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E XECUTIVE S UMMARY 

Programs designed to help natural gas customers reduce their energy use and costs through 
increased energy efficiency have existed for over 30 years in some states. Early programs tended 
to focus on residential customers , especially low- inc ome households. Natural gas programs 
provided by natural gas utilities and related organizations have grown to serve all types of natural 
gas customers in a majority of states. The programs are funded by customers through natural gas 
rates or special purpo . There are 
opportunities for improved energy efficiency across the spectrum of customers and technologies 
using natural gas. Programs may target specific technologies that use natural gas, such a s 
furnaces, water heaters, boilers, and cooking equipment, or they may target the systems and 
entire facilities that are served by natural gas technologies. 

Despite the growth and expansion of natural gas energy efficiency programs, until the late 2000s, 
there has not been consistent, comprehensive, and regular tracking of these programs. The 
Consortium for Energy Efficiency (CEE) and the American Gas Association (AGA) began 
collecting and reporting data on natural gas energy efficiency programs in 2006 . To complement 
this data reporting, ACEEE completed a comprehensive review of state policies and programs 
addressing natural gas energy efficiency as funded through rates or public benefits fees. The 
purpose of this report is to examine and summarize thes e policies and programs to capture a 
complete national picture of natural gas efficiency programs and to track recent trends in funding, 
savings, and objectives. We surveyed contacts in each state and the District of Columbia to 
gather relevant data. We also used annual data gathered by CEE and AGA. 

We found that most states have natural gas energy efficiency programs. Utilities or related 
organizations in 41 states 1 provide some level of ratepayer- funded natural gas energy efficiency 
programs, eith er required or offered voluntarily. Thirty- two states require programs by legislation, 
regulation, or both. Utilities in nine states offer programs voluntarily. Only ten states have no 
programs in place (this includes states with little or no natural g as service). Of the 40 jurisdictions 
with programs that responded to the survey, 23 provide utility- sector natural gas energy efficiency 
programs to all customer sectors (low- income, residential, commercial, and industrial). Eleven 
states have programs for all customer sectors except the industrial sector. Four states have 
programs that serve only low- income customers. 

Natural gas energy efficiency programs in a growing number of states are seeking to achieve 
high energy savings in response to the enactment of energy efficiency resource standards 
( EERS) . These standards establish specific savings targets, typically higher than historical 
achievements. Twelve states surveyed have specific natural gas EERS in place, and another 
three states have polic ies pending enactment. 

Utilities are largely responsible for program administration and implementation. In 27 states, 
utilities alone administer efficiency programs, generally with some type of regulatory oversight. In 
seven jurisdictions, utilitie s and some other entity 2 administer the programs. The utilities alone 
implement natural gas energy efficiency programs in 13 states. In another 17 states, the utilities 
partner with other agencies, contractors, community action agencies, state agencies, etc. to 
implement the programs. 

Programs are funded through utility rates. The specific mechanisms by which the money is 
collected, however, varies by jurisdiction, and sometimes by utility. Utilities generally either 
include the charges for the natural gas energy efficiency programs in their base rates or place a 

es employ a 
combination of these funding mechanisms. 

1 
I ncludes the District of Columbia. 
2 Other entities include agencies like New York State Energy Research and Development Authority (NYSERDA), the 
Energy Trust of Oregon (ETO),
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Total funding for programs increased rapidly over the past several years. The amount that state s 
budget ed for utility- sector natural gas energy efficiency programs increased from $125 million in 
2005 to $942 million in 2010 . Energy savings grew rapidly as well. Total annual savings from 
programs in 2005 were about 89 million therms . I n 2010, annual savings reached 529 million 
therms. 3 

Trends indicate continued expansion of overall funding for natural gas energy efficiency 
programs, driven by specific, high savings goals as established through EERS . An initial estimate 
for 2011 shows total budgets to be about $1.2 billion nationwide. There is clearly a strong 
foundation of funding support and program e xperience upon which to continue to provide natural 
gas customers households, businesses, institutions, and industries programs and associated 
services that facilitate and enable them to reduce their energy costs through improved energy 
efficiency. The cle ar trend is acceleration and expansion of these programs 

3 The Energy Information Administration report , , 
average weather- adjusted natural gas consumption for a residential customer in 2009 was 74 Mcfs, or 761 Therms. See 
http://www.eia.doe.gov/pub/oil_gas/natural_gas/feature_articles/2010/ngtrendsresidcon/ngtrendsresidcon.pdf.
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I NTRODUCTION 

Programs designed to help natural gas customers reduce their energy use and costs through 
increased energy efficiency have existed for over 30 years in some states. Many of the first 
customer energy efficiency programs specifically targeted reducing natural gas use through 
improved efficiency. These were early residential energy efficiency programs, which typically 
worked to increase insulation levels a nd reduce air leaks in homes along with install ation of high 
efficiency natural gas furnaces. Many of these early p rograms specifically addressed the needs of 
low- income customers who faced difficulties trying to keep up with increasing winter heating costs 
at times when there were large, rapid increases in natural gas prices. Making energy affordable 
was a primary obj ective of many of these early programs. 

While the roots of natural gas efficiency programs lie within residential markets, there are now 
programs serving multiple types of natural gas customers from homeowners to large industries. 
There are opportunities for improved energy efficiency across the spectrum of customers and 
technologies using natural gas. Programs may target specific technologies that use natural gas, 
such as furnaces, water heaters , boilers and cooking equipment, or they may target the systems 
and facilities that are served by natural gas technologies. Improving the thermal envelope of 
buildings is one example of programs that address whole buildings. Reduc ing the heating 
demand in a home or business reduces natural gas use and costs for the participating customer. 

This report is 
offered by utilities and related non- utility organizations like the New York S tate Energy Research 
and Development Authority (NYSERDA) . It provides a comprehensive look at these programs on 
both the state and national levels . The primary purpose of this report is to summarize state by 
state efforts regarding utility- sector natural g as energy efficiency programs. It complements 
annual reports initiated in 2006 by the Consortium for Energy Efficiency (CEE) and the American 
Gas Association (AGA) that present state and national data on both electric and natural gas 
energy efficiency prog rams based on annual surveys of program administrators across North 
American (Canadian utilities are included). 

The objective of this report is to provide state summaries of natural gas energy efficiency 
programs and policies, particularly focused on pro gram structures, regulat ions, legislation and 
funding. The report includes programs funded through utility rates or separate fees paid by utility 
customers as part of their regular bills. P rograms that are funded through state tax revenues or 
the federal g overnment are excluded from the analysis . 

E XISTING R ESEARCH AND D ATA ON N ATURAL G AS E NERGY E FFICIENCY 
P ROGRAMS 

A review of energy efficiency programs research indicates that far less attention has been placed 
on utility- sector natural gas pro grams compared to the numerous Web sites 4 and national 
summaries 5 This 
is largely - 
(DSM) by electric utilities in the 1980s into the 1990s. ACEEE research shows that electric DSM 
program expenditures had reached nearly $2 billion by the early 1990s. While natural gas utility 
energy efficiency programs grew in parallel with electric programs, s uch growth was much 
smaller and there were no national efforts to compile and track such data as there were for 
electric programs, principally through the Energy Information Administration. A lthough the 
majority of the existing utility- se ctor energy effici ency summaries have focused on electric 

4 For example, the Energy Information Admin istration Form EIA- 861 Database at 
http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/electricity/page/eia861.html , the DSIRE (Database of State Incentives for Renewables & 
Efficiency) funded by the Depar tment of Energy at http://www.dsireusa.org/, 
Database at http://www.aceee.org/sector/state- policy. 
5 For example, Harrington and Murray ( 2003 ), Geller and Schlegel (2008), and Eldridge et al. (2008).
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programs, there have been some noteworthy compilations prepared for natural gas programs , 
which we summarize below. 

In January 2006, Suzanne Tegen and Howard Geller of the Southwest Energy Efficiency Project 
presen ted the results of an energy efficiency program survey of ten major natural gas utilities in a 
report Natural Gas Demand- Side Management Programs: A National Survey . This report 
presented an overview of the 2004 natural gas energy efficiency program activ ity of ten utilities 

program spending, spending as a percentage of retail revenues, natural gas energy savings, 
energy savings as a percentage of natural gas sale s, a general description of the types of 
programs offered, and the cost- effectiveness of the programs. The report concluded that, as of 
2004, the leading utilities were spending at least 0 .7% of revenues on these programs and were 
saving 0 .5 to 1 .0% of th eir gas sales. 

sales from its revenues or provided an incentive mechanism for program performance. All of the 
utility program portfolios were reported a s cost- effective, with benefit- cost ratios ranging from 1.6 
to 5.6. Although these were major utilities with large natural gas energy efficiency programs, the 
data in the 2006 report was limited by the number of utilities included in the study. 

The Ameri can Gas Association has completed a number of summaries of natural gas utility 
efficiency programs (Gant 2008; AGA 2009, 2010 , 2011) . In 2010, the AGA worked with the 
Consortium for Energy Efficiency , a nonprofit association of energy efficiency program 
a dministrators, state energy offices, research organizations and environmental groups, on a 
fourth annual report on the natural gas efficiency market. This fourth annual study looked at the 
2009 status of the natural gas efficiency market, including expend itures and savings impacts, and 
presented estimated budgets for 2010. The report also examined regulatory approaches to 
advancing the natural gas efficiency market. Study results showed that r esidential natural gas 
efficiency program participants in the U. S. saved on average nine percent of usage or about 69 
t herm per year, averaging $83 in cost saving on their annual energy bill. The study determined 
that 28 states required that utilities fund n atural gas efficiency programs and that e ighty- five 
percent of natural gas efficiency programs provided conservation or energy efficiency activities to 
low- income customers. th such annual report was published in December 2011 (AGA 
2011) and confirms the trends in growth and expansion of natural gas programs a cross North 
America. 6 

CEE also produces its own annual report that summarizes budget s, expenditures, and energy 
savings data for ratepayer- funded natural gas and electric energy efficiency programs. Each 
annual report provides state by state budget and regional energy savings estimates for ratepayer- 
funded energy efficiency programs in the U.S. and Canada. 

industry reports are posted on its Web site at http://www.cee1.org/ee- 
pe/AIRin dex.php3 . Historically, CEE has reported statewide program budgets for its member s. 
But in its most recent annual industry reports ( Nevius et al. 2010; CEE 2010 ), CEE provided 
actual program expenditures for 2008 and 2009 ratepayer- funded energy efficiency programs for 
CEE members and nonmembers. 

Expenditures in the U.S. for the 2008 and 2009 natural gas programs were estimated to be 
$564.9 million and $802.6 million, respectively. CEE reported estimated 2008 energy savings for 
natural gas programs as 29 0 million therms and 2009 energy savings as 528.9 million therms. 

An ACEEE report, Compendium of Champions: Chronicling Exemplary Energy Efficiency 
Programs from Across the U.S. (York et al. 2008) profiled outstanding natural gas (and electric) 

6 
Data from this latest annual report include 2010 expenditures and 2011 budgets. These data became available too late 

for us to incorporate fully into our report. We c ite selected data from AGA (2011).
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utility- se ctor energy efficiency programs implemented in 2006. The 90 utility programs 
recognized in this review saved an estimated annual total of 125 million t herms. This savings 
estimate does not reflect a national perspective, however, as it represents only a sample of 
programs in the U.S. 

These sources are valuable contributions to the knowledge base on ratepayer- funded natural gas 
efficiency programs . This report seeks to supplement and complement these existing documents 
by presenting state summaries of natu ral gas energy efficiency programs. Specifically i n this 
report we present: 

state data on annual expenditures and energy savings ; 
information on state regulatory policies and administrative approaches ; and 
individual profiles for each state summarizing i ts natural gas energy efficiency 
program activity . 

The result is effort to create comprehensive information on utility- sector natural gas 
energy ef ficiency efforts across the U.S. with individual state summaries and a composite national 
perspective. 

M ETHODOLOGY 

Questionnaires 

In an effort to create an overview of national utility- sector natural gas efficiency activity, we 
designed a questionnaire to collect statewide program expenditure s and energy savings for 
20042009 , current legislative and regulatory policies and information regarding program 
administration and implementation for these programs (see Appendix A ). We also conducted 
selected follow- up in late 2010 and early 2011 to update our data. 

Based on previou s research and CEE data, we identified a target list of states with ratepayer- 
funded natural gas energy efficiency programs. (See Appendix B for a final list of states we 
contacted for this project .) We completed a questionnaire for each target state base d on 
in formation ACEEE had on file for state energy efficiency policies and programs. We e- mailed 
the completed questionnaire to each state contact (generally someone at the state regulatory 
commission or state energy office) and asked them to update and complete the questionnaire 
and return it to us. 

Based on the updated information provided by states , we summarized the status of the utility- 
sector natural gas energy efficiency programs for eac h state (see Appendix C ). 

Additional Information 

We supplemented the natural gas energy efficiency program spending data that were provided by 
the state contacts with budget and industry reports (CEE 
2007, 2008, 2010; Nevius et al. 20 natural gas budget and 

industry reports 
and 2010 

reports ( Nevius et a l. 20 10; CEE 20 10) inclu ded actual expenditures for 2008 and 2009 and 
budgets for 2010 . Whenever possible, ACEEE tried to use program expenditures, although 
generally expenditure data lags available budget data by one year due to the necessity of 
accounting and reconciling expe nditure data at the conclusion of a program year. A ctual 
expenditures will largely match budgeted amounts, but there also can be differences due to a 
wide variety of factors that affect actual program spending.
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P ROGRAM S TATUS , S TRUCTURE , AND G OVERNING P OLICIES 

We sent the questionnaire to the 41 states (including the District of Columbia) we had identified 
as having utility- sector natural gas energy efficiency programs . We did not contact ten 
jurisdictions ( Alabama, Alaska , Delaware , Hawaii , Kansas , L ouisiana, Mississippi, Nebraska , 
T ennessee , and West V irginia) that we had determined did not have utility- sector natural gas 
energy efficiency programs . We did not include these ten states in this summary . 

Forty states (including DC) contacted provide d information on the status of utility- sector natural 
gas energy efficiency programs. 7 The first segment of results presented in this report focuses on 
summary data we collected from the responses to our questionnaires. 8 

Legislative or Regulatory Authori ty 

We asked our state contacts whether the utilities in their state were required to provide natural 
gas energy efficiency programs to their customers. If yes, we inquired whether the mandate was 
through legislation or regulatory authority. 

Tables 1 and 2 show the breakdown of required and voluntary program activity by state. Utilities 
or state program administrators in 41 states provide some level of ratepayer- funded natural gas 
energy efficiency programs, either required or offered voluntarily. Thirty- two jurisdictions are 
required to provide utility- sector natural gas energy efficiency programs to their customers. Nine 
of the 32 jurisdictions are required to provide the programs due to legislation, ten are required by 
regulatory authority, and 13 are required by both legislation and regulatory authority. Nine 
jurisdictions provide programs to their customers voluntarily. 

7 North Dakota did not respond to our contacts but we know from our research that the state does have natural gas 
programs. 
8 2011 State Energy Efficiency 
Scorecard http://www.aceee.org/sector/state- policy ). 

Table 1 . Are Utility- Sector Natural Gas Energy Efficiency Programs Required by State 
Legislation, Regulation or Both? 

State Are Natural Gas EE Programs Required? State Legislation, Order or Both? 

AL No, none in place ; not surveyed 

AK No, none in place; not surveyed 

AZ Yes Order 

AR No, programs are voluntary 

CA Yes Legislation and Order 

CO Yes Legislation and Order 

CT Yes Legislation and Order 

DE No, none in place; not surveyed 

DC Yes Legislation and Order 

FL Yes Legislation 

GA Yes, Atlanta Gas Light Company only Order 

HI No, none in place; not surveyed 

ID Yes Order 

IL Yes Legislation 

IN Yes Order 

IA Yes Legislation
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State Are Natural Gas EE Programs Required? State Legislation, Order or Both? 

KS No, none in place; not surveyed 

KY No, programs are voluntary 

LA No, none in place; not surveyed 

ME Yes Legislation and Order 

MD Yes Legislation 

MA Yes Legislation 

MI Yes Legislation and Order 

MN Yes Legislation 

MS No, none in place; not surveyed 

MO No, programs are voluntary 

MT Yes Legislation and Order 

NE No, none in place; not surveyed 

NV Yes Legislation and Order 

NH Yes Legislation and Order 

NJ Yes Legislation 

NM Yes Legislation 

NY Yes Order 9 

NC Yes Pending Legislation and Order 

ND 10 No response ; programs are voluntary No response 

OH Yes Order 

OK Yes (programs initiated in 2011) Order 

OR Yes Legislation and Order 

PA Yes Order 

RI Yes Legislation and Order 

SC No, programs are voluntary 

SD No, programs are voluntary 

TN No, none in place; not surveyed 

TX No, programs are voluntary 

UT Yes Order 

VT Yes Legislation and Order 

VA No, programs are voluntary 

WA Yes Order 

WV No, none in place; not surveyed 

WI Yes Legislation 11 

WY No, programs are voluntary 

9 Although not a law, in April 2007, Governor Spitzer set a new policy goal 

Energy Portfolio Standard Proceeding to determine the best approach for meeting this target . The proceeding includes 
electric and natural gas programs, including setting appropriate 2015 savings targets for these programs. 
9 North Dakota officials contacted did not respond to ACEEE; other research indicates that ND has a small level of 
voluntar y program activity. 
11 Several utilities provide natural gas energy efficiency programs that are in addition to those required. Funding decisions 
were made in rate case proceedings, dockets 05- UR- 103, 6680- UR- 116, and 6690- UR- 119.
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Table 2 . State Summary of the Status of Natural Gas Energy Efficiency Programs 

Are Natural Gas EE Programs 
Required? 

States Number 

Yes, programs are required and 
in place 

AZ, CA, CO, CT, DC, FL, GA 12 , ID, IL, 
IN, IA, ME, MD, MA, MI, MN, MT, NV, 
NH, NJ, NM, NY, NC, OH, OK, OR, 
PA, RI, UT, VT, WA, WI 

32 

No, programs are not required, 
but are in place. 13 

AR, KY, MO, SC, ND, 14 SD, TX, VA, 
WY 

9 

No, programs are not required 
and are not in place 

AL, AK, DE, HI, KS, LA, MS, NE, TN, 
WV 

10 

Energy Efficiency Resource Standards: Policies Driving Higher Savings 

efficiency resource 
specific savings targets ( commonly expressed as a 

percentage of energy sales or specific energy units, such as therms of natural gas or kilowatt- 
hours of electricity) on a specific timetable. EERS are analogous to renewable energy standards , 
which are common among states across the U.S. 

When an EERS is in place, programs are driven to meet established targets. Historically such 
goal- driven approaches have not necessarily been the norm for how programs have been 
developed and funded. In many cases program budgets have been a starting point and the 
amount of savings achieved became a function of the initial budgets , cost- effectiveness screening 
of measures and programs, and implementation of the programs. Savings were an outcome, not 
necessarily the primary driver of program development and implementation. 

In 1999, Texas was the first state to establish an EERS for energy efficiency programs offered by 
the electric util ities . Since then, a total of 26 states have established some type of EERS for 
electricity . Twelve of these states have specific natural gas EERS in place, and another 3 states 
have policies pending enactment. Table 3 summarizes the states that have an EERS for 
ratepayer- funded natural gas energy efficiency programs. 

12 Atlanta Gas Light Compa ny only. 
13 Programs are voluntary. 
14 North Dakota officials contacted did not respond to ACEEE; other research indicates that it has a small level of 
voluntary program activity.
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Figure 1 . State Energy Efficiency Resource Standard (EERS) Activity That Includes 
Natural Gas Energy Efficiency Programs 

(as of January 2011) 

The development of EERS is significant because these savings targets generally are set at levels 
that are pushing programs to achieve higher savings than they may have ever achieved prior to 
their enactment. Not only are EERS pushing the programs to achieve high savings, but they also 
seek to sustain such high savings levels over a span of several years. To meet and sustain these 
goals will require both adaptations of existing programs and the development of new programs 
with innovative approaches to reach and serve more customers. Programs will have t o achieve 
more savings per participating customer as well as reach customers who have not participated in 
past programs. A recent report from ACEEE examines how programs are responding to EERS 
(Nowak et al. 2011). A related report by ACEEE shows that state s with natural gas EERS in place 
are generally on track and meeting target levels of savings (Sciortino et al. 2011).

OCA Exhibit___(RAF-1) 
Schedule B 

Page 13 of 134 
EEP-2013-0001



Natural Gas EE Programs, ACEEE 

8 

Table 3 . Summary of Policies for States with Natural Gas EERS 
in Place or Pending 

State EERS descriptions are listed below chronological ly from when the state adopted an EERS. 

State EERS Policy Reference 

California 
2004 and 2009 
Electric and 
Natural Gas 

In their 2010- 2012 plan, - owned utilities (IOUs) 
established natural gas savings targets of 150 million metric 
therms. 

Rulemaking 06- 04- 
010; Application 08- 
07- 021 

Colorado 
2007 
Electric and 
Natural Gas 

In April 2007, the Colorado legislature adopted a bill that called on 
the Colorado Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) to establish 
energy savings goals and provide financial incentives for electric 
and natural gas utilities. Natural gas utilities have individual targets 
in place. 

HB- 07- 1037; CPUC 
Docket No. 07A- 
420E; Docket No. 
08A- 518E 

Minnesota 
2007 
Electric and 
Natural Gas 

Minnesota Conservation Improvement Program (CIP) of 1982 
required natural gas utilities to spend .5% of gross operating 
revenues on CIP programs. The Next Generation Energy Act of 
2007 added a 1 .5% savings goal for all utilities. The MN law was 
modified to allow investor- owned natural gas utilities that have a 
market potential study that demonstrates that they cannot reach 
1% energy savings can file for energy savings at the level the 
market potential study identifies as the economic opportunity. In 
2009, the state legislature amended the Act to reduce the 
mandated level of savings during the first three years for natural 
gas utilities, establishing an interim average annual savings goal of 
0.75 percent over 2010- 2012 (Minnesota Session Laws 2009, Ch. 
110, Sec. 32). 

MN Statutes 2008 
216 B.241 
MN Statues 2009 
Ch. 110, Section 32 

Illinois 
2007 
Electric and 
Natural Gas 

In 2009 , the Illinois legislature passed natural gas savings targets 
providing cumulative savings of 8.6% in 2020. For all programs, 
there is a rate impact cap of 2% of overall rates over the 3- year 
reporting period. 

220 ILCS 5/12- 103; 
SB 1918 

New York 
2008 
Electric and 
Natural Gas 

New York has natural gas targets that aim for 1.3% annual savings 
and are not binding. 

NYSERDA Order 07- 
M- 0548 

Michigan 
2008 
Electric and 
Natural Gas 

Michigan % of natural gas sales in 2009 and 
ramp up to an annual natural gas savings requirement of .75% of 
total sales by 2012, and continue at that level each year thereafter. 

SB 213 

Iowa 
2009 
Electric and 
Natural Gas 

In 2008, the Iowa Utilities Board issued an order asking investor- 
owned utilities to submit plans including a scenario to achieve a 
1.5% annual electricity and natural gas savings goal. I n March 

Ef ficiency Plan which calls for 1.5% electricity savings by 2010 and 
0.85% natural gas savings by 2013. Although not required by 
legislation, once the board approves the utility plan, the goals are 
binding. Also in 2008, the legislature passed a new framew ork for 
municipal and cooperative utility efficiency programs requiring 
these utilities to set energy savings goals, create plans to achieve 
those goals, and report to the IUB on progress. 

Docket No. 199 IAC 
35.4(1) (EEP- 02- 38, 
EEP- 03- 1, EEP- 03- 4); 
2009 Io wa Code Title 
XI, Subtitle 5, Ch. 476
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State EERS Policy Reference 

Massachusetts 
2009 
Electric and 
Natural Gas 

Massachusetts has a legislative requirement enacted in 2008 for 
electric and natural gas utilities to acquire all cost- effective energy 
efficiency that costs less than new energy supply as the first priority 
resource. The Department of Public Utilities also recently approved 
a natural gas target of 1.15% by 2012. 

D.P.U. 09- 116 
through D.P .U. 09- 
128 

Maine 
2010 
Electric and 
Natural Gas 

The Maine Public Utilities Commission approved the triennial plan 
of the Efficiency Maine Trust, which develops, plans, coordinates, 
and implements energy efficiency programs in the state. In the 
plan, the Trust commits to annual energy savings goals in FY2011 
of around 1%, ramping up to 1.4% in FY2013. The plan also 
includes savings targets for other fuels. 

Docket No. 2010- 116 

Oregon 
2010 
Electric and 
Natural Gas 

In its first long- range strategic plan, the Energy Trust of Oregon laid 
out energy savings goals between 2010 and 2014 of 256 average 
megawatts (2,242.6 GWh) of electricity and 22.5 million annual 
therms of natural gas. The natural gas targets ramp up from 0.2 
percent of 2007 natural gas sales to 0.4 percent in 2014. 

Energy Trust of 
Oregon 2009 
Strategic Plan 

Arkansas 
2010 
Electric and 
Natural Gas 

In December 2010, the Arkansas PSC adopted the first statewide 
energy performance targets in a Southeastern state. The natural 
gas targets are moderate, rising from an annual reduction of 0.2% 
of total natural gas (MWh) sales in 2011 to 0.4% of total natur al 
gas (MWh) sales in 2013 , but requi re a high level of verification. 

Order No. 17, Docket 
No. 08- 144- U; Order 
No. 15, Docket No. 
08- 137-U 

Wisconsin 
2010 
Electric and 
Natural Gas 

In 2010, the Wisconsin Public Service Commission and a 
committee of the state legislature approved goals for Wisconsin 
Focus on Energy, the statewide energy efficiency program. The 
PSC approved natural gas goals of 0.5% in 2011, ramping up to 
1% in 2013. 

Docket 5- GF- 191 

Delaware 
Pending 
Electric and 
Natural Gas 

On July 29, 2009, Governor Markell signed SB 106, which sets 
goals for consumption and peak demand for electricity and natural 
gas utilities. The goals for natural gas consumption are 10% 
savings by 2015. A binding EERS is currently pending, however, 
as regulations outlining compliance standards and procedures 
have yet to be approved. 

SB 106 

Utah 
Pending 
Electric and 
Natural Gas 

Utah passed an EERS bill in 2009 that urges the UT PUC to set 
energy savings goals of at least 1% per year for regulated electric 
utilities and at least 0.5% per year for gas utilities. The bill does not 
penalize utilities that do not meet the savings goals, as long as 
they make good faith efforts. A docket is open that is reviewing a 
wide range of DSM policies including (but not limited to) the issues 
addressed in the resolution. 

Docket No. 09- 035- 
T08, House Joint 
Resolution 9 

New Jersey 
Pending Electric 
and Natural Gas 

New Jersey’s utility efficiency goals, which are still under 
development, contain two main elements: (1) setting energy and 
demand goals for the administrators of the Clean Energy Program, 
and (2) requiring each electricity supplier/provider to meet 
efficiency goals. As of June 2007, the BPU has been aut horized to 
adopt an electric and a gas energy efficiency portfolio standard, 
with goals as high as 20% savings by 2020 relative to predicted 
consumption in 2020. It has yet to implement any targets for 
utilities. 

Executive Order 54; 
New Jersey Energy 
Maste r Plan
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Sectors Served 

In our surveys we asked each contact to identify the customer sectors they serve through their 
natural gas energy efficiency programs: residential, low- income, commercial and/or industrial. 
Table 4 lists the states and the various sectors for which natural gas programs are available. 

Of the 40 jurisdictions with programs that responded to the survey, 23 provide utility- sector 
natural gas energy efficiency programs to all customer sectors. Further break- down of these data 
shows that low- income programs are provided in 39 states; residential programs in 35 states, 
commercial programs in 34 states and industrial pr ograms in 23 states. Georgia, Maryland, 
Pennsylvania and Texas serve only low- income customers. 

Program Administration and Implementation 

ACEEE asked state contacts to identify the administrators and implementers of their utility- sector 
natural gas energy efficiency programs. Their resp onses are provided in Table 5 . 

In 27 states, the utilities alone administer the programs, generally with some type of regulatory 
oversight. In seven states , utilities and some other entity 15 administer the programs. In four of 
these cases (Arizona, Idaho, Maryland, and North Carolina), a separate entity administers the 
low- income programs. In the remaining three cases (Michigan, New York, and Oregon), a third 
party administrator either assi sts the utilities in administering the programs or administers some 
portion of the programs. In Indiana, New Jersey, Texas and Wisconsin, the programs are 
administered primarily by a third party. In the District of Columbia, the programs are administered 
by t . 

U tilities alone implement the natural gas energy efficiency programs in 13 states. In 17 states, 
the utilities implement the programs with other entities such as implementation contractors, 
community action agencies, and state agencies. In California, Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, 
Pennsylvania, Texas and Wisconsin, the programs are primarily implemented by energy 
efficiency program contractors, the third party administrator and/or other entit 
program is implemented by the state weatherization office. In the District of Columbia, the 
programs are implemented by t and 
implementation contractors. 

15 Other entities include agencies like New York State Energy Research and Deve lopment Authority (NYSERDA), the
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Table 4 . Natural Gas Ene rgy Efficiency Programs Sectors Served by State 

St ate Low- Income (LI) Res. (non LI) Commercial Industrial 
AZ X x x x 
AR x 16 x x x 
CA X x x x 
CO X x x 
CT X x 
DC X x 
FL x x 
GA X 
ID X x x x 
IL X x x 
IN X x x 
IA X x x x 
KY X x x 
ME X x x x 
MD X 
MA X x x x 
MI X x x x 
MN X x x x 
MO X x x x 
MT X x x 
NE X x x x 
NH X x x x 
NJ X x x x 
NM X x x x 
NY X x x x 
NC X x x 
ND N/A N/A N/A N/A 
OK X x x 
OH X x x 
OR X x x x 
PA X 
RI X x x x 
SC X x x 
SD X x x x 
TX X 
UT X x x x 
VT X x x x 
VA X x x 
WA X x x x 
WI X x x x 
WY X x x 
TOTAL 39 35 34 23 

16 Although not technically low- income, one Arkansas program is targeted to customers that qualify for the DOE 
Weatherization Assistance Program.
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Table 5 . Ratepayer- Funded Natural Gas Energy Efficiency 
Program Administration and Implementation 

State Administers NG EE Programs Implements NG EE Programs 

Arizona 
Utilities and, for low- income 
programs, community action 
agencies. 

Utilities, implementation 
contractors and community action 
agencies. 

Arkansas Utilities 
Utilities, implementation 
contractors and community action 
agencies. 

California Utilities 

Implementation contractors, local 
governments, and quasi- 
governmental agencies (such as 
educational institutions and 
regional energy groups). 

Colorado Utilities 
Utilities and implementation 
contractors 

Connecticut 
Utilities under the oversight of the 
Energy Efficiency Board 

Utilities and implementation 
contractors 

District of Columbia 
The District Department of the 

(DDOE) 

DDOE and implementation 
contractors hired by DDOE. 

Florida Utilities Utilities 

Georgia Utility 
Utility and implementation 
contractors 

Idaho 
Utility and, for low- income 
program, Idaho Department of 
Health and Welfare 

Utility 

Illinois Utilities 
Primarily implementation 
contractors 

Indiana 
Wisconsin Energy Conservation 
Corporation (WECC) (contractor) 

WECC (contractor) 

Iowa Utilities 
Utilities and implementation 
contractors 

Kentucky Utilities Utilities and implementation 
contractors 

Maine 
Efficiency Maine under the 
oversight of the Efficiency Maine 
Trust 

Efficiency Maine under the 
oversight of the Efficiency Maine 
Trust 

Maryland 
Utility and the state 
weatherization office 17 

The state weatherization office 

Massachusetts 
Utilities under the oversight of the 
Energy Efficiency Advisory 
Council 

Utilities 

Michigan 

EO Plans: Utilities an d the 
independent administrator, the 
Michigan Community Action 
Agency Administration 
LIEEF: Grantees, generally non- 
profit organizations that 
implement programs 

EO Plans: Implementation 
contractors 
LIEEF: Grantees 

Minnesota Utilities 
Utilities and implementation 
contractors 

17 s are primarily designed for low- income customers.
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State Administers NG EE Programs Implements NG EE Programs 
Missouri Utilities Utilities 

Montana Utilities 
Utilities and implementation 
contractors 

Nevada Utilit ies Utilit ies 
New Hampshire Utilities Utilities 

New Jersey 
Office of Clean Energy, Board of 
Public Utilities and the Utilities 

Utilities, implementation 
contractors and third parties. 

New Mexico Utili ty Utility 

New York 

Utilities and New York State 
Energy Research and 
Development Authority 
(NYSERDA) 

Utilities, i mplementation 
contractors and NYSERDA 

North Carolina 
Utility , NC State Energy Office 
and the Department of Health and 
Human Services 

Utility , NC State Energy Office 
and the Department of Health and 
Human Services 

North Dakota N/A N/A 

Ohio Utilit ies 
Utilit ies and implementation 
contractors 

Oklahoma Utilit ies Utilit ies 

Oregon 
Utilities and the Energy Trust of 
Oregon (ETO) 

Utilities, ETO, implementation 
contractors and the state low- 
income agencies 

Pennsylvania Utilities Implementation contractors 

Rhode Island 
Utility with an advisory role by the 
Energy Efficiency and Resource 
Management Council 

Utility 

South Carolina Utility Utility 
South Dakota Utilities Utilities 
Texas Contractor Implementation Contractor 

Utah Utility Utility and implementation 
contractors 

Vermont Utility Utility 
Virginia Utilities Utilities 

Washington Utilities Utilities and implementation 
contractors 

Wisconsin 
Contractor and, for low- income, 
the Department of Administration 

Implementation contractors 

Wyoming Utility 
Utility and implementation 
contractors 

Funding Mechanisms 

Although ratepayers typically fund natural gas efficiency programs, the mechanism by which 
money is collected varies by jurisdiction and sometimes by utility. Utilities generally either include 
the charges for the natural gas energy efficiency programs in their base rates or place a 

combination of these funding mechanisms. 

In the descriptions of the natural gas energy efficiency fundin g mechanisms in Table 6 , we listed 
the terminology used in each state, when available.
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Table 6 . Ratepayer- funded Natural Gas Energy Efficiency Funding 
Description of Funding Mechanism 

State Funding Mechanism 
AZ DSM adjustor mechanism. Utilities recover their DSM costs through surcharges, usually 

based on projected spending. Over- or under- collections are trued up at resets. Resets 
are done annually and require approval by the Commission. 

AR Recovery of incremental costs associated with commiss ion- approved energy efficiency 
programs is accomplished through Energy Efficiency Cost Recovery riders. 

CA Funding is from both public goods (benefits) charge (PGC) and procurement resources . 
Both are embedded in rates. 

CO The utility may recover DSM pr ogram expenditures either through expensing or by 
adding DSM program expenditures to base rates as a part of, or outside of, a rate case. 

CT 18 

and from a conservation 
may be adjusted downward if funds are available from an excess gross receipts tax on 
the natural gas distribution companies. 

DC ngton Gas bills. 
FL Utilities can petition for energy conservation cost recovery tariff riders. 
GA Embedded in rates 
ID Funded by base rates and tariff riders 
IL Tariff rider 
IN Energy efficiency programs are funded through either base rates, tariff riders, or a 

combination of both. 
IA Investor- owned utility cost recovery is via tariff riders, which are not separated on utility 

bills. 
KY Tariff Rider 
ME 19 Assessment on natural gas revenues that can be modified by the Public Utilities 

Commission. 
MD Tariff Rider 
MA Energy Efficiency surcharge (EES) for each natural gas company as part of Local 

Distribution Adjustment Clause (LDAC) as well as a separate Residential Conservation 
Services/MassSave charge (RCS) 20 

MI EO Plans: The funds are collected fr om residential customers through volumetric 
charges and from nonresidential customers through per meter charges on the utility bills . 
LIEEF: A portion of the cost savings resulting from electric utility securitization financing 
is used to support the LIEEF programs. 21 

MN The utilities recover program costs through an adjustment or surcharge to the natural 
gas rates that they charge their customers. 

MO Recovered through rates 
MT Combination of tariff ed rates and public benefits fund. 
NV Deferred account. 
NH Energy Efficiency adjustment part of Local Distribution Adjustment Clause (LDAC) as 

18 The Connecticut funding mechanism is described at 
http://www.ctsavesenergy.org/files/2011%20Gas %20Plan%20Decision%20Final%20101004- 010611.doc , p. 2. 
19 The Maine funding mechanism is described at http://www.mainelegislature.org/legis/statutes/35- A/title35- 
Asec10111.html. 
20 The Massachusetts funding mechanism is described at http://www.ma- eeac.org/docs/DPU- filing/1- 28- 
10%20DPU%20Order%20Gas%20PAs.pdf, p. 19 and p. 31. 
21 

reduction for all customers, then, for a period of 6 years, 100% of the excess savings, up to 2% of the electric utility’s 
commercial and industrial revenues, shall be allocated to the low- income and energy efficiency fund administered by the 
commission. Detroit Edison is the only company whose securiti zation savings exceed this amount. In addition, revenues 

issued November 23, 2004 in Case No. U- rate orders issued December 
22, 2005 in Case No. U- 14347 and November 21, 2006 in Case No. U- 14547 have been devoted to the LIEEF.
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State Funding Mechanism 
. 

NJ Public Benefits Fund 
NM Utility has the option of recovering approved program costs and incentives through an 

approved tariff rider or in base rates, or by a combination of the two. Program costs may 
be deferred for future recovery through creation of a regulatory asset. 

NY System Benefits Charge 
NC Beginning in 2009, the funding is embedded in rates. 
ND N/A 
OH Embedded in rates and/or recovered in tariff riders. 
OK Embedded in rates through decoupling mechanism 
OR NW Naturalpublic purpose charges 

Cascade Natural Gas public purpose charges 
Avista Utilities deferred accounts 

PA N/A 
RI In 2010 and 2011, the company plans to level fund the gas energy efficiency programs 

at the full statutory- based DSM charge of $0.15 per dekatherm. 
SC Embedded in rates 
SD Tariff Rider 
TX Tariff Rider ($1 million annually) and shareholder contributions ($1 million annually). 
UT Deferred Account, amortized in rates over 12 month period. 
VT Energy Efficiency expenses, excluding payroll, are deferred between rate proceedings. 

In the next base rate proceeding the deferred expense s are embedded in rates and 
amortized over a three year period. Energy efficiency payroll expenses are embedded 
in rates. 

VA Tariff Rider 
WA The utilities recover the costs through rates (purchase gas adjustments). 
WI Embedded in rates for energy efficiency and a combination of embedded in rates and a 

public benefits fee on electric customers for low income weatherization (this fee funds 
both gas and electric services). Voluntary utility program funding is embedded in rates. 

WY erred account and surcharge within rates. 

Program Expenditures, Budgets and Savings 

In our effort to assemble comprehensive national data on utility- sector natural gas energy 
efficiency programs, we asked each state to provide budgets, actual expenditu res and e nergy 
savings data for 20052010 . 

We supplemented actual annual expenditures data provided by state contacts with the budget 
and expenditure data from CEE reports (as described in the Methodology section). Based on 
these data, we created table s summarizing annual energy savings and expenditures/budget data 
for ratepayer- funded natural gas energy efficiency programs (see Tables 7 and 8 ). 

We did no t independently verify the data reported by the states or CEE, so the reader is 
cautioned about ma king direct comparisons between states because different states often use 
different methods and assumptions when estimating program savings (e.g., net vs. gross savings, 
etc.). 

Table 7 lists the total annual natural gas energy savings and budget/expenditures for states with 
utility- sector natural gas energy efficiency programs. States that do not offer utility- sector natural 
gas efficiency programs were not included in the table. In some cases, low- income data were not 
available. In those cases, low- income values were not included in the energy savings and 
expenditures/budget totals . A description of the data (the source of the energy savings and 
expenditure/budget figures, whether th e data includes low- income programs, etc.) is included in 

full data tables in Appendix C .
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Data on program savings are subject to a variety of limitations stemming from differences in 
program data definitions, conventions, reporti ng metrics and evaluation. We asked for program 
year savings (annual new energy savings achieved by programs in the given reporting year.) We 
did not ask for greater detail on reported savings as our experience was that such details typically 
are not inclu ded in summary reports and thus would require additional contacts and surveys, 
expanding the scope of work too far for our available time and resources. Greater detail and 
consistency for program reporting are areas needing improvement nation- wide. 

Tab le 7. Utility- Sector Natural Gas Energy Efficiency Programs 
Annual Energy Savings and Expenditures/Budget Data 22 

State Year 
Energy Savings 23 

( million Therms) 

Expenditures (E)/ 
Budget (B) 
(m illion $) 

Arizona 24 2008 .15 1.2 E 
2009 .25 1.8 E 
2010 N/A 25 2.6 B 

Arkansas 2008 N/A 0.531 E 
2009 N/A 1.0 E 
2010 N/A 4.2 B 

California 2005 47 .0 N/A 
2006 24 .6 94.1 B 
2007 61 .2 182.5 B 
2008 N/A 220.0 E 
2009 N/A 228.3 E 
2010 N/A 338.8 B 

Colorado 2005 .59 N/A 
2006 .33 2.6 B 
2007 N/A 2.6 B 
2008 N/A 2.4 E 
2009 3.4 13.0 E 
2010 N/A 18.4 B 

Connecticut 2006 .17 1.4 E 
2007 .42 2.6 E 
2008 1.0 5.9 E 
2009 2 .4 9.4 E 
2010 2.7 11 .8 E 

22 The data in this table includes low- income programs with the exception of a few states for which low- income data was 
not available. A description of the data (the source of the energy savings and expenditure/budget figures, whether the 
data includes low- full data tables in Appendix C . There 
were no data on the South Carolina programs at the time the survey was conducted. 
Sources of CEE data: 
2006 Consortium for Energy Efficiency (CEE) data taken from U.S. Energy- Efficiency Programs A $2.6 Billion Industry, 
2006 Report. 2007. Boston, MA: Consortium for Ene rgy Efficiency. Retrieved from: www.cee1.org. 
2007 CEE data taken from 2007 Annual Industry Report. 2008. Boston, MA: Consortium for Energy Efficiency. Retrieved 
from: www.cee1.org. 
2008 CEE expenditures data and 2009 CEE budget data taken from CEE, M., Eldridge, R., and J. Krouk. 2010. "The 
State of the Efficiency Program Industry: Budgets, Expenditures, and Impacts 2009." March. Boston MA: Consortium for 
Energy Efficiency. Retriev ed from http://www.cee1.org/files/StateofEEIndustry2009.pdf. 
2009 CEE expenditures data and 2010 CEE budget data taken from Consortium for Energy Effi ci ency. 2010. "State of the 
Efficiency Program Industry: 2009 Expenditures, Impacts & 2010 Budgets." December. Boston MA: Consortium f or 
Energy Efficiency. Retrieved from 
http://www.cee1.org /files/2010%20State%20of%20the%20Efficiency%20Program%20Industry.pdf. 
23 In some cases, the original energy savings units were in Mcfs or MMbtus. We converted all units to Therms by dividing 
Mcfs by .0972 and multiplying MMbtus by 10. 
24 Arizona had natural gas energy efficiency programs well before 2005 but due to time constraints, the ACC only 
provided data for 2008 and 2009. 
25 N/A = Not Available.
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State Year 
Energy Savings 23 

( million Therms) 

Expenditures (E)/ 
Budget (B) 
(m illion $) 

District of Columbia 2008 N/A 2.1 B 
2009 N/A 3.0 B 
2010 N/A 3.0 B 

Florida 2005 N/A 14.9 E 
2006 N/A 14.2 E 
2007 N/A 14.2 E 
2008 N/A 11.5 E 
2009 N/A 5.9 E 
2010 N/A 6.5 B 

Georgia 2006 N/A 1.0 E 
2007 N/A 1.0 E 
2008 N/A 1.0 E 
2009 N/A 1.0 E 
2010 N/A 1.0 E 

Idaho 2006 N/A 0.9 B 
2007 N/A 1.0 B 
2008 .61 2.1 E 
2009 N/A 2.5 E 
2010 N/A 2.1 B 

Illinois 26 2008 N/A 0.8 E 
2009 N/A 6.3 E 
2010 N/A 17.3 B 

Indiana 2007 .93 2.2 E 
2008 3.8 10.9 E 
2009 2 .5 9.2 E 
2010 N/A 14.5 B 

Iowa 2005 8 .7 26.9 E 
2006 8 .7 29.5 E 
2007 8 .1 28.4 E 
2008 N/A 29.7 E 
2009 N/A 37.7 E 
2010 N/A 40.5 B 

Kentucky 2005 2 .6 1.6 E 
2006 2 .9 1.4 E 
2007 N/A 1.5 E 
2008 N/A 1.7 B 
2009 N/A 2.4 B 
2010 N/A 1.9 B 

Maine 9/05- 4/06 . 13 27 0.056 E 
5/06- 4/07 . 25 28 0.130 E 
11/07- 10/08 3 .9 29 0.262 E 
11/08- 10/09 N/A 0.442 E 

2010 N/A 0.400 B 
Maryland 2006 N/A 0.8 E 

2007 N/A 0.8 E 
2008 N/A 0.9 E 

26 Illinois has a large- scale energy efficiency program pending. 
27 Lifetime therms. 
28 Lifetime therms. 
29 Lifet ime therms.
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State Year 
Energy Savings 23 

( million Therms) 

Expenditures (E)/ 
Budget (B) 
(m illion $) 

2009 N/A 2.0 E 
2010 N/A 3.4 B 

Massachusetts 30 2005 8 .0 N/A 
2006 8 .0 25.6 E 
2007 8 .0 25.6 E 
2008 10 .0 30.1 E 
2009 N/A 38.0 E 
2010 N/A 75.9 B 

Michigan 2005 N/A 9.7 B 
2006 N/A 7.5 B 
2007 N/A 9.8 B 
2008 N/A 12.4 B 
2009 N/A 30.8 B 
2010 N/A 25.0 B 

Minnesota 2005 26 .6 15.2 E 
2006 21 .3 15.3 E 
2007 19 .4 15.6 E 
2008 15.6 18.1 E 
2009 18.4 22.8 E 
2010 N/A 40.1 B 

Missouri 2007 N/A 0.3 B 
2008 N/A 1.0 E 
2009 N/A 3.2 E 
2010 N/A 5.3 B 

Montana 2005 .69 1.445 E 
2006 1 .6 2.147 E 
2007 1 .1 1.613 E 
2008 N/A N/A 
2009 N/A N/A 
2010 N/A N/A 

Nevada 2006 N/A 0.6 B 
2007 N/A 0.6 B 
2008 N/A 0.5 E 
2009 N/A 0.6 E 
2010 N/A 3.4 B 

New Hampshire 2005 12.6 31 1.8 E 
2006 14.8 32 2.2 E 
2007 15 .5 33 2.5 E 
2008 25 .7 34 2.4 E 
2009 17.9 35 3.3 E 
2010 N/A 10.3 B 

New Jersey 36 2005 6 .2 27.1 E 

30 Does not reflect final numbers for Massachusetts. Final numbers have not been filed and should be considered 
estimates. 
31 Lifetime therms. 
32 Lifetime therms. 
33 Lifetime therms. 
34 Lifetime therms. 
35 Lifetime therms. 
36 The New Jersey Clean Energy Reports include energy efficiency expenditures for electric and gas programs combined. 
ACEEE prorated total expenditures to calculate estimated natural gas program expenditures by using a ratio of natural 
gas spending to total spending that was available from 2006.
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State Year 
Energy Savings 23 

( million Therms) 

Expenditures (E)/ 
Budget (B) 
(m illion $) 

2006 6 .4 34.2 E 
2007 4 .5 29.8 E 
2008 4 .4 27.3 E 
2009 6 .4 38.5 E 
2010 N/A N/A 

New Mexico 2006 1 .9 37 1.5 E 
2007 N/A 1.6 E 
2008 4 .7 38 1.5 E 
2009 N/A 1.8 E 
2010 N/A 2.6 B 

New York 2007 6 .6 15.0 B 
2008 7 .4 50.1 E 
2009 7 .9 58.6 E 
2010 N/A 87.5 B 

North Carolina 2006 N/A 0.5 E 
2007 .02 0.8 E 
2008 N/A 1.25 E 
2009 N/A 1.3 E 
2010 N/A 1.3 B 

North Dakota 2008 N/A 0.1 E 
2009 N/A 0.1 E 
2010 N/A 0.1 B 

Ohio 2006 N/A 0.5 B 
2007 N/A 2.9 B 
2008 N/A 12.2 E 
2009 N/A 8.5 E 
2010 N/A 11.0 B 

Oklahoma Programs initiated in 2011 
Oregon 2006 N/A 10.6 E 

2007 2.5 11.6 E 
2008 N/A 16.4 E 
2009 N/A 21.2 E 
2010 N/A 27.2 B 

Pennsylvania 2005 N/A 7.8 E 
2006 N/A 7.6 E 
2007 N/A 7.5 E 
2008 N/A 5.1 E 
2009 N/A 10.3 E 
2010 N/A 12.9 B 

Rhode Island 7/07- 12/08 N/A 7.1 B 
2009 N/A 6.1 E 
2010 N/A 4.4 E 

South Dakota 2006 .07 .025 E 
2007 .11 .017 E 
2008 .09 .033 E 
2009 1.6 .785 E 
2010 N/A 1.4 B 

Texas 2008 N/A 2.0 B 

37 Lifetime therms. 
38 Lifetime therms.

OCA Exhibit___(RAF-1) 
Schedule B 

Page 25 of 134 
EEP-2013-0001



Natural Gas EE Programs, ACEEE 

20 

State Year 
Energy Savings 23 

( million Therms) 

Expenditures (E)/ 
Budget (B) 
(m illion $) 

2009 N/A 2.0 B 
2010 N/A .65 E 

Utah 2005 N/A 0.25 E 
2006 N/A 0.25 E 
2007 1.6 10.0 E 
2008 3 .5 18.0 E 
2009 10.9 47.4 E 
2010 N/A 36.1 B 

Vermont 2005 . 76 1.5 E 
2006 . 60 1.5 E 
2007 .81 1.5 E 
2008 1.0 1.9 E 
2009 .65 2.0 E 
2010 .85 2.0 E 

Virginia 2009 N/A 2.2 E 
2010 N/A 6.2 B 

Washington 2005 4.0 5.9 E 
2006 3.4 9.2 E 
2007 3 .9 11.5 E 
2008 5.3 18.9 E 
2009 5.3 18.9 E 
2010 N/A N/A 

Wisconsin 2005 9 .3 10.6 E 
2006 11 .3 11.0 E 
2007 14.8 10.0 E 
2008 20 .9 18.2 E 
2009 N/A 35.3 E 
2010 N/A 31.4 B 

Wyoming 2009 N/A .41 E 
2010 N/A .40 B 

CEE Additional Gas 2010 
Budgets 39 

2010 85.8 

39 Total of gas budgets from respondents that did not grant CEE permission to release their data at the state level in 2010.
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The level of expenditures by state varies widely. States with the highest funding levels are California, 
Iowa, Massachusetts, Minnesota, New Jersey and New York. States that have recently increased their 
spending on natural gas include Michigan, Ohio, O regon, Utah, Washington and Wisconsin. In this 

The ACEEE 
report, The 2010 State Energy Efficiency Scorecard (Molina et al. 2010), provides state rankings on 
natu ral gas energy efficiency budgets and a number of other efficiency variables. 

Figure 2 shows the amount that state expenditures/budgets for utility- sector natural gas energy efficiency 
programs have increased from 2005 ($125 million) to 20 10 ($970 million). Data published by AGA (2011) 

for natural gas energy efficiency programs in 2011 are about $1.2 billion. 

Figure 2. Expenditures/Budgets for Ratepayer- Funded Natural Gas Energy 
Efficiency Programs, 2005 through 2010 
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Table 7 indicates that California, Iowa, Massachusetts, Minnesota, New Jersey, New York, Washington, 
and Wisconsin are the states with the highest natural gas savings. This is not surprising as these are the 
states with the highest expenditures and most program experience . As with the spending data, in this 
study, we did not compare and rank individual states based on energy savings. 

Figure 3 shows the energy savings attrib utable to the utility- sector natural gas energy e fficiency programs 
for 2005- 2009 . Based on the data collected, savings from utility- sector natural gas energy efficiency 
programs grew from 114 million to 529 million t herms annually from 20065 to 2009 . 

Figure 3. Energy Savings for Ratepayer- Funded Natural Gas 
Energy Efficiency Programs, 2005 through 2009 
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In Table 8 , annual energy savings and expenditures/budget data are provided for low- income utility- sector 
natural gas energy efficiency programs for states with these programs. Figure 2 indicates increas ed 
spending on low- income programs from 2005 through 2010. Th ese data on low- income programs 
generally are included in the earlier total statewide program data. A description of the data is included in 

full data tables in Appendix C . 

Expenditures/budget data for the low- income ratepay er- funded natural gas energy efficiency programs 
are listed below. Due to limited energy savings data on the low- income programs, that information is not 
provided. 

Table 8 . Low- Income Utility- Sector Natural Gas Energy Efficiency Programs 
Annual Energy Savings and Expenditures/Budget Data 40 

State Year 
Energy Savings 
(million Therms) 

Expenditures (E)/ 
Budget (B) 
(m illion $) 

Arizona 2008 .01 .58 E 
2009 .01 .76 E 
2010 N/A 0.5 B 

Arkansas 2008 N/A 41 0.3 E 
2009 N/A N/A 
2010 N/A N/A 

California 2005 2 .3 N/A 
2006 2 .6 40.5 B 
2007 2 .2 64.4 B 
2008 N/A 72.1 E 
2009 N/A 104.3 E 
2010 N/A 151.4 B 

Colorado 2005 . 59 N/A 
2006 . 33 2.6 B 
2007 N/A 2.6 B 
2008 N/A 2.4 E 
2009 1 .1 3.2 E 
2010 N/A 4.2 B 

Connecticut 2006 .13 1.0 E 
2007 . 26 1.3 E 
2008 .26 1.6 E 
2009 .82 3.0 E 
2010 .58 2.8 E 

District of Columbia 2008 N/A 2.1 B 
2009 N/A 3.0 B 
2010 N/A 3.0 B 

40 A description of the data (the source of the ener 
in the full data tables in Appendix C . There was no data on the South Carolina programs at the time the survey was conducted. 
Sources of CEE data: 
2006 Consortium for Ene rgy Efficiency (CEE) data taken from U.S. Energy- Efficiency Programs A $2.6 Billion Industry, 2006 Report. 
2007. Boston, MA: Consortium for Energy Efficiency. Retrieved from: www.cee1.org. 
2007 CEE data taken from 2007 Annual Industry Report. 2008. Boston, MA: Consortium for Energy Efficiency. Retrieved from: 
www.cee1.org. 
2008 CEE expenditures data and 2009 CEE budget data taken from Nevius, M., Eldrid ge, R., and J. Krouk. 2010. "The State of the 
Efficiency Program Industry: Budgets, Expenditures, and Impacts 2009." March. Boston MA: Consortium for Energy Efficiency. 
Retrieved from http ://www.cee1.org/files/StateofEEIndustry2009.pdf. 
2009 CEE expenditures data and 2010 CEE budget data taken from Consortium for Energy Efficiency. 2010. "State of the 
Efficiency Program Industry: 2009 Expenditures, Impacts & 2010 Budgets." Boston MA: Conso rtium for Energy Efficiency. Retrieved 
from http://www.cee1.org/files/2010%20State%20of%20the%20Efficiency%20Program%20Industry.pdf. 
41 N/A = not availab le.
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State Year 
Energy Savings 
(million Therms) 

Expenditures (E)/ 
Budget (B) 
(m illion $) 

Florida Data not available 
Georgia 2006 N/A 1.0 E 

2007 N/A 1.0 E 
2008 N/A 1.0 E 
2009 N/A 1.0 E 
2010 N/A 1.0 E 

Idaho 2006 N/A 0.1 B 
2007 N/A 0.1 B 
2008 .01 0.1 E 
2009 N/A 0.1 E 
2010 N/A 0.3 B 

Illinois 2008 N/A 0.1 E 
2009 N/A 0.9 E 
2010 N/A 1.7 B 

Indiana 2007 N/A 0.9 E 
2008 N/A 0.7 E 
2009 N/A 0.5 E 
2010 N/A 1.3 B 

Iowa 2005 .37 N/A 
2006 . 62 4.6 E 
2007 . 32 4.7 B 
2008 N/A 4.3 E 
2009 N/A 4.9 E 
2010 N/A 4.9 B 

Kentucky 2005 N/A 0.7 E 
2006 N/A 0.8 E 
2007 N/A 0.8 B 
2008 N/A 0.8 B 
2009 N/A 0.3 E 
2010 N/A 0.7 B 

Maine 2005 .00 42 N/A 
2006 .00 43 N/A 
2007 .05 44 N/A 
2008 N/A N/A 
2009 N/A N/A 
2010 N/A 0.0 B 

Maryland 2006 N/A 0.8 E 
2007 N/A 0.8 E 
2008 N/A 0.9 E 
2009 N/A 0.6 E 
2010 N/A 0.7 B 

Massachusetts 2005 . 65 N/A 
2006 .65 5.7 B 
2007 .65 6.7 B 
2008 .65 5.2 E 
2009 N/A 7.0 E 
2010 N/A 15.8 B 

42 Lifetime therms. 
43 Lifetime therms. 
44 Lifetime therms.
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State Year 
Energy Savings 
(million Therms) 

Expenditures (E)/ 
Budget (B) 
(m illion $) 

Michigan 2005 N/A N/A 
2006 N/A N/A 
2007 N/A N/A 
2008 N/A N/A 
2009 N/A N/A 
2010 N/A 8.7 B 

Minnesota 2005 2.4 3.5 E 
2006 . 71 3.2 E 
2007 .75 3.3 E 
2008 N/A 2.8 E 
2009 N/A 3.3 E 
2010 N/A 3.3 B 

Missouri 2008 N/A 0.1 E 
2009 N/A 1.8 E 
2010 N/A 1.8 B 

Montana 2005 . 25 0.585 E 
2006 . 29 0.610 E 
2007 .23 0.585 E 
2008 N/A N/A 
2009 N/A N/A 
2010 N/A N/A 

Nevada 2006 N/A 0.4 B 
2007 N/A 0.2 B 
2008 N/A 0.2 E 
2009 N/A 0.2 E 
2010 N/A 0.4 B 

New Hampshire 2005 1 .7 45 0.2 E 
2006 1 .3 46 0.4 E 
2007 1 .1 47 0.4 E 
2008 1 .6 48 0.5 E 
2009 1 .6 49 0.5 E 
2010 N/A 0.7 B 

New Jersey 50 2005 .49 4.7 E 
2006 .43 5.5 E 
2007 . 48 7.9 E 
2008 .74 6.2 E 
2009 N/A N/A 
2010 N/A N/A 

New Mexico 2006 1 .3 51 .62 E 
2007 N/A .80 B 
2008 2 .6 52 .87 E 
2009 N/A 1.2 E 

45 Lifetime therms. 
46 Lifetime therms. 
47 Lifetime therms. 
48 Lifetime therms. 
49 Lifetime therms. 
50 The New Jersey Clean Energy Reports include energy efficiency expenditures for electric and gas pr ograms combined. ACEEE 
prorated total expenditures to calculate estimated natural gas program expenditures by using a ratio of natural gas spending to total 
spending that was available from 2006 
51 Lifetime therms. 
52 Lifetime therms.
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State Year 
Energy Savings 
(million Therms) 

Expenditures (E)/ 
Budget (B) 
(m illion $) 

2010 N/A 1.3 B 
New York 2007 N/A 4.4 B 

2008 N/A 16.2 E 
2009 N/A 28.6 E 
2010 N/A 3.5 B 

North Carolina 2006 N/A 0.3 E 
2007 .01 0.1 E 
2008 N/A 0.5 E 
2009 N/A 0.2 E 
2010 N/A 0.2 B 

Ohio 2008 N/A 12.2 E 
2009 N/A 3.2 E 
2010 N/A 5.1 B 

Oklahoma Programs initiated in 2011 
Oregon 2005 N/A 0.7 E 

2006 N/A 0.7 E 
2007 .06 0.9 E 
2008 .15 2.0 E 
2009 N/A 1.5 E 
2010 N/A 2.3 B 

Pennsylvania 2005 N/A 7.8 E 
2006 N/A 7.6 E 
2007 N/A 7.5 E 
2008 N/A 5.1 E 
2009 N/A 8.6 E 

2010 N/A 10.3 B 
Rhode Island 7/07- 12/08 N/A 1.4 B 

2009 N/A 1.3 E 
2010 N/A 0.4 E 

Texas 2008 N/A 2.0 B 
2009 N/A 2.0 B 
2010 N/A .65 E 

Utah 2005 N/A 0.25 E 
2006 N/A 0.25 E 
2007 N/A 0.50 E 
2008 N/A 0.50 E 
2009 N/A 0.50 E 
2010 N/A 0.50 B 

Vermont 2005 N/A N/A 
‘ 2006 N/A N/A 

2007 N/A N/A 
2008 N/A N/A 
2009 N/A N/A 
2010 N/A N/A 

Virginia 2009 N/A 0.20 E 
2010 N/A 0.40 B 

Washington 2006 N/A N/A 
2007 N/A N/A 
2008 N/A N/A 
2009 N/A N/A
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State Year 
Energy Savings 
(million Therms) 

Expenditures (E)/ 
Budget (B) 
(m illion $) 

2010 N/A N/A 
Wisconsin 2006 N/A 30.4 B 

2007 N/A 34.3 B 
2008 N/A 24.4 E 
2009 N/A 36.2 E 
2010 N/A 33.4 B 

Wyoming 2009 N/A .05 E 
2010 N/A N/A B 

CEE Additional Gas 
2010 Budgets 53 

2010 26.5 

Figure 4. Low- Income Expenditures/Budgets for Ratepayer- Funded Natural 
Gas Energy Efficiency Programs, 2005 through 2010 
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S UMMARY AND C ONCLUSIONS 

Natural gas energy efficiency programs provided to utility customers are well established and growing 
both in terms of customers served and size of program budgets. Forty- one states offer such programs 
currently. Almost all of these states have programs available for residential and commercial customers; 
about 2/3 of these states also have programs available for their industrial customers. Low- income 
residential customers are s erved by all states that have any type of ratepayer funded programs for energy 
efficiency, which reflects a strong and long- standing commitment and priority to meet the needs of the 
most vulnerable customers first. 

Natural gas energy efficiency programs have been established generally by legislation or regulatory 
action. Total spending on these programs has grown significantly over the past five years, driven by 
increased support for such programs and creation of specific energy savings targets in many st ates (via 

EERS 
push for higher energy savings through improved customer energy efficiency to meet both economic and 
environmental objectives, which include redu cing customer energy costs, increas ing green jobs and 
reduc ing greenhouse gas and other emissions. 

Our review demonstrates clearly that t here is a strong foundation of funding support and program 
experience upon which to provide natural gas customers hou seholds, businesses, institutions and 
industries programs and associated services that facilitate and enable them to reduce their energy costs 

53 Total of gas budgets from respondents that did not grant CEE permission to release their data at the state level in 2010.
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through improved energy efficiency. Such programs and services are growing, both in states with lo ng 
histories of programs, but also in states that have not had programs in place. The clear trend is 
acceleration and expansion of these programs, driven primarily by the goal of reducing energy costs. An 
added benefit is the environmental improvement gained by reducing emissions. We encourage continued 
funding and support for these programs. We also encourage improvements in data tracking and reporting 
on these programs serving natural gas customers.

OCA Exhibit___(RAF-1) 
Schedule B 

Page 33 of 134 
EEP-2013-0001



Natural Gas EE Programs, ACEEE 

28

OCA Exhibit___(RAF-1) 
Schedule B 

Page 34 of 134 
EEP-2013-0001



Natural Gas EE Programs, ACEEE 

29 

B IBLIOGRAPHY 

American Council fo r an Energy- Efficient Economy. State Energy Efficiency Policy Database at 
http://www.aceee.org/sector/state- policy Washington, D.C.: American Council for an Energy- 
Efficient Economy. 

American Gas Association. 2011 . Natural Gas Efficiency Programs Report. 20 10 Program Year. 
http://www.aga.org/Kc/analyses- and- statistics/studies/eff iciency_and_environment/Pages/ 
Natural- Gas- Efficiency- Programs- Report- 2010.aspx. 

. 2010. Natural Gas Efficiency Programs Report. 2009 Program Year. 
http://www.aga.org/Kc/analyses- and- statistics/studies/Pages/natural- gas- efficiency- programs- 
report- 2009.aspx. 

. 2009. Natura l Gas Efficiency Programs Report , 2008 Program Year. 
http://www.aga.org/SiteCollectionDocuments/ResearchStats/Studies/1005NGEFFICIENCYPGRM 
S08.PDF. 

Applied Energy Group. 2009. Personal communication. May 12. 

Arizona Corporation Commission. 2010. Personal c ommunication. August. 

Arkansas Public Service Commission. 2009. Personal communication. March. 

Atmos Energy Corporation, Mid- Tex Division. January 31, 2011. 2009- 2010 Conservation and Energy 
Efficiency (CEE Report). 

Avista DSM Team. 2005. Triple- E Report. 

California Energy Commission. 2009. Personal communication. March 26. 

[CEE] Consortium for Energy Efficiency. 2006. U.S. Energy- Efficiency Programs: A $2.6 Billion Industry. 
http://www.cee 1.org/ee- pe/cee_budget_report.pdf . Washington, D.C.: Consortium for Energy 
Efficiency. 

. 2007. Energy Efficiency Programs: A $3.7 Billion U.S. and Canadian Industry. 
http://www.cee1.org/ee- pe/2007/2007EEPReport.pdf . Washington, D.C.: Consortium for Energy 
Efficiency. 

. 2008. Estimated 2007 U.S. Energy- Efficiency Budgets for Electric & Gas Programs by State and 
Sector . http://www.cee1.org/ee- pe/2007/tables/Table1.pdf. Accessed July 2008 . Washington, 
D.C.: Consortium for Energy Efficiency. 

. 2009. 2008 Annual Industry Report . http://www.cee1.org/ee- pe/2007/.

OCA Exhibit___(RAF-1) 
Schedule B 

Page 35 of 134 
EEP-2013-0001



Natural Gas EE Programs, ACEEE 

30 

______. 2010. State of the Efficiency Program Industry: 2009 Expenditures, Impacts & 2010 Budgets . 
http://www.cee1.org/ files/2010%20State%20of%20the%20Efficiency%20Program%20Industry.pd 
f. 

Colorado Public Utilities Commission. 2010. Personal communication. July. 

Department of Energy Resources (Massachusetts). 2009. Personal communication. March 23. 

District of Columbia Publ ic Service Commission. 2010. Personal communication. August. 

Eldridge, M., M. Neubauer, D. York, S. Vaidyanathan, A. Chittum and S. Nadel. 2008. 2008 State Energy 
Efficiency Scorecard . http://aceee.org/pubs/e0 86.htm. Washington, D.C.: American Council for an 
Energy- Efficient Economy. 

Energy Conservation Management Board (Connecticut). 2009. Personal communication. March 22 . 

. January 1, 2007. Preliminary Report of the Energy Conservation Management Board on Year 
2006 Gas Conservation Programs prepared for the Connecticut Legislature, 
http://www.ctsavesenergy.org/files/Preliminary%20Gas%20Legislative%20Report _FINAL.pdf. 

. March 1, 2008. Report of the Energy Conservation Management Board prepared for the 
Connecticut Legislature, Year 2007 Programs and Operations , 
http://www.ctsavesenergy.org/files/ECMB%202007%20FINAL%2002.20.08.pdf. 

. March 1, 2009. Report of the Energy Conservation Management Board prepared for the 
Connecticut Legislature, Year 2008 Programs and Operations , 
http://www.ctsavesenergy.org/files/2008%20ECMB%20Annual%20Legislative%20Report.pdf. 

Energy Efficiency Board. March 1, 2011. 
the En ergy Efficiency Board. http://www.ctsavesenergy.org/files/ 
2010%20Annual%20Legislative%20Report%20Final.pdf 

Energy Information Administration ric Utility Data- EIA- Official Energy 
Statistics from the U.S. Government . http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/electricity/page/eia861.html. 

Energy Trust of Oregon. 2007. Ene rgy Trust of Oregon 2006 Annual Report . 
http://www.energytrust.org/library/reports/2006_Annual_Report.pdf?link_programs_reports_lin1P 
age=1. 

. April 15, 2008. Energy Trust of Oregon 2007 Annual Report . 
http://www.energytrust.org/library/reports/2007_Annual_Report.pdf?link_programs_reports_lin1P 
age=1. 

Florida Public Service Commission. 2009. Personal communication. March.

OCA Exhibit___(RAF-1) 
Schedule B 

Page 36 of 134 
EEP-2013-0001



Natural Gas EE Programs, ACEEE 

31 

Gant, Paula. March 6, 2008 . AGA 2007 Natural Gas Energy Efficiency Program Report Highlig hts . 
American Gas Association. http://www.aga.org/Events/presentations 
/comm/2008/PRMarketingCommCommitteeMeeting/NatGasEnergyEfficiencyNatural.htm. 

Geller, H. and J. Schlegel. 2008. Update on Utility Energy Effic iency Programs in the Southwest In 
Proceedings of the 2008 ACEEE Summer Study on Energy Efficiency in Buildings. 
http://www .aceee.org/proceedings- paper/ss08/panel05/paper12 Washington, D.C.: American 
Council for an Energy- Efficient Economy. 

Harrington, Cheryl and C. Murray. 2003. Who Should Deliver Ratepayer Funded Energy Efficiency? A 
Survey and Discussion Paper . http://www.raponline.org/showpdf.asp?PDF_URL=%22Pubs/ 
RatePayerFundedEE/RatePayerFundedEEFull.pdf%22. Regulatory Assistance Project. 

Idaho Public Utilit ies Commission. 2009. Personal communication. March. 

Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission . 2010. Personal communication. July. 

Iowa Utilities Board. 2009. Personal communication. May 19. 

. January 1, 2008 . The Status of Energy Efficiency Programs in Iowa and The 2007 Iowa 
Residential Energy Survey, Report to the Iowa General Assembly. 

. January 1, 2009 . Energy Efficiency in 
General Assembly. 

Johnson , Andrew and Teresa Galluzzo. March 2008. - Run 
Energy Efficiency Programs. 

Kentucky Public Service Commission. 2009. Personal communication. March. 

KeySpan Energy Delivery. New England. April 11, 2003. Demand- Side Management and Market 
Transformation P lan, 2002 to 2007 Report on Program Details to the Department of 
Telecommunications and Energy. 

Maine Public Utilities Commission. 2009. Personal communication. June. 

Maryland Public Service Commission. 2009. Personal communication. February. 

Minne sota Of fice of Energy Security. March 23, 2011 . Minnesota Conservation Improvement Program, 
Energy and Carbon Dioxide Savings Report for 2008- 2009. 

Minnesota Public Utilities Commission. 2009. Personal communication. March 6. 

Missouri Public Service Commission. 2010. Personal communication. July.

OCA Exhibit___(RAF-1) 
Schedule B 

Page 37 of 134 
EEP-2013-0001



Natural Gas EE Programs, ACEEE 

32 

Molina , Maggie , Max Neubauer , Michael Sciortino , Seth Nowak , Shruti Vaidyanathan , Nate Kaufman , 
Anna Chittum , Colin Sheppard, Margaret Harper, Arne Jacobson, Charles Chamberlin, and 
Yerina Mugica. 2010. The 2010 State Energy Efficiency Scorecard. Washington, D.C.: American 
Council for an Energy- Efficient Economy. 

Montana Public Service Commission. 2009. Personal communication. March. 

National Grid. June 1, 2010 . 2009 DSM Year- End Report for The Narragansett Electric Company d/b/a 
National Grid. 

National Resource Defense Council. 2010. Personal communication . November. 

Nevius, M., Eld ridge, R., and J. Krouk. 2010. The State of the Efficiency Program Industry: Budgets, 
Expenditures, and Impacts 2009. March. http://www.cee1.org/eepe/2009AIR.php3 . Boston MA: 
Consortium for Energy Efficiency. 

New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission. 2009. Personal communication. March. 

New Jersey Board of Public Utilities , Office of Clean Energy . March 28, 2006 . 
Program Report , submitted to the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities . Reporting Period: Year- to- 
Date through Fourth Quarter 2005 (January 1, 2005 through December 31, 2005). 

. n Energy Program 2006 Annual Report. 

. 

New Mexico Public Regulation Commission. 2010. Personal communication. July. 

North Carolina Public Utilities Commission, Public Staff. 2009. Personal communicat ion. February. 

Northern Utilities. July 31, 2007 . 
Utilities Commission Docket No. 2006- 728, ACHIEVEMENTS & RESULTS , May 1, 2006 April 
30, 2007 . 

Nowak, S., M. Kushler, M. Sciortino, D. York, and P. Witte. 2011. Energy Efficiency Resource Standards: 
State and Utility Strategies for Higher Energy Savings. http://www.aceee.org/research- 
report/u113 Washington, DC: American Council for an Energy- Efficient Economy. 

NSTARGAS. June 28, 2007 . D.T.E. 04- 37 Five- Year Energy Efficiency Plan 2006 Annual Report (May 1, 
2006 April 30, 2007). 

Office of Energy Security, Minnesota Department of Commerce. Janua ry 15, 2009. 20062 007 
Minnesota Conservation Improvement Program, Energy and CO 2 Savings Report . 

Ohio Environmental Council. 2010. Personal communication. November.

OCA Exhibit___(RAF-1) 
Schedule B 

Page 38 of 134 
EEP-2013-0001



Natural Gas EE Programs, ACEEE 

33 

Oregon Public Utility Commission. 2009. Personal communication. March 6, 2009. 

Pennsylvani a Public Utility Commission. 2009. Personal communication. February. 

Public Service Commission of South Carolina. 2010. Personal communication. June. 

Public Service Commission of Wisconsin. 2009. Personal communication. June 11. 

Puget Sound Energy. March 1, 2006. Memorandum to Washington Utilities and Transportation 
Corporation regarding its 2005 Demand Side Management (DSM) Programs Recovered Through 
the Electric Rider and Gas Tracker. 

. March 1, 2007. Memorandum to Washington Utilities and Transpor tation Corporation regarding 
its 2006 Demand Side Management (DSM) Programs Recovered Through the Electric Rider and 
Gas Tracker. 

. February 8, 2008. Energy Efficiency Services Program Results, 2007 Annual Report. 

Questar Gas Company. 2009. Personal communication. March 3. 

Railroad Commission of Texas. 2011. Personal communication. February. 

Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission. 2009. Personal communication. March. 

Sciortino, M., Seth Nowak, Patti Witte, Dan York, and Martin Kushler . 2011. Energy Efficiency Resource 
Standards: A Progress Report on State Experience . http://www.aceee.org/research- report/u112 . 
Washington, D.C.: American Council for an Energy- Efficient Economy. 

Sc iortino, Michael, Max Neubauer, Shruti Vaidyanathan, Anna Chittum, Sara Hayes, Seth Nowak, and 
Maggie Molina , Colin Sheppard, Arne Jacobson, Charles Chamberlin, and Yerina Mugica. 2011. 
The 2011 State Energy Efficiency Scorecard. Washington, D.C.: Americ an Council for an 
Energy- Efficient Economy. 

Shore, Kevin. 2007. Natural Gas Energy Efficiency as a Utility System Resource California. Southern 
California Gas Company. 

Southwest Gas. 2009. Personal communication. March. 

Tegen, Suzanne and H. Geller. Janua ry 2006. Natural Gas Demand- Side Management Programs: A 
National Survey . http://www.swenergy.org/pubs/Natural_Gas_DSM_Programs_ 
A_National_Survey.pdf. Southwest Energy Efficiency Project. 

The Narragansett Electric Company, d/b/a National Grid. November 7, 2008. Energy Efficiency Program 
Plan for 2009 Revised Settlement. Docket 4000.

OCA Exhibit___(RAF-1) 
Schedule B 

Page 39 of 134 
EEP-2013-0001



Natural Gas EE Programs, ACEEE 

34 

Vermont Gas Systems, Inc. 2006 Annual Report, Demand Side Managemen t Programs. 
http://www.vermontgas.com/efficiency_programs/links.html. 

. 2007 Annual Report, Demand Side Management Programs. 
http://www.vermontgas.com/efficiency_programs/links.html. 

. 2008 Annual Report, Demand Side Management Programs. 
http://www.vermontgas.com/efficiency_programs/lin ks.html. 

. 2009 Annual Report, Demand Side Management Programs. 
http://www.vermontgas.com/efficiency_programs/links.html. 

. 2010 Annual Report, Demand Side Management Programs. 
http://www.vermontgas.com/efficiency_programs/links.html. 

Vermont Public Service Board. 2009. Personal communication. March 11. 

Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission. 20 09. Personal communication. March 10. 

Wisconsin Department of Administration. Wisconsin Public Benefits Program, 2005 Annual Report, July 1, 
2004 June 30, 2005 . http://focusonenergy.com/files/ 
Document_Management_System/DOA/focusonenergy_annualreport05.pdf. 

. Wisconsin Public Benefits Program, 2006 Annual Report, July 1, 2005 June 30, 2006 . 
http://focusonenergy.com/files/Document_Management_System/DOA/focusonenergy_annualrep 
ort06.pdf. 

. Wisconsin Public Benefits Program, 2007 Annual Report, July 1, 2006 June 30, 2007 . 
http://focusonenergy.com/files/Document_Management_System/DOA/focusonenergy_annualrep 
ort07.pdf. 

Wyoming Public Service Commission. 2010. Personal communica tion. July. 

Xcel, Public Service Company of Colorado. April 2006. DSM Programs Monitoring & Evaluation Report 
for Activity in 2005. 

York, Dan, M. Kushler and P. Witte. February 2008. Compendium of Champions: Chronicling Exemplary 
Energy Efficiency Programs from Across the U.S. 
http://aceee.org/pubs/u081.pdf?CFID=3651119&CFTOKEN=52267806. Washington, D.C.: 
American Council for an Energy- Efficient Economy.

OCA Exhibit___(RAF-1) 
Schedule B 

Page 40 of 134 
EEP-2013-0001



Natural Gas EE Programs, ACEEE 

35 

A PPENDIX A: Q UESTIONNAIRE 

ACEEE Natural Gas Summary Profile 

State: 

Name: 

Organization: 

Phone number: 

E- mail: 

Date: 

Availability of natural gas utility sector energy efficiency programs 54 : [Are programs offered by 
either utilities or non- utility organizations to natural gas customers? If "No"the rest of the summary 
profile is not applicable.] 

1. Yes ____ 2. No ____ 

What customer sectors are served by natural gas energy efficiency programs? 
1. Residential?______ 

a. Low- income?_____ 
b. Non- low- income?____ 

2. Commercial?_____ 
3. Industrial? ________ 

Is energy efficiency r equired by legislation or o rder? 1. Yes ____ 2. No ____ 

(If yes) 1. Legislation ____ 2. Order ___ _ 3. Both Legislation and Order _____ 
(Please provide specific legislation and orders/decisions below) 

Key legislation: 

Key Regulatory Orders/Decisions: 

When did your utility funded natural gas energy efficiency programs begin? 

Funding Mechanism(s) (for program cost recovery i.e ., embedded in rates, tariff rider, deferred 
: 

Organization(s) responsible for program administration: 

54 Energy efficiency programs include programs that offer information and economic incentives to customers to get them to 
implement energy efficiency me asures in their homes or businesses.
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Organization(s) that implement (deliver) programs: 

Financial incentive mechanism for program administration and brief description (i.e., Mechanisms 
in place by which utilities (or in some cases, non- utility program administrators) can earn a profit, or 
shareholder incentives, from energy efficiency programs) : 

(decoupling or other mechanism): 

Total state utility sector budgets and actual expenditures on natural gas energy efficiency programs by 
year: 

Year Budget 
(million $) 

Actual Expenditures (million 
$) 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 

Does this include low- income energy efficiency programs? 

1. Yes ____ 2. No ____ 

What are the totals for your low- income programs (if applicable)? 

Year Budget 
(million $) 

Actual Expenditures (million 
$) 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 

Total natural gas energy savings: 
Energy savings by program year: (program year savings i.e., all new savings attributable to that 
reporting year). Please indicate units used for natural gas savings. 

Year Energy Savings Units 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008
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Does this include low- income energy efficiency programs? 

1. Yes ____ 2. No ____ 

What are the totals for your low- income programs (if applicable)? 

Year Energy Savings Units 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 

Are there any discussions or proceedings underway that may change the structure, administration or 
funding of utility- sector energy efficiency programs from the status quo? Such changes may include: 

1. Yes ____ 2. No ____ 

Budget/expenditure levels. 
Organizations responsible for program administration or implementation. 
Utility requirements/regulatory treatment of program costs and savings (e.g., cost 
recovery, decoupling, performance incentives, or explicit savings targets (such as 
energy efficiency resource standards). 
Related utility and environmental policies, such as global warming mitigation policies. 

Please describe such changes. 

Is there a Web site that program administrators and stakeholders can access for information such as 
annual reports, planning documents, evaluations, etc. for natural gas energy efficiency pro grams? [Not 
the customer Web site s for program information] 

1. Yes ____ 2. No ____ 

If yes, what is that Web site address? 

whole or for individual programs? 

1. Yes ____ 2. No ____ 

If yes, are those evaluations available on a Web site?
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1. Yes ____ 2. No ____ 

If yes, what is that Web site address? 

If no, how can we obtain copies of the evaluations? 

Finally, is there an annual report for the most recent year (20 10 ) and recent years (200509 ) available 
that provides program information, including data on expenditures and savings? 

1. Yes ____ 2. No ____ 

If yes, i s this report available on- line? 

1. Yes ____ 2. No ____ 

If yes, what is that Web site address? 

If not, how can we obtain a copy? 

Thank you very much for your time!
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A PPENDIX B: L IST OF S TATES C ONTACTED FOR THIS R EPORT 

At the conclusion of our work, this is the s et of states our data indicated had utility- sector natural gas 
energy efficiency programs and th at we contacted to complete the questionnaire: 

Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kentucky 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
M innesota 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota did not respond to emails or telephone calls 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming
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T his is the set of states that our data indicated did not have utility- sector natural gas energy efficiency 
programs in place and that we did not contact: 

Alabama 
Alaska 
De laware 
Hawaii 
Kansas 
Louisiana 
Mississippi 
Nebraska 
Tennessee 
West Virginia
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Table C- 2. Utility- Sector Natural Gas Energy Efficiency Programs 
Annual Energy Savings and Expenditures/Budget Data 57 

State Year 
Energy Savings 58 

( million Therms) 

Expenditures/ 
Budget 
(m illion $) 

Notes 59 

Arizona 60 2008 . 15 1.2 From the Arizona Corporation 
Commission (ACC). Includes low- 
income programs. 

2009 .25 1.8 From ACC. Includes low- income 
programs. 

2010 N/A 61 2.6 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Includes low- income programs. 

Arkansas 2008 N/A 0.531 From contact with Arkansas Public 
Service Commission. Does not 
include low- income programs. 
http://www.apscservices.info/ for 
more information. 

2009 N/A 1.0 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). Does not include low- 
income programs. 

2010 N/A 4.2 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Does not include low- income 
p rograms. 

California 2005 47.0 N/A From contact with California 
Energy Commission (CEC). 
Includes low- income programs. 
Evaluations are filed at 
http://calmac.org . Additional data 
available at 
http://eega2006.cpuc.ca.gov/. 

2006 24.6 94.1 Energy savings from CEC. 
Incl udes low- income programs. 
Budget from CEE 2006 budget 
data (CEE 20 07). Includes low- 
income programs. 

2007 61.2 182.5 Energy savings from CEC. 
Includes low- income programs. 
Budget from CEE 2007 budget 
data (CEE 20 08). Includes low- 
income programs. 

57 2006 Consortium for Energy Efficiency (CEE) data tak en from U.S. Energy- Efficiency Programs A $2.6 Billion Industry, 2006 
Report. 2007. Boston, MA: Consortium for Energy Efficiency. Retrieved from: www.cee1.org. 
2007 CEE data taken from 2007 Annual Industry Report. 200 8. Boston, MA: Consortium for Energy Efficiency. Retrieved from: 
www.cee1.org. 
2008 CEE expenditures data and 2009 CEE budget data taken from CEE, M., Eldridge, R., and J. Krouk. 2010. "The State of the 
Efficiency Prog ram Industry: Budgets, Expenditures, and Impacts 2009." March. Boston MA: Consortium for Energy Efficiency. 
Retrieved from http://www.cee1.org/files/StateofEEIndustry2009.pdf. 
2009 CEE exp enditures data and 2010 CEE budget data taken from and CEE, J. and M. CEE. 2010. "State of the Efficiency 
Program Industry: 2009 Expenditures, Impacts & 2010 Budgets." December. Boston MA: Consortium for Energy Efficiency. 
Retrieved from http://www.cee1.org/files/2010%20State%20of%20the%20Efficiency%20Program%20Industry.pdf. 
58 In some cases, the original energy savings units were in Mcfs or MMbtus. We c onverted all units to Therms by dividing Mcfs by 
.0972 and multiplying MMbtus by 10. 
59 ate 
level. 
60 Arizona had natural gas energy efficiency programs well before 2005 but due to time constraints, the ACC only provided data for 
2008 and 2009. 
61 N/A = Not Available.
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State Year 
Energy Savings 58 

( million Therms) 

Expenditures/ 
Budget 
(m illion $) 

Notes 59 

2008 N/A 220.0 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). Includes low- income 
programs. 

2009 N/A 228.3 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). Includ es low- income 
programs. 

2010 N/A 338.8 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Includes low- income programs. 

Colorado 2005 . 59 N/A From the Colorado Public Utilities 

Monitoring and Evaluation Report. 
All low- income programs. 

2006 . 33 2.6 Energy savings from the Colorado 

DSM Monitoring and Evaluation 
Report. All low- income programs. 
CEE budget data (CEE 20 07). 
All low- income programs. 

2007 N/A 2.6 CEE budget data (CEE 20 08). 
All low- income programs. 

2 008 N/A 2.4 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). Partial data. Includes low- 
income programs. 

2009 3 ..4 13.0 From the Colorado Public Utilities 
Commission. Includes low- income 
programs. 

2010 N/A 18.4 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Partial data. Includes low- income 
programs. Partial data. 

Connecticut 2006 .17 1.4 From the Connecticut Energy 
Conservation and Management 
Board (ECMB) Web site 
http://www.ctsavesenergy.org/ecm 
b/ . Residential natural gas 
programs began in 2006 and C/I 
programs began in 2007. Includes 
low- income programs. 
2006 energy savings from 2006 
Annual Legislative Report (ECMB 
20 07). 
2006 Expenditures from 2006 
Preliminary Legislative Gas Report 
(ECMB 20 07). 

2007 .42 2.6 From 2007 Annual Legislative 
Report (ECMB 20 08). Includes 
low- income programs. 

2008 1.0 5.9 From 2008 Annual Legislative 
Report (ECMB 20 09). Includes 
low- income programs. 

2009 2 .4 9.4 From 2009 Annual Legislative 
Report (ECMB 20 10). Includes low- 
income programs.
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State Year 
Energy Savings 58 

( million Therms) 

Expenditures/ 
Budget 
(m illion $) 

Notes 59 

2010 2.7 11 .8 From 20 10 Annual Legislative 
Report (Energy Efficiency Board 
20 11 ). Includes low- income 
programs. 

District of 
Columbia 

2008 N/A 2.1 From the DCPSC budget data 
All low- income programs. 

2009 N/A 3.0 From the DCPSC budget data 
All low- income programs. 

2010 N/A 3.0 From the DCPSC budget data 
All low- income programs. 

Florida 2005 N/A 14.9 From contact with the Florida 
Public Service Commission 
(FPSC). Does not include low- 
income programs. Reports are 
available at 
http://www.psc.state.fl.us/publicatio 
ns/reports.aspx. 

2006 N/A 14.2 From FPSC. Does not include low- 
income programs. 

2007 N/A 14.2 From FPSC. Does not include low- 
income programs. 

2008 N/A 11.5 From FPSC. 2008 expenses are 
estimated. Does not include low- 
income programs. 

2009 N/A 5.9 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). Does not include low- 
income programs. 

2010 N/A 6.5 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Does not include low- income 
programs. 

Georgia 2006 N/A 1.0 From GPSC. All low- income 
programs. 

2007 N/A 1.0 From GPSC. All low- income 
programs. 

2008 N/A 1.0 From GPSC. All low- income 
programs. 

2009 N/A 1.0 From GPSC. All low- income 
programs. 

2010 N/A 1.0 From GPSC. All low- income 
programs. 

Idaho 2006 N/A 0.9 CEE budget data (CEE 20 07). 
Includes low- income programs. 

2007 N/A 1.0 CEE budget data (CEE 20 08). 
Includes low- income programs. 

2008 . 61 2.1 Energy savings from Idaho Public 
Utilities Commission. Includes low- 
income programs. 
Expenditures from Avista annual 
report. Includes low- income 
programs. 

2009 N/A 2.5 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). Partial data. Includes low- 
income programs.
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State Year 
Energy Savings 58 

( million Therms) 

Expenditures/ 
Budget 
(m illion $) 

Notes 59 

2010 N/A 2.1 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Partial data. Includes low- income 
programs. 

Illinois 62 2008 N/A 0.8 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). Partial data. Includes low- 
income programs. 

2009 N/A 6.3 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). Partial data. Includes low- 
income programs. 

2010 N/A 17.3 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Partial data. Includes low- income 
programs. 

Indiana 2007 .93 2.2 From the Indiana Utility Regulatory 
Commission (IURC). Includes low- 
income programs. 

2008 3 .8 10.9 From IURC. Includes low- income 
programs. 

2009 2 .5 9.2 From IURC. Includes low- income 
programs. 

2010 N/A 14.5 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Includes low- income programs. 

Iowa 2005 8 .7 26.9 From Iowa Utilities Board (IUB). 
Includes low- income programs. 

2006 8 .7 29.5 From IUB. Includes low- income 
programs. 

2007 8 .1 28.4 From IUB. Includes low- income 
programs. 

2008 N/A 29.7 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). Includes low- income 
programs. 

2009 N/A 37.7 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). Includes low- income 
programs. 

2010 N/A 40.5 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Includes low- income programs. 

Kentucky 2005 2 .6 1.6 From Kentucky Public Service 
Commission (KPSC). Includes low- 
income programs. 

2006 2 .9 1.4 From KPSC. Includes low- income 
programs. 

2007 N/A 1.5 From KPSC. Includes low- income 
programs. 

2008 N/A 1.7 From KPSC. 2008 total is the 
budgeted amount rather than the 
actual expenses. Includes low- 
income programs. 

2009 N/A 2.4 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Partial data. Includes low- income 
programs. 

62 Illinois has a large- scale energy efficiency program pending.

OCA Exhibit___(RAF-1) 
Schedule B 

Page 56 of 134 
EEP-2013-0001



Natural Gas EE Programs, ACEEE 

51 

State Year 
Energy Savings 58 

( million Therms) 

Expenditures/ 
Budget 
(m illion $) 

Notes 59 

2010 N/A 1.9 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Partial data. Includes low- income 
programs. 

Maine 9/05- 
4/06 

.13 63 0.056 From Maine Public Utilities 
Commission (MPUC). Includes 
low- income programs. 

5/06- 
4/07 
. 25 64 0.130 From MPUC. Includes low- income 

programs. 
11/07- 
10/08 
3 .9 65 0.262 From MPUC. Includes low- income 

programs. 
11/08- 
10/09 

N/A 0.442 From MPUC. Includes low- income 
programs. 

2010 N/A 0.400 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Includes low- income programs. 

Maryland 2006 N/A 0.8 From Maryland Public Service 
Commission (MPSC). All low- 
income programs. 

2007 N/A 0.8 From MPSC. All low- income 
programs. 

2008 N/A 0.9 From MPSC. All low- income 
programs. 

2009 N/A 2.0 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). Includes low- income 
programs. 

2010 N/A 3.4 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Includes low- income programs. 

Massachusetts 66 2005 8 .0 N/A From Massachusetts Executive 
Office of Energy and 
Environmental Affairs (EEA), 
Department of Energy Resources 
(DOER). Includes low- income 
programs. Totals are estimated. 
Final reports have not been filed. 

2006 8.0 25.6 From EEA. Includes low- income 
programs. 

2007 8.0 25.6 From EEA. Includes low- income 
programs. 

2008 10 .0 30.1 From EEA. Includes low- income 
programs. 

2009 N/A 38.0 From EEA. Includes low- income 
programs. 

2010 N/A 75.9 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Includes low- income programs. 

Michigan 2005 N/A 9.7 From Michigan Pub lic Service 
Commission (MPSC)Low- 
Income and Energy Efficiency 
Fund (LIEEF). Data are budgeted, 
not actual. Includes low- income 
programs. 

63 Lifetime therms. 
64 Lifetime therms. 
65 Lifetime therms. 
66 Does not reflect final numbers for Massachusetts. Final numbers have not been filed and should be considered estimates.
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State Year 
Energy Savings 58 

( million Therms) 

Expenditures/ 
Budget 
(m illion $) 

Notes 59 

2006 N/A 7.5 From MPSC LIEEF. Includes low- 
income programs. 

2007 N/A 9.8 From MPSC LIEEF. Includes low- 
income programs. 

2008 N/A 12.4 From MPSC LIEEF. Includes low- 
income programs. 

2009 N/A 30.8 From MPSC LIEEF ($10.0 
million) plus new Energy 
Optimization programs which 
started in 2009 ($20.8 million). EO 
data obtained from 5 investor- 

optimization plans. Proposed 
budgets. Includes low- income 
programs. 

2010 N/A 25.0 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Partial data. Includes low- income 
programs. 

Minnesota 2005 26 .6 15.2 From Minnesota Public Utilities 
Commission (MPUC). Includes 
low- income programs. 

2006 21 .4 15.3 From MPUC. Includes low- income 
programs. 

2007 19 .4 15.6 From MPUC. Includes low- income 
programs. 

2008 15.6 18.1 Minnesota Office of Energy 
Security CIP Program Report for 
2008- 2009. 

2009 18.4 22.8 Minnesota Office of Energy 
Security CIP Program Report for 
2008- 2009. 

2010 N/A 40.1 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Includes low- income programs. 

Missouri 2007 N/A 0.3 CEE budget data (CEE 20 08). 
No low- income programs in 2007. 

2008 N/A 1.0 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). Partial data. Includes low- 
income programs. 

2009 N/A 3.2 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). Includes low- income 
programs. 

2010 N/A 5.3 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Includes low- income programs. 

Montana 2005 .69 1.445 From Montana Public Service 
Commission (MPSC). Includes low- 
income programs. Reports are 
available at 
http://psc.mt.gov/eDocs/. 

2006 1 .6 2.147 From MPSC. Includes low- income 
programs. 

2007 1 .1 1.613 From MPSC. Includes low- income 
programs. 

2008 N/A N/A
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State Year 
Energy Savings 58 

( million Therms) 

Expenditures/ 
Budget 
(m illion $) 

Notes 59 

2009 N/A N/A 
2010 N/A N/A 

Nevada 2006 N/A 0.6 CEE budget data (CEE 20 07). 
Includes low- income programs. 

2007 N/A 0.6 CEE budget data (CEE 20 08). 
Includes low- income programs. 

2008 N/A 0.5 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). Includes low- income 
programs. 

2009 N/A 0.6 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). Includes low- income 
programs. 

2010 N/A 3.4 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Includes low- income programs. 

New Hampshire 2005 12.6 67 1.8 From New Hampshire Public 
Utilities Commission (NHPUC). 
Includes low- income programs. 
Reports are available at 
http://puc.state.nh.us/Gas- 
Steam/energyefficiencyprograms.ht 
m. 

20 06 14 .8 68 2.2 From NHPUC. Includes low- 
income programs. 

2007 15 .5 69 2.5 From NHPUC reports. Includes 
low- income programs. 

2008 25.7 70 2.4 From NHPUC reports. Includes 
low- income programs. 

2009 17.9 71 3.3 From NHPUC reports. Includes 
low- income programs. 

2010 N/A 10.3 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Includes low- income programs. 

New Jersey 72 2005 6 .2 27.1 From Applied Energy Group 
(AEG). Includes low- income 
programs. Reports are available at 
http://njcleanenergy.com/main/publi 
c- reports- and- library/annual- 
reports/nj- clean- energy- program- 
annual- reports. 

2006 6.4 34.2 From AEG. Includes low- income 
programs. 

2007 4.5 29.8 From AEG. Includes low- income 
programs. 

2008 4 .4 27.3 From AEG. Includes low- income 
programs. 

67 Lifetime therms. 
68 Lifetime therms. 
69 Lifetime therms. 
70 Lifetime therms. 
71 Lifetime therms. 
72 The New Jersey Clean Energy Reports include energy efficiency expenditures for electric and gas programs combined. ACEEE 
prorated total expenditures to calculate estimated natural gas program expenditures by using a ratio of natural gas spending to total 
spending that was available from 200 6.
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State Year 
Energy Savings 58 

( million Therms) 

Expenditures/ 
Budget 
(m illion $) 

Notes 59 

2009 6 .4 38.5 From AEG. Includes low- income 
programs. 

2010 N/A N/A 
New Mexico 2006 1 .9 73 1.5 From New Mexico Public 

Regulatory Commission (NMPRC). 
Includes low- income programs. 

2007 N/A 1.6 From NMPRC. Includes low- 
income programs. 

2008 4 .7 74 1.5 From NMPRC. Includes low- 
income programs. 

2009 N/A 1.8 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). Includes low- income 
programs. 

2010 N/A 2.6 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Includes low- income programs. 

New York 2007 6.6 15.0 Energy savings from New York 
Public Service Commission 
(NYPSC) Staff. Includes low- 
income programs. 
Budget from CEE budget data 
(CEE 20 08). Includes low- income 
programs. 

2008 7.4 50.1 Energy savings from NYPSC Staff. 
Includes low- income programs. 
Expenditures from CEE 
expenditures data ( CEE 20 10). 
Partial data. Includes low- income 
programs. 

2009 7.9 58.6 Energy savings from NYPSC Staff. 
Includes low- income programs. 
Expenditures from CEE 
expenditures data ( CEE 20 10). 
Partial data. Includes low- income 
programs. 

2010 N/A 87.5 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Partial data. Includes low- income 
programs. 

North Carolina 2006 N/A 0.5 From North Carolina Utilities 
Commission (NCUC) Public Staff, 
Natural Gas Division. Includes low- 
income programs. 

2007 .02 0.8 From NCUC Public Staff, Natural 
Gas Division. Includes low- income 
programs. 

2008 N/A 1.25 From NCUC Public Staff, Natural 
Gas Division. Includes low- income 
programs. 

2009 N/A 1.3 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). Includes low- income 
programs. 

73 Lifetime therms. 
74 Lifetime therms.

OCA Exhibit___(RAF-1) 
Schedule B 

Page 60 of 134 
EEP-2013-0001



Natural Gas EE Programs, ACEEE 

55 

State Year 
Energy Savings 58 

( million Therms) 

Expenditures/ 
Budget 
(m illion $) 

Notes 59 

2010 N/A 1.3 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Includes low- income programs. 

North Dakota 2008 N/A 0.1 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). ND does not have utility 
funded low- income EE programs. 

2009 N/A 0.1 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). ND does not have utility 
funded low- income EE programs. 

2010 N/A 0.1 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). ND 
does not have utility funded low- 
income EE programs. 

Ohio 2006 N/A 0.5 CEE budget data (CEE 20 07). 
No low- income programs in 2006. 

2007 N/A 2.9 CEE budget data (CEE 20 08). 
No low- income programs in 2007. 

2008 N/A 12.2 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). Includes low- income 
programs. 

2009 N/A 8.5 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). Partial data. Includes low- 
income programs. 

2010 N/A 11.0 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Partial data. Includes low- income 
programs. 

Oregon 2006 N/A 10.6 From Oregon Public Utility 
Commission (OPUC). Includes low- 
income programs. 

2007 2.5 11.6 From OPUC. Includes low- income 
programs. 

2008 N/A 16.4 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). Partial data. Includes low- 
income programs. 

2009 N/A 21.2 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). Includes low- income 
programs. 

2010 N/A 27.2 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Includes low- income programs. 

Pennsylvania 2005 N/A 7.8 From Pennsylvania Public Utility 
Commission (PA PUC). All low- 
income programs. Reports 
available at 
http://www.puc.state.pa.us/General 
/publications_reports/pdf/EDC_NG 
DC_UniServ_Rpt2007.pdf. 

2006 N/A 7.6 From PA PUC 
All low- income programs. 

2007 N/A 7.5 From PA PUC 
All low- income programs. 

2008 N/A 5.1 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). Partial data. Includes low- 
income programs.
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State Year 
Energy Savings 58 

( million Therms) 

Expenditures/ 
Budget 
(m illion $) 

Notes 59 

2009 N/A 10.3 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). Partial data. Includes low- 
income programs. 

2010 N/A 12.9 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Partial data. Includes low- income 
programs. 

Rhode Island 7/07- 
12/08 

N/A 7.1 From Rhode Island Public Utilities 
Commission. Budget data. Includes 
low- income programs. Reports 
available at http://www.ripuc.org/. 

2009 N/A 6.1 From 2009 DSM Year- End Report 
for The Narragansett Electric 
Company d/b/a National Grid, June 
1, 2010. Includes low- income 
programs. 

2010 N/A 4.4 From the Narragansett Electric 
Company, d/b/a National Grid 
Revised Energy Efficiency Program 
Plan for 2010, Docket 4116, 
http://www.ripuc.org/eventsactions/ 
docket/4116- NGrid- 
AmendedEEPP(2-8- 10).pdf. 
Includes low- income programs. 

South Dakota 2006 .07 .025 From South Dakota Public Utilities 

include low- income programs. 
2007 .11 .017 - 

income programs. 
2008 .09 .033 - 

income programs. 
2009 1.6 .785 - 

income programs. 
2010 N/A 1.4 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 

- income 
programs. 

Texas 2008 N/A 2.0 From Railroad Commission of 
Texas. Budget. All low- income 
programs. 

2009 N/A 2.0 From Railroad Commission of 
Texas. Budget. All low- income 
programs. 

2010 N/A .65 From Railroad Commission of 
Texas. Expenditures. All low- 
income programs. 

Utah 2005 N/A 0.25 From Questar Gas. Includes low- 
income programs. 

2006 N/A 0.25 From Questar Gas. Includes low- 
income programs. 

2007 1.6 10.0 From Questar Gas. Expenses 
include low- income programs, but 
energy savings do not.
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State Year 
Energy Savings 58 

( million Therms) 

Expenditures/ 
Budget 
(m illion $) 

Notes 59 

2008 3 .5 18.0 From Questar Gas. Expenses 
include low- income programs, but 
energy savings do not. 

2009 10.9 47.4 Energy savings from Howard 
Geller at SWEEP. CEE 
expenditures data ( CEE 20 10). 
Includes low- income programs. 

2010 N/A 36.1 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Includes low- income programs. 

Vermont 2005 . 76 1.5 From Vermont Public Service 
Board (PSB). Includes low- income 
programs. 

2006 . 60 1.5 From Vermont PSB. Includes low- 
income programs. 

2007 .81 1.5 From Vermont PSB. Includes low- 
income programs. 

2008 1.0 1.9 From Vermont PSB. Includes low- 
income programs. 

2009 .65 2.0 Energy savings from Vermont Gas 
Systems 2009 DSM Annual 
Report. CEE expenditures data 
( CEE 20 10). Includes low- income 
programs. 

2010 .85 2.0 Energy savings and expenditures 
from Vermont Gas Systems 2010 
DSM Annual Report. 
Includes low- income programs. 

Virginia 2009 N/A 2.2 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). Includes low- income 
programs. 

2010 N/A 6.2 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Includes low- income programs. 

Washington 2005 4 .0 5.9 From Washington Utilities and 
Transportation Commission 
(WUTC). Includes low- income 
programs. 

2006 3.4 9.2 From WUTC. Includes low- income 
programs. 

2007 3 .9 11.5 From WUTC. Includes low- income 
programs. 

2008 5.3 18.9 From WUTC. Includes low- income 
programs. 

2009 5.3 18.9 Data not available for 2009. Used 
2008 WUTC data as an estimate. 
Includes low- income programs. 

2010 N/A N/A
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State Year 
Energy Savings 58 

( million Therms) 

Expenditures/ 
Budget 
(m illion $) 

Notes 59 

Wisconsin 2005 9.3 10.6 From the Public Service 
Commission of Wisconsin (PSCW). 
Focus on Energy programs only. 
Does not include low- income 
programs. 75 

2006 11 .3 11.0 From PSCW. Focus on Energy 
programs only. Does not include 
low- income programs. 

2007 14.8 10.0 From PSCW. Focus on Energy 
programs only. Does not include 
low- income programs. 

2008 20.9 18.2 From PSCW. Focus on Energy 
programs only. Does not include 
low- income programs. 

2009 N/A 35.3 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). Does not include low- 
income programs. 

2010 N/A 31.4 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Does not include low- income 
programs. 

Wyoming 2009 N/A .41 From Wyoming Public Service 
Commission. Includes low- income 
programs. 

2010 N/A .40 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). No 
low- income programs indicated for 
2010. 

75 Expenditures for voluntary utility programs in Wisconsin are not included. These dollars are estimates for Focus on Energy b ased 
on past utility allocations between electric and natural gas expenditures. The Foc us on Energy program does not budget or track 
expenditures by fuel.
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Table C-3 . Low- Income Utility- Sector Natural Gas Energy Efficiency Programs 
Annual Energy Savings and Expenditures/Budget Data 76 

State Year 
Energy Savings 
(million Therms) 

Expenditures 
/Budget 
(m illion $) 

Notes 77 

Arizona 2008 .01 .58 From the Arizona Corporation 
Commission. 

2009 .01 .76 From the Arizona Corporation 
Commission. 

2010 N/A 0.5 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Arkansas 2008 N/A 78 0.3 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 

20 10). 
2009 N/A N/A 
2010 N/A N/A 

California 2005 2 .3 N/A From California Energy 
Commission (CEC). Evaluations 
are filed at http://calmac.org. 

2006 2.6 40.5 Energy savings from CEC. 
Budget from CEE 2006 budget 
data (CEE 20 07). 

2007 2 .2 64.4 Energy savings from CEC. 
Budget from CEE 2007 budget 
data (CEE 20 08). 

2008 N/A 72.1 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). 

2009 N/A 104.3 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). 

2010 N/A 151.4 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Colorado 2005 . 59 N/A From the Colorado Public Utilities 

2005 DSM 
Monitoring and Evaluation 
Report. 

2006 . 33 2.6 Energy savings from the 
Colorado Public Utilities 

Monitoring and Evaluation 
Report. 
CEE budget data (CEE 20 07). 

2007 N/A 2.6 CEE budget data (CEE 20 08). 
2008 N/A 2.4 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 

20 10). Partial data. 
2009 1 .1 3.2 From the Colorado Public Utilities 

Commission. 
2010 N/A 4.2 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 

Partial data. 

76 Low- income spending and energy savings data was not available for Florida or South Dakota. North Dakota did not have rate- 
payer funded low- income programs during the periods examined. 
2006 Consortium for Energy Efficiency (CEE) data taken from U.S. Energy- Efficiency Programs A $2.6 Billion Industry, 2006 Report. 
2007. Consortium for Energy Efficiency, Boston, MA. www.cee1.org. 
2007 CEE data taken from 2007 Annual Industry Report. 2008. Consortium for Energy Efficiency, Boston, MA. www.cee1.org. 
2008 and 2009 CEE data taken from CEE, M., Eldridge, R., and J. Krouk. 2010. "The State of the Efficiency Program Indu stry: 
Budgets, Expenditures, and Impacts 2009." March. Boston MA: Consortium for Energy Efficiency. Retrieved from 
http://www.cee1.org/eepe/2009AIR.php3. 
77 ate 
level. 
78 N/A = not available.
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State Year 
Energy Savings 
(million Therms) 

Expenditures 
/Budget 
(m illion $) 

Notes 77 

Connecticut 2006 .13 1.0 From the Connecticut Energy 
Conservati on and Management 
Board (ECMB) Web site 
http://www.ctsavesenergy.org/ec 
mb/ . 2006 energy savings from 
2006 Annual Legislative Report 
(ECMB 20 07). 
2006 Expenditures from 2006 
Preliminary Legislative Gas 
Report (ECMB 20 07). 

2007 . 26 1.3 From 2007 Annual Legislative 
Report (ECMB 20 08) 

2008 .26 1.6 From 2008 Annual Legislative 
Report (ECMB 20 09) 

2009 .82 3.0 From 2009 Annual Legislative 
Report (ECMB 20 10) 

2010 .58 2.8 From 20 10 Annual Legislative 
Report (Energy Efficiency Board 
20 11 ). 

District of 
Columbia 

2008 N/A 2.1 From the DCPSC budget data 

2009 N/A 3.0 From the DCPSC budget data 
2010 N/A 3.0 From the DCPSC budget data 

Florida 2005 N/A N/A 
2006 N/A N/A 
2007 N/A N/A 
2008 N/A N/A 
2009 N/A N/A 
2010 N/A N/A 

Georgia 2006 N/A 1.0 From GPSC. 
2007 N/A 1.0 From GPSC. 
2008 N/A 1.0 From GPSC. 
2009 N/A 1.0 From GPSC. 
2010 N/A 1.0 From GPSC. 

Idaho 2006 N/A 0.1 CEE budget data (CEE 20 07). 
2007 N/A 0.1 CEE budget data (CEE 20 08). 
2008 .01 0.1 Energy savings from Idaho Public 

Utilities Commission. 
Expenditures from CEE 
expenditures data ( CEE 20 10). 

2009 N/A 0.1 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). Partial data. 

2010 N/A 0.3 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Partial data. 

Illinois 2008 N/A 0.1 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). Partial data. 

2009 N/A 0.9 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). Partial data. 

2010 N/A 1.7 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Partial data.
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State Year 
Energy Savings 
(million Therms) 

Expenditures 
/Budget 
(m illion $) 

Notes 77 

Indiana 2007 N/A 0.9 From the Indiana Utility 
Regulatory Commission (IURC), 
savings for low- income programs 
not available 

2008 N/A 0.7 From IURC 
2009 N/A 0.5 From IURC 
2010 N/A 1.3 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 

Iowa 2005 .37 N/A From Iowa Utilities Board (IUB). 
2006 . 62 4.6 From IUB 
2007 . 32 4.7 Energy savings from IUB. 

Budget from CEE budget data 
(CEE 20 08). 

2008 N/A 4.3 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). 

2009 N/A 4.9 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). 

2010 N/A 4.9 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Kentucky 2005 N/A 0.7 From Kentucky Public Service 

Commission (KPSC). 
2006 N/A 0.8 From KPSC 
2007 N/A 0.8 From KPSC. 2007 total is the 

budgeted amount rather than 
actual expenses. 

2008 N/A 0.8 From KPSC. 2008 total is the 
budgeted amount rather than the 
actual expenses. 

2009 N/A 0.3 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). Partial data. 

2010 N/A 0.7 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Partial data. 

Maine 2005 .00 79 N/A From Maine Public Utilities 
Commission (MPUC). 

2006 0 80 N/A From MPUC. 
2007 .05 81 N/A From MPUC. 
2008 N/A N/A 
2009 N/A N/A 
2010 N/A 0.0 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 

Maryland 2006 N/A 0.8 From Maryland Public Service 
Commission (MPSC). 

2007 N/A 0.8 From MPSC 
2008 N/A 0.9 From MPSC 
2009 N/A 0.6 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 

20 10). 
2010 N/A 0.7 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 

79 Lifetime therms. 
80 Lifetime therms. 
81 Lifetime therms.
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State Year 
Energy Savings 
(million Therms) 

Expenditures 
/Budget 
(m illion $) 

Notes 77 

Massachusetts 2005 . 65 N/A From Massachusetts Executive 
Office of Energy and 
Environmental Affairs (EEA), 
Department of Energy Resources 
(DOER). Totals are estimated. 
Final reports have not been filed. 

2006 . 65 5.7 Energy savings from EEA. 
Budget from CEE 2006 budget 
data (CEE 20 07). 

2007 . 65 6.7 Energy savings from EEA. 
Budget from CEE 2007 budget 
data (CEE 20 08). 

2008 . 65 5.2 Energy savings from EEA. 
CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). 

2009 N/A 7.0 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). 

2010 N/A 15.8 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 
Michigan 2005 N/A N/A Cannot determine amount of low- 

income funding from LIEEF 
report. 

2006 N/A N/A Cannot determine amount of low- 
income funding from LIEEF 
report. 

2007 N/A N/A Cannot determine amount of low- 
income funding from LIEEF 
report. 

2008 N/A N/A Cannot determine amount of low- 
income funding from LIEEF 
report. 

2009 N/A N/A Cannot determine amount of low- 
income funding from LIEEF 

Optimization plans. 
2010 N/A 8.7 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 

Partial data. 
Minnesota 2005 2 .4 3.5 From Minnesota Public Utilities 

Commission (MPUC). 
2006 . 71 3.2 From MPUC 
2007 .75 3.3 From MPUC 
2008 N/A 2.8 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 

20 10). Partial data. 
2009 N/A 3.3 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 

20 10). 
2010 N/A 3.3 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 

Missouri 2008 N/A 0.1 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). Partial data. 

2009 N/A 1.8 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 
20 10). 

2010 N/A 1.8 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10).
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State Year 
Energy Savings 
(million Therms) 

Expenditures 
/Budget 
(m illion $) 

Notes 77 

Montana 2005 . 25 0.585 From Montana Public Service 
Commission (MPSC). Reports 
are available at 
http://psc.mt.gov/eDocs/. 

2006 . 29 0.610 From MPSC 
2007 .23 0.585 From MPSC 
2008 N/A N/A 
2009 N/A N/A 
2010 N/A N/A 

Nevada 2006 N/A 0.4 CEE budget data (CEE 20 07). 
2007 N/A 0.2 CEE budget data (CEE 20 08). 
2008 N/A 0.2 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 

20 10). 
2009 N/A 0.2 CEE expenditures data ( CEE 

20 10). 
2010 N/A 0.4 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 

New 
Hampshire 

2005 1 .7 82 0.2 From New Hampshire Public 
Utilities Commission (NHPUC). 

2006 1 .3 83 0.4 From NHPUC 
2007 1 .1 84 0.4 From NHPUC reports. 

Reports are available at 
http://puc.state.nh.us/Gas- 
Steam/energyefficiencyprograms. 
htm 

2008 1.6 85 0.5 From NHPUC reports. 
2009 1 .6 86 0.5 From NHPUC reports. 
2010 N/A 0.7 CEE budget data ( CEE 20 10). 

New Jersey 87 2005 .49 4.7 From Applied Energy Group 
(AEG). Reports are available at 
http://njcleanenergy.com/main/pu 
blic- reports- and- library/annual- 
reports /nj- clean- energy- program- 
annual- reports. 

2006 .43 5.5 From AEG 
2007 . 48 7.9 From AEG 
2008 .74 6.2 From AEG 
2009 N/A N/A 
2010 N/A N/A 

New Mexico 2006 1.3 88 .62 From New Mexico Public 
Regulatory Commission. 

2007 N/A .80 CEE budget data (CEE 20 08). 
2008 2.6 89 .87 From New Mexico Public 

Regulatory Commission. 

82 Lifetime therms. 
83 Lifetime therms. 
84 Lifetime therms. 
85 Lifetime therms. 
86 Lifetime therms. 
87 The New Jersey Clean Energy Reports include energy efficiency expenditures for electric and gas programs combined. ACEEE 
prorated total expenditures to calculate estimated natural gas program expenditures by using a ratio of natural gas spending to total 
spending that was available from 2006 
88 Lifetime therms. 
89 Lifetime therms.

OCA Exhibit___(RAF-1) 
Schedule B 

Page 69 of 134 
EEP-2013-0001




