIs are valued at 42-45% of the retail energy cost savings for SEC based on a direct query survey conducted in 2004.

Table 3-15. ECIPP Benefit-Cost Ratios Through Year-End 2007

Program Administrator Cost

(PAC) Test

Total Resource Cost (TRC) Test

8.8 t0 10.8a

19to2.4a

a The lower number incorporates resource benefits only. The higher number incorporates both resource benefits and non-

energy impacts.
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3.5 New York Energy $mart®™ Business Partners

3.5.1 Progress Toward Goals

Table 3-16 shows the Business Partners Program goal to sign up 1,500 partners over five years. Although
more than 770 allies are currently participating in the commercial lighting program element, a total of 102
new partners have signed up since July 1, 2006. Program staff expects an increase in allies as the core

services and program elements ramp up.

Table 3-16. New York Energy $mart®” Business Partners Program — Goal and

Achievement
Program Goals Achieved July 1, 2006
Activity (July 1, 2006 through through March 31, % of Goal Achieved
June 30, 2011) 2008
Business Partners (signed up) 1,500 102 7%

3.5.2 Energy, Peak Demand and Fuel Savings

Table 3-17 shows the cumulative annual energy and peak demand savings from the Business Partners
Program. A realization rate and net-to-gross ratio are applied to adjust the program-reported savings,
based on the most recent Measurement and Verification and Attribution evaluations. Net savings in the
rightmost column are the total savings being claimed by the program after these evaluation activities.

Table 3-17. New York Energy $mart®™ Business Partners Cumulative Annual Energy and
Peak Demand Savings (through March 2008)

Program- .. Adjusted Net-to-
Realization . . . Net
Reported Gross Freeridership Spillover Gross .
A Rate " . 1 Savings
Savings Savings Ratio
Small Commercial Lighting
MWh/year 47,137 0.94 44,309 39% 80% 1.10 48,740
MW On- 12.4 1.0 12.4 39% 80% 1.10 13.7
Peak
Premium-Efficiency Motors®
MWh/year 9,885 1.0 9,885 67% 168% 0.88 8,776
MW On- 1.8 1.0 1.8 67% 113% 0.70 1.3
Peak
Commercial HVAC?
MWh/ 6,767 Not 6,767 Not Not N/A 6,767
year Evaluated Evaluated Evaluated
MW On- 2.0 Not 2.0 Not Not N/A 2.0
Peak Evaluated Evaluated Evaluated
Hospitality Lighting

MWh/ 8,660 Not 8,660 Not Not Not 8,660
year Evaluated Evaluated Evaluated Evaluated
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Program- o Adjusted Net-to-
Realization q q q Net
Reported Gross Freeridership Spillover Gross .
7 Rate 5 .1 Savings
Savings Savings Ratio
MW On- 0.9 Not 0.9 Not Not Not 0.9
Peak Evaluated Evaluated Evaluated Evaluated
Total Business Partners
MWh/ 72,449 N/A 69,621 N/A N/A N/A 72,943
year
MW On- 17.1 N/A 17.1 N/A N/A N/A 18.0
Peak

!'Net-to-Gross Ratio = (1-Freeridership) * (1+Spillover).

% Savings from the prior motor incentive program have been held constant since last year. Savings achieved in 2006 from the
new motor management program and the STAC 100 Motors program, in the amount of 296,202 kWh and 48 kW, have been
added in the Net Savings column.

3 Savings for the Commercial HVAC portion of the program have been reduced as of 4™ Quarter 2006. This approach was
taken due to the known short-term nature of savings from advanced diagnostics and commissioning, which were part of the
program.

N/A — not applicable

3.5.3 Cost-Effectiveness

The Business Partners Program benefit/cost analysis was updated in early 2008 using program savings
and costs through year-end 2007. Table 3-18 shows the electricity and demand savings and average
measure life used as inputs to the analysis. Table 3-19 shows program and participant costs, and Table
3-20 provides the present value of the benefits included in the analysis. Overall, as shown in Table 3-21,
the Business Partners Program is performing well, with a Program Administrator Cost (PAC) Test ratio of
2.8 to 3.3 and a Total Resource Cost (TRC) Test ratio of 2.3 to 2.7.

Typically, there is more of a difference between the PAC and TRC ratios. However, in the case of
Business Partners, more funds were spent on market and infrastructure development compared to the cost
of measures installed on projects directly involved in the program. Furthermore, spillover from the
market and infrastructure development activities is likely to be underrepresented given the difficulty of
capturing these benefits from such programs. See Appendix A for definitions of benefit/cost terms and
concepts.
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Table 3-18. Business Partners Net Savings through Year-End 2007

Average Life of Net Net

Electric Cumulative . % Downstate

Program Component Cumulative q
Measures Annual MW (Con Edison)

(Years) GWh/Year
Small Commercial Lighting 2001-2007 15 45.9 12.7 14%
Premium-Efficiency Motors 1998- 2006 15 8.8 1.3 13%
Hospitality Lighting 2006 3 8.7 0.9 2%

Table 3-19. Business Partners Program and Participant Costs through Year-End 2007

Nominal $2007
Program Component Program Gross Present Value Present Value of
q - of Program
Implementati Incentives Measure Administrator Program and
on Costs ($Millions) Cost Cost Participant Costs
($Millions) ($Millions) ($Millions) ($Millions)

Small Commercial Lighting $10.2 $0.9 $3.0 $12.9 $15.6
Premium-Efficiency Motors $3.6 $0.6 $1.6 $5.3 $6.3
Hospitality Lighting $0.2 $0.1 $0.3 $0.3 $0.5
Total $14.0 $1.6 $4.9 $18.5 $22.4

Table 3-20. Business Partners Present Value of Benefits through Year-End 2007

Resource Benefits NEI
Program Component Present Value of Avoided Present Value of Avoided Present Value of Non-
Energy Costs (Millions Capacity and Distribution Energy Impacts (NEI)
$2007) Costs (Millions $2007) (Millions $2007)
Small Commercial Lighting $41.5 $0.2 $8.7a
Premium-Efficiency Motors $8.2 $0.02 Not Evaluated
Hospitality Lighting $1.8 $0.003 Not Evaluated
Total $51.5 $0.2 $8.7

a NEIs are valued at 11% of the retail energy cost savings for SCLP based on a conjoint analysis survey conducted in 2007.

Table 3-21. Business Partners Benefit-Cost Ratios through Year-End 2007

Program Administrator Cost
(PAC) Test

Total Resource Cost (TRC) Test

2.8t03.3a

2.3to2.7a

a The lower number incorporates resource benefits only. The higher number incorporates both resource benefits and non-

energy impacts.
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3.6 New York Energy $mart®™ Loan Fund and Financing Program

3.6.1 Progress Toward Goals

Three longer-term non-energy goals have been set for the Loan Fund and Financing Program. These five-
year goals and progress are shown in Table 3-22.

Table 3-22. New York Energy $mart®™™ Loan Fund and Financing Program — Goals and
Achievements for Commercial/Industrial Projects

Pg’f{ a;“ 2((;)‘(’)‘;“ Achieved July 1, 2006
Activity Dl through March 31, % of Goal Achieved

through June 30, 2008

2011)

Custorner.s receiving assistance (closed 500 200 40%
commercial/industrial loans)
Participating lenders (signed participation 75 108 144%
agreements)
Leverageq lqan amount (for closed $60 million $74.3 124%
commercial/industrial loans)

3.6.2 Energy, Peak Demand and Fuel Savings

Table 3-23 shows the cumulative annual energy and peak demand savings from the Loan Fund and
Financing Program. A realization rate and net-to-gross ratio are applied to adjust the program reported
savings based on the most recent Measurement and Verification and Attribution evaluation studies. Net
savings in the rightmost column are the total savings being claimed by the program after these evaluation
activities.

Table 3-23. Loan Fund Cumulative Annual Energy and Peak Demand Savings (through

March 2008)
Il’{l;Og()r;::i_ Realiza- Ag:osst:d Freerider- Spillover Net-to-Gross Net
Salx)'ingsl tion Rate Savings ship P Ratio” Savings
MWh/year 132,730 0.81a 111,338 27% 20% 0.93 103,545
MW On-Peak 37.0 1.73a 58.7 27% 20% 0.93 54.6
MMBtu 422915 1.59 672,435 27% 20% 0.93 625,364

' Due to coding issues in the program database, presented here are savings through 2™ Quarter 2007.

% Net-to-Gross Ratio = 1-Freeridership+Spillover.
a The realization rates calculated only apply to the custom measure kWh and kW savings. Savings arising from pre-qualified
measures have a realization rate of 1.0.

3.6.3 Loan Fund and Financing Process Evaluation Results

To expand the reach of the Loan Fund and Financing Program (Loan Fund), NYSERDA requested a
formative process evaluation to explore additional avenues for financing projects that do not seek loans
from traditional lenders. It is anticipated that an expansion of the program could result in additional
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options for projects and, ultimately, increased energy savings attributable to Loan Fund support. To help
inform this expansion, Loan Fund staff sought information about approaches and lessons learned from
programs involved in applying or providing financing mechanisms other than interest rate reductions that
could support projects for customers for whom loans, as currently structured, do not work.

In the course of developing a project work plan, the process evaluation research team created an extensive
list of potential financing products and strategies. The team then worked with Loan Fund staff to narrow
the focus of this review to four known, but less standard, approaches for energy efficiency financing
programs:

1. Pay-As-You-Save” or On-Bill-Financing programs

2. Construction financing approaches that might include predevelopment loans or bridge financing
3. Programs that allow an energy service company (ESCO) to apply for subsidized financing

4. Programs that are able to address issues associated with subordinated debt

This evaluation presents the findings from secondary research, as well as screening interviews with 17
finance program experts and follow-up in-depth interviews with 13 contacts from 11 organizations. The
interviews focused on identifying lessons learned and exploring several specific issues of interest to
NYSERDA staff regarding innovative or new approaches to financing commercial sector projects.

Conclusions were developed for three of these four approaches noted above; no specific conclusions were
associated with subordinated debt. Subordinated debt emerges in unique circumstances and often requires
legal or financial contract solutions, and is generally not amenable to a programmatic approach. These
characteristics make it unlikely that NYSERDA will be able to address issues associated with
subordinated debt directly through any program approach. The findings and conclusions for the other
three approaches follow.

Overarching Findings

There is growing interest in finding new approaches to financing energy efficiency projects. This interest
stems in part from aggressive savings goals, increasing carbon reduction goals, and rising energy costs.
Financing mechanisms are a way to encourage more energy-efficiency installations through the ability of
these approaches to overcome the still powerful barriers related to limited capital and the higher first-
costs associated with high-efficiency equipment and design and building techniques. Additionally, there
is growing recognition that incentives and program budgets are limited, and that programs that can tap
into market forces and leverage program dollars with customer dollars are more likely to meet increasing
efficiency and carbon mitigation goals.

Many of the new or innovative financing approaches in the marketplace involve venture capital firms and
investment banks more interested in financing new technologies or generation capacity than building
retrofits. For energy efficiency financing, the tools remain relatively familiar: on-bill-financing, interest
rate buy-downs, and leveraging the project support of ESCOs. This research attempted to identify new
approaches and explored programs operating through energy efficiency organizations or lending
organizations that are able to provide funding.

In our research, two overarching themes emerged in discussing all four of the targeted approaches. First,
the importance of flexibility was mentioned by numerous contacts from programs that provide
construction financing, that set terms for on-bill financing, and that implement projects with developers or
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ESCOs. Having the flexibility to adjust terms and amortization schedules to reflect the realities of a
specific project minimizes the risk to participants by ensuring that projects are cash-positive for
customers. As one contact noted, the goal is to reward, not punish, customers for choosing efficiency.

The other overarching theme was the concern about climate change. The United States Conference of
Mayors Climate Protection Agreement has now been signed by over 500 mayors. The International
Council for Local Environmental Initiatives (ICLEI) is an international association of local governments
and government organizations committed to sustainable development. ICLEI’s Cities for Climate
Protection™ (CCP) counts more than 800 local governments worldwide committed to integrating climate
change mitigation into their decision-making process. ICLEI’s CCP Campaign was launched over 10
years ago and plans are coming to fruition. These campaigns illustrate the desire on the part of local
government entities to reduce the carbon footprint associated with their cities and has spurred huge
investments in (or at least commitments to invest in) upgrades to municipal buildings, renewable energy
generation, and transportation planning. Electricity generation and consumption is a significant source of
greenhouse gasses, so energy efficiency has gained increased attention as one path to meeting the climate
mitigation goals of the world’s mayors.

Conclusions

On-Bill Financing

On-bill financing (OBF) and Tariffed Installation Program (TIP) approaches are likely to be increasingly
popular, given the favorable treatment by regulators in California, and the inclusion of this approach in
the 2007 Energy Bill. The overarching concern among potential implementers is minimizing risk of
default. Allowing customers to access NYSERDA incentives for projects expected to be repaid through a
utility-provided TIP could reduce the monthly payments associated with the project and improve the
likelihood that energy savings will cover the TIP charge.

Construction Financing

NYSERDA can leverage the Loan Fund subsidies to encourage the installation of energy efficiency in
new construction projects. There may be opportunities to do so through identifying and partnering with
other organizations already operating in the construction-financing arena. These entities could include
Community Development Financial Institutions (CDFI), some of which may have New Market Tax
Credit allocations that can be leveraged. Other partners could include construction lenders willing to
incorporate energy efficiency grants or loan subsidies into their financing packages, or lending
organizations already operating with clear sustainability criteria. These entities may already be known to
NYSERDA. Additional research into the construction financing market, the CDFIs operating in New
York, and lending organizations already pursuing sustainability, may reveal new partners.

ESCOs

ESCOs continue to provide valuable energy efficiency services to their clients and are able to absorb the
performance risk associated with energy efficiency projects through execution of a performance contract.
ESCOs do not provide financing directly; however, they regularly package financing and incentive
opportunities in proposals to clients. The Loan Fund does not currently prohibit participation of
borrowers working with ESCOs. The loan must be taken out by the customer, not the ESCO, which is
consistent with the way ESCOs operate.

It does not appear that the Loan Fund can or should do anything specifically to encourage more projects
from ESCOs under the current program structure. ESCOs continue to work primarily in the government
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and institutional sector — entities that may not be able to access financing via the Loan Fund because of
public procurement requirements or limitations on debt. Additionally, ESCO projects may frequently be
larger than the $1 million loan limit established by the Loan Fund.

3.7 Energy Smart Focus Program

3.7.1 Progress Toward Goals
Table 3-24 shows the Energy Smart Focus Program five-year goal for participants receiving assistance. A

number of programmatic and procedural issues have delayed program ramp-up, and thus the participation
level to date is less than initially anticipated.

Table 3-24. Energy Smart Focus Program — Goal and Achievement

Program Goals .
. Achieved July 1, 2006 % of Goal
Activity (July 1, 2006 through > .
June 30, 2011) through March 31, 2008 Achieved
Participants Receiving Assistance 21,000 1,342 6%
Focus Sector Partnerships' NA 154 NA

'This metric is new and was not part of the original SBC3 Operating Plan goals.

3.7.2 Energy, Peak Demand and Fuel Savings

Energy Smart Focus is primarily a sector-based energy information and services program. Services
provided vary by sector, but ultimately many customers will elect to participate in other New York
Energy $mart® programs. Energy and demand savings that may be attributable to the Focus Program
are tracked and reported under the other New York Energy $mart*™ programs.

3.7.3 Sector Highlights

As a sector-based energy information and services program, many aspects of the Focus Program cannot
be quantified as a goal or achievement. However, these achievements can be more clearly presented in
the context of sector highlights. While not quantifiable, these activities and achievements are indicative
of success in penetrating the market and influencing the energy efficiency of individual sectors. As the
Focus Program matures and the sector activities evolve, Sector Highlights will be revised to show these
successes and milestones.

Focus on Commercial Real Estate

o  Progress has been achieved with the city of New York, including discussions about using the Focus
on Commercial Real Estate Benchmarking Toolkit to fulfill the City’s needs for upcoming mandates
to benchmark all buildings in the city over 50,000 square feet.

«  Participation of major Commercial Real Estate organizations has been expanded to several of the
largest owners and property management firms: Brookfield Properties, Related Properties, Cushman
& Wakefield, Hines, and SL Green.
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o  Focus on Commercial Real Estate has benchmarked 97 buildings comprising over 67 million square
feet of New York City office space. The Energy Scan process, including benchmarking and initial
screening for energy efficiency and carbon reduction strategies, has been completed for six pilot
buildings.

+ NYSERDA'’s Lease-based Analysis Tool has demonstrated a substantial increase in net present value
for commercial office buildings, helping landlords and tenants understand benefit-cost of energy

efficiency projects and demonstrating these projects can be a win-win.

Focus on K-12 Schools

e The Focus on K-12 Schools has facilitated 25 K-12 ENERGY STAR Building Labels to date, out of
a total of 108 in the entire state.

o It qualified an additional 28 eligible schools and is processing them through the EPA ENERGY
STAR Building Label process. Qualification involves meeting the criteria to be labeled ENERGY
STAR.

o It facilitated seven Leader awards for six districts, which is 100% of all the district leaders in the
State and 22% of the 32 ENERGY STAR Leader Awards earned nationally.

o  Focus on K-12 Schools qualified an additional three districts and is processing them through the
EPA ENERGY STAR Leader process.

o  Nearly 30% of all eligible school space has participated in NYSERDA’s Focus on K-12 Schools
Benchmarking Service, 720 total schools in 155 districts (based on an estimated 2,200 schools that

pay SBC) with 65.3 million Program Square Feet and 383,331 Program Students.

o  Focus on K-12 Schools achieved a 22% reduction in statewide average school energy use, equivalent
to average annual cost savings of around $38,000 for a typical 100,000 sq. ft. school.

Focus on State Facilities

« Focus on State Facilities effectively made use of the Infrastructure Alliance to increase municipal
awareness of the benefits of energy efficiency.

«  Focus delivered five presentations on energy efficiency, reaching nearly 450 elected officials,
engineers, operators and utility managers. More than five additional presentations are scheduled to
take place in the next few months.

o Alliance partners published five articles developed through the Focus program, reaching over 5,000
individuals, and invited Focus to submit additional articles on an ongoing basis to help to establish
New York's Energy Culture. These publications include the New York Association of Town's "Talk
of the Towns", the New York Water Environment Association's "Clearwaters", the New York Rural
Water Association's "Aquafacts," and the recently developed New York State Environmental
Facilities Corporation's "SRF News."

o  Focus on State Facilities continued to work closely with the New York State Department of Health
(NYS DOH) and the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYS DEC) to
finalize the Basic Operator Training in Energy Efficiency. The NYS DOH and NYS DEC are
committed to incorporating this course into the Wastewater Operator Certification curriculum and
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various water operator training programs. Developed two self-assessment energy checklists and one
comprehensive case study to support the Basic Operator Training course. Additional materials will
be developed. In addition, a "Train the Trainer" event that will increase the number of trainers able
to deliver this presentation to operators across the State.

Focus on Hospitality

«  Focus on Hospitality continues to provide ongoing support for incentive related questions for high
efficiency foodservice equipment by manufacturers, distributors, and customers. Support is
primarily focused on education, awareness, and understanding of eligibilities, NYSERDA Tier 1 and
Tier 2 incentives and applications, and major sources for product eligibilities and certification (CEE
and the California Food Service Technology Center).

«  Approximately 106 entities (hotels, motels, restaurants, and other commercial kitchen
establishments) were contacted during this period.

o  Screened and well-qualified referrals have begun to be made into the FlexTech, Small Commercial
Energy Audit, and New Construction programs.

»  Focus continued outreach to major NYS associations relating to the hospitality industry, including
the NY Restaurant Association, the NY Hotel and Tourism Association, the Greater Syracuse Hotel
and Tourism Association, and the Hotel Association of NYC.

o A case study of a successful relationship between NYSERDA and Saratoga Foodservice Equipment
(a foodservice equipment vendor) and the sales of high efficiency foodservice equipment by the
vendor was completed by EPA for display on the ENERGYSTAR.gov Website.

Focus on Industry

o  Focus on Industry participation represents approximately three million square feet of facility space
and impacts over 61,000 employees.

3.8 New Construction Program’

3.8.1 Progress Toward Goals

Three long-term non-energy goals have been set for the New Construction Program (NCP). Table 3-25
shows these five-year goals and progress to date.

' The program, which operated under the name “High Performance New Buildings Program” for a short time, recently reverted
back to its old name which had greater market recognition.

3-18


http:ENERGYSTAR.gov

New Construction Program

Table 3-25. New Construction Program —Goals and Achievements

Program Goals
. . (July 1, 2006 Achieved July 1, 2006 s .
Activity through June 30, | through March 31, 2008 20 QI L EECE
2011)
Customers receiving assistance 750 198 26%
(completed projects)
Construction market affected (square 75 Million 21.2 million 28%
feet)
ParF1c1pat1ng A&E firms (completed 800 317 40%
projects)

3.8.2 Energy, Peak Demand and Fuel Savings

Table 3-26 shows the cumulative annual energy and peak demand savings from the New Construction
Program. A realization rate and net-to-gross ratio are applied to adjust the program reported savings,
based on the most recent Measurement and Verification and Attribution evaluation studies. Net savings
in the rightmost column are the total savings being claimed by the program after these evaluation
activities.

Table 3-26. New Construction Program Cumulative Annual Energy and Peak Demand
Savings (through March 2008)

Program- Realiz- Adjusted Freerider- Net-to- Net
Reported ation Gross shi Spillover Gross Savings
Savings' Rate Savings P Ratio” &
MWh/year 253,345 1.06 268,546 40% 85% 1.22 327,626
MW On- 58.1 1.06 61.6 40% 85% 1.22 752
Peak

! An update of the Program database is in progress. Third quarter 2007 savings are used here as a placeholder.

% Net-to-Gross Ratio = 1-Freeridership+Spillover (a weighted average of the NTG ratios estimated in the previous MCAC
analysis and this current analysis is shown here).

3.8.3 Cost-Effectiveness

The New Construction Program benefit/cost analysis was updated in early 2008 using program savings
and costs through year-end 2007. Table 3-27 shows the electricity and demand savings and average
measure life used as inputs to the analysis. Table 3-28 shows program and participant costs, and Table
3-29 provides the present value of the benefits included in the analysis. Overall, as shown in Table 3-30,
the NCP is performing well, with a Program Administrator Cost (PAC) Test ratio of 6.1 to 9.9 and a Total
Resource Cost (TRC) Test ratio of 3.0 to 4.7. See Appendix A for definitions of benefit/cost terms and

concepts.
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Table 3-27. NCP Net Savings through Year-End 2007

Average Life of Net Cumulative Net o
; q 0 Downstate
Program Component Electric Measures Annual Cumulative (Con Edison)
(Years) GWh/Year MW
New Construction 1999-2007 15 327.6 75.2 26%

Table 3-28. NCP Program and Participant Costs through Year-End 2007

Nominal $2007
Program Program Customer Gross Present Value of Present Value of
Component Implementation Incentives ($ Measure Program Program and
Costs ($ Millions) Millions) Cost Administrator Participant Costs
($ Millions) Cost (Millions (Millions $2007)
$2007)
New Construction $11.0 $48.0a $96.0 $72.6 $150.9
a 50% of incremental cost.
Table 3-29. NCP Present Value of Benefits through Year-End 2007
Resource Benefits NEI
Program Present Value of Avoided Present Value of Avoided Present Value of NEI
Component Energy Costs (Millions $2007) Capacity and Distribution Costs (Millions $2007)
(Millions $2007)
New Construction $316.0 $128.5 $271.1a

a NEIs are valued at 40% of the retail energy cost savings for NCP based on a direct query survey conducted in 2005.

Table 3-30. NCP Benefit-Cost Ratios through Year-End 2007

Program Administrator Cost (PAC) Test

Total Resource Cost (TRC) Test

6.1 t09.9a

3.0to4.7a

a The lower number incorporates resource benefits only. The higher number incorporates both resource benefits and non-

energy impacts.

3.8.4 New Construction Program Prospective Benefits

NYSERDA conducted an analysis of prospective benefits from the New York Energy $mart*" Program
investments through the commercial New Construction Program. The objective of this analysis was to
determine net energy savings attributable to the program’s prior years’ expenditures that will be realized
after the program is discontinued. These impact estimates are prospective, a forecast of what would

occur.
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The New Construction Program objective is to create long-term changes in design practices by
mainstreaming energy efficiency and green building concepts. The NCP is a mature and multi-faceted
market transformation and resource acquisition program that has been working within the design and new
construction community since 1999. The latest market evaluation report found significant program-
induced spillover occurring at a rate of 85% of in-program savings.” This level of program-induced
market development made NCP a likely candidate for prospective benefits and an ideal pilot program for
estimating prospective benefits.

These prospective energy savings are a forecast of savings to be realized from program-promoted energy
efficiency measures and design approaches that are implemented after the program ends and that would
not have occurred without the program investments made prior to termination.

Prospective benefits are then evaluated for three groups of market actors’:

o  Currently participating architecture and engineering (A&E) firms;

o  Currently participating building owners; and

«  Non-participating building owners whose practices have been influenced by the NCP.

The prospective benefits forecast chosen for this evaluation is based on the near-term Aypothetical
situation that the program was terminated on December 31, 2007. A more likely medium-term
hypothetical situation would be to assume that the program will be terminated at the end of SBC III — on
June 30, 2011 — and to estimate the impacts in the years following that. However, the impacts for 2008-
2011 are not known yet, so the uncertainty in the prospective benefits estimates would be greatly
increased through the very significant uncertainty in the underlying starting point for these estimates. In
order to reduce the uncertainties in these estimates, NYSERDA decided to instead use the more well-
grounded but less likely hypothetical situation that the program ended as of the end of 2007. Then the
prospective benefit impact estimates are the energy and demand savings that would be expected to occur
due to actions taken in 2008 and beyond, given prior program efforts and the state of the market in 2007.*

All forecasting has some level of uncertainty. The measurement of near-term prospective benefits is rare
in the energy efficiency evaluation field. There have been projects that estimate longer-term future
market transformational impacts. Many of these are seen as having significant measurement challenges,
often with large uncertainty ranges. NYSERDA has chosen instead to begin by estimating short-term
forecasted impacts in order to systematically address some of the challenges seen in prior work elsewhere.
This new impact evaluation effort assesses and estimates near-term prospective benefits.

2NYSERDA, New York Energy $Smart™ Program Evaluation and Status Report, March 2008, page 3-39.

? The most recent New Construction Program Market Characterization, Assessment and Causality Report (May 2006) estimated
and reported impacts for these three groups of market actors. This constituted the base for the prospective benefits estimation.

4 Recognize the NYSERDA definition of prospective benefits for this evaluation is significantly constrained from one of
forecasting the impacts of all market transformational (MT) effects into a long-term future given the NCP cumulative efforts
from SBC I through 2007. The current prospective benefits definition was specifically selected by NYSERDA as its first step in
estimating future impacts, a definition that could produce the most reliable estimates, conservative for MT impacts but estimates
expected to be more precise (less uncertainty).
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Methodoloqgy

The prospective benefits analysis is based on an assessment of the percentage of current annual
incremental program benefits that can be expected to persist after the program’s termination. This
approach means that rather than building post-program effects up from an assumption of zero,
NYSERDA started with the 2007 incremental net GWh and MW savings — a reasonable expectation of
future annual program energy savings if the program continued — and adjusted these savings by expected
changes in the supply of and demand for program-supported measures after the program ends. This
adjustment was made through use of “Prospective Benefits Factors” that were developed through surveys
of participating A&E firms and building owners, and non-participating building owners. These surveys
were conducted jointly with the Market Characterization and Assessment team. Survey methods are
described in Section 3.8.5 below.

Prospective Benefits Factors take on a value between 0 and 1 to reflect the percentage of current savings
that is expected to persist after the program ends. For example, a Prospective Benefits Factor of 0.7
means that 70% of current annual program savings are expected to still be realized after the program ends.

The evaluation also calculated and used Attribution Weights. These weights estimate the level of
program influence on the respondents’ future actions.

The Prospective Benefits Factors and the Attribution Weights used in this analysis are summarized below.
A full discussion of these factors, weighting, and other aspects of the prospective benefits analysis will be
provided in the forthcoming report Prospective Benefits Impact Evaluation of the New Construction
Program.

Prospective Benefits Factors

The analysis uses four different Prospective Benefits Factors for participating A&E firms and five
different Prospective Benefits (PB) Factors each for participating and non-participating building owners.
Table 3-31 summarizes these factors. Some of the PB Factors are first calculated for individual energy
efficiency measures and design approaches (EEMDA) with which the respondent is familiar. Then these
EEMDA -specific estimates are averaged for the respondent to obtain that respondent’s PB Factors 2, 3
and 4. The overall PB Factor for each survey respondent is calculated by taking the average of the
respondent’s individual factors (e.g., averaging the respondent’s PB Factor 1, PB Factor 2, etc.).

Table 3-31. Overview of Prospective Benefits Factors

Part. A&E Firms Part. Building Owners Non-Part. Building Owners

PB Factor 1 Likelihood of continuing to incorporate the same EEMDA used now if the NYSERDA New
Construction Program ended.

PB Factor 2 Likely percentage change in the share of projects that will use EEMDA after program termination,
compared to now. (Estimated at the measure level.)

PB Factor 3 Extent to which the firm has incorporated EEMDA as standard practice in new construction projects in
New York. (Estimated at the measure level.)

PB Factor 4 Estimated profitability of Willingness to accept change in market price for EEMDA after
incorporating EEMDA program ends. (Estimated at the measure level.)

compared to standard

approaches after program end.

Ml e v
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Attribution Weights

In addition to the PB Factors, the evaluation developed respondent-level attribution weights to measure
the level of program influence on their future actions. These are termed “Net of Free-ridership Factors”
(NFR) for participating A&E firms and building owners, and “Spillover Factors” (SO) for non-
participating building owners. These factors represent the level of influence the NCP had on the
respondent’s practices and are used to weight the respondent-level prospective benefit factors prior to
aggregating them to the market level.

For example, consider the following two respondents:
o  Respondent A: PB Factor = 0.75; NFR Factor = (.2
« Respondent B: PB Factor = 0.5; NFR Factor = 1.0

Respondent A is likely to continue 75% of his current program-promoted practices after the program
ends. However, his Net of Free-ridership Factor also indicates that 80% of his practices (1 — 0.2 =0.8)
were not influenced by the NCP (and are therefore not included in current net savings). In contrast,
Respondent B is likely to continue 50% of her current program-promoted practices after the program ends
but was fully influenced by the program. Using the NFR Factor to weight the PB factor therefore
discounts the Prospective Benefits Factors of respondents with a high level of free-ridership, those that
would be expected to take the actions without the program’s influence. Estimating and using these
attribution weights ensures that the overall Prospective Benefits Factor estimates are only for program-
induced actions (not just what actions would be taken in the future).

Table 3-32 summarizes these factors. As with the Prospective Benefits Factors, some of the Net of Free-
ridership (NFR) and Spillover (SO) Factors are first calculated for individual EEMDA and then averaged
across individual EEMDA estimates to the respondent level. The overall NFR or SO Factor for each
survey respondent is calculated by taking the average of the respondent’s individual factors.
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Table 3-32. Overview of Attribution Weights

Part. A&E Firms Part. Building Owners Non-Part. Building Owners

Discriminant analysis: Establish correlation between
common FR questions in 2008 and 2006 surveys and 2006

Excn o WHORNYSERDA s sponsite oo [

o

nce (and program
incentive) in decision to
incorporate energy efficiency
measures.

NFR Factor 1
FR determination.'

NFR Factor 2
EEMDA as standard practice. (Estimat
level )

NFR Factor 3

SO Factor 1

SO Factor 2

Extent to which NYSERDA has
influenced design practices for new
construction projects.

| Extentto which NYSERDA s

responsible for organization
incorporating EEMDA as standard
practice. (Estimated at the measure
level.)

o

! The 2008 surveys did not include the full set of questions NYSERDA generally uses to establish free-ridership. However, a
few “proxy” questions were common to the 2008 survey and the 2006 survey, which was the last survey used to develop free-
ridership rates for the NCP. Based on these common questions, the 2006 free-ridership determinations were assigned to the
2008 respondents based upon a Discriminate Analysis. This analysis is more fully described in the Prospective Benefits
Impact Evaluation of the New Construction Program Report.

Prospective Benefits Calculation

Prospective Benefits (PB) for the NCP are estimated by applying the attribution-weighted Prospective
Benefits Factors to 2007 program net savings. This is done separately for net savings from participants
and savings from non-participants, using the following formula:

Total PB

Results

Participant Prospective Benefits + Non-Participant Prospective Benefits

[2007 Gross Savings * (1 — 2006 FR Rate + 2006 Inside SO Rate + 2006 Outside
SO Rate) * Participant PB Factor]

[2007 Gross Savings * 2006 Non-Participant Spillover Rate * Non-Participant
PB Factor]

Based on the analytical approach described above, the Impact Assessment team estimates short-term
annual Prospective Benefits for the NCP to be approximately 59.5 GWh and 16.6 MW, representing 77%
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and 75%, respectively, of 2007 incremental net savings. Table 3-33 presents these results, as well as the
2007 gross savings, the 2006 attribution assumptions, and the attribution-weighted Prospective Benefits
Factors used to develop the Prospective Benefits estimates. The table shows that program-influenced
non-participants are expected to continue their program-influenced practices at a rate of 83% compared to
76% and 74% for participants (GWh and MW factors, respectively).’

Table 3-33. Summary of Prospective Benefits Results

GWh MW
Prospective Benefits 59.5a 16.6a
Prospective Benefits - Participants 49.4 13.7
Prospective Benefits - Non-Participants 10.1 2.9
2007 Incremental Gross Savings 71.6 204
2006 Free-ridership Rate 0.46
2006 Inside Spillover Rate 0.05
2006 Outside Spillover Rate 0.32
2006 Non-Participant Spillover Rate 0.17
2006 NTG Ratio 1.08
2007 Incremental Net Savings 71.3 22.2
2007 Participant Incremental Net Savings 65.1 18.5
2007 Non-Participant Incremental Net Savings 12.2 3.5
Participant PB Factor 0.76 0.74
Participating A&E PB Factor 0.80b 0.75b
Participating BO PB Factor 0.72¢ 0.73¢c
Non-Participant PB Factor 0.83d 0.83d

a Estimates are provided here as point estimates. Unless the Prospective Benefits Factors are assumed to be an
index of the underlying construct, derivation of confidence intervals from the variances in this multi-question
and factor composite becomes unmeasurable. Further presentation of the variances and discussion of reliability
are presented in the Prospective Benefits Impact Evaluation of the New Construction Program Report.

b The sample c.v. for the unweighted A&E PB Factor is 0.27 and that for the attribution weights is 0.61.
¢ The sample c.v. for the unweighted BO PB Factor is 0.29 and that for the attribution weights is 0.76.
d The sample c.v. for the unweighted Non-Participant PB Factor is 0.23.

The PB Factors measure the proportion of current year savings expected to be achieved in the following
year due to the program’s influence. A PB Factors derived from participant responses for what they
would do without program incentives, and other current influences, measures how much the current

5 Prospective benefit results are based on the following sample sizes: 60 participating A&E firms; 60 participating building
owners; 62 non-participating building owners. Given the stratified sampling used, the A&E firm sample represents a large
percentage of the market.
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FlexTech Technical Assistance Program

Table 3-35. FlexTech Technical Assistance Program Cumulative Annual Energy and

Peak Demand Savings (through March 2008)

Program- o . Adjusted . Net-to-

Reported ReaRh;Z:wn Gross Fre:l:ilder- Spillover Gross Saljiel: s

Savingsl Savings P Ratio” g
x:‘r’h/ 698,000 1.0 698,000 25% 48% 1.14 795,720
llzg‘l'(o“' 129.0 1.0 129.0 25% 48% 1.14 147.1
MW Enabled 10.0 1.0 10.0 25% 48% 1.14 11.4
MMBtu 2,800,000 1.0 2,800,000 25% 48% 1.14 3,192,000

! Decreased from 4™ quarter 2007 due to reconciliation of split-funded projects and removal of disencumbered projects.

2 Net-to-Gross Ratio = 1-Freeridership+Spillover (a weighted average of the NTG ratios estimated in the previous MCAC
analysis and this current analysis is shown here).

3.9.3 Cost-Effectiveness

The Flex Tech TA Program benefit/cost analysis was updated in early 2008 using program savings and
costs through year-end 2007. Table 3-36 shows the electricity and demand savings and average measure
life used as inputs to the analysis. Table 3-37 shows program and participant costs, and Table 3-38
provides the present value of the benefits included in the analysis. Overall, as shown in Table 3-39, the
Program is performing well, with a Program Administrator Cost (PAC) Test ratio of 55 to 94 and a Total
Resource Cost (TRC) Test ratio of 2.6 to 4.4. See Appendix A for definitions of benefit/cost terms and

concepts.
Table 3-36. FlexTech TA Net Savings through Year-End 2007
Program Net
Component Av.erage Net A Net Cumula-
Life of Cumula- . %
q Cumula- q Cumula- tive
Electric/ 5 tive MW . Downstate
tive tive MW Annual
Gas (Perma- . (Con
Annual (Curtail- Fuel .
Measures nent . Edison)
(Years) GWh Measures) able Load) Savings
(MMBtu)
FlexTech TA 1998- 19/20 797.0 148.2 11.1 3,217,840 26%
2007
Table 3-37. FlexTech TA Program and Participant Costs through Year-End 2007
Nominal $2007
Program Program Customer Gross Present Value of Present Value of
Component Implementation Incentives Measure Program Program and
Costs ($Millions) ($Millions) Cost Administrator Participant Costs
($Millions) Cost (Millions (Millions $2007)
$2007)
FlexTech TA $0.5 $23.3 $483.3a $30.4 $645.7

a Measure cost estimated assuming 3.5 year payback. Full cost of design, equipment, and installation.

3-41










Residential and Low-Income Programs

4.2 Summary of Residential and Low-Income Evaluation Results

4.2.1 Progress Toward Non-Energy Goals

Across the Residential and Low-Income programs, 26 additional logic-model driven goals were set for
other key metrics besides energy savings, such as the number of customers receiving assistance, funds
leveraged, allies participating, and outreach activities completed. The programs are making progress
toward achieving these goals. Specifically, twenty-one months into the five-year measurement period:
o  Four of the 26 goals have been surpassed

o  Progress on three of the 26 goals has reached 70% or more

o  Progress on two goals has reached 40% or more

o Progress on four goals has reached 30% or more

o  Progress on two goals has reached 20% or more

o  Progress on the remaining eleven goals is at 20% or less

4.2.2 Energy, Peak Demand, and Fuel Savings

Table 4-1 shows Residential and Low-Income program electric savings through March 31, 2008 and
progress toward the five-year goals. Table 4-2 and Table 4-3 show peak demand reductions and fuel
savings, respectively. Table 4-3 also includes progress toward five-year fuel savings goals.
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Summary of Residential and Low-Income Evaluation Results

Table 4-1. Residential and Low-Income Program Cumulative Annual Electricity Savings

through March 31, 2008 and Progress toward Five-Year Goals

Energy Savings (GWh)
Savings Achieved through Five- Progress
Program Year Toward Five-
July 1, 2006 Goal Year Goal
June 30, March 31, through through (% achieved)
2006a 2008 March 31, June 30,
2008 2011
Single Family Home Performance 13.5 17.6 4.1 26.1 16%
Program: Existing Homes'
Con Edison 0.2 0.3 0.1 N/A N/A
Single Family Home Performance 7.3 159 8.6 8.9 97%
Program: New Homes
Con Edison 0.7 1.0 0.3 N/A N/A
Multifamily Performance Program: 310 38.6 7.6 225.5 3%
Existing Buildings”
Con Edison 19.0 23.2 43 N/A N/A
Multifamily Performance Program: 0 0 0 24 0%
New Buildings
Con Edison 0 0 0 N/A N/A
Market Support Program 539.1a 647.0 108.0 200 54%
Con Edison 305.2 359.4 54.2 N/A N/A
EmPower New York 20.1 38.5 18.4 51.1 36%
Con Edison 1.6 4.9 33 N/A N/A
Con Edison Residential & Low- 326.7 388.8 62.1 N/A N/A
Income Total
Statewide Residential & Low- 610.9 757.6 146.7 N/A N/A
Income Total

a This baseline savings figure does not match the 2" quarter 2006 published value. The impacts for Energy Star Products are
derived annually from market data, and the 2™ quarter savings value was estimated retrospectively to provide a more accurate

baseline for measuring progress.

! Savings for the low-income Assisted Home Performance Program (5.6 GWh) are included in this row.

% Savings for the low-income Assisted Multifamily Program (20.5 GWh) are included in this row, the remainder are savings
from the closed Residential Comprehensive Energy and Direct Install programs.

N/A — Not Applicable
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Table 4-2. Residential and Low-Income Program Cumulative Peak Demand Savings
through March 31, 2008

Demand Savings (MW)
Program Savings Achieved through
June 30, 2006 March 31, 2008

Single Family Home Performance Program: Existing Homes' 2.0 24
Con Edison 0.0 0.0
Single Family Home Performance Program: New Homes 0.9 4.9
Con Edison 0.2 0.3
Multifamily Performance Program: Existing Buildings® 3.9 6.0
Con Edison 1.7 2.5
Multifamily Performance Program: New Buildings N/A 0
Con Edison N/A 0
Market Support Program 104.3 121.6
Con Edison 56.4 69.0
EmPower New York 2.5 5.7
Con Edison 0.0 0.8
Con Edison Residential & Low-Income Total 58.3 72.6
Statewide Residential & Low-Income Total 113.7 140.7

Note: No goals were set for peak demand savings.

"Includes 1.0 MW from the low-income Assisted Home Performance Program.

% Savings for the low-income Assisted Multifamily Program are included in this row. They represent 3.8 MW of these savings.
N/A — Not Applicable
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Table 4-3. Residential and Low-Income Program Cumulative Annual Fuel Savings

through March 31, 2008 and Progress toward Five-Year Goals

Fuel Savings (MMBtu)

Savings Achieved through Five- Progress
Prosram Year Toward Five-
g July 1, 2006 Goal Year Goal
June 30, March 31, through through (% achieved)
2006a 2008 March 31, June 30,
2008 2011
Single Family Home Performance 454,958a 774,677 319,719 1,199,000 27%
Program: Existing Homes'
Con Edison 8,599 68,714 60,115 N/A N/A
Single Family Home Performance 376,103b 597,556 221,453 518,500 43%
Program: New Homes
Con Edison 30,088 47,804 17,716 N/A N/A
Multifamily Performance Program: 43,932 206,170 162,238 6,014,500 3%
Existing Buildings”
Con Edison 12,581 72,159 59,578 N/A N/A
Multifamily Performance Program: N/A 0 0 649,000 0%
New Buildings
Con Edison N/A 0 0 N/A N/A
Market Support Program 341,920 621,260 279,340 N/A N/A
Con Edison 184,945 336,039 151,095 N/A N/A
EmPower New York 59,341 144,702 85,361 108,500 79%
Con Edison 0 497 497 N/A N/A
Con Edison Residential & Low- 236,212 525,214 289,002 N/A N/A
Income Total
Statewide Residential & Low- 1,276,254 2,344,364 1,068,110 N/A N/A

Income Total

! Energy savings for the low-income Assisted Home Performance Program are included in this row. They represent 287,126

MMBtu of these savings.

% Energy savings for the low-income Assisted Multifamily Program are included in this row. They represent 199,531 MMBtu

of these savings.

a This value does not match an earlier published value due to changes made to the program tracking database in response to
evaluation completed by the M&V contractor.

b This value does not match earlier published values as the realization rate for MMBtu was reassessed during this period to a
lower level and applied retroactively in order to accurately reflect progress made during the year.

N/A — Not Applicable
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4.3 Single Family Home Performance Program

4.3.1 Progress Toward Goals

As shown in Table 4-4, several long-term production goals have been set for the Single Family Home

Performance Program.

Table 4-4. Single Family Home Performance Program — Goals and Achievements

Program Goals Achieved July 1, % of Goal
Activity (July 1, 2006 through 2006 through March A)chieve d

June 30, 2011) 31,2008

New York ENERGY STAR Labeled Homes Initiative
New ENERGY STAR Labeled Homes built 10,750 4216 39%
Ngw low-income ENERGY STAR Labeled Homes 4,000 10 0.3%
built
Home Performance with ENERGY STAR Initiative

Existing homes served (receiving treatment) 16,125 7,638 47%
Existing low-income homes served (receiving 10,500 2,445 23%
treatment)

4.3.2 Energy, Peak Demand and Fuel Savings

Table 4-5 shows the cumulative annual energy and peak demand savings from the Single Family Home

Performance Program. A realization rate and net-to-gross ratio are applied to adjust the program-reported
savings based on the most recent Measurement and Verification and Attribution evaluation studies. Net
savings in the rightmost column are the total savings being claimed by the program after these evaluation
activities.
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Table 4-5. Single Family Home Performance Program Cumulative Annual Energy and
Peak Demand Savings (Through March 2008)
Program- o . Adjusted Net-to-
Reported Realization Gross Freeridership Spillover Gross N.e t
B Rate N . 1 Savings
Savings Savings Ratio
New York ENERGY STAR Labeled Homes Initiative
MWh/year 12,379 1.01 13,617 28% 47.6% 1.17 15,932
MW On- 1.8 2.32 42 28% 47.6% 1.17 49
Peak
MMBtu 690,178 0.74 510,731 28% 47.6% 1.17 597,556
Home Performance with ENERGY STAR?
MWh/year 15,716 1.0 15,716 26% 41% 1.12 17,602
MW On- 2.1 1.04 22 26% 41% 1.12 24
Peak
MMBtu 804,274 0.86 691,675 26% 41% 1.12 774,677
Single Family Home Performance Program — Total

MWh/year 28,095 N/A 29,333 N/A N/A N/A 33,534
MW On- 3.9 N/A 6.3 N/A N/A N/A 7.3
Peak
MMBtu 1,494,451 N/A 1,202,407 N/A N/A N/A 1,372,232

! Net-to-Gross Ratio = 1-Freeridership+Spillover (a weighted average of the NTG ratios, estimated in the previous MCAC
analysis and this current analysis, is shown here).

% Savings for the low-income Assisted Home Performance Program are included in these figures. They represent approximately
5,610 MWh, 1.0 MW, and 287,126 MMBtu of these savings. The fuel savings for a small number (550) of projects funded
partially under the National Grid utility rate settlement are included in these savings.

N/A — Not Applicable

4.3.3 Cost-Effectiveness

The Single Family Home Performance Program benefit/cost analysis was updated in early 2008 using
program savings and costs through year-end 2007. Table 4-6 shows the resource savings and average
measure life used as inputs to the analysis. Table 4-7 shows program and participant costs, and Table 4-8
provides the present value of the benefits included in the analysis. Overall, as shown in Table 4-9, the
Program is performing well, with a Program Administrator Cost (PAC) Test ratio of 1.8 to 2.4 and a Total
Resource Cost (TRC) Test ratio of 1.0 to 1.4. See Appendix A for definitions of benefit/cost terms and

concepts.
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Table 4-6. Single Family Home Performance Net Savings through Year-End 2007

Program Average Net Net Net Water %
Component Life of Cumula- Cumula- Cumulative Savings Downsta
Electric/ tive Annual tive MW Annual (Million te (Con
Gas GWh/Year Fuel Gallons/ Edison)
Measures Savings Year)
(Years) (MMBtu)
ES Labeled 2001- 11/15 14.8 4.5 563,106 15.4 6%
Homes' 2007
Home 2001- 14/18 16.9 24 728,052 2.7 2%
Performance” 2007

! Based on 11,069 completed new homes.

2 Based on 18,105 treated homes.

Table 4-7. Single Family Home Performance Program and Participant Costs through

Year-End 2007
Nominal $2007
Program Component Program Customer Gross Present Value Present Value of
Implementation Incentives Measure of Program Program and
Costs ($Millions) Cost Administrator Participant Costs
($Millions) ($Millions) Cost (Millions (Millions $2007)
$2007)

ES Labeled Homes $22.4a $0.04 $22.1 $27.3 $56.5

Home Performance $21.3b $36.0 $67.8¢c $69.8 $114.1

Total $43.7 $36.0 $89.9 $97.1 $170.6

a Does not include $0.5 million for workforce development consisting of builder and rater training incentives.

b Does not include $4.6 million for workforce development consisting of certification, accreditation, and training incentives.

¢ Measure costs were cut in half based on survey responses indicating that 50% of costs are attributable to non-energy
improvements for comfort, aesthetics, and structural repairs. To avoid double counting, no additional NEI benefits were added.

Table 4-8. Single Family Home Performance Present Value of Benefits through Year-End

2007
Resource Benefits NEI
Program Component Present Value Present Value of Present Present Value of Present
of Avoided Avoided Value of Water Savings Value of NEI
Energy Costs Capacity and Fuel (Millions $2007) (Millions
(Millions Distribution Savings $2007)
$2007) Costs (Millions (Millions
$2007) $2007)
ES Labeled Homes $10.3 $5.1 $55.6 $0.5 $63.4a
Home Performance $14.2 $2.9 $82.3 $0.1 N/A!
Total $24.5 $8.0 $137.9 $0.6 $63.4

a NEIs are valued at 51% of the retail energy cost savings for ES Labeled Homes based on a 2005 direct query survey.

Measure costs were cut in half based on survey responses indicating that 50% of costs are attributable to non-energy
improvements for comfort, aesthetics, and structural repairs. To avoid double counting, no additional NEI benefits were added.
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Table 4-12. AMP, CEM and Direct Installation Net Savings through Year-End 2007

Average Life Net Net
Program of Cumulative Net Cumulative %
8 Electric/Gas Cumulative Annual Fuel Downstate
Component Annual . .
Measures GWh/Year MW Savings (Con Edison)
(Years) (MMBtu)

AMP 2000-2007 16/20 19.5 3.8 183,667 34%

CEM 2001-2006 14/NA 6.4 0.6 - 98%

Direct 1999-2003 16/NA 11.5 1.6 - 93%
Installation

NA: Not applicable

Table 4-13. AMP, CEM and Direct Installation Program and Participant Costs through

Year-End 2007
Nominal $2007
Program Gross e Present Value of
5 Customer Program
Program Implementation A Measure Ao Program and
Incentives Administrator . o
Component Costs ($Millions) Cost Cost (Millions Participant Costs
($Millions) ($Millions) (Millions $2007)
$2007)

AMP $5.1a $14.8 $62.2b $23.9 $65.4

CEM $3.6 $10.0 $15.7 $16.7 $26.1

Direct Installation $1.4 $8.5 $10.1 $13.4 $15.4

Total $10.1 $33.3 $88.0 $54.0 $106.9

a Implementation costs were based on the percentage of installed units (16,816 installed out of 60,442 total units installed and

anticipated).

b Full cost of design, equipment, and installation.

Table 4-14. AMP, CEM and Direct Installation Present Value of Benefits through Year-End

2007
Resource Benefits NEI
Present Value of Present Value of
3 Avoided Capacity Present Value of Present Value of
Avoided Energy AR 5
Program Component Costs (Millions and Distribution Fuel Savings NEI
$2007) Costs (Millions (Millions $2007) (Millions $2007)
$2007)
AMP $19.7 $6.8 $22.9 $53.0a
CEM $7.0 $3.8 - $6.2b
Direct Installation $14.3 $4.7 - Not Evaluated
Total $41.0 $15.3 $22.9 $59.2

a NEIs are valued at 54% of the retail energy cost savings for AMP based on a direct query survey conducted in 2003.

b NEIs are valued at 39% of the retail energy cost savings for CEM based on a direct query survey conducted in 2004.
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Table 4-15. AMP, CEM and Direct Installation Benefit-Cost Ratios through Year-End 2007

ngg:::l (?’grg;n;s;;tator Total Resource Cost (TRC) Test
AMP 2.1to4.3a 0.8 to 1.6a
CEM' 0.6 to 1.0a 0.4 0 0.7a
Direct Installation' 1.4 1.2

a The lower number incorporates resource benefits only. The higher number incorporates both resource benefits and non-
energy impacts.

! Closed program.

4.4.4 Other Evaluation Findings

The timeline for completing MPP projects is at least a year. However the Program is beginning to report
savings. Table 4-16 shows the number of housing units involved in each point of the Program pipeline.

Table 4-16. Number of Units Participating in MPP According to Status

Status Number of Housing Units
Existing Buildings New Construction
Application Submitted 6,441 550
Participation Agreement Signed 57,692 5,985
Design 75% Complete N/A 723
Construction Complete 145 0
Totals 64,278 7,258

N/A: Not applicable.

4.5 Market Support Program

4.5.1 Progress Toward Goals

Table 4-17 shows the Program’s four long-term non-energy goals and progress.

Table 4-17. Market Support Program — Goals and Achievements

Program Goals Achieved July 1, % of Goal
Activity (July 1, 2006 through 2006 through March Xchieve d
June 30, 2011) 31, 2008
New manufacturing partners signed up 20 15 75%
New retail partners (independent) signed up 100 219 219%
New retail partners (big box, mass merchandisers) 6 5 83%
signed up
ENERGY STAR market share increase on targeted 25% 39, 12%
products (on average, across products)
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4.5.2 Energy, Peak Demand and Fuel Savings

Table 4-18 shows the cumulative annual energy and peak demand savings from the Market Support
Program.

Table 4-18. Market Support Program Cumulative Annual Energy and Peak Demand
Savings (through March 2008)

Program- Realiza- Adjusted Free- Net-to-
Repqrted tion Rate Gr?ss ridership Spillover Gro.ss1 Net Savings
Savings Savings Ratio
ENERGY STAR Products and Marketing (through 2006)
MWh/year 604,843
MW On-Peak Not applicable? 107.4
MMBtu 604,951
Keep Cool
MWh/year 5,159 1.0 5,159 18% 15% 0.94 4,865
MW On-Peak 8.8 1.0 8.8 18% 15% 0.94 8.3
Bulk Purchase
MWh/year 19,451 2.03 39,486 10% 5% 0.95 37,314
MW On-Peak 39 1.62 6.3 10% 5% 0.95 6.0
MMBtu 24,307 0.71 17,258 10% 5% 0.95 16,309
Market Support Program — Total

MWh/year N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 647,022
MW On-Peak N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 121.6
MMBtu N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 621,260

'Net-to-Gross Ratio = ( 1-Freeridership) * (1+Spillover).
% The net savings attributable to the ENERGY STAR Products and Marketing Program are determined based on market
research by the MCAC team. Thus, there are no program-reported savings, realization rate, or net-to-gross adjustments.

N/A — Not Applicable

4.5.3 Cost-Effectiveness

The Market Support Program benefit/cost analysis was updated in early 2008 using program savings and
costs through year-end 2006. Table 4-19 shows the resource savings and average measure life used as
inputs to the analysis. Table 4-20 shows program and participant costs, and Table 4-21 provides the
present value of the benefits included in the analysis. Overall, as shown in Table 4-22, the Program is
performing well, with a Program Administrator Cost (PAC) Test ratio of 19 to 28 and a Total Resource
Cost (TRC) Test ratio of 2.5 to 3.7. See Appendix A for definitions of benefit/cost terms and concepts.
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Table 4-19. Market Support Net Savings through Year-End 2006’

Program Average Net Net Net Cumula- Water %
Component Life of Cumula- Cumula- tive Annual Savings Down-
Electric tive Annual tive MW Fuels Savings (Millions state
Measures GWh/Year (MMBtu) of (Con
(Years) Gallons Edison)
per Year)
Products 2001-2006 11 604.8 107.4 242,650 1,353 55%
Keep Cool 2000-2003 19 8.52a 14.4a - - 76%
Bulk 2001-2003 17 373 6.0 16,309 106 71%
Purchase

! Savings and costs analysis through year-end 2007 will appear in the next quarterly report.
a Savings are averaged over an estimated useful life of 19 years. Replacements were estimated to have occurred three years
before equipment failure. Full savings between the existing and high-efficiency equipment were applied for three years and the

incremental savings between standard and high efficiency were applied in the fourth and subsequent 15 years.

Table 4-20. Market Support Program and Participant Costs through Year-End 2006

Nominal $2007
Program Program Customer Gross Present Value of Present Value of
Component Implementation Incentives Measure Cost Program Program and
Costs ($Millions) * ($Millions) ($Millions) Administrator Participant Costs
Cost (Millions (Millions $2007)
$2007)
Products $15.9 $1.2 $251.8 $13.3 $303.4
Keep Cool $4.9 $13.4 $11.1a $25.5 $28.1
Bulk Purchase $0.4 $4.0 $10.9 $6.0 $14.0
Total $21.2 $18.6 $273.8 $44.8 $345.5

" Does not include marketing costs that apply to several programs in the Residential area.

a The cost of the normal replacement was applied as a credit in the fourth year.

Table 4-21. Market Support Program Present Value of Benefits through Year-End 2006

Resource Benefits NEI
Program Present Value Present Value Present Value Present Value Present Value
Component of Avoided of Avoided of Fuel Savings of Water of NEI
Energy Costs Capacity and (Millions Savings (Millions
(Millions Distribution $2007) (Millions $2007)
$2007) Costs (Millions $2007)
$2007)
Products $488.1 $180.7 $19.9 $42.4 $406.8a
Keep Cool $13.2 $49.8 - - Not Evaluated
Bulk Purchase $44.2 $16.2 $1.9 $4.6 Not Evaluated
Total $545.5 $246.7 $21.8 $47.0 $406.8

a NEIs are valued at 47% of the retail energy cost savings for the Products program. A direct query survey conducted in 2005
was the basis for the CFL NEI value. A direct query survey conducted in 2004 was the basis for NEI values for all other

measures.
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4.7 EmPower New York®"

4.7.1 Progress Toward Goals

As shown in Table 4-24, one long-term non-energy goal has been set for the EmPower Program.
Performance is on track for this goal.

Table 4-24. EmPower New York®” Program - Goal and Achievement

Program Goal % of Goal Achieved

(July 1, 2006 Achieved July 1, 2006

Activity

through June 30, through March 31, 2008
2011)
Households served (completed) 31,500 10,888 35%

4.7.2 Energy, Peak Demand and Fuel Savings

Table 4-25 shows the cumulative annual energy and peak demand savings from the EmPower Program.
A realization rate is applied to adjust the program-reported savings based on the most recent
Measurement and Verification evaluation studies. These programs have not undergone any attribution
evaluation, so no adjustment is made for net-to-gross.

Table 4-25. EmPower New York®™ Program Cumulative Annual Energy and Peak Demand
Savings (through March 2008)

Program _Reported Realization Adj uste.d Gross Net—to-.Gross Net Savings
Savings Rate Savings Ratio
EmPower New York
MWh/year 37,365 0.81 30,266 Not evaluated 30,266
MW On-Peak 4.5 1.0 4.5 Not evaluated 4.5
MMBtu 144,702 1.0 144,702 Not evaluated 144,702
Weatherization Network Initiative'
MWh/year 8,242 1.0 8,242 Not evaluated 8,242
MW On-Peak 1.3 1.0 1.3 Not evaluated 1.3
Total

MWh/year 45,607 N/A 38,508 Not evaluated 38,508
MW On-Peak 5.7 N/A 5.7 Not evaluated 5.7
MMBtu 144,702 N/A 144,702 Not evaluated 144,702

N/A — Not Applicable

! Closed program.
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4.7.3 Cost-Effectiveness

The EmPower Program benefit/cost analysis was updated in early 2008 using program savings and costs
through year-end 2007. Table 4-26 shows the electricity, demand, and other fuel savings and average
measure life used as inputs to the analysis. Table 4-27 shows program and participant costs, and Table
4-28 provides the present value of the benefits included in the analysis. Overall, as shown in Table 4-29,
the Program is performing well, with a Program Administrator Cost (PAC) Test ratio of 1.3 and a Total
Resource Cost (TRC) Test ratio of 1.3. The PAC and TRC ratios are the same because this program
serves low-income customers and covers the full measure cost. See Appendix A for definitions of
benefit/cost terms and concepts.

Table 4-26. EmPower Net Savings through Year-End 2007

Program Average Average Net Net Net %
Component Life of Life of Gas Cumulative Cumulative Cumula- Down-
Electric Measures Annual MW tive Annual state
Measures GWh/Year Fuel (Con
Savings Edison)
(MMBtu)
EmPower 2005- 13 19 25.9 3.7 125,136 3%
2007
Weatherization 2005- 15 N/A 8.2 1.3 N/A 32%
Network 2007
Initiative

Table 4-27. EmPower Program and Participant Costs through Year-End 2007

Nominal $2007
Program Program Customer Present Value of Present Value
Component Implementati Incentives Program of Program
on Costs ($Millions) Administrator and
($Millions) Cost ($Millions) Participant
Costs
($Millions)
EmPower $4.5 $22.6 $22.6 $30.7 $30.7
Weatherization $2.1 $4.3 $4.3 $7.6 $7.6
Network Initiative
Total $6.6 $26.9 $26.9 $38.3 $38.3
Table 4-28. EmPower Present Value of Benefits through Year-End 2007
Resource Benefits NEI
Program Present Value of Present Value of Present Value of Present Value of
Component Avoided Energy Avoided Capacity and Fuel Savings NEI
Costs Distribution Costs (Millions $2007) (Millions $2007)
(Millions $2007) (Millions $2007)
EmPower $19.7 $4.5 $14.2 Not Evaluated
Weatherization $8.7 $2.6 n/a Not Evaluated
Network Initiative
Total $28.4 $7.1 $14.2 Not Evaluated
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Table 4-29. EmPower Benefit-Cost Ratios

Program Administrator Cost
(PAC) Test Total Resource Cost (TRC) Test
1.3 1.3

4.8 Buying Strategies and Energy Awareness Program

4.8.1 Progress Toward Goals

Four long-term non-energy goals have been set for the Buying Strategies and Energy Awareness
Program. These five-year goals and progress are shown in Table 4-30. The Program has already
exceeded three of its four goals.

Table 4-30. Buying Strategies and Energy Awareness Program — Goals and

Achievements
Program Goals -
- (July 1, 2006 e % of Goal
Activity 2006 through q
through March 31. 2008 Achieved
June 30, 2011) ’
Funds leveraged through Buying Strategies initiative $20 million $2.5-3.2 million 15%
Additional low-income 1nd1v1dua1§ reached via newsletters, 5 million 5.8 million 116%
weekly newspapers, etc. (readership)
Additional low-income individuals reached via seminars and 15,000 32,395 216%
workshops (attendees)
Addltlona'll cpntractors and other partners recruited in low- 50 225 450%
income districts
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5.1 Research & Development (R&D) Program Evaluation Activities

5.1.1 Completed Evaluation Activities

No major evaluation studies were completed this quarter for R&D programs. However, major efforts are
underway, as described in the next section.

5.1.2 Evaluation Activities in Progress and Planned

From the R&D area, the Distributed Generation/Combined Heat and Power Program is represented in the
impact evaluation project to assess the net effects of the largest energy saving projects across
NYSERDA'’s portfolio. Additionally, a major impact evaluation of the R&D portfolio is underway, and
is summarized below.

R&D Program Impact Evaluation

NYSERDA is undertaking the following activities in the area of R&D impact evaluation:

e  Metrics Database - A new database of metrics that will map to program outputs and outcomes,
demonstrating progress toward R&D program goals, is under development and will be ready to start
receiving data in the second quarter.

e Product Development Impacts - Surveys of NYSERDA product development program participants
will begin in the second quarter. Participants will be queried about product sales, job creation, and
business expansion. Evaluation of individual product development spending, activities, and
accomplishments, following the general approach used in the California Public Interest Energy
Research (PIER) Program, are planned to begin in the third quarter.

e Macroeconomic Impact Analysis - Data from program staff and product development participants
will be used for an input/output model of the New York State economy. Modeling results showing
the economic impact of NYSERDA's and participants' investments in product development will be
included in the 3rd Quarterly Report.

o  Demonstration Project Impacts - Surveys of NYSERDA demonstration program site hosts, project
facilitators, and technology suppliers are planned for the third quarter. Surveys respondents will be
queried about energy savings, spillover, and technology sales.
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«  Research for Information Impacts - Public documents and published literature will be searched for
citations to NYSERDA Research for Information Program (e.g., EMEP) studies beginning in the
fourth quarter.

5.2 Summary of R&D Evaluation Results

5.2.1 Progress Toward Non-Energy Goals

Across the programs, a number of long-term goals were set for key metrics such as: the number of
solicitations, studies, and projects; the number of workshops; the number of companies doing business in
New York; new products developed and launched; and other important knowledge creation, information
dissemination, and commercialization progress metrics. Overall, the programs are performing well with
respect to these goals. Results of each program’s progress toward its stated goals are shown in table
format in this section. Many of these goals are qualitative in nature. However, some key areas of
progress in the past 21 months include the following:

o  Under the Public Benefit Power Transmission and Distribution Research Program, 15 projects have
been funded through two solicitations.

o  The Clean Energy Infrastructure Program has released eight competitive research solicitations.

o  The Power Systems Product Development program has awarded 15 product development contracts
and assisted with commercially launching one new product.

o  The DG-CHP Demonstration Program is working with five new CHP demonstration projects, and
site-specific performance data is posted on-line for 28 prior projects.

o  The Demand Response and Innovative Rate Research Program completed a three-year time sensitive
rate pilot, demonstrating load reduction impacts of 23% from submetering.

«  Seven solicitations offering EMEP funding have been issued. These solicitations focused on
sequestration, impacts of renewable energy, ecosystems, and air quality, and have led to 13 projects
being contracted.

o A total of 30 cost-shared demonstration projects were selected for funding under the Industrial
Process & Product Innovation Program.

o The Municipal Water and Wastewater Efficiency Program has issued two solicitations and is
providing technical assistance to six projects.

«  Four solicitations were completed and eleven projects have been contracted under the Next
Generation and Emerging Technologies Program.

5.2.2 Energy, Peak Demand, Fuel Savings, and Clean Generation

Table 5-1 shows the energy savings and renewable energy production achieved by the R&D portfolio
through March 31, 2008. Table 5-2 highlights demand reduction achievements, and Table 5-3 shows
impacts for other fuels such as natural gas and oil. These tables also show the change over time since
June 30, 2006.
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Table 5-1. R&D Program Electricity Savings and Clean Generation through March 31,

2008
Energy Savings (GWh)
Program Savings Achieved through
June 30, 2006 March 31, 2008
DG-CHP Demonstration Program 82.7 109.5
Con Edison 42.0 60.3
Renewable Energy Production 103.8 106.2
Con Edison 0.5 0.9
Overlap Removed 6.6 8.8
Con Edison R&D Total 42.5 61.2
Statewide R&D Total 179.9 206.9

Table 5-2. R&D Program Cumulative Peak Demand Savings through March 31, 2008

Demand Savings Mw)!
Program Savings Achieved through
June 30, 2006 March 31, 2008
DG-CHP Demonstration Program 18.1 23.7
Con Edison 8.5 12.1
Demand Response and Innovative Rate Research 137.2 99.0
Con Edison 68.6 21.0
Renewable Energy Production 8.1 9.8
Con Edison 0.4 0.5
Overlap Removed 1.3 1.7
Con Edison R&D Total 77.5 33.7
Statewide R&D Total 162.1 130.8

' MWs enabled under the SBC2 program Enabling Technologies for Price Responsive Load were not required to persist beyond

the period of the contract. As such, the available MWs have steadily declined since the program’s close.
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Table 5-3. R&D Program Cumulative Annual Fuel Savings through March 31, 2008

Fuel Savings (MMBtu)
Program Savings Achieved through
June 30, 2006 March 31, 2008
DG-CHP Demonstration Program1 -571,310 -853,933
Con Edison -266,937 -470,145
Con Edison R&D Total -266,937 -470,145
Statewide R&D Total -571,310 -853,933

! Because the electricity saved by the DG/CHP projects replaces electricity formerly purchased from the grid, the program has
reduced fuel used at central generating stations, for a net decrease statewide due to greater efficiency of the DG/CHP systems at
sites where imported fuel is used. The fuel avoided at the central generating plant is determined from the electricity generated
by the DG/CHP installations. Furthermore, at additional projects such as wastewater treatment plants, electricity generation is
powered fully or partially by digester gas produced on site. Such fuel switching achieves natural gas conservation above and
beyond what is achieved through efficiency alone.

5.3 Public Benefit Power Transmission and Distribution Research

5.3.1 Progress Toward Goals

Two long-term goals have been set for the Public Benefit Power Transmission and Distribution Program.
These goals and progress are described in Table 5-4.

Table 5-4. Public Benefit Power Transmission and Distribution Research Program —
Goals and Achievements

Activity Pr‘:ﬁ;&‘:‘gggi‘ﬁ:ﬁ‘&g;ﬁ;’“ Achieved July 1, 2006 through March 31, 2008
Issue annual solicitations 12 or more projects resulting in A total of 15 projects have been funded through two
progress toward program solicitations.
objectives
Technology transfer Identify successful projects, This is an on-going activity. Upon completion of projects,
undertake specific outreach and NYSERDA will assess the outcome of the various projects
knowledge transfer activities that have commenced recently, and undertake specific
aimed at utilities outreach and knowledge transfer activities aimed at
utilities, as appropriate. Greater detail will be provided as
projects near completion and outreach can commence.

5.4 Clean Energy Infrastructure

5.4.1 Progress Toward Goals

Several long-term non-energy goals have been set for the Clean Energy Infrastructure Program. These
five-year goals, as well as progress, are shown in Table 5-5. In general, the Program is performing well
with respect to these goals.
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Table 5-5. Clean Energy Infrastructure Program — Goals and Achievements

Program Goals (July 1, 2006 through June 30,

Achieved July 1,

% of Goal

Activity 2006 through B
2011) March 31, 2008 Achieved
Education, Consumer Awareness and Market Development
Nevy aqcredlted training 3 N . N 0 0%
nstitutions Self-sustaining accredited training and
. . certification programs for clean energy 0
New certification exams > technologies in addition to PV ! 20%
Training workshops 25 13 52%
Renewable Resource Applications
Stakeholder workshops 7 Reduction of knowledge and technical 5 1%
barriers currently affecting installation
Competitive research and operation of wholesale and end-use .
solicitations 5 clean energy technologies 8 160%
Clean Energy Technology Manufacturing and Business Development
Companies expanding
renewable business 25 Increase the number of companies 12 48%
networks developing and manufacturing clean
- - energy technologies, and serving the
Companies expanding 10 clean energy businesses in New York 2 20%

manufacturing

5.4.2 Clean Energy Generation

The installation of PV and small wind is now part of the RPS program and the information in this section
reflects the installations prior to the transition to the RPS. Table 5-6 shows the cumulative annual clean
generation from the Clean Energy Infrastructure Program. A realization rate and net-to-gross ratio are
applied to adjust the program-reported savings based on the most recent Measurement and Verification
and Attribution evaluation studies. Net savings in the rightmost column are the total savings being
claimed by the program after these evaluation activities.
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Table 5-6. Clean Energy Infrastructure Program Cumulative Annual Clean Generation
(through March 2008)

Il;re(;)gorlig;l Realization Rate Glig: lllisltliigy Net-lt{(;-ﬁCf)ross léz;g:;li‘fz
Savings Generations
End Use Renewables
MWh/year 5,930 1.04 6,167 1.0 6,167
MW On-Peak 42 0.85 3.6 1.0 3.6
Wholesale Renewables
MWh/year 99,995 1.0 99,995 1.0 99,995
MW On-Peak 6.2 1.0 6.2 1.0 6.2
Clean Energy Totals
MWh/year 105,925 N/A 106,162 N/A 106,162
MW On-Peak 10.4 N/A 9.8 N/A 9.8

N/A — Not Applicable

5.5 Power Systems Product Development

5.5.1 Progress Toward Goals

Several long-term non-energy goals have been set for the Power Systems Product Development Program.
Goals and accomplishments are shown in Table 5-7.

Table 5-7. Power Systems Product Development Program — Goals and Achievements

Program Goals (July Achieved July 1, 2006
Activity 1, 2006 through through % of Goal Achieved
June 30, 2011) March 31, 2008
Product development contracts awarded 75 15 20%
New products commercially launched o
since July 1, 2006 > ! 20%
Cumulative sales ($) $50 million $1 million in 2006a 2%
Successful new product field tests and 15 3 20%
demonstrations
Prpjects successfully completing 25 3 329%
milestones
Assessmepts and studies of new 20 5 25%
technologies completed

a 2007 sales figures not yet available. Additionally, $6 million in product sales by Plug Power in 2006 from products launched

prior to July 1, 2006.
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5.6 DG-CHP Demonstration

5.6.1 Progress Toward Goals

Two important long-term non-energy goals have been set for the DG-CHP Program. These five-year
goals and progress are shown in Table 5-8.

Table 5-8. DG-CHP Demonstration Program — Goals and Achievements

Program Goals % of Goal
Activity (July 1, 2006 through Achieved July 1, 2006 through March 31, 2008 Achieved
June 30, 2011)
Fund 50 or more CHP PON 1043 was issued in June 2006. Thirty-four 10%
demonstrations with a proposals were received on August 22, 2006. Six
Issue annual . . . . (Number of
o cumulative capacity of 100 MW CHP demonstration projects were approved. Three .
solicitations and . . . . projects
incentive offers and-assoc1ated efficiency and projects are undgrway, one project dropp§d out, and funded)
environmental benefits, and two projects are in final contract negotiations. PON
with 50 MW downstate. 1178 was issued in October 2007."
Conduct technology transfer and
outreach activities to broaden Currently, site-specific performance data is posted
Technology acceptance of DG and CHP. on http://chp.nyserda.org for 28 projects. A CHP N/A
transfer Hold annual workshops and Conference has been scheduled for June, 2008 in
publish at least 10 final reports New York City.
per year.

5.6.2 Energy, Peak Demand and Fuel Savings

Table 5-9 shows the cumulative annual energy and peak demand savings from the DG-CHP Program. A
realization rate and net-to-gross ratio are applied to adjust the program-reported savings based on the
most recent Measurement and Verification and Attribution evaluation studies. Net savings in the
rightmost column are the total savings being claimed by the program after these evaluation activities.

Table 5-9. DG-CHP Program Cumulative Annual Energy and Peak Demand Savings
(through March 2008)

Program- Realization | 2"t | proorider- Net-to-
Reported Gross 3 Spillover Gross Net Savings
. Rate . ship .1
Savings Savings Ratio
MWh/year 113,057 0.90 102,237 15% 26% 1.07 109,496
MW 22.5 0.98 22.1 15% 26% 1.07 23.7
MMBtu/year® -898,654 0.89 -797,323 15% 26% 1.07 -853,933

'Net-to-Gross Ratio = ( 1-Freeridership) * (1+Spillover).

2 Because the electricity saved by the DG/CHP projects replaces electricity formerly purchased from the grid, the program has
reduced fuel used at central generating stations, for a net decrease statewide due to greater efficiency of the DG/CHP systems at
sites where imported fuel is used. The fuel avoided at the central generating plant is determined from the electricity generated
by the DG/CHP installations. Furthermore, at additional projects such as waste water treatment plants, electricity generation is
powered fully or partially by digester gas produced on site. Such fuel switching achieves natural gas conservation above and
beyond what is achieved through efficiency alone.
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5.7 Demand Response and Innovative Rate Research

5.7.1 Progress Toward Goals

Two long-term non-energy goals have been set for the Demand Response and Innovative Rate Research
Program. These five-year goals and progress are shown in Table 5-10.

Table 5-10. Demand Response and Innovative Rate Research Program — Goals and
Achievements

Activity

Program Goals
(July 1, 2006
through
June 30, 2011

Achieved July 1, 2006
through March 31, 2008

% of Goal
Achieved

Increase small customer
participation in wholesale
and local demand response
programs (MW)

100 MW

One MW enabled.

The program is still ramping up to meet long term goals of
demonstrating enabling load shed technologies.

Demonstration of an advanced, remotely activated, load shed
ballast was completed at the Con Edison Rye facility.
Additional demonstration projects have been funded at five
different types of commercial or institutional buildings.

The Association for Energy Affordability (AEA) conducted
focus groups with Packaged Terminal Air Conditioning
(PTAC) manufacturers to encourage incorporation of
enabling controls for fleet management of PTAC units — a
contributor to New York City peak load requirements.

Innoventive Power demonstrated tools to identify demand
response opportunities in schools and other building types.

Completed demonstration of central AC thermostats
configured to allow remote load reduction. The
demonstration was hosted by Gateway Energy Services
(formerly Econergy) to assess feasibility of including a load
curtailment option bundled with residential and small
customer service.

1% of MW goal

Increase the number of
multifamily apartment
units participating in real-
time and other time-
sensitive electric rate pilots

3,000 apartment
units

Completed a feasibility study to compare various time-based
rates (including Con Edison Rider M) in two all-electric
multi-family developments (3,100 apartment units, 20MW
peak demand) . Within the period of analysis, customers
would have paid less under the Rider M tariff without any
price responsive behavior.

Initiated a demonstration of load management technologies
and of time-of-use rate at Georgetown Mews (37 buildings,
930 apartment units, 2,000 KW peak load). Technologies
include submetering, fleet-managed window air
conditioning, energy information display, and heating. The
site will also pilot test a time-sensitive rate.

Completed a three-year time sensitive rate pilot at Clinton
Hills cooperative (1221 units). The load reduction impact of
submetering (required for TSP rates) was a 23% load
reduction. The load shift impact was approximately 1%
from peak to off-peak and shoulder periods.

13% (with the
930 units
participating in
the
demonstration)
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5.7.2 Energy, Peak Demand and Fuel Savings

Table 5-11 shows the cumulative annual energy and peak demand savings from the Demand Response
and Innovative Rate Research Program. A realization rate and net-to-gross ratio are applied to adjust the
program reported savings based on the most recent Measurement and Verification and Attribution
evaluation studies. Net savings in the rightmost column are the total savings being claimed by the
program after these evaluation activities.

Enabling Technology was a research and development program that sought innovative ways of
aggregating, dispatching and reporting demand response. Projects were selected in part for their ability to
demonstrate and commercialize new methods of aggregating load. The program did not require
maintenance of the enabled demand reduction. Enabled demand reduction is a potential quantity that may
or may not translate into curtailed load in response to a New York Independent System Operator call for
emergency resources. These factors contribute to the low realization rate (0.50) shown in Table 5-11.

Table 5-11. Demand Response and Innovative Rate Research Program Cumulative
Annual Energy and Peak Demand Savings (through March 2008)

Program- Realization UL Net-to-Gross q
5 Gross N Net Savings
Reported Savings Rate . Ratio
Savings
Enabled
MW 208.3 0.50 104.2 0.95 99.0

5.8 Electric Transportation

5.8.1 Progress Toward Goals
As shown in Table 5-12, five non-energy metrics are being monitored for the Electric Transportation

Program. The Program has released three solicitations, and approved 12 projects for funding on the order
of $2.3 million.

Table 5-12. Electric Transportation Program — Achievements

Activity Achieved July 1, 2006 through March 31, 2008
Solicitations released 3

Proposals reviewed 19

Projects funded 12 approved; 6 contracted

Funding $2.3 million approved; $0.8 million contracted
Co-funding $5.3 million approved; $1.1 million contracted
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5.9 Environmental Monitoring, Evaluation, and Protection (EMEP)

5.9.1 Progress Toward Goals

Several long-term goals have been set for the Environmental Monitoring, Evaluation and Protection
Program. These five-year goals and progress are shown in Table 5-13.

Table 5-13. Environmental Monitoring, Evaluation, and Protection Program — Goals and

Achievements

Program Goals

Achieved July 1, 2006 through

% of Goal

Activity (July 1, 2006 through q
June 30, 2011 March 31, 2008 Achieved

Develop detailed One planning meeting was held with the EMEP advisors,
multi- re)ar EMEP and three other major research planning meetings were held
resear(}:/h lan with Undate rescarch plan to assist in plan development. All of the attendees at the
. p P P planning meetings were state or nationally recognized Not
input from as needed to ensure . L it .

olicymakers relevanc experts from the policy and scientific communities. applicable
Scieni,is s, am (i y NYSERDA contracted with the New York Academy of

! Sciences to assist in the development of the research plan,

stakeholders

which was finalized and released in September 2007.

Issue 6 to 10

Seven solicitations have been issued that included EMEP

70-100% of

Develop, contract, solicitations funding (focusing on sequesFration, impacts of renewable solicitation
and manage Contract 40 projects energy, ecosystems, air quality, and climate change). goal
research projects Leverage $20 million Thirteen projects have been contracted, leveraging 33% of
aimed at priority into New York, help $571,000 of outside co-funding. projects
enefgy-related build a knowledge- goal
env1r0nﬁnental based research 3% of
research areas infrastructure in New leveraged
York. funds goal
EMEP co-sponsored two workshops on the creation of a
soil-monitoring network in the Northeast.
EMEDP hosted a seminar (and “webinar”) for multiple
agency staff on findings from the Intergovernmental Panel
Sponsor on Climate Change, with member Dr. Cynthia Rosenzweig.
Z‘gfgﬁ;ﬁgi’s and 5to0 10 EMEP sponsored the Adirondack Research Consortium 60-100%
. ’ conference in Tupper lake.
seminars
EMEP co-sponsored a conference on climate change at
MIT’s Endicott House.
EMEP hosted its two-day biennial conference on Linking
Science and Policy at the Albany Marriott.
200,000 total
Provide Web- customer “visits,”
based EMEP data inquiries, and Note: The EMEP Website tracking system is under reconstruction.
and information downloads to the
EMEP Web page
Publish Nine research reports and five executive summaries were
published, including a study of options for the design of the o
NYSERDA 40 35%

research reports

emission allowance auction under the Regional Greenhouse
Gas Initiative (RGGI).
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Program Goals .
- Achieved July 1, 2006 through % of Goal
Activity (July 1, 2006 through "
June 30, 2011 March 31, 2008 Achieved
. 17 articles were published in the area of Air Quality/Health
Publish peer- . ) .
. . Effects, 14 articles were published in the area of
reviewed journal 100 . . . 32%
. Ecosystems, and 1 article was published in the area of
articles .
Crosscutting Research.
Sponsored a meeting with policymakers concerning wind
and wildlife.
Provide bricfings Briefed the new Department of Environmental
P g 15 Conservation (DEC) Climate Change Program Director on 20%
to decision makers S
EMEP program activities.
Arranged for a briefing to DEC staff on carbonaceous fine
particle issues in New York and the region.

5.10 Industrial Process and Product Innovation Program

5.10.1 Progress Toward Goals

Table 5-14 shows long-term goals and progress for the Industrial Process and Product Innovation (IPPI)
Program. The Program is making excellent progress with regard to the first goal. The second and third
goals are being monitored over the longer-term.

Table 5-14. Industrial Process and Product Innovation Program — Goals and

Achievements

Program Goals
(July 1, 2006 through
June 30, 2011)

Activity

Achieved from July 1, 2006 through March 31,
2008

% of Goal
Achieved

Fund 30 to 40 cost-shared
demonstrations

Issue annual
solicitations

PON 998 was issued with two rounds of due dates
(June 8, and October 5, 2006), with total funding of
$4 million. Projects selected to receive SBC
funding:

Round One: 6

Round Two: 5

PON 1130 was issued with three rounds of due dates
(March 28, July 16, and November 8, 2007), with
total funding exceeding $5.7 million. Projects
selected to receive SBC funding:

Round One: 3

Round Two: 5

Round Three: 5

PON 1190 was issued with three rounds of due dates
(March 5, July 2, and November 5, 2008), with total
funding of $5.5 million. Projects selected to receive
SBC funding:

Round One: 6

75 —100%
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Program Goals

.. Achieved from July 1, 2006 through March 31, % of Goal
Activity J ul}uil,ez:;)g%tohlrlo)ugh 2008 Achieved
b
Conduct technology transfer and
outreach activities to broaden
the acceptance of successful o . .
Technology technologies and technical This is an ongoing activity that usual}y takes place Not
transfer approaches via participation in near the end'of a project, which hasn’t happened yet applicable
at least two workshops. for this relatively new program.
Publish at least six final reports
per year.
Industrial Process and
Productivity Improvement
(IPPI) projects supported during Projects are being contracted with requirements for
Proeram metrics the SBC III period are expected documentation of performance metrics. Projects Not
& to result in cumulative energy have not yet been completed; therefore, metrics applicable

savings of $5 million, and
project-related incremental sales
of $10 million.

cannot be ascertained at this time.

5.11 Municipal Water and Wastewater Efficiency

5.11.1 Progress Toward Goals

Several long-term goals have been set for the Municipal Water and Wastewater Efficiency Program.
These five-year goals and progress are shown in Table 5-15.

Table 5-15. Municipal Water and Wastewater Efficiency Program — Goals and
Achievements

Program Goals

1 o,
Activity (July 1, 2006 through Ach‘ev‘;}[g;‘clz ;’l’zggg;hm“gh ﬁc‘;fiecv‘e’gl
June 30, 2011
PON 1040 was issued and 17 proposals were received
Select and fund 25 or more requesting $3.9 million in NYSERDA funding. In
projects. total, five proposals were recommended for funding;
Issue annual Provide assistance to a two using SBC funds. 30%

solicitation

minimum of 25 municipal
wastewater and water
treatment facilities.

PON 1171 was issued and 12 proposals were received
requesting $3.4 million in NYSERDA funding. The
TEP will convene in April 2008 to evaluate proposals.
The PON has a second due date in September 2008.
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Program Goals
Activity (July 1, 2006 through
June 30, 2011

Achieved July 1, 2006 through % of Goal
March 31, 2008 Achieved

July 2006 — December 2006

e  Four presentations were given throughout
the State as part of the NYS Co-funding for
Water and Sewer Infrastructure conferences.
The total attendance for the four
conferences was approximately 300
individuals.

e A presentation was given as part of a
Webcast hosted by the Comptroller’s
Office.

e  An energy management training conference
was co-developed with Global Energy
Partners (an offshoot of EPRI) and the New
York Water Environment Association
(NYWEA). Approximately 70 individuals
(municipal operators and elected officials,
consultants, engineers) attended the two-day
session held in Cooperstown in November.

January 2007 — December 2007

e The submetering and evaluation of 20
wastewater treatment plants were completed.
The final site reports and summaries of

Provide critical information findings were posted online.

on ways to optimize energy e  Four presentations were given throughout

use at municipal wastewater the State as part of the MUS Cp-funding for
tTech?ology and water treatment facilities. Water and Sewer Infrastructure conferences. 33%
ransfer

The total attendance for the four conferences

Provide information to 1,000 - Ry
was approximately 300 individuals.

treatment facilities in New

York. e  An Energy Management issue of
Clearwaters (published by NYWEA) was
developed. NYWEA is the NYS chapter of
the nation’s premier professional
organization for the wastewater treatment
profession (Water Environment Federation).
The Energy Management issue will be
published in spring.

January 2008 — March 2008

e  Five presentations were given to diverse
audiences. Three to Congresswoman
Gillebrand’s constituency, one at the annual
NYWEA conference in NYC, and another to
local-elected officials in White Plains. In
total, approximately 300 individuals attended
the presentations.

On-going
e  The Energy Smart Focus program (described
elsewhere in this Report) is providing
customized services to support energy
efficiency in the sector. The program offers

outreach materials and training to individuals
associated with the sector statewide.
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Program Goals .
- Achieved July 1, 2006 through % of Goal
Activity (July 1, 2006 through March 31, 2008 Achieved
June 30, 2011
f;i;‘i}; and cost $2-3 million per year See paragraph below for explanation of progress.
July 2006 — December 2007
e  Five projects were approved to begin work
totaling $112K in NYSERDA funds. Five
Technical Develop, review and approve projects totaling $63K in NYSERDA funds 13%
Assistance 30 projects were completed. ?
January 2008 — March 2008
e A project totaling approximately $4.5K in
NYSERDA funds was completed.

5.11.2 Energy, Peak Demand and Fuel Savings

On average, these projects take five to seven years from conception to implementation. However, once
implementation is complete, the projects should lead to nearly 42,980 MWh of electricity savings and
14,785 kW of peak demand reduction. Depending on the effectiveness of information dissemination from
knowledge created, the potential exists for substantial MWh savings and demand reductions due to
replication across the broader New York municipal water/wastewater market sector.

5.12 Next Generation and Emerging Technologies

5.12.1 Progress Toward Goals

Several long-term goals have been set for the Next Generation and Emerging Technologies Program.
These five-year goals and progress are shown in Table 5-16. Overall, the Program is making good
progress toward achieving its long-term goals.
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Table 5-16. Next Generation and Emerging Technologies Program — Goals and
Achievements

Program Goals

(July 1, 2006 . % of Goal
through June 30, Achieved July 1, 2006 through March 31, 2008 Achieved

2011)

Activity

Four solicitations completed. Eleven projects contracted (six product
development/five demonstrations).

RFP 1032 Reference Design Guidebook: This project identified
incremental measures needed to raise energy performance of new
residential construction. Final report submitted in October 2007.

PON 1062 Advanced Building Envelopes and Energy Systems: Two
projects are monitoring/demonstrating advanced building systems that

Two solicitations substantially reduce central air conditioning loads.

200% of
Two or more PON 1126 Next Generation Technologies for Residential Buildings: goal for
demonstration test Two rounds are complete, five projects are underway from the first solicitations
beds round, and two contracts are still under negotiation. Under round two, issued

five projects were selected with requested funding of $779,000. These
projects will develop/demonstrate technology to reduce AC loads, on-
site power production, design strategies for reduced load, and other
energy efficient technology development.

PON 1096 Demonstration of High Performance Residential Homes:
Four teams will design and build up to 20 high-performance residential
homes demonstrating tight envelopes via improved on-site construction
practices.

Advanced
Building
Program

Two clients have received daylighting design assistance services. Four
additional projects that facilitate design assistance are underway.

One daylighting implementation project is underway. 6-12% of
the design
assistance
Five daylighting RFP 1068 Establishment of a Lighting Incubator Center to Support goal
implementations in Lighting Start-up Companies in New York: Initiated Lighting Green 20% of the
buildings House incubator (located at STEP) to identify and advance
commercialization of lighting-related intellectual property created in
NYS technical institutions and by entrepreneurs.

50-100 design PON 1079 Daylight Technica} Services, Training and Demonstrations:
o assistance projects All five contracts have been signed; work is underway.
Daylighting

Applications

daylighting
goal

PON 1122 Innovation in Lighting: New Products, Demonstrations, and
Testing: four contracts have been signed; one is in negotiation.

One solicitation is completed. Five projects contracted (four out of five | 50% of the
are demonstrations). solicitations

Solar Thermal Two solicitations PON 1085 — Solar Thermal Demonstrations: Five signed contracts; goal

Applications Five four in negotiation. Eight of the nine projects are demonstrations. >100% of
demonstrations These demonstrations are focusing on combinations of solar thermal the goal for
collectors, radiant floor heating systems, and storage. demonstra-
tion projects
Two rounds completed under one solicitation. Fifteen product
development projects underway.
Fi . PON 1105 Next Generation Emerging Technologies: Under Round 40% of the
ive solicitations One, five contracts are signed, and four contracts are in negotiation. e
. > > solicitations
Emerging ) 25 product Under Round Two, one contract is signed, and 11 contracts are in goal and
Technologies development negotiation. This program has funded a wide variety of product 60% of the
projects development and demonstration of end-use technologies including projects goal

thermo-photovoltaic applications, micro-CHP, solid cooper rotor
electric motors, high-efficiency bill board displays, and solar thermal
air conditioning.
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Appendix A: Benefit/Cost Definitions and Inputs

This Appendix provides definitions of benefit/cost terms and describes how certain concepts were applied
to this year’s analysis. Changes in methods from previous years are noted, where applicable, either in the
text or in footnotes. The Appendix also includes tables showing the key inputs to the benefit/cost
analysis.

Avoided Energy, Capacity, and Distribution Costs.

Energy - The New York Independent System Operator (NYISO) day-ahead (DA) clearing prices were
weighted by load to estimate avoided energy costs. Forecasted energy prices were indexed to the natural
gas price forecast. Avoided energy costs used in the analysis are shown in Table A-1.

Capacity - Avoided capacity costs are based on clearing prices in the NYISO capacity auctions. Future
capacity prices were assumed to remain constant in real terms. The avoided capacity costs are shown in
Table A-1. In the benefit/cost analysis, capacity prices were adjusted upward to reflect the reserve margin
requirement estimated to be 16.5%.

Distribution - The avoided cost estimates of primary lines and distribution substations were applied at the
rate of $55 per kW-year upstate and $110 per kW-year downstate.! This value was applied to the life of
the measure.

Capacity Market Price Effect. The capacity market price effect was used to estimate the value of
curtailable load. Curtailable load registered at the NYISO results in lower capacity costs for all purchased
capacity, resulting in a market price effect. The effect was derived from the NYISO’s Demand Curve and
was estimated to be approximately $600 per kW-year for each kW available in the Con Edison Service
area. For the rest of the State, the capacity cost reduction was estimated to be approximately $180 per
kW-year for each kW available. The market price effect was assumed to last for three years.

Discount Rate. A real discount rate of 3% was applied to discount future benefits and to compound
benefits and costs that occurred prior to 2007.

Focal Year. The focal year of analysis was 2007. All past spending and savings were converted into
$2007. In addition, all past spending and future savings were present-valued to 2007.

" CASE 07-M-0548, Staff’s January 9, 2008 IR Response to the Joint Utilities” Questions on the “Revised Proposal for Energy
Efficiency Design and Delivery and Reply Comments of the Staff of the Department of Public Service” Dated November 26,
2007, and the “Staff Revised Proposal for Energy Efficiency Design and Delivery and Reply Comments” Dated December 3,
2007.
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Gross Measure Cost. This is the estimate of the full or incremental cost of equipment before adjusting
for the impact of freeridership and spillover. For retrofit programs, measure costs include cost of design,
installation, and full cost of equipment. For new construction programs and programs designed for
normal replacement, incremental cost (difference in cost between high- and standard-efficiency
equipment) is used. Gross measure cost multiplied by the net-to-gross ratio equals the net measure cost.
Presented in nominal dollars.

Line Loss Factor. Line loss was estimated to be 9% of generation. This factor was applied to avoided
energy, and capacity.

Natural Gas Forecast. The natural gas price forecast used in the analysis was conducted by Energy and
Environmental Analysis, Inc. in 2007. The historical and forecasted wholesale natural gas prices are
shown in Table A-2 and were used to calculate Scenario 1 benefits.

Net Savings. Savings that have been evaluated, and are net of freeridership and include spillover.

Net-to-Gross Ratio. Factor used to adjust energy savings and measure costs to account for both
freeridership and spillover. Freeridership results in a decrease in gross energy savings and gross measure
costs, whereas spillover has the opposite effect.

Present Value of Program Administrator Costs. These costs include program implementation costs,
incentives paid to customers, and NYSERDA administration and evaluation costs. Equal to Program
Implementation Costs times the administration and evaluation rates (7% through 2003 and 9% thereafter).

Present Value of Program and Participant Costs. The sum of the present value of Program
Administrator Cost and the present value of the cost of measures after adjusting for freeridership and
spillover.

Program Implementation Costs. These costs include program marketing and cost of contractors
providing implementation support. Presented in nominal dollars.

Non-energy Impacts. Non-energy impacts include benefits such as comfort, safety, and productivity.
These impacts were estimated as a percentage of retail bill savings.

Retail Energy Prices. Retail rates were used in the calculation of bill savings that, in turn, were used to
calculate non-energy impacts. Historical and forecasted retail prices for electricity and natural gas are
shown in Table A-3 and Table A-4.

Program Administrator Cost (PAC) Test.” This test divides the present value of the benefits by the
present value of the Program Administrator Costs. A benefit-cost ratio greater than 1 indicates benefits
exceed NYSERDA costs.

% This test was referred to as the Program Efficiency Test (PET) in prior years’ analyses.
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Total Resource Cost (TRC) Test.’ This test divides the present value of the benefits by the present value
of Program and Participant Costs. A benefit-cost ratio greater than 1 indicates benefits exceed
NYSERDA and participant costs.

Table A-1. Avoided Electric Energy and Capacity Cost Forecast

Energy Costs Capacity Costs
(2007 Cents/kWh) (2007 $/kW-Year)
Year Upstate Downstate Upstate Downstate
2003 5.58 7.35 15.68 76.24
2004 5.49 7.07 15.68 76.24
2005 7.81 10.29 10.77 73.16
2006 5.94 7.68 23.24 74.40
2007 6.33 8.04 29.71 75.38
2008 6.69 8.68 29.71 75.38
2009 6.17 8.01 29.71 75.38
2010 5.85 7.59 29.71 75.38
2011 5.81 7.55 29.71 75.38
2012 5.79 7.51 29.71 75.38
2013 5.79 7.51 29.71 75.38
2014 5.89 7.65 29.71 75.38
2015 6.03 7.83 29.71 75.38
2016 6.17 8.00 29.71 75.38
2017 6.28 8.15 29.71 75.38
2018 6.36 8.25 29.71 75.38
2019 6.40 8.30 29.71 75.38
2020 6.41 8.31 29.71 75.38
2021 6.37 8.26 29.71 75.38
2022 6.32 8.19 29.71 75.38
2023 6.26 8.12 29.71 75.38

Note: Electric energy prices for 2003 to 2007 reflect load-weighted hourly day-ahead NYISO clearing prices in each of those
years. Forecasted prices (2008 to 2023) reflect the pattern of prices in the Henry Hub natural gas price forecast developed by
Energy and Environmental Analysis, Inc., November, 21, 2007. Capacity prices for 2004 to 2007 were calculated from capacity
auction clearing prices in each of those years; 2003 capacity prices were set to equal 2004 capacity prices. Future capacity prices
were set to equal 2007 prices. The "upstate" capacity price is a weighted clearing price from all zones except "J" & "K" for all
auctions. The "downstate" capacity price is a weighted average of the New York City Total Cost and the "Upstate" prices
applicable to zones "H" and "I".

3 This test was referred to as the Total Market Effect Test (TMET) in prior years’ analyses.
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Table A-2. Natural Gas Wholesale Price Forecast

Natural Gas Wholesale Price

(2007 $/MMBtu)
Year Upstate Downstate
2003 7.69 7.16
2004 6.89 7.32
2005 10.04 10.47
2006 7.50 7.56
2007 7.74 8.41
2008 8.45 9.41
2009 7.61 8.05
2010 6.97 7.47
2011 6.88 7.31
2012 6.90 7.28
2013 6.90 7.35
2014 7.07 7.50
2015 7.30 7.65
2016 7.50 7.85
2017 7.60 7.95
2018 7.75 8.05
2019 7.85 8.15
2020 7.90 8.18
2021 7.85 8.15
2022 7.75 8.10
2023 7.70 8.00
2024 7.65 7.95
2025 7.65 7.90
2026 7.60 7.90
2027 7.60 7.90

Source: Energy and Environmental Analysis, Inc., November 21, 2007.
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Benefit/Cost Definitions and Inputs

Table A-3. Retail Electricity Price Forecast

Upstate Retail Electricity Price'

Downstate Retail Electricity Price'

(2007 $/kWh) (2007 $/kWh)
Year Residential Commercial Industrial Residential Commercial Industrial
2003 0.107 0.146 0.097 0.189 0.235 0.165
2004 0.107 0.149 0.096 0.193 0.241 0.170
2005 0.110 0.142 0.102 0.192 0.245 0.154
2006 0.117 0.150 0.110 0.228 0.270 0.169
2007 0.122 0.154 0.107 0.212 0.269 0.139
2008 0.114 0.147 0.105 0.206 0.256 0.157
2009 0.112 0.148 0.102 0.203 0.252 0.159
2010 0.111 0.149 0.101 0.201 0.249 0.161
2011 0.111 0.149 0.101 0.200 0.249 0.161
2012 0.111 0.149 0.101 0.200 0.249 0.161
2013 0.111 0.149 0.101 0.200 0.249 0.161
2014 0.112 0.149 0.101 0.201 0.250 0.161
2015 0.112 0.148 0.102 0.202 0.251 0.160
2016 0.112 0.148 0.102 0.203 0.252 0.160
2017 0.113 0.148 0.103 0.203 0.252 0.159
2018 0.113 0.148 0.103 0.204 0.253 0.159
2019 0.113 0.148 0.103 0.204 0.253 0.158
2020 0.113 0.148 0.103 0.204 0.253 0.158
2021 0.113 0.148 0.103 0.204 0.253 0.159
2022 0.113 0.148 0.103 0.203 0.253 0.159
2023 0.113 0.148 0.103 0.203 0.252 0.159

! Retail prices based on typical bills for residential customers with 750 kWh of annual use, commercial customers with 9,000
kWh of annual use, and industrial customers with 720,000 kWh of annual use. Price per kWh was calculated by dividing the
variable cost portion of the bill (i.e., total bill minus fixed charges) by the kWh usage.

Note: In the B/C analysis, for C/I programs, a blended price was used based on 64% commercial and 36% industrial.

Source: http://www.dps.state.ny.us
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Appendix A

Table A-4. Natural Gas Retail Price Forecast

Natural Gas Retail Price (2007 $/MMBtu)

Year Residential Commercial Industrial
2003 12.42 9.22 7.88
2004 13.41 10.85 8.64
2005 15.32 13.23 10.15
2006 15.83 12.04 10.66
2007 14.29 11.48 9.37
2008 14.88 12.16 9.96
2009 14.24 11.42 9.32
2010 13.85 10.97 8.93
2011 13.81 10.92 8.89
2012 13.77 10.88 8.85
2013 13.77 10.88 8.85
2014 13.90 11.03 8.98
2015 14.07 11.23 9.15
2016 14.24 11.42 9.32
2017 14.37 11.57 9.45
2018 14.47 11.68 9.55
2019 14.52 11.74 9.60
2020 14.53 11.75 9.61
2021 14.48 11.70 9.56
2022 14.42 11.63 9.50
2023 14.35 11.55 9.43
2024 14.32 11.51 9.40
2025 14.32 11.51 9.40
2026 14.32 11.51 9.40
2027 14.32 11.51 9.40

Source: Natural Gas Retail Price Forecast, NYSERDA, January 2008.
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