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The tern “energy efficiency advocacy group” (EEAG) refers to a non-utility 
organization that advocates the aggressive use of cost-effwtive Demand-Side Management 
@SM) resources by utilities. EEAGs may be environmental groups, consumer advocacy 
agencies, or other types of org imtion with an interest in promoting energy-efficiency . Such 
organizations, along with various other nsn-utility groups, participate in a myriad of 
activities a im4 at i n ~ u e ~ c i n ~  the policies md actions of utilities and their regulators related 
to DSM a d  Integrated Resource Planning (IW). While such interactions have traditionally 

en the form of an adversarial debate &e., &tigation or regulatory intervention), an 
increasingly common forurn is one in which n ~ ~ - u t ~ i t y  groups and utilities cooperatively 
develop plans, policies, an /or programs. Arrangements of this type are referred to in this 
report as “interactive efforts. ’fie collaborative process is the type sf interactive effort that 
provides non-utility parties (IvUPs) with the greatest access to decision-m 
because interactions typically are intense and frequent and the parties involved generally try 
to reach consensus on key issues. Other forms of interactive effort include advisory groups, 
task forces, and workshops. 

This report presents the findings derived from ten case studies of FEAG activities to 
influence the policies and actions of utilities and their regulators concerning IRP and the use 
of cost-effective DS . Nine of these ten cases Involve some form of interactive effort, and 
all of them also include other EEAG activities such as: lobbying and drafting legislation; 
participating in regulatory prweedings and court cases; energy planning; engaging in 
education and outreach; performing research and preparing pub1 ications; networking and 
coalition-building; making contact with the news media; 
projects. In nearly all of the cases studied, other non-util 
in attempting to influence utility md regulatory policies and actions. This document presents 
an overview of all ten cases in order to explore the efficacy of various types of interactive 
efforts and other EEAG activities and of the contextual and procedural factors that influence 
their outcomes. The two-year study on which this report is based was undertaken by Oak 
Ridge National I ratory (ORNL) and the University of Tennessee’s Energy, Environment, 
and Resources Center under the ~ ~ ~ n s o r s h ~ p  of The Pew Charitable Trusts, the U S .  
Departnient of Energy’s (DOE) Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy, and the 
University of Tennessee. 

rforming community service 
ups also have been involved 

Nine of the ten cases studied were chosen ecause a key EEAG involved in the relevant 
activities receives funding from The Pew Charitable Trusts. An additional case was added to 
enhance the geographic balance 08 the study, The ten cases display substantial diversity in 
terms of their location, processes, longevity, and participants, despite the nonrandom nature 
of the selection process. 
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The activities covered in this rt do not nw~cssaxily represent all of the EEACrs' 
t a d ,  each mw study has focused on EEAC efforts to influence regulatory 

tiwlaa utility or set of u t ~ l ~ ~ ; ~ s - ~ ~ , i ~ ~ a ~ ~ ~ ,  the utility(ies) in the interactive 
effort examined in the case study. This dmumcnt focuses on the major abxmable outcomes 
of these various activities during the two year study perid (1992-93). The outcomes of 

hick. utility DSM usage has incremzd, new regulatory 
attians among the parties have improved. It should be noted that 

of the different interactive eflFam%s ar~d sther EEAG activities vary 

e resulted in substantial tangible results. 

Utility incrmes in DSM usage and/or program improvements can be chaacterizd as 
large for two of the interactive efforts studied and small to mas-existent in three others., 
Outcomes in the remaining ases fall between these two extremes. For other key I X A G  
activities, there is only one case in which EBAG activities have resultd i n  a large inerase in 
utility DSM usage but six instances in which increases in utility DSM utilization me small to 
non-existent. Therefore, interactive efforts generally appear to have had greater effixts on 
utility DSM usage than have othcr EbAG activities, althsiagh the achievement of the effects 

terns of influencing r e ~ ~ ~ ~ t ~ ~ - ~  policy, it that interactive efforts in general have had 
slightly less effect than have other EEAG es like intervention, settlement negotiations, 

with intcraciivve efforts may he assisted by various other EEAG initiatives. In 

uction of legislatio 

The effects af both interacthe efforts md other key EEAG activities on relations am 
n positive in most cases. The iniproved relations among parties 
ith other key EEAG activities differ from :hose obsewd in 

interested parties ha 
that have heen as 
interactive effort 
other groups with similar interests but not its direct relations with utilities. 

generally involve an EEAG's interactions with the 

It is possible to ch terize the ovcrall effects achieved by each interactive effort an 
other EEAG activities by looking simul 
policy, and relations among interested 

usly at the impacts on DSM usage, regulatory 
Using this approach, we find 

rdl-two of the interactive efforts studied have had large effects, four have had 
effects, and three h a ~ e  had small effect ther key EEAG activities, there 
large overdl effects in only one case, te overall effects in five cases, md 

1 effects in four cases, This indicates discernible overdl effects nf 

have less tangible ana. imrtsdiate effects. 
interactive efforts have been s ~ ~ ~ ~ h a t  grater thm those of the EEAGs' other activities, 

To understand why some utilities adopt DSM aggressively while others do not ad. why 
interaction concerning DSM is relatively easy in SQIIE situations but not in others, both broad 
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immediate context factors must be undersrstoad.. Key factors ~ ~ ~ l u ~ e  the ~~~~~~c 

’s supply and demand ~ i t u ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  the ways i 
dimte of the utility’s sewice territory, the political dimate in w~ich the utility mil other 

ies. Taken together, 
nships among key players, the regulators’ decisions, 

s. But the r ~ ~ ~ ~ a t ~ ~  e ~ ~ ~ r ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  does not 
rn of other factms. Poor 
espfxidlly large 

tility’s system; the 
rn for aggressive t lasf as it has 

in utility regulatory issues, 
Clean Air Act amendments; 

Iy been practiced) and ecp crate fsiction among pl 
as a munteweight to these forces, there are the 

~ ~ ~ i ~ o ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l  
within which EEAGs WQ~IC has: never 

table than ever. 

n seven of the nine cases where an interactive effort has taken place, the inkre3 
es are, or were, engaged in a collaborative. In one of the cases ~~Q~~~~~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ o ~ ~ ~ v ~  
actions, ;a utility-specific advisory committee and a statewide monitoring and evaluation 

hop a b  were hnw&ited. Rounding out the case studies is one 
gement” and one task force. 

NUPs involvd in interactive efforts typically fd I  into the followi major categories: 
energy consemation; 

ness groups, frequently representing industrial and commercial customers; ~ ~ v ~ ~ ~ e n t  
n o ~ - ~ r ~ ~ ~  organizations, often advocating environmental protection 

agencies, often representing consumer interests; aid regulatory agency staff. Most of the 
interactive efforts studied have representatives from all of these types of ~ r ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ o n .  

ost of the interactive efforts have been undertaken with the intent of deveh 
rogrms, Several efforts have had the additional. objective of e ~ ~ b l ~ s ~ ~ ~ ~  

~ ~ n ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~  key DSM[/IRP issues (such as financial incentives and lost rev 
ne ~ ~ t e ~ a ~ t i ~ ~  has addressed regulatory policy exclusiwly. It is ~b~~~~~ 

rts ( e g .  I those designed to develop a single DSM program o 
ac t participants with the least Q ~ ~ ~ t ~ n ~ ~  

ipants have not varied much from case to 
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t to m m i m i z  the use of cost-effective DSM TemuFceS, md this c9bjc!c&ive i s  
wmetirnes sha& by government agencies responsible for erwiro~ime~tal andlor energ 
matters within the state, Csntwllimg utility costs i s  m overriding C Q ~ C C I X  of indust 
commercial organizations, who often are joined in this by gazvemmertt ratepayer ad 
and the utilities themselves, On ~ c a s i o n ~  utilities and various Nul’s also have exp 
anmm with avoiding litigation mb preventing delays in utility planning a d  i ~ p l ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t ~ o ~ ~  

to be related to 
; the issues add 

aatmmes of interactive effan5s include: the 
by the inkractive effort; the extent to 

shares decision-making power with nsn-utility groups; the u.se sE a “now- 
iatsr to resdve conflicts bctwmtr other participants; the existence of clear 

regulatory policies on key issues like lost revenue recovery and finamid incentives; and the 
rt of the presiding regulatory body for interactive efforts. 

To influence the DSM and IW policies and actions of utilities md their regulators, PPQII- 
utility groups initiate oi otherwise becosrae involved imp a wide variety of xtivities in addition 
to interactive efforts. Each of these activities has some effect, zltlrsough it may not be 

effects may also be unexpected or extremely srnall. Some of the 
n by EEAGs have spaific goals (e:.gP to have a state legislature 

pass a particular piece of legislation) md these activities typically have mea-term, concrete 
outeomraes. These em be categorized as 64tangiblc outcome x t h 4 t k s ”  and include: lobbying 
and drafting legislatiota; participating in regulatory proceedings and court cases; and energy 
planning. Performing 
with the ~ f ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~  

mrnusrity service projects a h  has some characteristics in comrn 

Other activities that Ran-utility groups initiate on” participate in have less specific g~ds 
a d  more nebulous outcom~s ihan the “tangible outcome activities” introduced above, ‘These 
activities include: engaging in 
~ u ~ ~ l i ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ ;  networking and coalition-building; making contact with the news media; and, to 
some extent, performing community service projects. These activities typically are m t  
associated with a particular utility p r spsd  or regulatory piraceding. Their outcomes, if at 
all discemable, are usi-dly described with phrases such as “had an influence on,” i6may have 
contfibutd to, or “laid the groundwork cor. 7? 

krcatioti md outreach; performing resamch and prq9axirng 

Participating in regulatory p roed ings  i s  the activity on which the EEAGs investigated 
in the case studies have tmditionally relied In fact, intervening in cases (e ,g . ,  rate cases, 
IRP certifications, arid ilea! determination cases) has dominated the adivitics sf most of the 

II Twa factors a p p x  to inflmmce the fiquency of EEAGs’ participation in 
he first is the wmber of cases waaming; the second is rc‘cssrurce limitaatioais, 
e menu of pssiblc activities has expaaedtxd to include interactive efforts such 

dviwry em-nmitttxs, and task forces, Participating in m0re general 
ngs ccs~-~cerraing policy has been a particularly fruitful venue for 
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influencing DSM. Also, participating in settlement negotiations appears to boost the influence 
of B A G S  in the regulatory forum. 

All of the EEAGs studied engage in some form of networking or coalition building. The 
likely outcome of all networking and coalition-building activities is that the influence of the 
participating parties is increased, since a powerful collective voice is stronger thm the sum 
of the separate voices. Many of the organizations studied also use the news media regularly 
to publicize their activities and accomplishments, to make statements in response to 
commission actions, and to spur public awareness of energy conservation and efficiency. And 
more than half of the EEAGs sponsor education and outreach activities to inform individuals 
and organizations about DSM issues. 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

There is no one EEAG activity that is the Ybest” in terms of promoting IRP and cost- 
effective DSM. EEAG activities within interactive efforts, the regulatory arena, and other 
venues are complementary and interrelated: each EEAG activity is affected by other activities 
undertaken, as well as by the immediate and broader contexts within which they take place. 
The setting for regulatory and utility decisions concerning DSM and IRP is multilayered and 
complex, and this complexity-and its situation-specific dynamics-must be taken into 
account in determining which EEAG efforts are most likely to be productive, at what points 
in time and under what conditions. Nevertheless, the following key findings of this project 
may be helpful in making such determinations: 

Interactive efforts offer the greatest promise of directly and rapidly promoting DSM 
usage and improving relations among key players. They may also directly influence 
regulatory policy. However, whether an interactive effort will have substantial impacts 
depends on situation-specific factors: in particular, on the scope of the effort, the degree 
to which the effort is the lwus of decision-making, the predisposition of the utility to 
adopt aggressive DSM, and regulatory attitudes toward DSM and toward collaboration 
between utilities and NUPs. 

Activities in the regulatory arena (e.g., commenting on utility plans, intervening in 
regulatory proceedings) have perhaps the greatest chance of directly influencing 
regulatory policy and are virtually essential if an EEAG wants to be taken seriously in 
this arena. The degree of immediate influence of such activities depends greatly on how 
favorably disposed the regulators and their staff are to DSM and IRP, as well as on 
economic and political contextual factors. 

Other E A G  activities such as networking, coali tion-building, research and education, 
and developing media contacts are generally less likely to directly and immediately affect 
DSM usage, regulatory policy, and relations among key players. However, they are 
important counterparts to work within interactive efforts and the regulatory arena, and 
can have substantial payoffs over the long term. The extent to which they do pay off, 
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, the climate for DSM and IW is mixed at present. Utilities that have 
ing capacity shortages are 
cunently have capacity s Blew capacity from 

ts that have re~ently c ~ m e  ~n Pine, Poor 

In mntmsist, the stdn 

and possible restructu6ng of the electric: utility industry. 

Interactive efforts work best with utilities that are predisposed to favor IRP and 
aggressive DSM aid that art: 
addition, all participants in an i rtnust agree on a c ~ m l i l l ~ n  purpose, must 
be wiliing to compromise, and m ck with the effort, Once the effort is under amy, 
losing participants caxa damage it: e will start to qucstian whether it can achieve 
tangible outcomes. A broad rang icipmts formally involved in the effort (e.gSp 
regulatory prsonnel other state agency personnel, and ralepayer representatives as well 
as utility staff and EEAG representatives) is neither essmfial nor always desirable, but 
informal exchanges among all the potentially interested and influential player-s will 
improve the effort’s likelihood of succ~ss. 

up” their decision-making prwesses. in 

In deciding how to best utilize their finite: resources, EEAGs would be well-advised rts 
da the fobllowing: h l k ~  a multi-yea strategic plan that gives chosen activities enough 
time to pay off but is flexible enough to allow change when necessary; have a range of 

tise on staff, ideally including both lawyers and others (e.g9 economists, 
rs), so that the W A G  cm act effectively within the regulatory aaena but cm also 

d~~~~~~~~~~ that it has internal technical expertise; network with ather EEAGs around 
the nation, but do not im rt ideas and information wholede without &doping them to 
the EEAG’s state or region; build coalitions with like-minded groups md ad h 
alliances with other, dissimilar organiiations (e.g, industries, indepenadent power 

ssible value of 
rs) by propsing creative approaches that advaiace the EEAG’s basic mission 

irig others’ interests as well; and do not sverlcmk the 
litigation (and the threat of such action) but use this option very selectively. 

This report does not ~ I D ~ S C  a single course of action for all EEAGs to fokw because 
the most appropriate path is deterinin by a number of factors that vary substantially from 
case to case, However, by providing m analysis of selected efforts, this dwunscnt may help 

GS that best fit their own particular circumstanrse~s. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Non-utility groups participate in a myriad of activities-initiated by themselves and 
others-aimed at influencing the policies and actions of utilities and their regulators related to 
Integrated Resource Planning (IRP) and Demand-Side Management (DSM). Some of these 
activities are not directed toward a particular regulatory body or utility but are designed to 
influence public knowledge and acceptance of IF@ and DSM. Other activities involve 
interaction with a particular utility or regulatory body. The traditional forum for this 
interaction is an adversarial debate (Le., litigation or regulatory intervention) over the merits 
of a utility’s plan or proposed action. However, an increasingly common forum is one in 
which non-utility groups and utilities cooperatively develop plans, policies, and/or programs. 
Arrangements of this type are referred to in this report as “interactive efforts.” 

This report presents the findings derived from ten case studies of energy efficiency 
advocacy groups’’ @BAG) activities to influence the use of cost-effective DSM and to 
promote XRP;  nine of these ten cases involve some form of interactive effort and all of them 
also include other EEAG activities. The goal of this research is not to measure the success of 
individual activities of the various groups, but to glean from a collective examination of their 
activities an understanding of the efficacy of various types of interactive efforts and other 
EEAG activities and of the contextual and procedural factors that influence their outcomes. 
The two-year study on which this report is based was undertaken by Oak Ridge National 
Laboratory (ORNL) and the University of Tennessee’s Energy, Environment, and Resources 
Center under the sponsorship of The Pew Charitable Trusts, the U.S. Department of 
Energy’s (DOE) Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy, and the University of 
Tennessee. Findings of the first year of the study are reported in a previous ORNL report 
(Schweitzer, English, Yourstone, and Altman 1993). The detailed case studies fram which 
the current report’s conclusions are derived are presented in a companion document (English, 
Schweitzer, Schexnayder, and Altman 1994). 

BACKGROUND 

This report builds on the findings of the first year of our research and on a previous 
examination of nine cases of DSM collaboration documented in an earlier ORNL report 
(Raab and Schweitzer 19921, but it is broader in scope. In addition to exploring selected 
interactive efforts (see Table 1. 1) and the contexts in which they occur, this report also 
examines other activities that EEACs undertake to influence utility DSM usage and 
regulatory policy. But the activities covered in this report do not necessarily represent all of 
the EEAGs’ endeavors. Instead, each case study has focused on EEAG efforts to influence 
regulatory policy and a particular utility or set of utilities-specifically, the utility(ies) in the 
interactive effort examined in the case study (see Table 1.2). 

“Energy efficiency advocacy group“ refers to a non-utility organization that advocates the aggressive use of 
cost-effective DSM resources by utilities. These groups may be environmental groups, consumer advocacy agencies, 
or other types of organixation with an interest in promoting energy-eficiency. 
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Table 1.1, ~~~~~~~~$ 

Interactive effort Dates State Utilities EEAGs Other NUPs 

New Brlearss C o ~ l ~ ~ ~ a t ~ v ~  719 1 -present LA Xew Orleans Public Alliance for Five other non-profit 
Service Inc. (NQPST), Affordable Energy organizations, five business 
Louisiana Power and (Alliance) groups, and one regulatory 
Light company staff organization 
&P&L)3 

Niagara Mohawk Power Spring 1992 NY NMPC 
Corporation (NMPC) Cooperative 
Arrangement 

Colorado (PSCo) Collaborative 
Public Service Company of 7i9 1-2/93 CO PSCO 

w 
Puget Sound Power and Light 3/90-present WA &get Power 
Company (Puget Power) 
Collaborative 

Virginia's Conservation and Load 
Management (CLM) Task Force 

6192- 1 /93 VA Virginia Electric Power 
Company (Virginia 
Power), Appalachian 
Power Company 
(AKo),  and five others 

Western Massachusetts Electric 3 i89-present MA WMECO 
Company (WMECO) Collaborative 

Pace Energy None 
Project (PEP) 

Land and Water 
Fund of the 

Rockies (LAW) 
Fund 

Northwest 
Conservation Act 
Coalition (NGAC) 

One other non-profit 
organization, five business 
groups, four government 
agencies, one regulatory staff 
organization' 

Three other non-profit 
organizations, five business 
groups, three government 
agencies, and one regulatory 
staff organization 

SELC Two other non-profit 
organizations, two business 
groups, two govement 
agencies, and one regulatory 
staff organization 

Conservation Law One other non-profit 
Foundation (CLF) organization, two 

government agencies 

'This is not an exhaustive list, but k describes the most active participants. 
2Some government agencies stopped attending meetings because of perceived violation of Georgia Open Meeting Law. 
3NOPSI and LP&L are subsidiaries of the Entergy Corporation. 
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ur ten case studies examine the activities of 12 EEAGs. In nearly all of these cases, 
other non-utility groups also have been involved in attempting to influence utility and 
regulatory policies and actions. However, this study focuses on EEAGs because of their 
consistent emphasis on promoting the use of cost-effective DSM resources and because these 
are the groups funded by The Pew Charitable Trusts, the major sponsor of this research. The 
activities in which EEAGs engage include traditional adversarial approaches as well as other 
strategies. Apart from interactive efforts, the specific activities discussed in this study are: 
lobbying and legislation; regulatory proceedings (e.g., interventions, settlement negotiations); 
murt cases; energy planning; education and outreach; research and publications; networking 
and coalition-building; media contacts; and community service projects. 

Although interactive efforts have not supplanted traditional adversarial interactions, the 
practice of utilities and NWs2 working together on IRP and DSM issues has become 
increasingly common in recent years. A primary reason for the growth of interactive efforts 
has been the groundbreaking work of a few EEAGs-in particular, the Conservation Law 
Foundation and the Natural Resources Defense Council. CLF has been especially active in 
the promotion of interactive efforts: it helped instigate and has participated in the first formal 
utility/NUP collaborative in the U.S. (the Connecticut Light and Power Collaborative, begun 
in February 1988) and, shortly thereafter, was instrumental in the formation and development 
of several other collaboratives in New England.3 These early efforts have provided other 
EEACs with creative ideas both about how to get a collaborative going and about what 
collaborative efforts can accomplish, in terms of policies and programs that promote cost- 
effective DSM. 

A number of organizational arrangements are available to NUPs and utilities who choose 
to interact cooperatively with each other. The collaborative process is the approach that 
provides NUPs with the greatest access to decision-making power, because the parties 
involved generally try to reach consensus on key issues. Collaborative interactions typically 
are intense and frequent. Advisory groups or task forces are another form of interactive 
effort, though their scope is usually more limited than that of collaboratives and their goal, 
rather than to reach consensus, is to provide input and guidance. Workshops sometimes are 
used by regulatory bodies to encourage interaction between utilities and non-utility groups, 
but their formats and goals can vary considerably. 

2NUPs include EEAGs, business and industry groups, government agencies, and other organizations that 
traditionally are involved with utility issues aad act to influence utilities though intervention, collaboration, or other 
activities, 

3For a discussion of thee collaboratives, see Raab and Schweitzer (1992). 
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StMdj’ ~~1~~~~~~ 

Nine of the ten cases studied were eho en b%x use a kev EEAG involv 
4 

. Levant 
activities receives funding from The 
EEAG was exa 
additional case 

ecause of the i ce of its contribution to the case at h 
d related activities of the Allian 

to enkmce: the geographic balance of the study. The ten cases display substantial 
ity in terms of their location, processes, long 

nonrandom nature of the selection process. Case st 
y, and p ~ i c i p  
lmations we illustralpJj in Fig. 1.1. 

Data were collected through a review of written materials and by interviews. Written 
materials included: memoranda of understanding; regulatory orders; utility and ncsn-utility 

y reports; utility plans; md newspaper clippings solicited from p p l e  involved in ewh 
case. A written survey was u s 4  during the first year of the study, dong with extensive 
interviews conducted either over the telephone or in person. Those i n t e w k w d  included 



ry staff,," and representatives of non-utility groups. Second- 
p p l e ,  but in some cases other individuals were 

ding on their participation in the ongoing activities and their availability 
for ~ ~ t e ~ ~ e w ~  Face-to-face interviews were conducted for each case study in either the first 
or second year of data collection. 

years of the study, the interviews conducted over the 

for different categories of respondents (e.g. utility personnel, non-utility groups, and 
guided by interview protocols. Different protocols were used 

The interview protocols solicited background information about the parties 

extensive set of open-end 
e main thrust was to elicit the experiences and opinions of those interviewed 

questions, both focused and exploratory. 

rts were written at the end of each of the two years of data 
key respondents for their review and comment. The 
qualitatively analyzed to identify outcomes associated with 
which factors associated with the activities influence their 

e studies for the first year were not published but served as the 
round of case studies, which, as noted above, are collected in a 
lish, Schweitzer, Schexnayder, and Altman 1994). 

between April and November 1992 and again between June 
rmation and analyses presented in this final report, therefore, 

as they existed in late 1993. Because the interactive efforts and other 
ect to frequent change, some findings presented in this report may differ 
ose ~ ~ ~ v i ~ ~ s l y  presented in the first year's report (Schweitzer, English, 

sc 

is report presents key findings from our two-year examination of the 
e, Chapter 2 dis~usses the overall effects that interactive efforts and 

ad and dss describes their specific effects on DSM usage, 
s among participants. In Chapter 3 we examine contextual 

e~onomic, political, utility, and regulatory-in which activities 
s of key players. Interactive efforts are the topic of 
features of the interactive efforts-initiation, participants, 
licks and interactions-and resulting outcomes. Chapter 5 

e effects they have h on the outcomes of the various activities. This chapter 

~~~~~~~~~s and their associated outcomes. In Chapter 6, we summarize 
ults of the preceding chapters. 

who serve on Public Utility Commissions or similar regulatory bodies, while 
s who provide advisory assistance to commission members and/or play BII 





2. KEY OUTCOMES AND FUTURE PROSPECTS 

Nine of the teen cases introduced in Chapter 1 involve formal interactive efforts between 
utilities and WPs.  In addition, all of the cases involve other activities undertaken by non- 
utility groups to influence the policies and actions of utilities and regulatory agencies related 

and/or the use of DSM resources. This chapter focuses on the major observable 
es of these various activities during the study period (1992-93). The outcomes of 

t to which utility DSM usage has increased, new reguiatory policies interest are the 
and relations among the parties have improved. Separate sections of 

to each of the three outcome measures. in addition, we describe and 
wall effects achieved by interactive efforts and by other activities and we 
heir future prospects. 

t to note that the initial formation of nearly all the interactive efforts 
studied was influenced to some extent by previous efforts of the EEACs. Table 2.1 shows 
how various important EEAG activities contributed to the establishment of each sf the 
interactive efforts. In many cases, the influence of the EEAGs was substantial. For instance, 
the PSCo Collaborative was formed as the result of a rate case settlement agreement that was 
drafted largely by the LAW Fund. In California, the efforts of NRDC seem to have had a 
strong influence on the regulatory commission’s decision to encourage key parties to 

ate in a collaborative. And in Massachusetts, the formation of that state’s 

conjunction with other intervenors. While EEAG influence on interactive effort formation 
was not 
groups e 

s owe much to past interventions and educational efforts undertaken by CLF in 

s as strong as in the examples cited, it appears that the activities of such 
u t d  to the establishment of interactive efforts in nearly all the cases studied. 

In consideing the informatio~ presented below, it should be noted that the term 
“sutc0me” (or “effect”) re€ers only to observable results associated with an interactive effort 

this term is not meant to imply that the activity has been the sole cause of 
d. As discussed in the following chapters of this report, there are many 

determine the nature and extent of an activity’s outcomes, in addition, it 
zed that the issues addressed by the interactive efforts and other EEAG 
metimes substantially-from case to case. Of the nine interactive efforts 
of them address both policy and program development issues, while an 
with program development issues only (see Fig. 2. I). Clearly, these 
effort present the participants with significantly different opportunities for 

e types of independent initiatives undertaken by EEAGs 
ion) vary considerably from case to case. And with both 

~ n ~ r ~ c t ~ ~ ~  efforts and independent EEAG initiatives, there is substantial variation in when an 
un and how long it has lasted. This too can have a major impact on the nature 

and level of a ~ a ~ i c ~ l a ~  outcome. 

Id be noted that the three outcome measures discussed here-DSM usage, 
latisns among parties-have important differences. DSM usage is 
ible (and immediately significant) outcome, but regulatory policies 
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Key advocacy grsup(s) 0utcomes 

Alliance for Affordable 
Energy 

Alliiance’s inlradaasntisn of proposed Leaah Cost Planning (LCP) 
legislation probably expediml passage of city ordinance requiring ECP 
and creating the New Orleans Collaborative, and possibly was key 
factor in getting this law enacted. 

CkF’s intervention (along with other groups) L rate cases and other 
regulatory proceedings, the publication of  Power fo Spare by @LE; an 
allied groupsp and IkF”s request that the Massachusem DPU order 
utility participation in 2 collaborative process ~~~~~~~ the initiation of 
collaborative activity throughout Massachusetts. 

CPG/SEEC (in Georgia) CPG’s proposal of an “All Parties’ Conference”-type forum to discuss 
LCP-related issues, CPG’s and SEkC’s repeated i 
regulatory proceedings, and CPG’s long history of other activities 
probably all cmtributd to the establishment of the Georgia 
Collaborative. 

LAW Fun 

LEAF 

NCAC 

PEP 

Rate cxse settlement agreement, drafted largely by LAW Fund, 
stipulated the establishment of PSCo Collaborative. 

No formal iiiteractive ef€ort has yet been initiated. 

NCAC’s agreement with h g e t  Power and other parties to work 
together on a regulatory reform plan for the utility marked the 
formation of the Puget Power Collaborative. 

NRDC’s report QPI declining conservation in California and its 
prodding of regulators and other key parties strongly influenced the 
regulatory commission to enconragc establishnnent of California 
Collaborative. 

m e m  by Fublic Interest Intervenors (HI) on utility DSM 
plans and follow-up discussions between PEP, NKDC, and NMPC 
contributed to formation of the cooperative arrangement between PEP 
and NMPC. 

SEEC (in Virginia) SELC’s participategisn in the SCC’s DSM policy investigation as well as 
its ducation and outreach efforts might have had some indirect, 
influencc on SCC decision to establish CLM Task Force. 

Rate case seta’rernent established current DP&L Collaborative. While 
neither Sierra Club nor CCAP were directly involved in n e g o ~ ~ a t ~ o ~ ~  
leading tn stipulation, Sierra Club intervenal shortly after the 
settlement was reached and became a charter member or the new 
collaborative. 

Sierra Club/C@AB 
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Poiicy and Program 
Program Development 

Development 

Fig. 2.1. Issues ad ressed by interactive efforts, 

and relations among parties set the stage for future DSM usage. Accardingly, regulatory 
policy and relations among parties are valuable indicators of changes to come, even though 

for a number of 
years. 

SMIZW potential of these two types of outconies may not be rmli 

Effects of Interactive EflFa& 

Table 2.2 shows how utility M usage has heen a f f x  by each of the interactive 
efforts studied. Not surprisingly, magnitude of these e varies significantly among 
the different cases. Impact magnitude in any given case can be rneasurfd ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ v e l ~ ~  based 
on the extent to which the interactive effort has influeticed the DSM programs developed for 
the involved utility, the nature of those ~~~~~~~ (in terms of the increase in expenditures 
and savings over , ~ ~ ~ r e ~ e ~ s ~ ~ e t ~ ~ ~ s ,  scale, md other factors), and the degree of 
acceptance of the in question by the presiding regulatory body. In California, for 



California ~ ~ ~ ~ r ~ c t ~ ~ ~ ~  

1. California Collaborative 

Gwrgia Collaborative 

Mew O r l w s  Collaborative 

NMBC Cooperative Arrmgernent 

PSCo Collaborative 

h g e t  Power Collaborative 

Virginia’s CLM Task Force 

MECO Collaborative 

Energy Eflciens Iup=iptx*fop. Chlijomki, developed by whole 
collaborative and ac 
investment in DSM 
1936. 

PG&E’s 1993 DSM budget of $275 million cepPg-eseu.&+s more 
than a 132% increase over 1991 pre-cdlaboraltive DSM 
budget. Savings also have increased rapidly, Pixticipan@ 
believe program are better than they would otherwise be. 

DSM programs a p p ~ ~ d  by PUCQ are probably better than 
they would have beeen without collaborative (due to 
collaborative infl-uence on utility filing and stipulated 

leading to greater energy savings. Col Aaborative probably did 
not increase amount of DSM expenditures. 

settiement)--$reatteh vasicty, better aaignd targctd, mc1 

identid programs sf  Georgia Power and Savannah Electric 
Power Company (SEPCo) are probably mors aggrassive 

and will lead to greater energy savings than would stherwise 
have beeen the case. 

Probably little collabsrative effect on anogiot of DSM 

Comnereial and ‘Industrial ( C M )  program cventzrally adopted 
to capture lost opportunities in new constrwtioia reflects %many 
ideas from Cooperative Arrangennent, but scale i s  si-~ialIcr thm 
PEP wants. 

Programs d e v e ~ o p ~  by collaborative are better than would 
have been ~ K ~ U C K I  through litigation-more comprchensive 

sobably greater savings. 

Post-collaborative expenditures an projected savings (based 
on consensual DSM goals and budgets) are ~ukrst~mtially 
greater .than prior to collaborative, 

DSM usage not directly addressed. 
1991, 1992, and 1993 filings were dose by eomasensws. 
Savings and expenditures are probably higher than they would 
have been, although spending levels decliwd significantly 
from 1992 to 1993. However, program i 
been made, and savings are not expwtec$. to decrease. 

by utility in its p lz~s .  

12 



998) which nfxrly 
i n v e s t ~ e ~ t  in DSM, and this plan was accepted by the CPUC 

~ t ~ ~ i t y  DSM decisions, less ~ ~ ~ a t i c  savings, 
tend to have their ~ u t ~ ~ ~ s  classified as nnoderate 
of circumstances. A ~ t o g e t h ~ ~ ~  utility increases in 

be categorized as large in two of the cases studied and 
s. Outcomes in the remaining cases fall between these two 

extremes 

The effects on uti1 of some of the most significant other activities 
in Table 2.3. As with interactive efforts, the magnitude 

e extent to which key EEAG activities 
r the involved utility, the nature of those 
e. Once again, a broad range of outcomes is 

. The only case in which EEAG activities have resulted in a 

iatives, there have 
to non-existent. T 

refore, interactive effo 

ith interactive efforts may be 

e effects on ~ e ~ ~ ~ a t ~ ~  policy of each af the interactive effarts studied are shown in 
easaare, the magnitu e of effects in any given case 

h the interactive effort has in 
le nature of those policies (in terms aP their type, numbersr, a d  

ave wcurred in the California i n t e r ~ c ~ i ~ n ~  and the 
mer case, the interested parties reached agreement 

of an appropriate cost-effectiveness test and on financial incentives for the u 

5 A h ,  the Sierra Club intervened in the case ~ h ~ r t l y  after the stipulated agreement was reached auad became a 
ciharber member of the collaborative established as part of this settlement. 

13 



Table 2.3. Major effects of other key EEAG activities on utility DSM usage 

Key advocacy group(s) 
. .... 

-._-. QutcQme§ 
-...._Y_- 

Alliance for Affordable Energy City Couizcil’s decision to approve nnuch more DSM than 
contained in utility’s prcpusd might have been intluenced to 
some extent by Alliance’s long-running efhrts in support of 
DSM. 

CPG/SELC (in Georgia) 

LAW Fund 

LEAF 

NCAC 

PEP 

SELC (in Virginia) 

Sierra Club/CC(aP 

Negotiations with utility prevented deep cuts in WMECCYs 
DSM budget- 

Intervention and sett:lemen; negotiations might have influenced 
expansion of rebate program. 

No direct eflcct on utility DSM usage 

No major effect yet on utility DSM usage. 

NCAC’s Rcg~ond Least Cost Powcr Plans promote utility 
DSM usage. 

NCAC has worked OA Washiqpn Fncrgy Strategy 
Committee, resalting in stratcgy that relies on DSM savings 
and rewewables to a considerable exter,t. 

DSM coanponen: of ratc case settlcmcnt represents incswsed 
usage over previous years. 

Meetings %~ith utilities on 1991 -82 DSM plans resulted in 
revised plans with slightly increasd levcls of I S M  spending. 

PSC decision on NMPC rate case in early 1993 reflects PEP’S 
concerns by limiting use r;f ”srabscriptive seavice” approach 
and by increasing h\e Gtility’s energy savings goals. 

No direct effect on utility DSM usage 

Rate case settlenient in late 1991 included agreement that 
DP&& wou1d spend $60 million on DSM over four yeax 
period. (Neither Sierra Club nor CChP were directly involved 
in negotiations leading ts agreement, biit they became actively 
involved shortly thereafter.) 

14 



Table 2.4. Major effects of interactive efforts on regulatory policy 

Interactive Effort outcomes 

California Interactions 

1. California 
Coliaborative 

2a, Utility-specific follow- 
UPS 

2b. PG&E Advisory 
Committee 

3. Monitoring and 
evaluation workshop 

DP&L Collaborative 

Georgia Collaborative 

New Orleans Collaborative 

NMPC Cooperative 
Arrangement 

PSCo Collaborative 

Puget Power Collaborative 

Virginia’s CLM Task Force 

WMECO Collaborative 

Participants agreed to use Total Resource Cost (TRC) 
Test to determine cost-effedveness. They also agree on 
financial incentives (with sp i f ics  to be determined 
separately for each utility). 

Parties worked out specifics of financial incentives. 

Parties agreed to replace energy estimates with verified 
savings and to use net-to-gross ratios in measuring DSM 
results. 

No regulatory policy. 
Cost recovery and incentive mechanisms (reached by 
some parties in stipulation) were probably influenced to 
some extent by collaborative. 

Collaborative consensus decisions have influenced utility 
plan in areas of program cost/lost revenue recovery and 
official discount rate. 

No regulatsry policy was discussed. 

No direct effect on regulatory policy (collaborative did 
not address policy issues). 

Incentives approved by WUTC were largely consensual. 
Lost revenue recovery mechanism (decoupling) approved 
by WUTC was probably influenced by collaborative, 

Inputs by SELC and some other Task Force participants 
might have been an important factor in the SCC’s 
decision not to order the use of the Rate Impact Measure 
(RIM) Test as a threshold test as advocated by industrial 
customers, but the SCC decision is not strongly pro 
DSM. 
Few regulatory policy issues were discussed (most were 
decided by state regulators very early in life of 
Coplaborative). Consensus was not achieved on financial 
issues. 



latter case9 C O ~ S ~ D S U S  has been real: 
r ~ o ~ ~ ~  arrangement approved by th 
extent by the collaboiativc group. In 
interactive effort und 
presiding regulatory 

Power cases. 

regulatory agency has been influenced to some 
t, them have been four instances in which k. 

dy has bad no apparent direct effczt. on the policy decisions of the 
In the remaining three eases, the interactive effort sg%m to have 

some effect on regulatory policy, but to a lesser extent than in the California and Puget 

y EEAG Activiti 

Table 2.5 illustrates the me of the most significant other EEAG activities 
studied. have had on regulata 

policies and the nature of 

e again, the magnitaide of effects cm be rmasurd 
qualitatively based on the 

EEAG initiatives have been large. In New Orleans, without the .4lliaulce’s introduction af an 
ordinance requiring utilities to engage in LCP, it is very likely that the city would not have 

hlch key EEAC activities have influenced rccgullatory 
e%. In two cases, the outcomes resulting from other 

&@E’ legislati~n as early as it did, and it is possible that such legislation might not 
as& at all. In the other case where substantial effects have mcwr&, the Colorado 

state regulatory agency has accept 

the continuum, there are four cases in 
direct effect on regulatory 

(with minor tnodificaiions> the IMP process proposed by 
tion in a regulatory pracwding. At the sppsite end of 

hich other EEAG initiatives have bad little or no 
fund as part of its inte 

licy. The remaining four casm fall betwem thcse two extremes. 

th interactive efforts zmd sther EEAG activities, thc sbwwed effects on 
regulatory policy have been luge in two cases and small to non-eljistmt in four others. 
However, those cases that fall between these two extremes have not had identical T ~ S U ~ ~ S ,  
with other EEAG activities generally having somewhat greater effects than interactive efforts. 
For this reason, it appears that inteaactive efforts iiz general have had slightly less influence 
an regulatory policy than have other EEAG activities like 3ntewcntiora, settlement 
negotiations, and introduction of legislation. 

Effects of Interactive Efforts 

In Table 2.6, the effects of interactive efforts on relations among interestexl paties are 
displayed. The magnitude of effects can be m a s u r d  qualitatively, based Q~S. the extent to 
which the i n k  ctive effort has i n f l u e n d  inter-p y relations axid the ~ataare of the cbaxrlnge 

in those relationships (in terms of the magnitude of improvement--- or dedinc-and 
the extent of mutual trust, understanding, communication, access, and other irmprtant 
factors). Qutcornes range from one case (the Califsmia interxtions) where relations aniong 
the participants have been greatly improved to one in which existing relationships might 
actually haye gotten more adversarial during the life of the interactive effoat. In two other 
instances, little or no improvement bas occurred. But in all the remaining cases, accma-e:ing 
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CLF 

CPGISELC (in Georgia) 

inance probably expedited 
g LCP in Mew Orlleans, 
in getting such legislation 

Limited regulalory llicy effects in 1992-93 time period 
licy issues had already been resolved.) 

ly influenced to some extent by lobbying 
related activities. 

State legislation ( subsequent regulations) on LCP 

LEAF 

NCAC 

NRDC 

PEP 

~~~~~~~~~~~~s have fed to ~ c ~ ~ ~ ~ a t ~  agreements that 
eential and G&I incentivelpenaky 

tion also included Residential 
er for DSA4 program cost 
erturned by Superior Court and 

rams (subsequently 

~ ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ Q n  &an TRP case resulted in regulators accepting 

process. 
ifications) LAW’S proposed IRP 

LEAF’S draft reso%u;tio%i c ~ n ~ ~ r ~ i n ~  the need for changes 

instigate government report that recommends decoupling , 
early ~ o n ~ i ~ ~ ~ a ~ ~ ~ ~  of ~ ~ ~ i ~ . ~ n ~ e ~ ~ ~ l  factors, and 
~ ~ i ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ n ~  the nee for new generation, 

wer plant licensing process helped 

centives contributed to GPUC 

effats in 1992-93 time period. 
(Many key -policy issues had already been resolved.) 

SEW (in Virginia) 

Sienra Club/CCAP 

tor in regulatory agency’s 
as a threshold test. 

te case settlement in late 19911 included agreement to 
use TRC Test for ~ e t ~ r ~ i ~ i ~ ~  cost-effectiveness. 

a 



Interactive effort CSutcR7mes 

California Interactions 

1. California 
Collaborative 

2a. Utility-specific follow- 

2b, PG&E Advisory 
Committee 

DP&L Collaborative 

Georgia Collabamtive 

New 0 ~ 1 ~ s  Collaborative 

NMPC Cooperative 

Relationship between C) and utility 
have greatly improvd. Parties better unders*mid each 

ints and motivations. 

Wdations have not chmgd SI 
collaborative (except for new 
have improvd). 

Mutual trust, under 
and exchange of information all have improved. 

Sinal1 improvement in participants’ ability to get alotlg 
and in knowledge of each others’ positions, 
Rehtisnships have stayed the sanae or gotten more 
~dversafial. 

No major chmge from this effort 

ding of ~ t h t ~  p 

PSCo Collaborative 

Puget Power Collaborative 

Relations have gotten more cmprative md parties have 
learned more about each athers’ positions 

Relations haare irnprsvd as a result of csllabomtive. 
Most partkipants believe they are getting along hetter 
(with the l a s t  ~~~~~~~~~~ of change ~e~~~~ indust~dls and 
sther NUPs). 

Relations have improved in ternis of increased mutual 
understaiding and (possibly) access to each other. 

Mulid respect. has grown. Working relationship 
generally has heen fairly g o d ,  but utility and mJPs still 
have very different interests and them are some 
philos8~~~hi~a.l differences among the NUPs therrssdves. 

Virginia’s CLM Task Force 

W E C O  Collaborative 

for over half of those studied, the improvement in existing relations has been fairly 
tid. For example, most participants in the Pnget Collaborativ 
along better than they had befare this effm-t began, and thos 

e that they are 
es who participated 

in Virginia’s CLM Ta orce report that relations have improved in terms of ink: 
m u t d  undeashanding ssibly in terms of better access to the other participantsi. 
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Effects of Other Key EEAG Activities 

Table 2.7 shows the major effects of some of the most significant other EEAG activities 
on relations among interes parties. Unlike the preceding tables, is one shows very little 
variation in outcomes among the cases studid. In nearly a91 instances, representatives of the 
key EEAGs reported some improvements in their relations with the public and/or with other 
like-minded organizations, but it is difficult to discern major differences in the magnitude of 
these changes from one case to another. As with interactive efforts, the magnitude of effects 
can be rneasured q ~ i ~ t i v ~ l y  based on how much an EEAG’s key activities have influenced 
the relationships among parties and the nature of the change in those relations. The improved 
relations that have been ob=med-wtnich typically result from a group’s mearch, education, 
networking, and lobbying activities- 
efforts in that they generally involve 
groups with similar interests but not its relations with utilities. How 
respondents report that ~ n ~ ~ e n ~ i o n s  in regulatory proceedings have 
their relations with utilities; the r e p  
utility’s willingness to cooperate to 
actions have alienated some members of the presiding regulatory body. However, 
representatives of EEAGs often note that many of their activities help enhance their 
o r ~ ~ ~ t i ~ n ~ s  credibility. This, in turn, could indirectly influence regulators md utilities, but 
it is hard to identify the precise effect this would have on relations with those parties. 

from the changes associated with interactive 
the public and other G’s interactions wi 

, in a few cases, 
direct effects on 

results have been mixed, ranging from increasing a 
ng existing relations. In one case, an EEAG’s 

It is possible to characterize the overall effects achieved by each interactive effort and 
by other EEAG activities by looking sinnuitmeraosly at the impacts on DSM usage, regulatory 

among interested parties. owever, the reader i s  cautioned to remember 
ration of the different interactive efforts a d  other EEAG activities vary 
e eases studid. As noted earrlie this means that not all cases present 

the same apprtunities fop. achieving outcomes, It wo be incorrect to assume that the 
efforts leading to the greatest ove 1 effects are necessarily those that have 
carefully designed and executed. While the actions of the involv 
outcomes, the context in which these efforts take place also i s  e 
the focus and longevity of key activities. Actions taken to date, 
may not yet have re tid tangible outcomes, but 
effects may have i s  does not invali 
here, but it points out that a future st the Same cases rn 
especially in terms of DSM use influe new regulatory 
among parties. 

undwosk for future 

In a few cases, the magnitude of effects from an interactive effort has been the Same for 
each of the three separate outcome mwur&s de& above. In California, for example, 
there have been large increases in utility use of DS sources, agreement has been reached 
on an appropriate cost-effectiveness test and on financial incentives, an the relations among 
participants have been greatly improved. In the case of the Puget ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ o r a t i v e ,  the effects 



--. Key advocacy group(s) Outcomes 

Alliance for Affordable 
Enetgy 

Fducaticas, networking, and related activiti 
improved rdatbnships witti like-minded cormnu 

increased Alillimce’s visibility; but ~~~~~~~~~e intervention, litigation, 
md public statements have alienated so e regulators amd may have 

~e~~~~~~~ with utilities.. 

have crater! or 

sue?l@.en& support among same cornunity 

CLF 

Research and publication have enhancd reputation with key players 
in New England. 

Lobbying, research, a d  related activities have led to incx-4 
visibility and public support. 

CPGISELC (in Georgia) 

LAW Fund 

LEAF 

NCAC 

N W C  

PEP 

Networking, ducation, and related activities have hclpd build 
al1iances with other community acFi=,pist and environax3nd 
organizations and increase LAW’S crtdihillity with other key players. 

Intenwtirsn in rate case and suhseqanenk discussinns wi 

incentives pi;oposa!s to state regolators. 
contrihted to utility’s willingness to submit derou 

Meetings with state 2gcncies and with other EEAGs have improved 
contacts with key players in state utility-related issues, 

Intervention in general rate c a e  damaged relations with utility. 

Research, intervention, md other efforts have engen 
interest and support and colatrihutd to MRDC’s credibility. 

Productive working relations (developed in collaborative) have not 
been cxndd by adversarial proceedings or other EEAG activities. 

Creation of PI1 has strengthend relations with other like-mind 
nun-utility groups 

Detail& cornmen% on utility DSM plans a d  ~ ~ ~ ~ i c a ~ ~ ~ ~  on 
~ ~ v i ~ ~ ~ ~ e ~ t a ~  externalities have helped establish credibility with key 
players. 

Research mmd related activities have s t r e n g ~ e n d  ties with other 
organizations having similar interests and enhamxi SELC’s 

Nctworkirrg activities have increased strength of ties with other 
organizattiarrs having compatible interests. 

SEE@ (in Virginia) 

credibility with key players. 

Sierra Club/CCAP 
I___ ...- 
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on DSM usage dm have been substantial, the interested parties have agreed on financial 
incentives, and relations among those involved have gotten substantidly better. In the 
remaining cases, the effects of the interactive efforts have shown less internal consistency 
from one measure to the next. In mapay instanees, this is because the interactive effart has not 
addressed the full range of issues covered. by the impact M ures used in this study. For 
example, neither the NMPC Cooperative Arrangement nor the PSCs Collaborative d d t  with 
regulatory policies, and most regulatory issues were resofved by state regulators early in the 
life of the WMECO Collaborative. In the case of Virginia's CLM Task Force, the 
participants dealt only with policy issues and were not wncerned diredy with DSM 
programs, In general, the inkmtive efforts studied have had substantially greater effects on 
utility DSM usage and relations among parties than on regulatory p l ic  

In the face of the intra-case inconsistencies ~~n~~~~ above, the overdl effects of an 
interactive effort can be determined by averaging the impacts (or lack thereof) achieved in 
each outcome category. The DP&L Collaborative, for instance, which resulted in no change 
in regulatory policy, some improvement in DSM piregrams, and substantial improvement in 
relations among ink patties, can be classifid ovexa31 ips having had moderate effects. 
Using this approach, nd that-overall-two of the interactive efforts studied have had 
large effmts, four have had moderate effects, md three have small effects (see Fig. 2,2). 

Moderate 

verafl effects of interactive efforts. 
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When examining the effects of each EEAG’s (9 er activities, there is even less 
consistency among the t%nlree Lwparate outcome mms~~res thm we foulad within each 
interactive ef€ort. In general, BE AGs’ ackivities {txher than interactive efforts) have %lad the 
greatest effect on regulat l i q  a d  the least effect-at last  d i m  

msistencies within nmdy dl cases, o 
p’s activities by averaging the effects from all ~utco~~ ie  categories, 

as was done far interactive efforts. Using this approach once again? we find that EEAG 
activities have resulted in large overall effects in only one case9 nnalerate overall effects in 
five cases, and small overdi! effects in four eases (see Fig. 2.3). 

Large Moderate 

When we compare the sutcsmcs of each EEAG’s other activities with the outcomes of 
~ we find that the ovemll effects are the same the interactive effort with which it is involv 

in four sf the nine cases.6 ~ [ n  two of these cases the effects of the i ~ i t ~ ~ ~ t i ~ v e  e 
group’s sther activities are both sniall and in two cases the effects of both a-e 
the other five cases, the overall effects of the EEAGs’ other activities differ from the effects 
of their interactive efforts. However, in nearly dl  tl-rose casts, the diffcrences are small 

‘While this study covers 10 cases of dvocacy group activities, an interactive effort WRS undertaken in only 9 
Qf those CiBeS. 
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(e.g., moderate effects from the interactive effort and small effects from other activities; 
large effects from other activities and moderate effects from the interactive effort). In only 
one case is there a large difference in overall effects; in that instance, the impact of the 
interactive effort is categorized as large while the effmt of the EEAG’s other activities is 
small, It should be noted that there are no cases in which the overall effxts of both the 
inkmctive effort and the EEAG’s other activities are large. 

As shown above, the overall effects of interactive efforts are classified as large in two 
cases while the overall effects of EEAGs’ other activities are large in only one case. 
Conversely, there are three cases in which the overall effects of interactive efforts have been 
small and four cases in which this designation is applied to the overall effects of EEAG’ 
other activities. Furthermore, in three of the five cases where the overall outcomes of an 
EEAG’s other activities differ from the outcomes of its interactive effort, the effect of the 
interactive effort is larger. All of this indicates that the overall effects of interactive efforts 

e been somewhat greater than the effects of EEAGs’ other activities. However, it should 
be noted that it is often difficult to separate the effects of the various activities in which an 
EEAG is involved. For example, coHaborative discussions can make it easkr for participants 
to negotiate subsequent settlements of regulatory proceedings, while a group’s other activities 
can contribute to its strength and influence, which can positively affect its collaborative 
accomplishments. 

PROSPECTS 

f the nine interactive efforts studied, four have been discontinued or are expected to 
n, so they will not result in additional outcomes. In two other instances, it is not clear 

whether or not the interactive effort will continue. The remaining three interactive efforts 
seem certain to continue, at least in the near-term future. In all cases where interactive 
efforts endure, the outcomes are expected to be similar to those that have been experienced 
to date. In nearly all instances, this means that moderate to large overall effects are expected, 
since most of the interactive efforts that have had small effects will not extend their 
operations. The continuation of an interactive effort generally indicates an ongoing 

unity to achieve positive results, although the magnitude of these effects may not be 
s great as those experienced to date because some of the need for future improvement 

may have been removed by past accomplishments. For example, substantial improvements in 
relations among parties have already been achieved by the California and DP&L 
Collabratives and these will not need. to be repeated. In terms of the issues to be covered by 
the ongoing interactive efforts, i t  is likely that DSM program-related issues alone will be 
addressed in about half the cases. The DP&L Collaborative, for example, will probably 
refine the utility’s existing DSM programs based an monitoring and evaluation results but 
will not address larger policy issues. Other enduring efforts will deal with both program and 
policy questions. The PG&E Advisory Committee, which will probably refine existing 
financial incentives and continue examining DSM programs, falls into this category. 

]In all 10 cases, even those where interactive efforts are not ongoing, various types of 
r EEAG activities are expected to continue. Most of the groups interviewed expressed 
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their intention to contiiiue intemeziing it1 regulatcrsy pr that 
ion. they plan to engage in various other activities-mch a 

The 
verg). 
the future This is especially true for effects on regulatcry policy and relations am 
parties. In the regulatory arena$, the past developmmt of regulations an a key top 
to reduce: or elirninak the near-term need for new regulatory Ipdicy on this subject. 

s, for example, the passage af a LCP srdinmec= in mid-1991 has 
opportunity for EEhGs to influence the ~~~~~~~~~~~ of new regulatory 
in the new-term future. In the area of relations among parties, past i ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ e r n e r r n t s - ~ $ ~ ~ ~ l ~  
where they are substmtiaI--r&uce the oppsgunity for future j mprovements of a coinparable 
size to weur. Past inc 
involved parties to go 

s that have been achieved Bay t k  absve-rnentimed endeavors in the past are not 
indicators of what the magnitude 08 effects froin similar actions is likely to be in 

in DSM usage could indicate B wiilingness on the part of the 
:In this direxAm, but it also could signify that the utility has 

aptd as much cast-effective DSM as it wants, 

The 
subshiti 
of the presiding regulatory body towad utility use of DSM, which can be strongly influenced 
by changes in commission members; mommis conditions in tile service area; competitive 
pressure faced by the involved utility, including competition from non-utility generators and 

ility of retail wheling, ratepayer chAJIengm, particularly those mounted by 
customers; utility need for ncwr capacity, or the lack thermf; anad EEAG funding, 

t of any type of future aktivity-interactive effort or otkenvise-.--leading to 
i s  influenced by a variety of contextual fxtors. Thcsa: include: the attitude 

a prime determinant of an arganizathi’s ability ta successfully participate in 

This chapter described imnporlmt mntmrsles of the interactive efforts and other EEAG 
activities studid and brkfly discussed the future pr~sptxbs for such undertakings. Among the 
key findings presented above are the following: 

@ The initial formation of nearly all thc interactive efforts studied was influenced to some 
extent by previous efforts of the EEAGs, and im m m y  cases this influence was 
substantid; 
Interactive efforts have had substantidly grater effects on utility DSM usage an 
relations among the involv 

direct e f k t  on utility DSM usage; and 

8 

Q& Other EEAG activities h 
arties than on regulatory policy; 

the greaksh. elftxt on re ulatory policy a d  the last 

emible overall effects of Sntemctive efforbs haw been ~~~~~~a~ 
the EEAGs’ other activities, which often have less tangible and 

sffxts . 
In the next chapter, we take a closer look at thc broad setting within which interactive 

efforts and other EEAQ activities take pla.ce, and at haw these efforts are affected by key 
Contextual fsaebors, 



e utilities adopt DS aggressively while others da not and why 
M is relatively easy in some situations but not in others, both broad 
factors imust be understood (see Fig. 3.1). Key factors include the 

y’s service territory, the political climate in which the utility 
the utility’s supply and demand situation, the ways in 

ns traditionally have related to each other, and the nature 
its policies. Taken together, all of these factors 

e level of utility DSM usage. 
mtly or ~ n d i ~ ~ ~ y ,  the relationships among key players, the regulators’ 

the n ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ 8 ~ s ~  the local and regional economy was not a major 
lities. During that time, many areas were experiencing an 
tilities were concerned mainly with meeting growing demand. 

the situation had changed. While the repercussions of the 
turn are by no m a s  the only factor affecting utility 

they da play a role. 

creases has heightened with poor economic conditions and 
some ratepayer groups-industrial ratepayers, in 
tives (for example, the California Large Energy 
dustrial Power Users Group, the Georgia Industrial 

York, Industrial Energy Consumers in Ohio, and 

y utilities. Industries are not uniformly opposed to utility-sponsored 
Committee for Fair Utility Rates) have been actively opposing 

a ~ ~ ~ e s ~ ~ v ~  use 
DSM prasgrams: in Massachusetts, for example, some industries have allied with EEAGs 
h u x  they think widespread energy efficiency makes good economic sense, especially in 
the long run. But many large industries, particularly those that have undertaken their own 
energy ~ ~ ~ ~ e ~ a ~ ~ o ~  measures, are o p p o d  to Parge-scale DSM programs provided by 
utilities to dl sectors and paid for by across-the-board rate increases. Especially as 

~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ s s  in a gl 
ways to cut eo 

market becomes an increasing concern to industries, they are 
e utilities, in turn, listen to these customers, if only because 

they c o ~ s t i t u ~  a Parge but by no means captive segment of their market. 

Pner-4 rates may l a d  industrial customers to generate their own power if they think 
o sa more cheaply than the utility. Alternatively, an industry may decide to 

relacate outside the utility’s service territory, jmrtly in search of lower rates. It may even 
wn dtogether if its financial picture becomes bad enough. Any time a major 
I- goes off a utility’s system, the loss can potentidly affect other ratepayers by raising 

eir rates ta pay for fixed costs. With higher rates, fuel-switching-e.g., switching from 
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increasingly attractive option €or various utility 
as well as industrial. Thus, unless pple-both 

eamers-we prsuad aggressive DSM makes good sense in hard 
on DSM is likely. 

ICA 

, as well as through being on the giving 
pressure, state legislators and other 

nt of regulatory policy concerning DSM. 
Air Act amendments and the 1992 Energy 

litical environment in which decisions 
nitiatives such as the recent "global 

the cammission itself: the make-up of the 
liey positions. In most of the cases studied, 

emor (except in Virginia where they are 
w Orleans where they are elected). While 
neity of the commissioners usually share 
n party control of the state administration 

cafp lead to major shifts in the ~ ~ ~ L ~ ~ a t o ~  c o ~ ~ ~ s s j o n ~ s  make-up and the nature of its 
policies 

is administration was superseded in 1991 by 
, the threemember regulatory commission was 
sion had been strongly pro-DSM, but the new 
alified in its support of utility-sponsored energy 

wtsn Chiles, a Democrat, became governor of 
ican ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ t i o ~ ,  he began to name new members to 

and as a result, the commission has become 
DSM. However, regulatory policy changes 

mges (for example, the recent economic downturn has been 
rida), and they usually do not occur 

normally are incremental rather than 
because regulatory agency staff often 

ion make-up. In addition, regulatory 
good in itself, results from the consistent, 

ish& policies are not likely to be rapidly 
stability, which is v 

changes in regulatory ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ § s i o n  make-up, other actions of governors 
es e m  have ~ ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~ & ~ ~ n s  for DSM. For example, in Florida, New York, 

assess their state's gotentid far energy efficiency and have made 
n, state agencies (typically with a state energy office as lead) have 



endations s;onr,eming DSM. Regardless of whether inplemcntatio of the $an’s goals 
is mandated by law (in New York it is; in the other states noted, it is not)9 such plans help to 
make energy efficiency a subject of statewide discussion. 

F & € d  kgiSk3tiQaB Gill have i nt effects across tlw xition. Of particular in-nprcrrtance 
to DSM are the 1990 Clean Air i-rdiments, which q u i r e  utilities to reduce emissions 

uced by the burning of fossil fuuds. In a ntlrilber of tht; states studied, the 1998 
1dments are %Zfl as having a potentially significant effect on utility and regulatory 

actions. Though many utilities are seeking to achieve Clem Air Act compliance prh-mrilgi 
through rn tx iw~ia l ,  supply-side solutions (e.g “, using scn!hbers m d  upgrading combustion 
system), md to a lesser extent, through emissions trading ~~Iow~QPBc~~’~, increased energy 
efficienicy masures 
@T,FS), which reli 
mmns I s  reduce th .] As discussed further below, the n d  to eo 
more stringent emissions standads may d m  influence a utility’s det5 sions 
~ ~ t i ~ e ~ e ~ ~ s  and its supply-side mix s f  p w e r  sources, In ;nbditi~ep, the 1990 amendments are 
influencing state govemnnent activity in various ways: foi exainple, they were takm into 

$0 shape a recent u p h t e  of the state’s energy plan. 

ng adopted by some. [For example, Mew Etiglmd Ekctric System 
ly on coal-fired plant?, is aggressively pwsiiing DSM as one 

in its r m n t  review of i ts pwer  piant licensing prwess, and in New 

The 1992 Energy Policy Act is likely to have bob11 a less significant and a more mix& 
impact on utility usage of DSM than the 1990 Clem Air Act amendments. Though the Act 
mandates energy efficiency standard-setting, and supports TW aid  DSM, it also provides that 
utilities, under certain conditions, must dlaw their transmission lines to be u s 4  as 
“middlemen” between wholesale power producers and other, more distant utilities.. ‘This 

competition in the wBm1tmk p w e r  business, i t  may lead to m emphasis on short-term over 
lorng-tern eosa effwtiv- c ness. 

tentid to undercut utility-based DSM programs because, by promaling 
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ustry), utilities that burn fuels are a ~~~~~ 

tokr 1993 action plan to cut greenhouse gas 
the President in April) relies mainly on volu 

or state government will put more teeth into green 

T 

ve, the economic and political milieu can have major effects o 
several other issues that arise, in the  ti^^^^ envi 
o r b :  the relative costs of V ~ ~ Q U S  pwer sou 
mspect of deregulation. 

costs arising fr5m electricity production can have a mixed ~~~~~~t on 
ebtts assumed during the construction of a nuclear 

an e x ~ ~ e ~ e ~ ~  expensive undertaking. To a lesser extent, so 
, which, as discussed above, may entail costly i 

ativdy, a utility may seek to reduce emis 
expensive. In some cases a pl 

to retire it and find another power source, 

seen by utilities as 
ating ratepayer (and utility) oppsit 

ties are using DSM as a way 
to embrace DSM as a solution. 

t encumbered with large deb 
rnp1ianc.e problems, and an 

to me  increases, but- 

~ ~ n - u t i ~ i t ~  generation also constitutes a potential obstacle to ~~~~~t~ usage of 
Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act, utilities are re 
by qualifying fwilities. In a state such as ~~s~~~~~~ 

ity shortage, this does not create a problem for DSM. However 
and Massachusetts, where several utilities are experiencing sho 

surp1uses, DSM is relatively less appealing: all other things being equal9 ~~~~~~~~$ with excess 
capacity are less inclined to adopt aggressive energy efficiency prog 

The prospect of deregulation is perhaps Ehe greatest question mark for ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ e s ~  
the future of DSM. The regulated monopolies of investor-owned electric utilities ma 
c ~ ~ ~ ~ i n ~ .  As noted above, recent federal policies have tended to encourage ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ t i o ~  in 

er business, and, as noted further below, d e r e ~ u ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  is bein 
ile a mare competitive utility environment will help to emu 

some utility c u ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ s ,  it will not necessarily be conducive to the lo 
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Xn the arena of utility regulation7 a multitude of interests interact- sometimes conflicting, 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ e t i m e e  C O O ~ X & ~ .  Key playcis such as tine governor, legislators, regulatory 
coinmiwieners, and utilities kzvc been discussed above* The presmt discussion will focus on 
three other types of p1ayer8-S: ratepayer groups, state agencies (apart from the regulatory 
agency), m d  EEAGs. 

s, perhaps tbc most pwerful of the various ratepayer classes is the 
ge industria? users are reprewiited by orgmimtions such as thoss: noted i~ 

the %xmmic E~vir~nn:ent’’ scctisn abcwe Tin imsost cases, these organizations pressure 
utilities to contain or reduce. their csnannitrnents to DSM. As discussed earlier7 rate impacts 
tend to be their major fwus. However, they may also be concerned about inter- and intra- 
class “subsidies” for DSM. In othcl; words, indusbriial customers sometimes object to paying 
for DSM progrzm Largr=t& toward other satepayer classes, and they also may be averse to 
contributing to the utili ty-spmsord caacrgy efficiency meas‘l~res of corn ting industries, 
especially if they have alrmdy invested in their own energy conservation masures. 
MOWCV~I-~ as aatrte, earlier9 industries are not uniformly opposed to aggressive DSM: some 
see it as making good long-term woracamic se~se.  

Residentid aird small business custom~ers tend to lack the clout that luge iridiastrial and 
commercia4 cust(xue;s a n  wield. The formes’s strength lies in numbers, but--espczi;;L4ly if 
they are not well-organized, ~ell-finrnced~ aid vocal-they often have neither the ~~t~~~~~~~ 
with utilities ad the s&te administration that a large custcmcr may have, nor abutldant funds 
to litigate in iegulator-- prwedings. Mowever, they do have their advcbca;cs, These groups, 
which may be either statewide Oi local ratepayer orgmizatioass, sometimes advocate 
aggressive DSM, but me ;;lwzys: low-income residential advwacy groups, especially, are 
wary of measures that i a c m x  rates without appreciable enefits to their customers. Other 
groups that roiaay spmk ow behalf OF ratt~payerss include state agencies, EEAGs, and-in a few 
states---glitizk=n Utility Pmrds, wlaich are independent watchdog orgatg,izatims that have 
obtained the. legal sight to solicit membership by piggybacking on state govem~mental 
mailings. 

Apa% Srmn the public utility commission and i t s  staff, several olher state agencies may 
me involved in DSM issues. Gericrally, these fall into four categories: energy planning 

0f6ce-s~ ~ ~ ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i  advocacy agencies, attorneys genera1 offices, 236 environmental protection 
agencies. State encsgy offices, most of which w x e  started in the oil crisis era of the 1970s 
with ai energy p l ~ l n i n g l c ~ . ; a s e ~ ~ ~ a ~ ~ ~ n  function, teiid to share many of the pro-DSM 
sentinnunts C P ~  EdAGs. &ate consiaaer advocacy agencies focus mainly on representing 
ratepayers jsfteri but not always coaccntrating 011 midcatid custonzers) These agencies may 
OF may not align with EEAGs; they tend to supporl the cowcept of DSM programs, but not if 
ttme programs fail io bencfit a large mmber of custoniers. Sate dcpartmeats of law (the 
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sonlethies active in DSM issues. They 
y agencies: while they see 

idly those lacking strong 

f state environmental 
lobbying groups), they ape dm er social and environmental welfare 

s growing, especially with power 
e 1990 Clim Air Act 

er, the political environment 
or’s direct control (although the 
the agencies can be seen, to 

or’s office. Staff to the 
istration, however, and this 

some extent, as 

role as a driving force for DSM. As discussed in the 
, the nature of tkek ~~~~~~ can incl tion, outreach, lobbying, 

interactive efforts with 
spects of energy efficiency 
inly on regulatory issues, as 

iation of which LEAF is 
egardless of the nature of 

’ ly apparent that the most effective 
ons but alsa with other 

groups, agencies, and ratepayers (even ~~~~~~~~~~!~ where some common ground can be 
found. 

ut each is likely to have a direct or 
e rcgulatsry arena. In addition to these 

pr tan t  internal factors. These include, especially, external factors, howev 
the nds and ~ ~ ~ n ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ s  of the current regulatory commissioners and the body of 

have ~~~~~~~~. 

e ~~~~~~~ of ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ n ~ r s  has major implications for 
In a d ~ ~ t ~ ~ ~  to their IXtieal a ~ ~ ~ i a t ~ o ~ ~ ,  different commissioners bring 

rims, ~ r Q ~ ~ s ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  It ing, and attitudes to their positions. If a majority of 
members agree on mast issues hefore Cjiem, a we1 ~e~~~ regulatory stance is more likely; 

differences among ~ o ~ ~ ~ s s i ~ ~ e ~ ~  may a h c e  each other out, resulting in a 
ut scmetirnes waffling stance on key issues, whic can delay decisions. The chair 
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may be able to promote a pax-ticu1a-r regulatory agenda, espxialliy if Ire or she i s  strong- 
mindd md well-respx 
For example, the long- 
the current ~ ~ i l o s ~ ~ ~ y  
influence tends to be little more than that of other eornmissiun members. 

i s  able to g m e r  the stapport of other wrnmission members- 
r of the New Y ~ r k  PSC has been influential in shq-ing 
as has the chair of the W U X .  Mowever, a weak chair’s 

Of even grater md more direct itiflucnce are the regulatory CommiSsion’s policies on 
key substantive issues such as lost revenue recovery, program cost recovery, and incentives, 
cost-effectiveness tests; integrated resame planning; and, on the h r i zo i~ ,  restructuring of 
the electric utility industry. Policies on these issues are major dcherminants of how 
aggressively DSM will be pursued by utilities, and these policies d s s  affttct relationships 
among key players, by establishing “the rules of the game” fcr their intcmiions on IXM 
issues, either within collaborative-type arrangements or in other setlti rags. If fundamental 
issues such as cost-effectiveness tests, meckmisms for recovering program costs a id  lost 
revenues, and financial incentives have already been resolvd by the rcgdatoy conmission, 
relationships among key players are likely to be sasmswliat snimtlier thm if those issues 
remain subjects sf wide-ranging md contcntir~us debatc, 

Even utilities that philosophically agree with the idea. of energy CO~S~TV&MI must find 
cially viable. There are several roadblacks. DSM programs rduce demand for 

way regulatory commissions have addressed this problem is to udwoi~ple” 
m des;  other forms of lost ~evenue recovery have also been adopted, In 

electricity, which rgbuces a utility’s sales and thus its inclination to aggressively ptiirsce 

dition, there is the question of how rapidly a utility’s costs of providing 8 DSM program 
there is the question of whether finamial k m ~ t i v e s  will be 

s, to nuke DSM a mare finnnar,cidly attractive i;ilezu7s of 
caws studied, most of the states by rmw have m~hmisrns  in 

will be r e e ~ v e r d .  And fin 

place to deal with mast of these issues, although the rnecl~misms v a i  in terms of their 
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advmtageausness to DSM. Across the nation, however, a number of states are still wrestling 
with mme or dl of these issues, or have yet to address them. 

Developing cost-effectiveness tests for DSM 
eontroversid issue for many regulators. There are est, the 
TWC Test, the Sw 
most ppuku t a t s  
the standpoint of n Q ~ ~ ~ c ~ ~ t  in the program; the 
total economic cost of a DSM program will k less than s 
Cost Test, which includes not only market ~ $ ~ ~ ~ e ~ ~ ~ t  cdf 
considerations such as environmental externalities, Much 
the extent to which environmental extemditiees are included in the cost of a resource. 

Test, the Participants 
be the RIM Test, wh 

~ t ~ ~ ~ t ~  Cost Test. The 
DSM program ’ s effect 

Test, which assesses whether the 

Factoring envir5nmental externalities into $ ~ ~ ~ ~ y - ~ ~ ~ e  ~~~~~r~~~ increases 1 
such resources and makes DSM a more attractive aption. Thus, 
do so are favored by EEAGs. But utilities and ratepayer groups 
ratepayers) often tend to favor the RIM Test, which 
sponscsred energy efficiency programs haw on rates 
class and intra-class ~ ~ b s i ~ ~ ~ t ~ Q n ~  and which tends; t 

veness ksts which 
~ ~ ~ u s ~ a ~  

s into account the e f f e t s  

Sy-side resources. 

Some regulatory 
c o ~ ~ ~ ~ s i o n s  and the 
incorporate the eoncepts of the TRG Test and the Societal Cost Test. Other states (e.g., 

hio, and Virginia) have not yet made a 
have in the past tended to favor the R 

Ut d@2iSiOW 011 the issue, Same, such 
st but appear to be moving from their 

exclusive commitment to this cost-effectiveness test. 

Integrated Resource Planning 

The concept of IRF helps 
of energy capacity and demm 
side resources. IRP has become much more widesp 
Clean Air Act amendments and the 1992 National Energ 
nearly every state has instituted 
there are two intertwined 
rates, and ~ t ~ l i t y  concern 

issue and rate cases become a legitimate fep 
d budgetary all 

remain meaningful only i 
relatively short-term vie 
electricity supply within their sewice territories is eraderf , rate ~ Q ~ ~ ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ s ~  becomes 

to them. Yet hyperattentian b rates can e,  as just n ~ t d ,  detainie 
Utilities and their regulatory ~ 0 ~ ~ ~ ~ s ~ ~ ~ ~  are. on the ~~~~ of a d 
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long-term, last-cost planning is a laudable g 
fit comfortataly wihl the current trend towmd increased competition. 

d business practice, $ut it may not 

Due in part to a. push from large ~i~torners, inneluding industries but a1.w others such as 
municipalities, some s ~~~~s~~~~~ rn legislatures are beginnin 
the possibility of dereg 
approaches -.-promsM 
a national askmiation of industr~es-el~tci~y mnsumers 
c h a p s t  rates by buyi er from utilities utility’s service territory. 
The argument for the in the virtues of frm-rnaket mmpctitiveness: 
utilities would no longer be nt ora captive cusbmers. The arguara 
ground& partly in equity cancerns (if the largest customers depart, the resi 
businesses left on the al utility’s system may find their costs skyrocketing, as the utility 
seeks to cover f i x 4  costs incurred when its market was milch bigger) and partly in 
eriviromcuntal concerns (lacking the ability to plan coherently for future d 
give up energy efficiency prograins that do not have irnrnwliate a d  large 
yet clear ~~~~~~~ deregulation i s  the wave of the future, but it Imms as a present. 

as “retail wheeling.” Under such 
city Consunners Remurm Council. @,LCOas>, 

be allowed to shop €or the 

utili ties will 
). It is not 

~~~~~~~~~ 

Obviously, the regulatory environment is the most potent ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ x t ~ a ~  factor affecting 
utility usage of DSM and relationships among key players. Bait equally obviously, the 
regulatory environment does not exist in isolation: it both affects and i s  affected by all of the 
other contextual factors discussed here, The my; the frustration and restlessness sf 
ratepayers, industries; the possibility af industries going off a utility’s 
system; the egulation: all of these sene to diminish the chances for aggressive 
DSM (at las t  as it has traditionally been practiced) and to create frictisri among players in 
utility regulatory issues. However, as a counter 
Clean Air Act amendments; the increa 

on that the casts of envirorame 
ively , initiatives to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. The broad context within which 

t to these forces, there are the 1990 
of IRP and DSM; the ~~~~~~~ 

s should not be disregarded; and, 

EEAGs work has r~ver  een stable, but it i s  iiow more conflicted and unpredicctable than 
W e h ,  
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4. INTERACTn7E EEFylRTS 

in Chapter 1, nine of the ten cases studied involve 
NUPs related to Iffp and/or the use of D 
parties are, 

between utilities and 
of these cases, the in 
Chapter 3 -7 ~ h n  one of the cases (California) involving collaborative interaction 
specific advisory committee and a statewide monitoring and evaluation works 
investigated. Rounding out the case studies is one ”cooperative arrangement” 
and one task force (Virginia). 

were, engaged in a wllaborative ips defin 

This chapter does not attempt to describe the individual cases studied in my 
Rather, it discusses the relationships between key features of interactive efforts and resulting 
outcomes as revealed by a 
individual outcomes of in 
regulatory policies have been developed, and relations among the parties have improvd--as 
discussed in Chapter 2. For the sake of this analysis, the effects observed within each of 
these separate categories have been combined to yield a single measure denoting the 

interactive effort’s overall effects; these can be characterized as small, 
e. The salient characteristics of interactive efforts featured here are: 

itative analysis of all nine cases taken as ;a  le- T 
are the extent to which utility DSM usage has inc 

(1) how such efforts are initiated; (2) participating organizations; (3) the purpose 
efforts; (4) the interactive process itself; md (5) related policies and interactions. 

se 
O f  

these topics is explor 

Interactive efforts can, and have been, initiated in a variety of ways, as shown in 
Fig. 4.1. In three cases, an interactive effort was created as part of a negoti 
between utility and non-utility groups settling a contested rate case or other regulatory 
proceeding. In two of the eases studied, formation of a collaborathe or task force was 
ordered by the presiding regulatory body. In another two instances, the parties were 
encouraged-but not required-to enter into such an arrangement. In the remahing cases, a 
variety of factors, including overtures by a key non-utility group, influen 
form an interactive effort. 

The interactive efforts that have resulted in the greatest increase in utility 
design of the most new regulatory policies, and the most substanti 
n relations among the participants are those whose formation was encouraged 

by siak regulators. This could indicate that an expression of interest in utility 

‘Six of these cases involvea single collaborative: The DP&L Collaborative; the Georgia C ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  the New 
Orleans Calfaboriltive; the PSCo Collaborative; the higet Power Collaborative; and the WMEC 
In California, the multi-ueility California Collaborative was studied, followed by the PG&E Coilabrative-one of 
four utility-bpecific collaboratives that grew out of the larger effort. 

‘For a detailed description of each case, see English, Sehweitzer, Schexnayder, and Altman (1999. 
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interaction by regulators at the onset of the interactive process inflluenccs the parties involved 
to work closely togetlrer and aggressively pursue DSM r sarces. But pmdox id iy ,  tho 
efforts that werc madated by the presiding regulatory resulted in the smallest impacts, 
suggesting that it may not da much good to force utilit d others i i i t ~  interactive efforts. 
We be?ieve that commi:meni to the interactive pmcess by both regulators a d  the 
themselves can be an innportant determinant of outcomes. However, short-term expres:ssiaans 
of interest shown at the birth of an interactive effort are inst goad pr&,ictors of eventual 
results. They do not, by themselvesj show whether or not this comrnitmcnt will continue, nor 
do they take into zccotmnt other factors that sauld affect the participants’ willingness t. 
interact productively 

PARTICIPANTS 

Recently, a number of utilities involvd in the interactive efforts under study (e.g. ? 

Georgia Power, Virginia Power) have uradergone some type of internal rmrgmimtian. Most 
ccpmmmly, the new organizational form has been desmi ed as putting ia1cras 
the utility’s DSM activities. This type of reorganization has taken place at utilities whose 



1 effects as well as at utilities whose 
is indicates that internal reorganization alone 

active effort with which a utility is involved will lead to 
use, the adoption of major new policies, or significantly 

terested parties, It is likely, however, that a utility that has been 
tivities will eventually do more in that arena than it would 

ere seems to be a definite link between a utility’s need for new generating cqacity 
of its interactive effort. The interactive efforts that have achieved small 

been those in which the utility involved has substantial excess capacity 
ate a near-term need for new resources. In contrast, most of the cases 

ts involve utilities that are eapacity-short and/or are characterized by 
mwth in customer demand. For example, Puget Power, whose rate of customer 

the national average for electric utilities, has been involved in a 
hievtd substantial overall effects. 

hTPs involved in interactive efforts typically fall into the following major categories: 
fit srgmimtioons, often advocating environmental protection and energy conservation; 
groups, ~ r ~ ~ e ~ t l . y  representing industrial and commercial customers; government 

agencies, often representing consumer interests; and regulatory agency staff.9 Most of the 
i n t ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  eflorts studied have representatives from all of these types of organization (see 

strial. customers are represented in nearly all these interactive 
m earlier collaboratives, in which industrial participation was 
d Schweitzer 1992). There is no clear distinction in terms of 

olved between the cases that have achieved large overall 
se whose effects have been much smaller. It appears, therefore, that having 

e or similar effort does not guarantee that the overall effect 
on the conirnents of participants and our own 

tive effort’s operations can be enhanced if the 
to the process and are willing to compromise. 

large effects are not assured by recruiting a broad range of participants, an 
t part way through the process. In Georgia, 

s (OER) withdrew from the collaborative and the 
portant player in state utility matters) stopped 

was initiated because gas utilities were not 
due to the electric utilities’ concerns about 

* s is that collaborative meetings held 
ted its involvement as a result of this 

Meetings Law. The result of the state 

~~~~~~~~o~~ staff agencies are not ~ ~ ~ ~ 1 1 ~  responsible for overseeing utility operations, as are the regulatory 
wbiich they are associated. Accordingly, they ctlll generally participate in interactive efforts and 
o m  outside of official regulatory proceedings without violating state ex parte laws. 
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Non-Profit 
Organizations 

. . . . . . . . 

f%;lsiness/ 

Groups 
ITldUStuqi 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 

..... . 

m t  sct of interests has not bwn directly represented in 
d that the a5ility of the collalmative to study all sides of the rative negotiatio 

issues has bmw diminished. In order to kcxp state age~cies involved, the Gcmgia 
Collaborative would have had to include the slate's gas iibilities or somehow make a 
persuasive argument that their exclusion did not violate state law. Putting :his issue aside, 
keephg M P s  involved in an ititeractive effort generd4y requires that the participating 

es believe their input makes ;a diEerence in utility d t ~ i ~ i o n ~  aid represents a pmdent 
investment of their ti me and ether ~ O I A  BCES. 

38 



SE 

ves of individual 
want to maximi 

objective is sometimes sh by government age 
y matters within th 
mmercid organi 

expressed a concern with a v ~ ~ ~ i ~ g  liti 
~ ~ p ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t i ~ ~ .  
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Nm~-ly all the Iritemcdve efforts have a facilitator who is chargcxl with scheduling 
m~&ngs ,  exchanging information, and ~ ~ ~ s ~ i ~ ~ t i ~ ~  the ashities of the various p e k i p  
In n w e  than half the aws l  the utility provides these facilitatim se.mims--msst frql-ieoltly 

pRa.jd the fiicilitaator rolc- -either singly or with another participaast-----in about a third of the 
ascs. MJPs other than regulatory staff only rarely serve as faacilitatnss. No relationship 
a p p s  to exist ktwmn the orgmiratioti facilitating an interactive effort md the resulting 
ontc%-pn:es. 

by its2aa hub in a few casefa jointly with mother p y. Government regulatory staff have 

Igcad:incs for the ccmpletioan of key hsks have been set both internally (by the 
pa~?icipaits tkenselues) and externally (by the presiding regulatory body) in most of tbc 
interactive efforts studid, While a clear relationship ~~~~~~~ the use of deadlines and 
eventual csutcorc~es cmwt be identifi& the absence of such time cons~rixijnts a n  idicate a 
problcm with the intmxtive process. This i s  illustrated by the New Orleans Collaborative, 

GO~SE.~",~ISGS on a single substantive issuc since that time.. W 
m i tlte:active effort to work prmluckivdy without definite 

iiidelines can bc a g o d  indicator that 
issucs has mov& elsewhere, 

which has not established my internal deadlines since mid and has not r a c h d  
is pssibk for participants in 
nm, a group's failurc to xt 
1 forurn for addressing and 

A utility's willingness to share decision-making power with the NU19 IS the stmctmral 
factor that has the clearest direct relationship with the outcomes of m interactive effort. The 
efforts that have resulted in the largest effects are those in which G O ~ P S ~ ~ S U S  has been actively 
sought or PWPs' inputs have otherwise 
Puget, W E C O ,  arslrp PSCa Collaborati 

sly by the iitility. The Cali€maia, 
characte6zd by vigorous attcmpts 

chieve unanimous agrement, A utility's willingness to allow noan-utility g ~ ~ p s  to have a 
say in important pBicy- and prograni-related decisions i s  pmbably fostered by the 

presence of a strong NIJP 01- set of WYFs with the potentia2 
adversarial u e m ,  as is ths cas%: in the collaba 

effectively in the 
om. Having a presiding 

ulatory body that encourages the participants to raeh consensus also caw be imprtant,  
regulatcvs may resist the idea sf utilities shaPing their decision-making authority with 

other; partic,. In New York, for example, the PSC holds that the respnsibility for utility 
decision. making must ultimately rest with the utilities themselves, md this view may have 
the effmt of discoumgZng full-blown joint utility-NUP efforts. The interactive efforts 
resulting in ,\inall overall effects we generally those where ity bas skmA very little of 
its decision-making autliority and has tmst actively sought g nSen38~s on key issues. 
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tive effort takes, its 

of the prwss.  
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.served by utility-funded comirlta;. This does riot include those 
ccansultants hired to serve the utilities exclusively. 

that a clear and consistent message ahout the paP%kippk;fnts' desires i s  sent to the utility. And 
past events in New York suggest that, if out-d-'-s&te eon;idtmts are emplsyd, they should 
be sensitive to l d  conditions. 

In half of the eight cases where multiple NUPs are ii-ivohed in interactive efforts: stable 
coditions among the nsn-utility groups have been forma! In two of these four casts (the 

ECQ md DP&E C~Blabomtives), the coalition has involved all the N7Ps and the 

more-or-less unified body af nsn-utility groups on the o h - .  In the 
tion has taken on the approximate character of a two-party negotiation, with the utility 

;nll-NUPs coalitiow has been long-'la g and fairly harmonious. 
ut in the DP&L ve, unity among the NUPs only las foi the first year of the 

ity groups withdrew from the all-WPs Aliance, laving a, effort. Later, some of the non- 
core coalition of environmen 
coalitions have been 014 
allianws have cmxis 
industrid customers md esvironmental/cnergy C Q I W ~ J ~ ~ ~ O I I  interests respmlively-tend to be 

ngly opposed bo each others' Imsitionsl and this has led to consides;;'ii91e disasgweweait 

d consum2eT groups. la each of the other eases where stable 
Georgia and New Oilems Csllabasratives), two separate. 
or@ @alla?x-sative, the two ~~~~i t iQns- r r~~re%ent ing  
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The importance of regulatory plldes  concerning key subshantlve issues (Le., csst- 
effectiveness tests; program cost and lost revmue recovery; finmcial incentives; IW) was 

rs 2 and 3. In nearly all of the cases studied, some regulaticsns in the= 
t& by the presiding regulatory body before the interactive 
lations did not always cover a11 irnpa?ant issur;.,s or cshahliis1.a 

additional regulations have been adc1pte.d during the interactive effort with v q h g  degrees of 
influence frarn the utility-NUPs interaction. In the cases where overaB1 effects have been 

by the interactive efforts have been adapted while 
efforts resealtiaig in nrininPd outcomes most often 

take place in jurisdictions where. there are no regulations at all-either predating the 
interactive effort or promulgated since i ts  inception-spifying mahanisms to use for the 
recovery of program costs and lost revenues or lor the pmvision sf DSM-related financial 
incentives ta utilities. Participants in many of thc iiltemtive efforts have suggested that the 
presiding regulatory body should develop C ~ G X  regulatory policies on key substantive topics 
either before the effort begins or very 

~~t~~~ address future mscs. In abmt half of the cases studied, 

, no regulations o 
efforts have been 

rly in the process. 

In addition to official regulatory policies, the attitudes of regulators toward 
utility-NUPs interactions also can have an effect on the outcomes of iriteraciive efforts. 
Those efforts that have resut in small overa11 effects have taken place in ju3-isdictiorns 
where there is little regulato pprt  foi interactive efforts, cspxially those in which the 
utility shares decision-rraaking power with non-utility groups, Nowewer, it should be not& 
that the regulatory bodies in niaaiy of the eases have had some ESWG~~~QIIS abmt such 
efforts. Participants in most of the cases studied rwommsnd that regulators should clmdy 
support interactive efforts; we woulbie add that, to bc cffcctive, this snppxt should be ongoing 
and clearly conveyd to all interested parties. We further suggest that regulators should, if 

~ t i v e  efforts, send a clear message that co~~sr=~nsus decisions are 
ill tend tu be looked upon favorably by the presiding regdatory 
11absraiive filings, as was done by the CO PUC in Spring 1993, 

such a message. In New OmBe;znr, City Coasncil’s failure to movc 
rapidly on recommendations made by the mllabmdive in early 1992 seems to have signalled 
some key pwtic~pants-nstakdy the utllity-tha t the co?l&omtive’s outputs would not be h k a i  

usly as they had formerly believed would be the case, to the detriment of the 
iaent outcomes. &lid it1 the Puget Collaborative, criticism of the 

sative process by the stat% regulatory agency was 
very damaging to future interactions. 

In many of the cases studied, key W P s  have internem& in regulatory prweedings and 
in settlement negotiations on the same seil~jects (or cmn topics closely rektted to those 

subjects) addressed in the interactive efforts discussed in this chapter. Often these rclatd 



activities have taken lace while the ~ ~ t e r ~ ~ ~ i v e  ef€orts have bee 
seems that having the sa 

trust and the search for creative approaches to jointly- 
e n  true in some instances but not in others. Overall, 

the s i r n ~ l ~ ~ u s  occurrence of interactive efforts and 

effort will result in substantial effects. However, it is 
effort to develop creative and mutually-beneficial 

~ ~ t e ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~  or ~ t ~ ~ ~ w i ~ - ~ a t  becomes a substitute 

s the absence of simu 
~ n ~ ~ ~ ~ t ~ o n  ensu 
clear that the ability of 
solutians is ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ § h ~  

for ~ x a ~ p ~ ~ ~  when the locus of decision-making 
mtive to outside meetings between the utility and 

f the interactive effort was substantially reduced. 

a number of factors at are r d a t d  to the outcomes of interactive 

0 The utility’s need f ~ r  new capacity; 
The issues e interactive effort; 

0 The extent wer with non-utility groups; 
ts between other participants; 

latory policies on key issues like lost revenue recovery and 

y for interactive efforts. 
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An EEAG’s influence in the pliticd- .are~;zi depends greatly on the weight it brings to 
b e a ~  through its nieanbership md its alliances with, or explicit support- from, other 
organizations. T‘hc visibility and repnt&ion g&neA by an EEAG through its previous 
activities, bath inside aid cutside the political arena, also afftxt its political infiuence. 
Therefore, activities suck as coali tion-baailGing-whicb increase a group’s weight-and 
participation in regalatory proccxdings and ~~~~~~~~a~~~~ of publications-which increase its 
visibility md establish credibility-may all iamdirectly mrf positivcly affect the outcomes of 
lobbying and legislative efforts, 

Participating in regulatory p r w d i n g s  is the activity on which the EEAGs investigated 

atiowa cases) has dsminaied. the activities of rnisst of the 
influence the frque~cy of EEAGs’ participation in 

intewentiesns. The Farst is the number of cases wcuirkng; the second is re”esurcli-3 limitations, 

in the case studies have traditionally reliedS In fact, intervening in cases (e.g., rate cases, 
rtifications, and need de 

, Two fzctors 
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at the menu of ssitak activities; has  ex^^^^ to incl 
efforts such as collabasratives, advisory commities, and task forces. 

Rave wcurred aut 
r example, in the Alliance i ~ t e ~ C ~ t ~ Q ~  in a 

utilities, Entepgy and ulf States Utilities, the Alliance i 
ave a detrimental effect on Entergy’s DS 

c Company’s (”FECo) and Florida Paw 

t because it expected 

nation cases focu 
the Alliance nor 

part on these utilities’ 

(e.g., need determinations were fully or 
ndinry OU~CQIII~  may result. In its 

wmniission mandated that future need deterrninat 
plan filings. 
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Participating in more general regulatory prweedimngs co~ccming pkiey has been a 
pwticularBy fruitful venue for influencing DSM. Two p r h e  examples we NRDC’s response 
to the California c~rnrnis~ion’s en bait hearing on DSM aid NCAC’s response to the 
W ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t ~ n  commission’ s 
convinced the csPaliniissicsn 
spur; in the latter, NCAC (dong with NRDC) helped convince the Washington eo 
that regulatory barriers to implementing LCP did exist msi should be removed. Tn 
to both psm&irigs, the canmissions accepted pro sals for collaboration amo 
NUPs. The outcmnres of the subsequmt mllaboratives are detailed it1 Chapter 4. 

i ry on LCP. In the foarxner casc, m 
California’s use of DSM was Bagging 

testimony helped 
needed a regulatory 

Non-utility groups are m t  solely (arid ssnnetimes not even primarily) responsible for the 
outcomes of the grcx&iwgs in which they p~tcipat.ge. Characteristics sf interventions md 
other regdaticpry prscediaags that may cxi st ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ n t l y  and that may in Ruelice eventual 
Q U ~ C O ~ ~ S  include the ty,m of p s x d n g :  the pedispsitiors of the regulating body and the 
utility involved, and the i~fluence of other intervening parties. However, factors within the 
conbd of the nsn-uEility groups include the filiiig of expert testimony, cross-examinatkm of 
other witnesses, axid the gssznps’ willingness to negotiate a ~~~~~~~~~~” 

The type of pro rd ing  and the prdispsition of the regulating party are related factors. 
For example, thc California mmmission’s har ing  an DSM and the Washington 
commission’s inquiry 1x1 LCP occumd because the cornmissions were interested in pushing 
fomaxd with DSM. The questioiis are issued in a rhetorical fashion. That is, in both cases 
the commissions solicited parties’ input to docuinent the existence and extent of 
circcurnsta~ces that the commission was already aware of and willing to change. In other 
cases, the ~glm~~iisskm’s -i)r&ispsition may not be sa a?pxernt but it affects the csntcosme 
nonetheless. 

Filing expert testimony has bw,ome a common strategy of EEAGs wh they intervene 
in major cases. Howe~er, con~paable testimony appxently does m t  yield ual results, and 
as a factor influcrwcing the outcomes of interventions, expert testimony may be secondary to 
the predishsositioais of the regulatory body aknd the utility. C2ses in point are the Pbaget 
PowerJNCAC and L A W  Fund proposals for Qtxouphg utility profits from sales. 
Comparable testimony ’*vas filed in support of decoupling in Washington and then, QWQ years 
later, in Colorads, In fact, the same individual. was invoival in developing or supporting 
both props.a.1~. How~ver, dxsupliiig has been accepted by the Washington commission 
while being rejected by regulators in C~lomdo. Itnfucsrknt differences between the two cases 
that apparently hawe influenced the commissions’ rulings are the willingness (or abse 
willingness) of the utility to operate under the new regulation, and the failure of the 

imony in tbe Colorado case to account for thc outcome of two years of expfienci: 
iewd in Washingtaan. 

Participating in settlement ncgotiatims is one activity that appears to boost the influence 
of EEAGs in the regulatory €omm This conehsion is difficult to substantiate because. the 
difference between what i s  gained in a settlement md what would be decided by the 
regulators is seldom known. However, the case studies suggest that DSM budgets, progran~s~ 

regul2tions resulting from settlements generally have been satisfactory to the EEAGs 



(relative to the expected commission ruling). In two cases where the EEAGs have been 
dissatisfied with the settlement and have refused to sign it, the commissions subsequently 
have amended the agreement or have begun a reexamination of the matter to reflect the 
groups’ concerns. 

Energy Planning 

Participating in state or regional energy planning influences utility reliance on DSM 
resources only to the extent that the plan is followed. For example, a NCAC draft plan that 
called for heavy reliance on DSM was the model for the first Northwest Power Planning 
Council’s regional power plan. However, the NCAC has been frustrated with the outcome of 
the planning process because it believes that the Bonneville Power Administration, for whom 
the first and subsequent plans were developed, fails to implement these plans. Nevertheless, 
NCAC’s effort may not have been for naught: Wmhington’s Energy Strategy, which was 
developed in 1992 by a committee which included a NCAC representative, reiterates-for the 
state of Washington-the goal of saving 800 average M W  by the end of the decade. 

Elsewhere, EEAGs have participated in state level energy planning and in national 
planning regarding global climate change. The latter impacts energy planning and use though 
it is not energy planning per se. 

court cases 

Four of the EEAGs investigated have used court cases to influence energy policy or 
utility practices during the time period covered by this study. Of them, two-LEAF and the 
Alliance-have either experienced little success with collaboration or have had proposals to 
collaborate rejected. The other two--MuDC and NCAC-used suits several years ago. The 
absence of recent suits by NCAC and NRDC suggests that these groups are comfortable with 
other processes and satisfied with the outcomes achieved in them. This is supported by the 
discussion in Chapter 4 that shows that both NCAC and NRDC have been involved in 
collaboratives that have had large impacts on DSM regulation and DSM use. In contrast, the 
experience of LEAF and the Alliance suggests that, in environments that are less receptive to 
interactive efforts or successful intervention, EEAGs sometimes resort to strong adversarial 
tactics such as court ~ s e s  to assert their influence. 

Two significant limitations to using court challenges as a means of influencing utility or 
commission behavior are the considerable time and financial resources they require. Court 
cases regarding issues that are not “black and white” are often decided according to who has 
the best legal counsel, and good legal counsel is expensive. Accordingly, suing is only 
available to organizations that have top-notch lawyers on staff (as do many of the EEAGs 
studied, although they often are short-handed) or that have the resources to hire them. Also, 
court cases often require a long-term commitment of resources because they often are both 
timeconsuming and protracted. 

Another limitation is the extent of judicial review. At the appellate level, litigation may 
revolve simply around procedural issues, without a re-weighing of evidence. An additional 
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limitation is the potential 
Challenging a utility or a ission in court is usually the w~asure of last resort and is 
inherently antagonistic, Other ongoing prmcsses that rely on collegial relations and goad 
faith ~ e ~ ~ ~ i ~ t i ~ n s  could very well be taitited9 particularly if the same individuals are immlv 

. A f~zther idfeet would be aa rxnav21ingness to share iwforxnatisn-an 
ion-for fear that the shard information could w 

C md NCAC situations are widernce that court cases do not. 

mission--an foster a change from advermrial to non- 
emirial interaction. Nevi! faces, different issues, and time-in 

adversarial interactiazin. 

munity ~ l v i ~  projects a n  lame both tangible. aald I-ron-&ngiblie outcomes. For 
example, when the Alliance installs energy saving nias1-a~es in low-income residences, it 
knows it has achieved a certain energy savings based $341 the (aumbm of niasures installed, 
the energy savings potential of each mmsknic (relative to the measure it icplxed), md the 

usage of the mmsuure. A second, non-tangibke and non-masurabIc, outcsrne i s  
mmvnity support for the Alliance md its positions. Community sewiee projects 
re the work of large numbms of p p l e  and, as such, are bcst canid out by 

local organizations or local chapters of national organizations that Iiave m a y  active 
members. This limitation i s  the likely ~"eason why only two EEAGs are involved in 
community service proj ects. 

More than half of the bEAGs spnsoi- ducation arid outrwch activities to inform 
individuals and organizations abmt DSM issues. The aeiivitics are quitc divcrsey ranging 
from Alliance- sored energy csnnservatisn workshops four school-age children to one-to- 

n Ralph Cavanagh of NRDC and Califonria utility commissioners about 
prove the California environment. 'The outcomes of t ime activities, 
d outreach activities of the N I P S ,  are not tangible but. may have 

important ~~o~~~~ effects if le act the basis of the iilformaationii r ~ e i v t d .  

Conducting research and publishing the resdts i s  relatd to ducation and outreach in 
that one of the goals is to disseminate information. Ressrch, however, liars the additional 
task of collecting and analyzing information, frequently with ani eye toward educating on 
particular issues. The publications of severd organizations have examined state and regional 
patterns of energy and DSM usey the jmtential cfieegy- savings of DSM, atid the 
environmental impacts of dectdcity production. They include, foe example, NRDC's 2%e 
Decline of Coiisepvation in C ~ l i j h ~ r ' ~ ,  Power to Spare and Power to Spare 11 by CLF %rad 
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foal COS~J ~ ~ ~ ~ e c ~ ~ & ~ ~ ~  md 
r staffs (esga, the LAW Fu 

rgy 2008 by SELC and 
CLF, Pace) also publish 

ure. Of the n o ~ - u ~ ~ i ~  groups studied, lwRDC alone conducts 
e engineering manufacturing aspects of efficiency measures. 

which research 
ible outeome is 

sequent publication of the findings contributed 
s ~ n ~ e s ~ g a ~ o n  of the decline of DSM in California. 

influenced the commission’s decision to hold the previously- 
regarding DSM use in California. In other cam, the research and 

ave ~~n~~~~ to commission awareness of the issues addressed, and may 

uild orgmizationd and personal credibility and 
affect the outcomes of other activities. Research and 

ns can have the greatest positive effect if they are accurate, well-substantiated, and 
mt other ~p~nions. Otherwise, the ~ u ~ ~ i ~ a ~ ~ n s  may be counter-productive. 

n some form of networking or coalition building. 
itiun of diverse groups, including public utilities, 

mer advocacy groups, and others, A particularly influential 
in 1991 under PEP’S leadership. HI, frequently with PEP at 

Gs to speak with a single voice, thereby strengthening their 
ave worked to build coalitions for pa&~lar  projects. An 
the Virginia Energy Coalition which released the Energy 

ated a formidable networking activity with over 1100 
zing the e ~ v i r o n ~ e n ~ ~  mnomie ,  and h d t h  effects of Virginia’s energy 

e an interest in energy issues. Some other coalitions are 

hem over time. An example is NCAC’s alfiance with 
as they are ~ t ~ ~ ~ y  issue- and process-specific, and little 

I CLF is an example of an EEAG that has 
inded groups and alliances with others, such 

e likely ~~~~~~~ of all networking and coalition-bui ing activities is that the 
a ~ i ~ ~ ~ a t ~ n ~  parties is increased, since a powerful collt~tive voice is 
sum of the separate voices. One hindrance to coalitions, if parties are not 

to work outside them, is that an internal negotiation process may be 
sition. Also, where differences exist (e.g. among parties 
of cost recovery and lost revenue recovery) arguments 

non-specific terms and can tentidly be weaker than they would 

’% is likely that Pll’s voice would be even stronger if it had industrial members who strongIy advocate the use 
of ~~~. 
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ncentrated on DSM/IfQP interactive 
of selected mlldmratives entered into by 

has been somewhat different. 
tivities of one type of non- 

i n d ,  not only the interactive efforts in 
they have made to promote IRP and DSM 

framed the second phase of this study 

utility group-EEAGs. 

~~~~~~~~ the most effective in promoting IRP and 

The short answer la, this ~~~~~~~~ is that there is nor one "best" EEAG activity. EEAG 
activities within interactive efforts, the  at^^^ arena, and other venues are complementary 
and interrelated: each EEAG activity is affix by other activities undertaken, as well as by 

ace. ']The setting for regulatory 
and complex, and this 

 exit^-^^ its situation-s 
which TEEM3 efforts are most 
ccanditions. Nevertheless, 
such determinati 

taken into account in determining 
what pints in time and under what 
s project may be helpful in making 

Barge) effects on DSM usage, relations among 
tive efforts offer the greatest promise 

improving relations among key players. 
. However, whether an interactive effort 

ism-specific factors: in particular, on the scope 
the locus of decision-making, the 

, and regulatory attitudes toward DSM 

Activities in the regdat 
psky.  Activities in the 

art not always large) effeds on regulatory 
~ o ~ ~ ~ n t i n g  on utility plans, intervening in 

~ r ~ ~ ~ ~ g s ~  have perhaps the greatest chance of directly influencing regulatory 
are ~~~~~~ essential if an EEAG wants to be taken seriously in this arena. The 

activities depends greatly on how favorably disposed 
M and BRP, as well as on economic and political 

te ~ n ~ u ~ ~ ~  of 
their staff are 

~ n ~ ~ x t ~ ~ ~  factars. 

education, etc.: indirect, long-term effects 
r~ among key players. Other EEAG on DSM usage, ~ e g ~ ~ ~  



to ~~~~~~~~~~~ Interactive efforts work best with utilitiics that 
favor PEW and aggressive DSM and that arc willing ta uopeti up” their dc&sjsn-making 
processes, In addition, d l  participants in an interactive effort must agree on a common 
~ U ~ S C ,  must he willing to cornpromiss=, and mmt stick with the effort. Once the efhrt is 
urslder way, losing participants cm damage it: p p k  will start to qwstioisn whether it can 
achieve tangible outcomes. A broad range of partizipaiats formally iwolved in the effort 
(e.g . , regulatory prsaannd, other state agency personnel, and ratepayer representatives as 
well as utility staff ax4 EEAG representatives) i s  neither essential nor &ways desirable, but 
informal exchm ong all the potentially inteerested and influential players will irnpwve 

~~~~~~~ aa EEAG ~~~~~~ ,411 BEAGs-even welIl-fi.mdeA sncs---.-have finite 
ust chmse wefully which strategies to adopt. B c h  EEAG is faced with 

questions such as: Should staff spend more time in ~~~~~~~~r~~~~~~~ 1a-i regulatory intervention? 
In networking and c ~ a ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - b ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ f l ~ ?  In media contacts md lobbying? Should they Eire more 
staff scientists md engineers, or more lawyers? Mow rnuck should they negotiate and 
coniprornise:; how iaalach should they “stick to principles”? How should they iesjmnd ts 

changes? Clearly, universal answers cannot be given to these qucstions. 
ressed by each EEAG with its own goals, resources, and contextual 

situation in mind. Nevci-thelessp a few general guiddines can 56: mentioned: 



e EEAG should have a multi-yea strategic plan and should sti 
EEAG should consider downscaling strategies that consume a lot 
after a couple of years, have not begun to produce significant re 
strategic p h  needs to be flexible enough to respond to unantic 

ave a range of expertise on staff. Ideally, the EEAG staff should inclu 
awyers and others (e.g. , economists, engineers), so that the EEAG can 
within the regulatory arena but can also demonstrate (espec 
addition to outside technical consultants, it has internal 

Network, but taifor ideas and information. Networking wi 
nation is especially valuable for new EEAGs: it can save time and resources 

ideas and information. However, an EWG shodd not import id 
n wholesale, without tailoring them to the EEAG9s state or regi 

this reason, encouraging and participating in statewide ene 
way to begin to get state-specific data that are widely ac 

uild coalitions with both g 4 f e l l ~ ~  travellers” and others; ~ e ~ ~ ~ Q ~  evji 
support. Coalition-building with like-minded groups can be one of the 
effective means of strengthening an EEAG’s position with utilities mrd 
addition, an EEAG’s psition will be substantially strengthened if it 
alliances with other, dissimilar organizations (e.g., industries, 
producers) and if it can show that it represents the views of a 
simply a small cadre of dedicated environmentalists. To devel 
support, the EEAG must be able to propose creative appro 
EEAC’s basic mission while serving others’ interests as well, 

Speak softly but carry a big stick. Litigation can be an EEAG’s ace card, but it should 
be played very selectively. The threat of litigation (and act 
an EEAG’s psitiom with others: it may result in a favorablej 
doesn’t, it may increase respect for the EEAG. However, if 1 
dominant EEAG activity, it may lead to widespread antagoni 
affect the EEAG’ s other strategies-including , possibly, its 
hoe alliances, as well as its work within interactive efforts. 

STRtTCTURE OF THIS CHAPTER 

In the remainder of this chapter, the above points will be elaborated 

the most effective in promoting IRP and cost-effective DSM, and why?” 
subquestions that largely parallel Chapters 2 through 5:  

addressed by breaking out the central question, “Which EEAG efforts ap ntny 

- at might have happened in the absence of the interactive efforts and ather BEAG 
activities? 
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- Which external, wsrtexiiilal factors appear to be havirng the greatest effects on DSM and 
nw3 
Under what coraditiuans have the EEAGs’ ~ ~ ~ ~ c ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ o ~  in interactive efforts worked best? 
Under what conditions have the IEFAGs’ other activities (e,g, lobbying, ducation, 

- 
- 

latory prmdings, litigation) warkal best? 
tors such as m EEAG’s funding, staff size, 

its a19ility to undertake various strategies effectively? 

CAVEATS 

ing to these questions, several caveats should be mention . Most of these 
were nientioned in our first-phase report (Schweitzerlr, English, Yourstone, 
33, but they me equally true here, 

First, our conelusions and recommendations are based solely on the cases studied as part 
of this project. As discussed in Chapter 1 ,  these cases were seBected baause they were of 
particular interest to us, not because they constitute a random. sample, While they represent a 

deal of the diversity that can be expextd across the U.S.,  a differat collectio 
might result in som hat different findings, perhaps lading to different conclusions ;an 

Second, these case studies r rescnt a particular time period. In doing them, we have 
attempted to take a longitudinal perspective: we have tried to understand past as well as 
current events and opinnions, md we have tried to anticipate future trends. Nevertheless, the 
same cases s l w k d  at athca pin ts  in tine could result in somewhat different findings. 

Tnird9 a degree of ~~~~~~~~~ bias is always possible. Our @ipse studies are based both 
on factual inftmnationr arid on the opinions of those intewiewd. With res 
we have tried :O verify that we have a reasonably accurate undersmding 
transpired. With respezt to the latter, we have, as interviewers, tried to e 
questions are neutrally expressed, but in the final analysis we have had to 
frankness of those interviewed. In considering how to elicit opinions, we 
exploratory, open-ended questions. In doing SO, we 
over a data set that coaald be readily replicated. ox TC 
that the opinions offered were Sting consciously slanted to serve particular agendas. 
However, because of informal means of checking (talking with a variety of types of 

nderrits; having the draft case studies reviewed by several respondents) we feel 
r ~ ~ ~ a ~ ~ y  confident that lack of franknms was not a pervasive probBem. 

t d  for richness of dehil and insights 
r d  as statistics. We accepted the risk 

Finally, our own views CQIXXII~~~ some of the central themes of this report sho 
stated. We believe that DSM (defined as both load management and energy efficiency 
measures) can be a valuable ESQWX-OIE that tm often has been neglected We c h ~  not 
believe, ~ O W C V ~ T ,  that DSM m~sur‘cs  ~ h ~ ~ l d  be p~irrsued imprudently, without atkntion to 
their cost effectiveness or how they fit into a utility’s IN3. We do believe that, while 
meaningful Beast-cost planning can be difficult, it is essential, if only from a long-rmge, 
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societal standpoint. We also believe that nonadversarial, interactive efforts ean be a valuable 
tool-again, one that often has been neglected-but we do not believe that full-scale 
(multi-party, multi-purpose, multi-year) collaboratives are always the best route to take. 
Instead, with both DSM and Interacthe efforts, the approach should be tailored to fit the 
circumstanws. And last, we believe that EEAGs can, through their partkipation in 
interactive efforts and their other initiatives, make a significant contribution to utility policy. 
But, while they are the focus of this report-, we do not believe that they necessarily “have all 
the answers.” Instead, they are one among several important players in an ongoing, dynamic 
process of policy formation. 

MAKING A DIFFERENCE 

What t have happened e absence of the interactive efforts and other 
EEAG activities? 

It is v i ~ ~ l y  impossible to say with c ~ r ~ ~ n t ~  what would have happened in the cases 
studied if, all other things being equal, the interactive efforts and other EEAG activities had 
not occurred. There are simply too many complex, intertwined variables. Nevertheless, as 
Chapter ’E has indicated, patterns in the case studies suggest that interactive efforts can 
dirwtly and s u b s ~ t i ~ l y  promote DSM usage and improve relations among key players. In 

and publication) are likely to be more indirect and less immediate. However, in terms of 
influencing the formulation of reg 
such as intervention in r 
drafting legislation gene 

COntPilst, many of effats of other EEAG activities (e.g., lobbying, education, research 

cy, our findings indicate that EEAG activities 
s, participation in settlement negotiations, and 
y more effect than have interactive efforts. 

As these cases also suggest, interactive effarts do not always have substantial impacts. 
As estimated in Chapter 2, two of the interactive efforts studied have thus far had large 
overall impacts, whereas four have had moderate impacts and the remainder have had 
relatively small impacts. The XASQIIS for different levels of impact vary: for example, if the 
interactive effort is of limited scope, its payoffs will be accordingly limited; if key decisions 
are being made in other arenas, it may be regarded as irrelevant; and, of course, specific 
characteristics of the environment in which the efforts take place and the nature of those 
efforts themselves can be extremely importatat. 

Similarly, the fact that an EEAG has undertaken other activities to promote DSM and 

that EEAG activities outside interactive efforts thus far appear to 
IRP does not necessarily mean that those activities will have substantial outcomes. In 
Chapter 2, it is estim 
have had major impacts imn only one case, but have had moderate impacts in several other 
cases. Again, the reasons for different levels of impact vary, and are not always completely 
within the EEAG’s control. The EEAG may launch a major initiative and yet may, if 
counterforces are strong enough, get little reward for its efforts. In developing its strategies, 
an EEAG needs to be sensitive to the possibility that they may produce little direct payoff 
reiative to the effort invested. 
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through an interactive ciY01-t than through the 
G. Nevecglne4ess, the hackneyed phrase ”You can la 

ally apt here, There’s no way for an 
efhrt. It must choose to do so (or be 

ordered to participate by a regulatory commission). However, its puticipation in m 
interactive effort may be precipitated by the EEAG in various ways: for examplet the EEAG 
may connect the utility with outside ex 

effort, it can have a 
but even if it is no 

seemingly succes 
independent initiatives, in order to maintain i t s  role ips a smra player in utility re 

sc, md i t  may Z ~ S Q  offer the likelihood of less 

ce over that effort (especially if it is the only NUP, 
on is still essential. Tacking that csoperatisn, the 
itiatives. And even if an EEAG is invalved in a 

m e  or more utilities, the EEAG still n e d s  

controversy in th 

EEAG must purssu 

lity filings. Once the EEAG is in an interactive 

THIE: wo 

There are many fac FS over which an EEAG has little or no ccantrd. These include, 
especially, the contextual faactors discussed in Chapter 3: the particiilar situation of the 
various utilities; the key players csncemd with the utilities’ DSIM and HKP; md, more 
generally, the economic, political, and regulatory envimnrnents. Some of these factors are in 
a state of significant change at present. 

As noted in Chapter 3, the regulatory environment is the most dirwt and potent 
contextual factor influencing DSM md YRP. Im rt;imt aspects of the regulatory environment 
include policies cancerning: nnaaaures to encourage utilities to adopt BSM (e,g lost revenue 

st recovery, and financ incentives) , cost effectivemss tests for 
M Test to the SmieM Cost Test), and 

ill be done by the at& utilities. Policies on issues such as these 
mcwork within which utilities, EBhGs, and others act, And, while 

most states have adopted KRP, some have not yet p t d  other regulatory approaches 
favorable to DSM, In addition, other p r d u r e s  attitudes of the regulatory commission 
and its staff can also have major effects on DSM and IRP, and especially on the interactions 
of key players. For example, if the commission endorses Ithe riotion of utilityiWJP 
~ l l ~ ~ o r a ~ i o ~ ~ ,  ~ o ~ l a ~ o ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ s  are more likely to be formed than if the conmission is o 
to them for some rea n (e .g  btxause the commission members think utilities ~ k ~ u l d  not 
share their decisionmaking responsibilities). Similarly, if the segiinlatoxy commission sets up 

nities for informal wosksl.aops, advisory gm s, etc. to saipplmt formal regulatory 
ings, the characes for exchange among play u e  incrast:d, Whether this exchange 

ly determind by the nature of the key players. 

ms (ranging from the 

will be frank is anotkcr question: one 





t of r e ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ n ~  has been enou h to color the total context within which 
EEAGs and other key players cmnently interact. 

the stage for an irnkmctive effort9 a key 
acity. If the utility anticipates a capacity 

i s  the utility's n 
ge, it is more likely to tilt 

toward increased DSM and regulatory policies that favor DSM. It also may more avidly seek. 
the input and expertise that NUPs a n  bring to a collaborative DSM effort. As noted 
previously favorable: regulatory policies- 
on--also do much to set the: stage for a su 

ly, either bef0W the effort begill, QP GXly 
ful interactive effort. So too do the attitudes 

ive prmess and its results, iridnding the 
s ami implements those resdts. 

ctians of the replatars regarding the cslhbo 
with which the re ulatoxy csrnrnission cms 

Within the interactive effort, a high?y relevant factor i s  the extent to which the utillity is 
willing to sham decision-making powera A I I Q ~ ~ X  imprtant factor is the ability of participants 
in the effoa to agree 11 n a common p n p s e  at the outset md thereby avoid subsequent 
csnfusi~o. In addition, all participants need to be committed to the process and willing to 
csmpromise. 

Thr: NUBS themselves are another key factor. While a broad m g e  of NUPs i s  not 
essmtial, losing NIdPs during the prwess c amage it. 'l['hus, it is irn 
centime to feel that the interactive effort is "worth it"--in other words 

e ozgtmmes, A t factor is whether the NUPs are provided with 
owing them to pa-ticipate more fully. While 
absolutely essenFial in all instances, it helps "level 
ltants ciin jeopardize the process if they do not 

to be uninfornid 
one NUP, formin 

~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ y  useful, as a coalition can have more clout with the utility and can help to 
strmmline the in& tive process by reducing the number sf co 
Interestinglyr contemporaneous litigation by one or more of the 
coallitisn) does not ize an interactive effort; i 

litigation will vitiate an intemctive effort if it becomes 
fomm for exchange. 



, as noted in Chapter 4, internal or external deadlines may not be absolutely 
oductive work within an interactive effort, but their absence may indicate 

ts' views that the interactive effort is not worth the often substara 
that the real work of resolving issues is going on elsewhere. This may, in turn, 

effort it takes, 

INDEFENDEN" INITIATIVES 

Under what con have the EEAGs' other activities worked best? 

Regardless of whether an EEAG is in one or more interactive efforts, it can and sh 
pursue independent initiatives. As discussed in Chapter 5 ,  these can include efforts such 
~ o b b y ~ g ,  drafting legislation, education, research, coalition-building, 
participating in statewide energy planning intervention in regulatory 

se efforts are not totally under the control of the E M  
by tax-exempt status considerations; draft bills require legislative spnsors; 

willing partners are needed for coalitions; statewide enkrgy plans require widespread su 
if they are to be initiated, executed, and implemented; regulatory commissions determi 
number and type of opportunities for participation in formal. proceedings and other less 
formal regulatory meetings. Furthermore, as discussed further below, the nature an 
~ a g n i ~ ~ ~ ~  of these efforts are largely determined by the EEAG's funding an by the size an 
skill composition of its staff. Nevertheless, the independent initiatives of EEAGs are likely tcp 

re under their control than are interactive efforts, because they do not require utility 
initiatives vary as to the nature of their outcomes, and as to their pitfalls 

and promises, 

As noted in Chapter 5 ,  these initiatives can be roughly divided into two categories: those 
which have specific, fairly immediate goals and those which have less tangible, longer- 
goals. The first category generally includes such activities as lobbying; drafting bills, 
resolutions, etc.; seeking tcs get a statewide energy plan in place or updated; ~ o ~ ~ ~ n ~ ~ g  on 

has not been emphasized by many of the groups studied, although some have been 
with organizations that do engage in extensive lobbying. Appropriate o ~ ~ ~ ~ n i ~ ~  fobs 
drafting legislative bills, administrative orders, etc. rarely arise, but 
be an effective way for the EEAG to proactively promote particular 
climate must be right for such efforts, however; otherwise they are 
upon these case studies, statewide energy planning can be an especially fertile area for 
EEAGs to proactively pursue. It enables them to work on a common cause with other, often 
dissimilar groups and agencies: few people are prepared to dismiss outright the concept of 
energy planning. Moving from that concept to the actual plan and its implerne 
another story, but at least the idea of a public effort to plan for energy supply 
has taken root. 

utility plans and otherwise intervening in regulatory proceedings; and bringing suit. ing 

~ ~ m ~ e n t i n g  on utility plans and intemening in regulatory proceedings concerning either 
particular cases or more general policy issues (as well as participating in less formal, 
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Coalition-building ;.an be one of the most cost-effective strakgks nf an EEAG, because 
csalitions (either within interactive efforts ~r in other settings) arc likely to c a w  more 
weight than the voice of a siiiglf: argmka?bi~. They do, though7 have the potential downside 
of rquiring coi~gr-omises in ordcr to s p k  with a unified voice. The most effmtive strategy 
appears to entail a 1 y organized ccaalition--one which allows some but mfi all rnembeifs 
to coalesce around iAar issues as they arise. Unlike coalitions of like-minded groups, 
allimces of dispxatc groups (e.g. ,  EEAGs, utilities, and industries) ase likely to be targeted 
towad on@, rebatiivdy short-lived cause; nevertheless, they can Bay the grc-,undw.orL fer 
futurel renewed alliances over r d  interests arid concc~ns, Even more than ~oalitions~ such 
alliances tenipx the pm~khiRity that the EEAC will be ~egardt3d by "insiders" as an extremist 
csutsider:. Wistering the support of ratepayers is part of what coalitions and alliances is about: 
it is i r n p r h n t  (esAwciaWj as a plit jcd tactic, to counter opponents) to show that the EEAG 
speaks for a broad range of aciiml ;wplc, not just far an ideology. In this effort especially, 
an EERG working with utilities a d  in the regulatory WCPBB may in& the w p p r t  of other 
organi zitions with sti-~nget grasvmts ~cg'itiec~iioti~. 



How do internal factors such as an EEAG’s funding, staff size, and staff expertise 
sf€& its ability to undertake various strategies effectively? 

No one group can do 
road strategies and 

fit analyses, to assess 
urns in the long 

and short run in their particular situations; and self-examinations, to realistically assess where 
their group’s strengths lie. Stable, diversified sources of funding are important: to initiate and 

interactive efforts or other types of efforts, the EEAG and others (including 
nts) must l o w  that it will not vanish in six months or a year, that it is there 

for the long haul. Without adequate funding, the group’s ability to undertake certain 
efforts-especially costly ones such as re ch and regulatory intervention-will be 

et funds alone cannot ensure the EEAG will be successful in its efforts, and 
se of the external, relative1 controllable factors mentioned above. In 

AG’s success will be determined by its ability to attract and retain a talented 
and appropriate mix of staff members. Building up internal expertise usually takes time. 
While consultants can be used to some extent, they are expensive and they may be regarded 

ticism by others who see them as “carpetbaggers.” In the final analysis, it appears 
EEAGs are judged to a large extent on their own capabilities. 

resources of EEAGs, they can join with other like-minded groups 
efforts to be undertaken, as noted above. In addition, creative use can be 
ar setting s f  an EEAG: for example, its affiliation with a university or 
(However, this affiliation can also lead to extra responsibilities that draw 
from advocacy work.) The national network of EEAGs now in place can 

be h e l ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  to give access to ideas and approaches being developed elsewhere-but only if 
those idfeas are applied with a sensitivity to how they will “play” at home. In the end, 

t a p p s  that most EEAGs must continually deal with a shortage of staff resources. 
are f a d  with the challenge of trying tu do a few things well (rather than 
rly) while remaining alert to new possibilities for exerting their influence. It 

is a difficult balancing act. 

no surefire fomulas for success. Many variables affect whether interactive 
e independent initiatives of EEA s will have significant results. The general 

 no^^^^ situation and a utility’s particular set of resources have major impacts on the 
. So too do actions within the regulatory arena-especially current 
s and, on the horizon, the prospect of a major shakeup in electric utility 

les closer to home such as &he availability of EEAG funding and of 
n-building phy important: roles as well. Furthermore, in many 
to determine precisely what the long-term results of interactive efforts 
i n i ~ i a ~ ~ ~ ~ s  will be. 



An important job of those lading an EBAG is to deternair-ne which activities will prove 
the most fruitful. In doing sa, they must take info amount both the sambiraed effects of 
various activities at any one pint ,  
provide a "recipe" for EEAGs. By providi 
it may help to guide EEAGs as th 

d their additive effects over time. This 
an analysis of selcctd EEAG effbrts, however, 
ir own CBurSes. 
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APPENDIX A 

INDIVIDUAL CASE STUDY CHRONOLOGIES 
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THE CALIFORNIA COLLABORATIVE AND RELATED NRDC ACTIVITIES 

CHRONOLUGY 

January 1979: Conservation Load Management Adjustment Clause is added to SCE 
tariffs. 

AD& 1989; Conservation Load Management Adjustment Clause tariff is 
withdrawn. 

Snring 1989; NRDC completes and publishes me Decline of ComewutiOn in 
Californi~: Causes, Costs, wtil Remedies. 

Julv 1989: Cornmission holds en banc hearing on DSM. There is agreement to 
initiate a collaborative process. 

Aumst 1989: Collaborative parties begin meeting. Three phases of activity are 
defined: 

(1) fact-finding on technologies and programs 
(2) developing policy options 
(3) synthesis and report writing 

Noven& r 1989; Fact-finding phase of collaborative process is completed. 

Januarv 1990; An Ejgiciency Blueprint for California, Report of the Statewide 
C'oZh2borr;stive Prucess is presented to the Commission. Highlights of 
the document are: 

(1) utilities will increase DSM investment 96% by the end of 1991 
(2) financial incentive mechanisms for each utility are outlined 

Februa rv-ADril . 1990; NUPs work with individual utilities to develop DSM programs and 
financial incentive mechanisms. 

Aorill9$& Utilities individually file detailed DSM program descriptions and 
details of financial incentives mechanisms with CPUC. 

Aunust 1990: DSM applications approved by CPUC. 

octobe r 1990: CPUC sends formal letter to all utilities supporting the advisory 
committees which have been formed to continue the involvement of 
affected parties in DSM program planning, implementation, and 
evaluation. 
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1991: 

June 1991; 

First dull-yea- imple ion of customer 
c in August, 13 rams adopted b 

E- aid SCE-p 
es decide not to 

n i d  by CPUC, and the 

SCE mnoulnces plan to reduce carbon dioxidc emissions by 20% by 
2810% 

In Biennial Resource Plan Update prm&inzg, CPUC orders utilities 
to assign costs to envir0nmenb.l exkraaalities when eval.luathg new 
rewurccs. 

SDO&E files its Biennial Resource Plan Update, which forecasts a 
and estimates that BSM could 

provide 240 
for 16QO M W  by the year 2 

by 1995 and 360 MW (22.5 5% of the forwasted 
n d )  by 2008. 

October 1991: BG&E receives U. S . President’s Environmermt and Consemation 
Challenge Award (the presidential award for envir-onmeaakl 
excellence). 

December 1991: Utilities n1eet their 1991 DSM goals for energy savings md peak 
demm.d reductions. 

March 1992; Utilities file first annuid progress rcprts on BSM with the CPUC. 
s provide details by program on results, expenditures9 

CPUC holds workshops on DSM measurement and evaluation 
(M&E) Partici mts are the same as those in collaborative, but 
negotiations occur through a third-pawy facilitator. 

~ ~ c e ~ ~ ~ ~  1992: CPUC Division d Strategic Planning releases the “Yellow Repp-t” 
regarding the future regulation of energy utilities. R c p r t  concludes 
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utility regmlats 
ket. 

Iicies are inconsistent with the current 

993: CPUC receives ~ ~ s ~ l ~ n t ' ~  rt that examines SM shareholder 
incentive programs En use in Cdifomia and solicits testimony about 
whether DSM i n ~ ~ t j y e ~  should exist and, if 50, in what form. 

ree f u l ~ - ~ ~ n ~ l  hearings regaxding regulation 

A~ril1993: ge ruling regarding M&E i d l y  approves 
has beera settl n w~~~~~~~ change from a ante engineering 

timates to ex post v ~ ~ ~ c a t i ~ n  and use of net-to-gross 
agreements remain, the a d ~ i ~ ~ s t ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  law judge 

with  uti^^^ (and against 
regarding USE: of performance and r ~ ~ n t i ~ n  studies, frequency of 
study, and front-end loading of petux~is. 

Dk?iSiQn 5f &i 

&E protocols (Docket R91-88- 31, mandates h a d  
rst year md peaformmce and tention studies in 

third and sixth years for residendd programs and fourth m 

year and the remainde 
frame. Together utilities will spend about $37~5 ~~~~~~~ annually on 
M&E (about 12 % of DSM ~ ~ i d g ~ ~ ~ ~  

year for commescd p ms, and orders 50% of returns 
ded into 3-4 year and 6-9 year time 

Sentembe r 1993: CPUC raffirms its su ing hnmcid incentives 
ty and begins investigation of 

what specific incentive mechanisms should he used. Since the 
inauguration of the ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~ r a t ~ ~ ~  the net benefit of dl DSM programs 
has been $1.9 billion. 

Fall 1993: CPUC promises ~ C J  deliver in Febru 
a formal ruling) about revising electric utility regulation. 

1994 a statement (though not 
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Workshrq~ is held by PUCQ staff, in which staff answer qwestisns 
from attendees on the details of the order and propose some staff- 
authored revisions to the order. 

1991: PTJCO guidelines for DSM cost recovery, lost revenue rexoveq, a i d  
shard savings incentives go into effect, These mles are those issu 
in February 1991 with s ~ m e  revisions developed by tkz PUCQ staff. 
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DP&L submits its first lRP to the PUC. DP&L also files ipppSication 
for its first base rate increase in eight years. This increase is expected 
to generate approximately $187 million of additional revenue per 
year, an increase of nearly 25% over current revenues. In response 
to the proposed rate increase, all of the following organizations 
intervene over the next several months: OCC; IEC; Executive 
Agencies of the United States; Ohio Council of Retail Merchants; 
Sunshine Seniors and Edgemont Coalition; Ohio Cable Television 
Association; and townships of Clay and Miami, vi11 
Phillipsburg, and city of Bmlcville (Local Government U~lity 
Coalition). 

of Gratis and 

NOV. 6. 1991; DP&L and intervenors file a stipulation with the PUCO 
resolve aLl of the contested issues in the rate case. Nwly all of the: 
original intervenors are signatories to the stipulation. Key pints of 
the agreement include the following: DP&L will receive an increase 
of $129 million in annual revenues, exclusive of DSM revenues, to 
be phased in over three years; DP&L‘s Zimmer plant investment will 
be limited to $795 million, with an estimated service life of not less 
than 33 years; an “earnings cap” is established for DP&L, with if 
target return on equity of 13%; DP&L agrees to spend $15 million 
per year for the next four years on cost-effective DSM programs; the 
signatory F e s  will join in a collaborative effort (to be part of the 
process of readying DP&L’s 1992 IFtP filing) “to insure that DSM 
funds are expended in a cost-effective manner;” the costs associated 
with DSM programs should be allocated to the classes that benefit 
from those programs; DY&L will only adopt programs that pass the 
TRC Test, but it will initiate a pilot DSM program to 
income residential electric customers; and the signato 
that this stipulation resolves the issues raised by DP&L in its 
application and testimony concerning the reasonableness of its 
decision to convert the Zimmer plant to a 1300 BMWI coal-fir4 
generating plant. 

Nov. 12. 1991: PUCO staff files report of investigation, finding the November 6 
stipulation to be a reasonable resolution of the pending case, 

Nov. 21, 1991: PUCO issues order requiring utilities to evaluate the impact of 
including the economic costs of environmental externalities resulting 
from electric power generation when comparing costs of supply- and 
demand-side resources. 

hate 1991; PUCO (with substantial public input) begins work on 0 
Strategy. 
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January 1992: Sierra Club Ohio Chapter initiates project to organize and share 
information with local. groups a d  individods throughout Ohio who 

intervention in P 

activists’ netw01-k’~ i s  

Jan. 22. 1992: PUCO accepts stafrs rwmnmenda~on 
November 6 ,  1991, stipulation sctthig 
reasonable and in the pu 4ic interest and shodd~ therefore, be 
adopted. This signals th official birth of the ~tmv DP&T., 
Collaborative. In addition to DP&9;, niennbers of the collaborative 
include all those intervenors in the rate case (or their represen 
who signed the November 6 stipukdtion plus the Montgomery C O U ~ Z ~ ~  
Community Action ncy (which was invited to join) md the Sierra 
Club (which interne in the casc after the Nov. 6 agreement was 

e BUCO staff is ta participate in the ~ ~ l ~ ~ b ~ ~ t i v ~  as a 
t active) mernbc~~ md the CCAP also is involved in the. 
s iarx a e t k  noiiwting menilser (due to its role as 

visor to the Sierra Ciub), 

February 1992: First meeting of collaborative is held oti February 6. Major topics 
woskpIa3 present& by DP&L; a schedule of 
nmr-term future; the issue of technical su 

(including the rase of outside experts by the NU%); the sel 
DSM grograms for DP&IA’s upcoming 1992 IRP filing; and a 
discussioim of DP&L’s palat and ciarrenit DSM programs. The 
~ ~ ~ i ~ i ~ ~ t s  agree thai decisions we to be made by come 
separate subcommittees should be f o n d  to dml with programs in 
the residential and C&I sectors- Ho~ever, the parties disagree over 
whether outside experts stsould be hired far the INUPS. The N‘t‘Ys 
would like ;rp to $SO,&OO to use for this puqmse, but DP&L 
considers such assistmtx unnecessary. 
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Mav 21,1992: 

June 13.1992; 

June 30. 1992: 

Mid 199 2: 

SeDt. 24.1992: 

offering, but this is never adopted. No fomal rules are established 
concerning collaborative structure and procedures. 

Collabarative participants continue to meet every week or two and to 
discuss potential DSM programs €or DP&L’s 1992 IRP. In a 
compromise solution, all parties agree to hire consultants to serve the 
entire collaborative; these experts give presentations on what’s been 
done in other states and on how to evaluate programs, but they do 
not evaluate specific &L programs. 

The deadline for filing the 1992 IRE0 is pushed back from April 15 to 
June 30. All parties reach substantial agreement on the DSM 
programs that the utility should adopt but not on the allocation of 
funds to specific programs. DP&L favors spending a large portion of 
its total DSM budget on customer education programs, while many 
NUPs want more funding to go to the direct provision of DSM 
services. 

Collaborative holds last meeting before DP&L files its 
meeting, DP&L presents the mix of DSM programs that it intends to 
include in its upcoming IRP, giving the NUPs another ~ ~ ~ ~ n i t y  to 
offer comments. 

Sierra Club, GCAP, and others hold workshop in 
individuals and organizations involved with energy issues in Ohio. 
Topics include: legal and administrative o p ~ ~ u ~ i ~ ~ ~ ;  IRP and DSM; 
and coordinating locally for action. 

DP&L files 1992 IRP with PUC. This plan (which includes many 
elements in addition to the portfolio of DS programs that is the 
focus of the collaborative) is not presented as a consensus filing. 
Shortly after the plan is filed, several collaborative members 
(including OCC and the Sierra Club) file motions to intervene in the 
IRP case. 

CCAP starts working with existing low-incame organizations to help 
them address energy efficiency issues. 

Collaborative meetings resume after a summer of inactivity, with a 
new team of utility representatives that many members consider more 
approachable than the original company representatives. In t 
six weeks following the May 21 meeting, DP&L had been busy 
preparing its 1992 IRP for the June 30 deadline. After that, W P s  
had been involved in reviewing the filing, and m a y  collaborative 
participants had been involved in other cases, particularly the Ohio 
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Bower Eraviran tal Compliance Plan. The involvement of o 
uring the summer months. 

W P s  meet in attempt to formalize a mutually-aeceptabk 
and to decide what tasks to undertake: prior to 

in Ja~iuary). A small working gm 
OCC, IEC, and the Sierra Club) 

lishd ;and charged with reaching agreement an these issues md 
ting back to dill WPs.  

PUCO issues order n-adifying prmdures for DSM cost rec 
lost revenue recovery, md shared savin 
allows utility DSM progmis irnplernen 
prscdiiiags to qualify for program cast and lost revenue raoveq 
(but not for s h a d  savings). Order also allsws ce 
programs to qualify for lost revenue recovery. Finall 
ordered to organize a conference for affected utilitie 
explore the viability of alternative DSM recovery m~~hanisnnrrs. 

incentives. Revised order 
prior to (or between) IW 

fdjlJPs meet to discuss agreement reached by smaller working group 
on collaborative pros=~a3%~s/decis ion-ni~i~~ structure 
for the corning months. NUPs ch agrement and se 
~ ~ o l l a b ~ ~ ~ t ~ v ~  Process Agrement” to DP&L for review. This draft 
document presents th 
topics, iticluding: th 
mernbrship and participation; decision-making; md the use 
consultants. 

PS’ psition on a number of prmess-relatd 
se9 role, and scope of the collaborative; 

DP&L their comments on the DSM programs pr 
by the ueility in its IW filing of June 30, 1992. The NlJPs identify 
some programs that s 
more information i s  

forward immediately, some far which 
d mrne that should be put on 

number af the programs. ific comments are a 

Entire collaborative meets to discuss issues rais 
their October 13 and 14 communications a i d  to attempt to reach 
con=nsus in tI1ese weas. 

by the NUYs in 

DP&L starts implementing 
i t s  IW filed on June 30, 1 

e of the DSM programs included in 
a d  continues to increase the size  sf 

staff (a ramping-ug process that began during the su 
tive participants discuss DSM programs csnhined i 

IRP md the hotly-contested issue of hiring a consultant to serve the 
group. Negotiations arre held on program changes suggested by the 
NUPs in an effort to rack a ~ ~ ~ t l ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  on major issues of c ~ ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  
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m 7 ,  1993: 

in. No agreement is reached concerning 

PUCQ issues rt on Ohio Energy Strategy. 

Prefiled testimony and exhibits  in^ DP&E’s 1991 and 1992 
lwps are s u b ~ i t ~  to P e0 at evidentiary hearing. During this 
hearing, a ~ t i ~ ~ l a t i ~ i ~  and Ramrimendation Agreement, worked out 

ate from the collaborative) and 
, is submitted to the 
did not involve all 

t dl of them are formal 
involve the key players in the 

olved in the negotiations as 
ntervenor in the case and 
IEG and the organizations 

iety are not signatories to 
it. The main features of 

asts are found to be 
city presented by the 

the parties do not sign off 
d less than $15 million 

1 four-year expenditure 

design, ~~~~~~~~~~~~o~~ ~ n ~ n i ~ ~ i n ~ ,  and evaluation of DSM 
programs axad will 
collaborative by ev , refining, and suggesting specific 
programs to meet t 

a consultant (Xenergy) to assist the 

illion investment goal. 

s agree i ~ ~ Q ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  that the collaborative will 
rules for the next six months and that this 

of that time. The decision to hire a 
~ l a ~ ~ o ~ ~  represents the culmination of 

many ~ o ~ t ~ ~  af discussion in the wllaborative. While the 
~ t i ~ i t y - s ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  programs prior to the 

% actually engage in program design. The 
WttJernent on acceptable programs reached in the negotiating sessions 
was aided by a cost-effectiveness analysis performed by PUCO staff 
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Collaborative cclntimnea to meet dmiit onee P month, as it has done 
a41 year. The meeting place i s  provided by DP&L, which also gives 
cdlalmative participants summzrics of prior meetings md advmm 
notification of future meetings and agendas. Major topics are utility 
performaxice on misting programs arnd possibilities for program 

groups") dm m a t  on an ais3 ".oc M i s ,  as ne&&, to discuss 
issxes that n d  d m e ~  atteniisn (such 3s low i~corne residential 
issues). 

dinearaent and new programs, Subcommittees (called "wor&ng 



c ANTS 

E 

A-15 





LEAF ACTIVITIES TO PROMOTE DSM IN FLORIDA 

CHRONOLOGY 

October 1. 1973; 

1980-1981: 

Earh 1980s; 

November 14,1989: 

ember 1989: 

March 20,1990: 
, 

&m!lnber 1 1.1990: 

October 1990: 

ember 4.1990: 

Provisions of the Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting Act go into 
effeet . 
The PSC requires electric utilities to adopt programs to meet the 
requirements of the newly enacted Florida Energy Efficiency and 
Conservation Act. 

Rules of the PSC pertaining to its energy conservation goals and 
residential conservation service program are implemented. The main 
purposes of these rules are (1) to increase the efficiency of electric 
and natural gas systems and their end uses by reducing weather- 
sensitive peak demand and oil and electricity consumption to the 
extent cost-effective; and (2) to require utilities to provide residential 
customers with energy conservation audits and, if necessary, 
weatherization with financing arrangements and inspections. 

The PSC issues an order directing electric utilities to submit new and 
updated conservation plans and programs. 

Florida experiences unprecedented cold weather, causing peak 
electricity demands to exceed generating capacity by approximately 
4,400 MW on December 25. As a result, rotating blackouts are 
employed by some Florida utilities. 

In response to its investigation of the December 1989 blackouts, the 
PSC issues an order directing Florida’s electric utilities to prepare a 
severe weather emergency plan for the State. 

The PSC acts u p n  the utilities’ conservation program submittals 
ordered on November 14, 1989, approving most of them. However, 
some programs are rejected because they do not meet the legislative 
intent embodied in the Florida Energy Efficiency and Conservation 
Act, and the PSC directs them to be resubmitted. 

The PSC opens a docket on shareholder incentives for DSM. 

The PSC adopts the Florida Electrical Emergency Contingency Plan, 
which addresses actions to be taken by Florida’s electric utilities 
during a generating capacity shortage, and gives procedures to be 
followed by utilities to ensure coordinated statewide action. 

A-17 



tition, with the PSC, for four llew 
4-cycle power units providing %SI additional 940 lWA7 by 

The Florida En 
Chiles, utilities, PSC staff, and EEAGs to discuss a coinpichensive, 
statewide study of Florida’s consemation ptcnii;?_k, 

y Office (FEO) holds a meeting with Governor 

TECo files a n 
220 M W  integrated cad gasification combira&-cycis pxw:‘ platst 
n in 1996. 

etetmination petition, with the PSC, for a 19ew 

n e  PSC a workshop on the issue sf economic incen:tives to 
and-side sptiows. 

October 10. 199k LEAF, Florida Public Interest Research Group, Florida Solar Energy 
Industrks Association Florida Consumer Action Network, h l w ~ ~ b -  
88, PEP, John 6. Blackbum of Maitland, FL, and Tim Stmrts of 
W e  Wales, FL file a motion to intervene in FPC’s need 
determination case. Terry Black, an attorney with FEP, is granted 
permission to intervene o behalf of LEAF. 

LEAF, Florida Public Interes search Group, Florida Sohi Energy 
Industries Asswia nsumtx Action Netwark, Manasota- 
88, PEP, John By FL (John Rym is Vice Chairman 
of LEAF’S board of directors) and Tim Stearts of Lake Uralcs, FE 
file a motion to intervene before. the PSC in thc TECo case, Terry 

t d  ~ ~ ~ ~ i s s i ~ ~  to intervene on behalf of LEAF. 

‘The PSC hearing for FP3c is held. The PSC subsqiiently issues its 
order 
it had 

25, 1992) denying FPC two of the four pwer  units 

The PSC hearing for TECo is held. The PSC subsequently issues its 
order (March 2, 1992) granting TECo perrnissicm tu herild i ts  
requested plant. 

The Florjitia legislature rn 
Govem0r’s O f f i c e  to the 

s FEO Protvl directly under the 
artlment of Community Affairs (DCA). 

FPC files a rate increases uesl amounting tc $145.9 million. The 
gs: in 1988 redldcd FFT’S rates by $12 L .5 nnillion. 

February 25, 1992: The PSC issues an order authorizing the cnrastnictiion of tbs  first two 
units in the FPC’s August 1991 plan apnd rejecting units 3 am1 4, 
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to TECo to build its 
mber 1991 petition. The 
alternative. However, the 

to file a new ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ a t i Q n  plan one year prior to 
e t ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ a t i ~ i ~  case. 

for ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ e ~ t ~ ~ ~  in response to the PSC’s 
2 orders regarding FPG’s and TECo’s need 

ith representatives from 
AGs (e.&, Florida Solar 

lions for reconsideration of the FPC and 
the TECo case to the Florida Supreme 

1 the FPC case because it is 

ress Energy Partners 
mination of need for two 416 MW 
units. 

e basdine assessment 

’s rate Incrmsc uest, two witnesses give 
AF, arguing Em decoupling and incentives. 

X,P,AF files an ap a Supreme Court on the TECo 

ination haring is d d .  Eight EEAGs are 
ng LEAF. Only LEAF formally intervenes. 



The PSCI issues 
to be implemeatd in three phases beginning in November 1992. 

order granting FPC an $85,7 million rate increase 

; The Governor and the Cabinet (sitting as the Power Plant Siting 
Board) adopt a re-colutiorz directing the Department of  on^^^^^ 
Regulation (DER) to analyze thc existing power plant licen 
process, as wcE as the rquircments of the 1990 Federal C 
Act md the 1992 National Energy Poiicy Act, and to advise the 

major iss~acs not& include %@P and a~.;ir~rr~men&l externalities. 
Siting %art9 whethcr changes in the prmess are n d d .  Some of the 

Nov. 23-24, 1992:" The first pbBk h a r h g  is held by DER conceniing the October 28 
resolution adopted by the Power Plant Siting B ~ a r  * Representatives 
of the utilities and tkc BSC favor the status quo, but othcrrs, including 
representatives of the cagtr,nerzi.tion industry, want to develop a 
1egis:ative gropmal that would change the power plmt licensing 
prm:ess I 

The samnd public hearing is lneld eonccrnitrg the October 24) 
resollittion directing DER to revieav the pwer  plant licensing 
This session deals with nuelcar jsswer and air pollution issues. 

. The PSC denies TECo's rate: increase sqsxest of $97.9 million, 
instad granting $34 million to be phased in over two years. 
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December 7.2, 1992: A final public hearing is held by DER on the power plant licensing 
process, in order to summarize the various issues raised during the 
other public hearings. 

Early 1993: islature passes the Florida Building Energy Efficiency 
Rating Act, which directs the DCA to develop a uniform statewide 
system for rating the energy efficiency of new and existing residential 
and commercial buildings. 

Januarv- 
March lN3; 

Julia Johnson is appointed to the PSC by Governor Lawtan Chiles, 
replacing Betty Easley who was appointed by the former Republican 
governor. With Johnson’s appointment, Chiles, a Democrat who took 
office in January 1991, has appointed four of the five members of the 
PSC. 

LEAF assists Florida Legal Services in developing a proposal for the 
group’s participation in PSC energy efficiency matters pertaining to 
low-income citizens. 

March 1993: Cypress Energy Partners appeal the PSC’s denial of their two 
requested units to the Florida Supreme Court. LEAF subsequently 
files a cross-appeal. 

March 18. 3993: LEAF petitions to intervene in a PSC case to consider whether Gulf 
Power’s proposed plan to attain Clean Air Act compliance is 
reasonable and in the public interest. 

March 23, 1993: The Florida legislature passes legislation allowing electric utilities to 
recover certain costs incurred on or after April 13, 1993 that are 
associated with reducing emissions to comply primarily with the 
Clean Air Act. 

Miarch 38, 6993; The PSC adopts rules regarding conservation goals. The new rules 
require utilities to submit proposals for numerical conservation goals 
for energy savings ’and demand reduction. Once the proposals are 
approved by the PSC, the utilities will have 90 days to submit 
specific programs to reach their goals. These programs ais0 must be 
approved by the PSC. In addition, after goals and programs have 
been approved, utilities are required to make annual reports to the 
PSG on the results of their efforts to implement the programs and 
reach the goals. 

A@ 1993: FPC files revenue decoupling and DSM incentives proposals for PSC 
review. 
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LEAF subaaits cat~rnmments to tllrcr. DCA on its draft sera 
g the issue that DCA had 

r t  on the power plant limn 

PSC staff hold a workshop on issues pertaining to the environmental 
cost recovery legislation passed (aa~~lier in the year. 

Cypress Emcrgy Partners ~~~~~~~w their 

longer needs new capacity by 1998. 

of the PSC’s denial 
that FPBrE no mpow- units, because it is determin 

The DEW and the Departme t of Natural Resources are consolidated 
to form Florida’s DEP. This delays release of the former DE 
report md rtxommendations on the state’s power plant licensing 

uesteid by the Bower Plmt Siting B acd in its October 28, 

The H;TQI~& Supreme Court rejects LEAF’S 
nation case. The Court’s opinion sta 

reting its own rules regarding the IB 
con,wwation and the definition of cost-effectiveness. 

on the TECo need 
the PSC act4  

TBAF participates in PSC harings csnceming Gulf Power’s Clem 
Air Act compliance: plan, and argues that, anno g other issues, the 
coinpany did not consider DSM options sufficiently. 

D@A submits ~ o ~ ~ ~ m e n t s  to DEP concerning the p w e r  p l a t  licensing 
prwess, The comments address irnglcmentatiis of the statewide 
DSM study, interagency coordination related energy planning, long 
rangelstrategic energy planning promstion of energy conservation 
aid renewables, md considemiti of environnierital externalities. 
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much earlier in the process; streamlining the siting 
me u n ~ ~ s ~ ~  steps; and determining 
wed in new plants. 

process by elimin 

The PSC a ~ ~ r o v e s  Gulf Power’s l a  Air Act compliance measures. 
includes Sowering its ni xide emissions by using low 

ering its sulfur dioxide emissions by 
files a motion for reconsideration of burning law sulfur cad. 

The Power Plant Siting Board votes to adopt DEP’s July 20 
r ~ ~ ~ e n d a t i o ~ s  relating to Ilh 
in motion the process of formi 
r ~ ~ ~ ~ n d a t ~ ~ n s  should be ~~~~~~e~~ , to draft new legislation to 
carry them out, and to recommend mles and policies to various 
agencies. 

wer plant lieensing process and set 
task force k~ consider how the 

Fall 1993: LEAF’S ~ o ~ ~ o ~  for r ~ o n ~ ~ d ~ r a ~ ~ ~ ~  of Gulf Power’s Clean Air Act 
cosnpllimce plan is rejected by the PSC. 

~ o r k s ~ ~ ~ ~  on decoupling and incentives. 
Those attending include FPC, the sther utilities, the Florida industrial 
Power Users Group, and LEAF. Harings are expected in December. 

PSC ~o~~~~~~~~~~ Tom 
begins lnoking far namin 

resigns from office, Governor Chiles 
fill out the remainder of Beard’s texm 

d to start a new term in ~~~~~r~ 1994. Luis Lauredo is nominated 

on the utilities’ prospective 

market p t e n  tial. 
rograms that the utilities 

a n  implement an 

Dime Kieding’s 
Supreme Court, because of ~ o ~ ~ ~ ~ v ~ r s ~  over the nominating process. 

intment to the PSC is contested in the Florida 
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1987: Georgia PSC ~ ~ d e ~ ~ y  audit of the %log e Nuclear Power Plant 
results in a ~ i ~ l o ~ ~ ~  of over illion in construction costs. 

t company) stockholder 
Southern Company 

ill be undertalcen by 

sts ~ ~ r ~ h o ~  on I,C where 
Georgia Power presents its first In 

Georgia Power ~ i ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ e ~  its second Integrated Energy P1 

During a meeting of the LCP ‘Task Farce, CPG prolposes an “All 
Parties9 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ e n ~ ~ ~ - t y ~  fomm for discussion of issues. The 

Task Force chair as being outside 

ti in the &All Parties’ Conference” style. 

~ ~ ~ ~ n ~ a ~ ~ ~ ,  the Task Farce 

~~~~~g directive, but Georgia Power 

Issues are identifi 
barriers to the pursu 
legislation is needed to allow the PSC to g m t  incentives for DSM. 

w o ~ ~ s h ~ ~  regarding regulatory 
it is determined that some sort of 
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No specific p;ms for drafting kegislation are discaissed in the 
workshops. ‘Phe utility prcscnts preliminary DSM program designs 
far commercial high-cfficie;icy lighting md new and existing 
residential strmctures for discussion by workshay partkip 
changes a-e suggested. 

Legislation is intmdcceil that provi 

revie.as by the PSC, and provides incentives to the utilities for DSM 
and power purchases. Ssmz parties :reBlieve that the legislation as 
drafted ; ;~-nphas i~~  :he rcAlartion of utility risk witlaorit assurmws of 
perfsrmavce for ratep~ yea 5. Workshop participants cmed the Jmuq 
meeting to concentratc efforts obi kgislative lobbying for individual 
parties’ interests, including attwipts by CPG to include a funding 
rPechanisnr for tkc angoing workshops. 

for preapproval of plmt 
C Q ~ % i ! % C ~ O i l  ZLld DS&f pi0 ms, imposes limitations on pmdency 

‘II tility legi slatinn contailkg significant amcndrnents sought by 
workslsop garhiparats passes. E~owevcr, no workshop funding 
meckmisni is indud& Georgia Power files a propscxl pilot program 
for residential customers. 

Georgia Power files its rate case. Governor signs utility legislation 
which is sch&,isl& to takz effect in JanLmy 1992, 

Hearings are held 01 L the Migh-Efikkiicy Commercial Lighting Pilot 
Program arid hterr riptibls ‘Tariffsp Sk:LC, a new participant in 
Gmrgia utility matters, argues i h t  ibe programs are not 
c~mprehcwsive, providc irrsiiffkknk incentives to custcmers, and are 
not likely to achieve significmt market pmetratisn. 

Gmrgia PSC issues Notice of Iirtemt (NOI) on HRP rulermalkiwg to 
respond to the new utility ordii~mce passed in April. PSC approves 
Lighting Pilot Pmg;ani (with rnodifiicaiioris) but defers regulatory 
treatment of program as well as consideration of intcmptibl 
to upcmning rate case. Georgia Power and SEW favor corn 
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Jymv 191;  

FsU 1991: 

that will encourage such investments; 
intervenors are opposed to such measures. 

Hearings are held on the pilot Residentid DSM Program. PSC 
mments 
identify 

Comments from CUC and CPG 
r formal mechanism to solicit pu~nillic 

participation in the planning process. SELC comments focus on two 
critical issues: (1) economic screening test to determine cost- 

mess of various resource options; and (2) principles to guide 
program design to ensure that energy-efficiency's full. 

Georgia BSG holds hearings on proposed rules to enforce and 
administer the new utility legislation, SELC presents expert testimony 
in support of PSC staff's recommendations. PSC chairman says that 
newly mandated review will uire approximatdy $2 million and 2 
additional staff members. 

Serious discussions begin between 
other NUPs about starting a Sh4 collaborative. 

eorgia Power, SELC, CPG, and 

December IO. 1991: G rgia PSC adopts rules a four-me margin) requiring dnill 
ties to devd~g and file 

different policy ~ ~ ~ ~ t i ~ e s ~  Utilities dsa must develop 
~ p ~ l ~ ~ a t i o ~ s  for certificates for construction or d e  of 

ative programs design 

m purchases, and DSM s. The find regulations 
1991 utility legislation n the essential 

g the requirement that 
environmental i 

the prudent and reaso 

e PSC. In addition, utilities can 
power purchws. Lo 

SUM to encoumgr: long-term power purchases 

(;9 file eltxtrkity demand forecasts and 20- 
programs inclod 

February 1992: o ~ ~ c i a ~ ~ y  famed with 1 
d-Side Working Group 
the most active of the 

w~rkshops. The pu 
a consensus in the 
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dcvebpmwat and imylernenhskion of comprehensive: benimd-side 
programs;” however, the utilities “retain the right to develop and file 

C O R R ~ : O S U S  chmgcs and additions to the utilities’ 1992 filings, for use 
both in the upcoming 8993 fillings and, ifpssible, in the more near- 
term cmlificafion hmkgs  to be held sn the 1992 filings. The 
partteipatii-ig utilities are Georgia 9‘0wca: Conipmy a d  SEPCo. The 
IWPs signing tk agrwment are: SELC; Georgia CI-JC; OER; CPG; 
Georgia Textile Mmufactwrers’ Association; GIG; U.S DOE Atlanta 
Suppo.”t Office; and thc U.S. EPA, Region IY. Staff of the Georgia 
FSC dss take part in tbc, collaborative as obsemm, for information- 
gathering puipses. With the exception of CPG, all intervenor group 
in die toBlabor&ive arc ~epresented by ihe same lawyers who handle 
their utility intewentim. Even the CPG repaeseniative, while not a 
lawyer, elms ttxhiiical briefs m d  cross examinatioais. The utility 
representatives are vice presidents who testify in cases as expert 
wihriesses md they generally are accompanied at DSWG meetings by 

their preferred programs, The collaborative’s fwus i s  o sing 

coxmpafiy lawyers. 

Jane Nels~n is hired as txhnical coordinator for the NUPs in tine 
US WG. Together with the utilities’ tmbr~ical  coordinator, Nelson will 
prepare a 1992 work plan? ccardinatc activities among utility staf f  
and any consultants to the DSWG, preparre progress reports, and 
provide other technical assis4mce as nmesmq. Approximately 

as a&&. Any subcontractors to thc NUPs’ cmrdinator will be 
chosen from a list approvd by the utilities, 3s was Nelson herself. 
Garey Kozier of Georgia Power is selected as thc utilities’ technical 
cmrd i natar. 

,000 is dallottd for the hiring of any subcontractors to assist her, 

IW workshops arc to continue bo be held eveq four to 6 weeks, to 
keep interested groups informcxl of the 3tilities’ IWP progress and of 
the activities of the DSWG. Public i n p t  also is sollieit& at these 
\ V O k S h C p -  

The technical coordinators jointly C‘revekq.~ a one-gage work plan for 
the DSWG. 

The ANUPS’ technical cwidinabx develops: a slightly expangid work 
plan for the WPs. DSWG approves the jointly-devels 
The GC)’V’~~QT’S  OEW withdraws from the collaboxativ 
stops attending meetings after gas utilities are not allowed to join the 
IXWG. The gas utilities claim that the DSWG meetings are clos 
bccausc they (gas utilities) are denied access to group discussions 
involving certain confideintiat materials, raising the possibility that 
collabomtive activities may violate the Georgia Open Meetings Law. 
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&g&g 1992: 

June 25. 1992: 

Julv 8. 19%: 

The PSC staff announces that it will not attend any meetings that 
violate that law. 

Early efforts of the DSWG focus on identifying and investigating 
important issues for the DSWG to address. Work also begins on 
reviewing the demand-side certification appkations filed by the 
utilities in January 1992, in order to identify areas in which the 
demand-side plans can be strengthened. The DSWG plans to 
complete its analysis of DSM programs for the two utilities by 
Deeember 1992 in order to be available for use in the utilities’ 1993 
DSM certification applications. 

PSC initiates proceedings on the utilities’ TRPs. All of the nonfederal 
intervenor groups involved in the DSWG also are intervenors in these 
PSC proceedings. 

Many of the intervenors in the IRP proceedings, including most of 
the NUPs involved in the collaborative, file Agreed Principles of 
Decisional ~~g~~~~~~ with the PSC. This set of 18 principles 
includes the ~ ~ l l o ~ i n g ~  (1) cost-effective DSM is beneficial and 
should be pursued by the utilities; (2) costs of DSM programs (with 
the exception of those for low-income customers) should be 
recovered from the rate classes for which they are designed; 
(3) “undesirable” load-building should 
forecast results arc accepted for this d 
pealung capacity is not opposed; ( S )  utilities were inadequate in their 
evaluation of purchased power and more consideration should be 
given to alternative energy resources; (6) W P s  disagree with 
utilities’ proposal for recovery of program costs through 
demand-side rider, suggesting ins at this should be hand1 
through rate cases; (7) the utilities’ proposal regarding the recovery 
of lost revenues is not considered appropriate; and (8) any incentive 
mechanism (if such an approach is deemed appropriate) should be 
performance-based and should indude provisions for penalties as well 
as rewards. 

Despite the agreement on the general principles described above, 
NUPs still have not achieved eonsensus among themselves on the 
specifics regarding many important policy issues. 

PSC issues a ruling on the utility IRP proceeding for Georgia Power 
and SEPCo. The BSC comes out in support of “bold and aggressive” 
DSM programs that generate participation “at the most rapid possible 
rate and in the shortest possible period of time.” The 
for each utility is not the one proposed by the company, but rather is 
a modified version of the plan developed by the PSC stafPs 
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se their programs fcx the u p  
ee with the PSC directive ( 

tives to achieve g 

major input mnca ing  DSM program design. 

lights of the PSC order inelude the following: the utilities 
t, in the future, they must use the SC test (including the 

use of monetized es 
of the ksts used to 

s, where possible, for extemdi 
resource options; the PSC ann 
led regulatory treatment policies in 

iwg, in priracipk, utility rmveny of dl prudent 
ifkition application docket; t 

DSM prosgrain costs, recovery of lost revenues (possibly including 
“Becoupling”) to be examined in a separate docket, and the use of 
incentive rewards and penalties to reward or punish utilities for their 
performance relative to established DSM goals an c1bjwtives; the 
PSC states that DSM program costs, with the exception of low- 
income programs, should be recovered from the rate classes for 

ieh they are designed md imp1 ; and the utilities arc 
tead to file with the $%@ a pro 

options for industrial and commercial cu 
entities. 

In light of the July PSC order and the September deadline for 
revision, DSWG participants agree that their current top 

uiddirnes established by the PSC. Toward. this endp DSWG 
hires two consulting firms to work with the utilities to modify their 
residentid progmms. The program revision efforts involve the 
utilities md the DSWG csnsultar~ts, but the collaborative p 
thc=rn,seIves are fist directly involved in these technical disc 

is to work together to revise DSM programs under the 

use of the PSC’s policy statement in its July 8, 1993, Order that 
the cost of demand-side programs, with the exception of programs 

for low-income rcsidentid CJJSte4HlerS, should be rwoverd from the 
rate classes for which they are design 
industrial parties take a ‘‘hands-off“ 
program design. 
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Fall 1992: 

slnlftants. The Georgia Power filing aka includes a pro 
, per customer sur& 

program casts, lost revenues, savings) which generates 

propose an audit pr 
C&P sectors and wi 

will refilie in Decemb 

immediate opposition from the 

e certification p 

Bcernber 1, 1992: Georgia Powe 

which it makes sew 

Side Riders (one for sm 
costs. 
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3: YS@ approves the McTntssh Project, which iticludes four $0 MMT 
Cmnbustisn Turbines (Cas) for Georgia Power for 1994, two CTs 
for SEPCh for 1984, and hwn, tilore CTs for Gwagia Power for 199%. 

Intewenors in C&I DSM proceedings participate in series of 
meetings aimed at rcsslving differemx over utility programs. These 
are mgotiatitng sessioris involving all pwties to the case md are 
separate from collaborative working grsaag meetings. 
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March 29,1993: 

~ y i ~ ~  for the direct costs si? these) but residential md small business 
customers must help pay 
not they participate. The n 
backward” for the utility in 
while not ~ ~ e ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ g  its Q~~~ wim 
SELC. 

ms in their rate class w ~ e t ~ ~ ~  or 

June 1. 1993: 
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New DSWG Agreement is signed by a91 p 
extendirig operations at l a s t  tlircmgh the eiid of 1993. The terms of 
the agreement are unckange$ from 1992, but there are some changes 
in membership. Specifically, SWCo (which has not attend 
meetings all year) and OER (which withdrew in April 1992) are 
officiaiily or3t sf She collaborative and C1JC is now officially an 
observer (like PSC staff) rather than a full participant. 

ies to collabarath?, 

Subcommittee of the Georgia House of Representatives holds meeting 
on proposed legislation to strip Georgia PSC of its skfe public 
mnmments arc a ~ c e p t d  at this time, No date i s  scheduled for the full 
I-iause to consider the pro 
January 1994, which is the next time the .Legislature convenes. 

sGb masure but it could not mcur before. 

PSC approves Ges 

specified in the stipulation, the Order requires the utility to expand 
the rebate program from customers with up to 30 kW demand to 
those with a demand s f  up to 200 kW. The rebates are capped at 
$%2W, the estimatexi toid that a 30 kW customer could have 
obtained I The laage: customers’ custom financing interest rate also is 
dropped to prime plus one percent, and participants are al1owd to 
chwse their W N ! ~  auditor. By September 1 sf this y 
Power must file a~~~~~~~~~~~ information on expmdin 
lighting program and to develop 
The Order also approves stiplat  

incentivd,scmalty mexhmism. The utility can collect up to 15% of 
DSM-induced savings but will be penalized if more than 40% of the 
planned masiarcs are net installed The PSC Order varies from the 
Joint Stipzllatian by approving use of DSM riders to recover pro 
costs. %he Order calls for two separate riders, one for small md one 
for large C&€ custorrxers. Finally, the order states that, if the 
"customized prograin” approach doesn’t result in sufficient energy 

Power C&I progmnis, as props 
12/1/92 filing and i f id  by the 3/25/93 Joint Stipul 

rates to reduce: 



efficiency, the PSC will require the utility to provide “the more 
traditional rebate p r o g m s ”  for large customers. 

SEPCo C&I programs also are approved, along with a cost recovery 
rider and an incentive mechanism. 

Sentember 1, 1993: Georgia Power submits additional filing of information on C&I 
programs in compliance with August 5, 1993 Order. This filing 
CQntains information on the cost-effativeness. of expanding the 
custom lighting program to include motors, high-efficiency air 
conditioning, and ceiling ~ n ~ ~ l a ~ ~ o n  ~ ~ ~ h ~ u t  departing from the low- 
interest loan approach that characterizes the utility’s custom 
programs). This filing does not contain applications for certification 
of any of these{new program elements. The utility also files new time 
of use rates designed to reduce demand. 

sentember 7. 1993: PSC certifies two 80 MW GT units tu be built by Georgia Power at 
Warner Robins Air Force Base and approves updated IW consistent 
with this certification. This approval is based in part on the 
company’s reduced G&I DSM savings estimates (compared to its 
January 1992 filing). 

m e m b e r  8.  1993: Georgia PSC issues Request for Ropsals soliciting consulting firms 
to assist staff in monitoring and evaluating approved C&I programs, 
evaluating new rates, and evaluating the information filed an new 
custom C&X programs. Consultants are to be selected by mid-October 
of this year. 

FaU 1993: Collaborative meetings continue, with the major topics consisting of 
avoided casts and the monitoring and evaluation of existing DSM 
programs. 

ober 22. 1993: In response tu suit filed by industrial customers and CUC challenging 
Georgia Power’s use of rate riders to recover DSM program costs, 
the Fulton County Superior Court finds riders to be unlawful and 
invalidates previous PSC Orders establishing such mechanisms for 
residential and C&X programs. 

November 2. 1993: Georgia PSC decides not to join Georgia Power in appealing the 
lower court ruling against the utility’s use of rate riders. 

Eslrlv Nov. 1993: CPG and SELC inform Georgia Power of their intentions to 
withdraw from the DSWG at the end of the year. The utility and 
these two MJPs discuss the possibility of replacing the collaborative 
with some type of regular fopurn whereby Georgia Power and all 
interested non-utility groups could meet and exchange information 
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@ Georgia Textile Manufacturers’ Assmiation 

G O  es 
(as obsewer) 

U.S. DOE, Atlanta Sup 
U.S. EPA, Regism IV 
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CHRONOLOGY 

Earllv 19S& le South Utilities (now 
include NOPSI and 

ating the utilities, and 
o on to, form the 

er who siiiouId gay 
Gulf Nuclear Plant 

198: 

1985: 

1986: 

mgement from many in 

PSI. 'khe primary motivation 
the pre@urwrs to the Alliance, begins 

aving the utility help pay for the Grand 

election, the vote is 
most two to one 1n favor of the 

Late in this year, the Alliance offici 
i ~ d i v ~ ~ ~ a ~ ~  and groups who had bee 

rates (from various 
the utility debate in 

f of the decade). 

The Alliance s ests that utilities ~~~~~~ voluntarily invest in energy 
their ~~~~~~~~~s should order them to seek 
es aid improve energy efficiency through 
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After yeas  of study a d  discussiow, City Council votes agaimf 
having the City buy NOPSI. At this time, Courmcil's consultants 
propsf? regional HWP Bo regulate system dmisions and l w d  LCP. 

Eaateligy holds a clmfe:entx in New Orleans at which it commits itself 
to using Id@$. to determine future hvestmenks, This anmc-suncemelmE 
follows the creation of a subcommittee by City Council's Utility 
(',ormmitte to study LCP. 

'rhe Alliance introduces an ordinance requiring NOPSI and LP&L to 
engage in LCP; the pnqmed ordinance is inddlal c10sd.y after one 
designed by Cytithia Mitchell, a well-hawn energy czansultmt from 
Nevada. NOPSI, LP&X, the Alliance, New Orleans City Counci!, 
and representatives of the eltxtrical-semices contracting industry 
work together to tailor this ordinance to fit New 481-1 

City Council hires MSB Enecgy Associates, h e .  to assist the City 
and work with its existing consultants on LCP issues, 

A state apZmaIs court rules in favor of the A!lianee, 
Council had no discretion to limit its disallowance t 
the approximatdy $450 million actually deemed imprudent. In 

appeal from a federal appellate court. 

that City 
million of 

nse, the U.S. Supreme Cwrt accepts jurisdiction of a NOPSI 
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June 20. 11991: 

at would result 

an ~ ~ d i ~ ~ ~  requiring 
"complete" Least Cost 
s) with. the City by 

every two years, will. 
~~~~~ horizon. The 

u til i ties = 
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hnag-term objectives sf the collaborative are to: (I)  assess utility 
progress in ~~~~~~~~~~~ Least Cost Plans and amendments; (2) assess 

ss in implemen~ng three-grw action glans and 13 
T the autheriky to implement specific resource 

(3) determine whethcr key planning assumptions are rasonable an 
are consistently applied; (4) determine. whether tnodds and modeling 

results arc rea , (6) identify m d  discuss and policy 
alternatives propxed by working group niernbers for use in utility 
resource plans; and (7) offer recnmmwendations and suggestions as 
approspr iate. 

tahniques are hle and. ca;snsistent; (5 )  d whetl-ter key 

Collaborative working groups begin to meet and discuss the khni@knl. 

within eight mornths. During the first few meetings, ccmmittees are 
established to address issues that cannot e efficiently addressed by 

p o k y  issues on which they must present rccommcn 

the entire working group. 

working groups file offi 
memberslmip, mwti "g sa;: 

Charier, presenthip; their mission, 
de md requirements, mles of order, and 

roach to paying for f-pocket experases and actside expertss 

huisima Supreme Court accepts three-way settlement b 
NOPSI, the City, md the Alliance 0f the Alliance's suit 

eratian of the City's Grand Gulf cost d i ~ l l ~ w a  
suit challenging the validity of the disd%oVvm 

Council's declaratory judgment defending i ts  action. 

MOPS1 proposes an 18% gas rate hike, which i s  subsequently 
osed by the Alliance and other Bml groups. 

Collabcxative proposes to City Council a pilot DSM program for 
NOPSI, to cast absul$2ss,m, that has the c59nsen3us approval of 

A-40 



the working group. The City Council refers this 
Council’s Utility Committee, which asks for programs aimed at the 
C&I classes also. 

to the 

& J h J t  Collaborative files its LCP recommendations in a report to 
Council, NQPSI, and LP&L. All organizations represented in the 
working groups, including City Council regulatary staff and the 
utilities, are signatories. These recommendations address the major 
issues set forth in the June 20 ordinance. 

Key recommendations are as follows: (1) extedity adders 
(described in some detail in the report) should be used during 
resource screening, where appropriate, to capture differences among 
available resources in krms of their effect on the environment and 
local economy; (2) the utilities should be allowed to recover 
planning/DSM program costs and lost revenues t 
Rider-no additional financial incentives are rmmrnen 
right for additional incentives is not prohibited; 
System incremental weighted average cost of capital should be used 
as the official discount rate; (4) at least 33% of 
programs should be implemented by disadvan 
enterprises and 51 % of the worllrforce of eac 
reside within Orleans Parish; (5) specific avoided cost values are to 
be calculated by the working groups by June 1, 
more Pilot DSM programs should be implemen 
and prior to December 1, 1992; and (7) the issues of all-source 
bidding and the role of contractors, suppliers, and design 
professionals in DSM program development sho 
the full working groups by mid-year 1992, with 
development occurring in the latter part of the yea.  

j3Drj.n. 1992: NQPSI reaches settlement with the Council’s staff and the All6ant-x 
on its proposed gas rate increase. The agrement calls far a much 
smaller, and gradual, rate increase and contains a number of other 
provisions as well. 

Collaborative files a supplemental report presenting its 
recommendations on cost recovery, lost revenues, and incentives for 
the Algiers jurisdiction of New Orleans (sewed by LP&L). 

&x=h,z- 
er 199 2: Collaborative deals primady with the issues of pilot program design, 

avoided costs, and procurementdalill-source bidding during this perid. 
Much of the business addressed is technical, and is handled by the 
committees. While the full coll;tborative does not meet much during 
the summer, some of the committees maintain a more active meeting 
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SeDeember 1992: Alliance testifies on Z@P b c f o ~  huisiana PSC and proroposcs 
statewide LCP mules. 

Utilities work on findieing thcir ixast Cost %%aaas (consisting of 20 
year long-term glans and three y a r  action plaris) for the sch&uled 
Dwcmber 1, 1992, filings The cdaborat,ive's T~hnicaI/Schd~lling, 
Adherence, and Pi?oiitics Committee neets frequently to address 
policy issiies (such as s p x i f k  valccs fix long mn avoided costs), At 
the same time, the DSM I%grarn Committee meets to assess 
potential BSM pilot programs for all c~storner classes. The technical 
experts from :hese committees provide information to the working 
graups aid the working groups, in turn, respond to this and provide 
their input to the utilities for use in finalizing the December 1 filings. 
Key issues ~ddsessed during this period are avoided cost values, 
p r s c u r F . , ~ r c l . r a ~ a l l - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  bidding, mil pilist programs to be presented to 
the City Corancil prior to hmplemeritation of the full plm. 
issues on which the utilities and NUPs cannot rmch cons 
decided in subsequent hearings befox the City Cosancil u 
involved parties can reach a post-filing settlenient before 
begin. 

~~~~~~~ 1. 1992: Enaergy files a h s t  Cost htegmted Resource Plan (LCIW) for d l  
its utilities, including NOPSI md Li%kL. 'l'his plan is not a 
mnx~sus  filing, bmmse :he collabaratiw iwer  reached agrement 
on avoided costs, procurcmentlall-sourc~: bidding or program 
sLwifics. In fact, the collaborative working groups did not have 
direct iirpert irnto program design (other than for the pilot program, 
which was not included in the Entergy filing). 
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December 8. 1992: Collaborative meets and Council Regulatory Staff, their consultants, 
and the NUPs express their reservations about Entergy’s December 1 
filing. 

d-I)ecember 1992: City Council awards a. contract to the Legend Consulting Croup Ltd., 
which has worked for the city since 1990, to continue providing 
assistance on a b d  array of regulatory issues-including LCP. At 
the same time, the city allows MSB’s contract to expire and does not 
solicit a new bid for its services. This makes Legend the city’s sole 
teehnid (non-legal) consultant on LCP issues. 

Jkcember 30. 1992: The City Council’s Utilities Regulatory Office staff issues a notice 
scheduling a working group meting for January 15, 1993, to obtain 
camments from all collaborative members regarding the utility’s 
December 1, 1992 filing. 

J&nuarv 1s. 1993: Collaborative meets and members verbally critique the LCXRP in a 
“round robin” discussion. The Council’s Regulatory staff and 
consultants, the Alliance, SPWR, and the representatives of traditional 
DSM sewiceproviders are among those submitting written 
comments. Areas of concern include: the magnitude of proposed 
DSM expenditures; the strong focus on load management as opposed 
to conservation; the alleged failure of the plan to incorporate the 
consensus recommendations of the collaborative; the plan’s purported 
failure to address all areas required by the Cityqs L@P Ordinance, 
notably the preparation of alternative plans; and the cost recovery and 
allocation methods proposed. 

Earlv Wnter 1993: Alliance publicly objects to MSB’s being phased out and 
characterizes Legend as being as much less qualified in the LCP 
area. These concerns are expressed directly to the City Council’s 
Utility Committee and in contacts with the local media. 

Alliance also uses public records requests and the threat of legal 
action to get City Council to distribute copies of MSB9s unsolicited 
December 1992 report on LCP in New Orleans and to make public 
the resumes of Legend employees. The report, for which the Utilities 
Regulatory Office refuses to pay, contains MSB opinions and 
recommendations that are contrary to those of the Council, its staff 
and advisors. This document is subsequently returned to MSB. 

Februarv 4. 1993: The Council passes a resolution which initiates regulatory 
proceedings and schedules the proposed LCIRP for investigation and 
hearings. The resolution documents the Council’s consultants* 
opinion that the December 1, 1992 filing varies significantly with 
specific requirements of the LCP Ordinance and their concerns that 
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March 16. xw3: The Council’s Utilities Regulatory Office balds fmus group meetings 
to solicit direct input from C&I cus e ,“aliaxx--seen by the 
City as primarily repre mers----is not invited to 
these meetings but its 
questions despite bein 
representative, These meetings inform the attendees of the content of 

s attend anyway md ask 
by the Regulatory Office 

mber 1, 1992 filing and provide the Regulatory Office with 
t information, including the types of ~~~~~~~a~ measures 

already taken by the focus group attendees and their opinions of the 
LCIRP. 

Enteegy holds sever 
service area. (one in New Orleans and others in B 
Louisiana; Jackson, Mississippi; md Litel 
“summary techaiical conferencen at i t s  h 
elicit ~ y s t ~ ~ - ~ i ~ ~  public response to the LCIRP. 

information nxxtiings in various parts of its 

A number of interested parties (e.g. Alliance, South Central Bell, 
Alliaace Against Utility Competition, New Orleans Industrial Energy 
Users Group) file motions with the New Orleans City Council to 
intervene in the u p  ng h&ngs concerning Entergy’s LCIRP. 
Several intervena est that the u&woming h&ngs be p s  
in order to allow the parties more time to evaluate the LCIRP or to 
wait until the pending merger of Entergy with Gulf States Utilities is 
complete61; the Alliance opposes such an extension. Subsequently, the 
New Brleasts City Council, the Alliance and sther parties also 
intervene on the Entergy pian before the Louisiana PSC. 

Louisiana PSC holds hearings on Entergy’s proposed merger with 
Gulf States Utilities.. Some energy c ~ n s e ~ i t i ~ n  advocates are 
concerneel that this merger could slow the utility’s DSM efforts 

use it would add consi erabk ~up~ly-side RSOZWFCZS to its 
atfolio. The Alliance intervenes in thc merger case. 

A ~ r i l 2 2 .  1993: The Council’s Utilities Regulatory Office attends a meeting of the 
Almonaster Michoud Industrial District (AMID) as 
March focus group meetings. At this meeting, AMI 

cost allocation sals md the lack of 
pricing signals in the companies’ rate structure. 

major LCIRP tian group o I&; primarily 
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~ n ~ e r ~ y - ~ u l f  States merger. 

Mav 4. 1993; RP, to establish a 
testimony is filed. 

Mag 13. 1993: Alliance files motion for a rehearing on the Entergy-Gulf States 
erger. 

Isl[av 14,1993; ouncil seeking permission to 
n or before July 1 of this year. 

gs schedule that would allow a 

h d  on the LCYW by the 
by November 30, 

ciI9s consultants reach agreement on 
e utilities will provide to 

dequacy of the 12/1/92 filing. 
meeting (not related to the 

ilities, City Council’s consultants, the 
enors in the LCIRP case. Promised 

he information and models 
mpacts of proposed LCXRP 
urisdictional specific” 

impact of the Entergy- 
; developing a new plan 

rnative plan”) that will 
d incorporate a range of 

is incomplete without this 
lities and the City’s 
f the above-mentioned 

agreement. 

June 3. 1993: stponing hearings on the LCIRP. 
let Entergy refile its Three-Year 

s to address the major deficiencies 
s resolution postpones the start of 

until early fall, but does not directly rule 
t a decision be reached on the Action 

decision on the LCIW is to be 
s after upcoming City Council 

council takes office. No Council 
issues (e. g . , lost revenue recovery, 

ties) are expected prior to that time. The 
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utility3s alleged disregard of maj visions of the LCP regulations. 
Alliance and others suggest that I/LP&L provide funds for 
NUPs (other than regulatory staff) to hire consulknts to examine new 
Action Plan and propose ways to strengthen it, Utilities and Utilities 
Regulatory Office staff reject this proposal; they argue that the 
interests of the collaborative participants are too 
reach agreement and that examination of the 
should occur in the context of the establish 
this and the contention by some groups that the collaborative is not 
allowed sufficient voice in plan development, some participants 
suggest that the collaborative not meet again until May 1994. 

Julv 16. 1993: Final date for filing of direct testimony on refined Action Plan by 
NOPSI/LP&L. 

etlst 13. 1993: Alliance files suit against Louisiana PSC related to the Entergy-Gulf 
States Utilities merger, contending that regulatars did not consider 
environmental colnquences in their decision approving the merger 
(in violation of the state cQnstit~tion~ and failed to fdlsw the state’s 
Administrative Procedures Act. Entergy and Gulf States Utilities also 
are named as defendants ixn the suit. 

September 1993: Intervenors file direct t g s ~ ~ o n y  on NBPSI[/LP&L Action Plan. This 
testimony includes an alternative Action Plan by the City’s 
consultants, which includes more full-zale programs than does the 
utility plan and does not include CCL 
expert testimony , ly due primarily to financial l ~ ~ ~ ~ t i o n s .  
However, many other interested parties (including the Alliance 
Against Utility Competition, South Central Bell, Cox Cable, and a 
citizen intervenor) do file testimony at this time. 

SeDternber 30. 1993: Utility files additional information  only refe 
“Reintegration Analysis”) consisting largely of 
related to the Entergy-Gulf States Utilities meager. 

Qctabe r 6. 1993: City Council and Louisiana PSC jointly sponsor public hearing in 
New Qrl-leans about the Entergy plan, in conjunction with upcoming 
decision on Action Plan (due in November of +&his year)). Most public 
comments express sition to the utilities> plan far not pursuing 
DSM aggressively enough and €or promoting ~ ~ s t ~ ~ e ~ - ~ o ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~  
Load Management to such a large extent. Among those opposing the 
plan are the local cable television and telephone cmpnpanies, who 
presumably are troubled by the utility’s proposed fiber optics 
network. The Alliance is criticized by one Council member for not 
filing testimony and officially putting into the record its criticisms of 
the Entergy plan. 
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Mid-November 1993: 

~ o v e ~ ~ ~ ~  22. 1993: 

Parties to Action Plan 
Alliance daes not file 
withdraw its CCLM 
Action Plan) from 

is approved by the Council. 

bearings begin on Action Pl 
program, these heapi 
ut their failure to 

. It dso is critical of what it sees as utility load- 
a purgorted failure by the utility to include all 

DSM programs that passed the ~~~~~~~ testg 

Post-hearing briefs are filed w e City Council. 

City Council issues a resolu 
modifications-the DSM p 
consultants in their Septe 

COLLABORATIVE PARTICXPA.NT$ 

Utiliti 
e NOPST 
@ LP&L 

Nonprofit Groups 
@ Alliance 
@ SPUR (representing low-income senior citizens) 

Housing Energy Action Team (representing lowincome r ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ )  
@ Sierra Club 

Other residential customers (no formal organization) 
@ Other senior citizens (no formal organization) 



Business/Labor Groups 
9 Martin Marietta Corjmration 

AFWCIO 
@ Alliance Against Utility Competition (umbrella organization for traditional suppliers 

of DSM services and technologies) 
9 Commercial customers (no formal organization) 
0 Minority vendors (no fomd organization) 

Regulatory Advisory Staff 
9 New Orleans City Council Utilities Regulatory Office and consultants 
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E "mi" ORTS 

e u 
A 
on ly-side options. 

states that ~ ~ n ~ ~ a ~ o n  should be placed 

e PSC directs Long Hslan Lighting Company to develop full-scale 
g Island's capacity shortage. 

use of energy efficiency 
ewable resources. 

~ ~ ~ ~ j t ~ ~ ~  to move from DSM research to 
to prepare their first long-range DSM plans by 

usive reliance on the unit cost 
ion, the PSC invites the 

SM incentive mechanisms 

be implemented statewide 

ioornd difficulties experienced by 
approves a Global Settlement 

a management self- 
ork for settling rate 

h a d - s v i n g s  incentive mechanism 
PSC. The mechanism includes 

SM, and a bonus computed 
rce savings from DSM 
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A wllabzsmtive betwemi New York State Electric and Gas Company 
CLF, PEP, the SEQ, and Multiple Intervenors begins, It results 

in a 1991-92 DSM plm, suqy.-wrtd by all but Multipple Intewemm, 
which substmtiallly expands the utility’s DSM pmgrams. The 
collaborative is disbanded in the spring of 1991 following the PSC’s 
approval of the plan. 

FII, I d  by PEP), submit de’LaileA CommssItS or1 the 1991-6992 
and long-range DSM plans of’ six of thc sevm New Yo& investor- 
owned electric utilities (a11 but New Y-ork S&te Electric ausd Gas, 
with whom PEP is in a ~~3llab0ratjvc). PI1 a s h  the PSC to mandate a 
collaborative in formati on ewckaige process between intervenors aid 
the utilities 

The PSC issues an order requiring the six utilities to review the 

meet with them, aru.1 report the results of their deliberations to the 

should attempt to rmch the state encrgy plan goals concerning DSM 
savings, within the limits of maintaining cost-effmtive programs. 

COKII~IIC~~S  of BETI’ and other intefvelaors 011 the 1991-92 DSM plans, 

PSC by March 1991. In addition, BSC shtes that all of the utilities 

June 1991: 

August 199k 
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Governor Cuomo announces that New York will suspend, for one 
year, contracts for the sale of $17 billion of HydroQuebec electric 
power to New York, pending further study of environmental impacts 
on Canada and economic impacts on New York. In a July rate case, 
PEP had provided ecanomic testimony and a brief concerning Long 
Island Lighting Company’s purchase of Canadian power. In March 

2, a contract for 1000 MW of power from HydroQuebec is 
cancelled. However, as of late 1993, a contract for $00 M W  
remained in place. 

The PSC issues an order regarding the utilities’ revised 191-1992 
DSM plans. The order indicates that it will consider more aggressive 
DSM program goals when it reviews the utilities’ 1993-94 DSM plan 
filings. 

PEP, with its consultants, meets with targeted utilities to discuss their 
DSM plans; it also inquires again about a possible cooperative 
arrangement between NMPC and PEP. 

March 1992: PEP and NMPC reach agreement on a cooperative arrangement to 
develop a DSM program for new building construction in the C&I 
sectors. The contract for $30,000 covers consultants hired by PEP to 
work on the effort. The resultant program is to be included in 
NlMPC’s 1993-94 DSM plan. 

Partly in response to the 1990 Glean Air Act amendments, a revised 
state energy plan is issued which preserves the prior plan’s principles 

~ n v i ~ o ~ i ~ e n ~  impacts. 
laces increased emphasis on renewable resources and 

Am41 1992: 

Map 1992: 

At a meeting with both NMPC and SEO staff, PEP consultants 
deliver a detailed program design to NMPC. 

The utilities are required to file IRPs and their 1993-94 and long- 
range DSM plans by May 15. NMPC files its draft plans. Because 
agreement has not been reached on program issues, including market 
penetration rates, PEP does not endorse the program it has helped to 
design, 

e PSC approves a $22.8 million incentive award for NMPC, based 
on the company’s success in meeting a wide range of performance 

s between June 1 and December 3 1, 199 1 e 

A state law is enacted which revises the state energy plan process. 
State agencies are to be bound by the goals established in subsequent 
plans, with the next plan due in mid-1994. 
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Pollowing an extensive itng, the PSC issues order lowering 

beater reflect the prices being quoted un ef: tihe newly-instituted 

the vdms approved in long-mn avoid. cost estimates, 
arguing in part that the pr~eess of mmamsurhg avoided costs should 

mnnpetitive bidding system, 

agreement on an NMPC case co 
1993. This settlcrment includes a 
1993 DSM budget; Et also inclwdes a p 
customers to receive lower rates by 
SwVicR.” progrml, rather than the D 
would otherwise be eligible. PEP h 
discussions but doc<s not sign the agreement because it objects to the 
subsmiptive sewice program. 

PII files detailed cornrnents ow the seven utilities’ 19 
plans, as do Multiple Xntewvenors and others. 

NMPC tiles a revised 1893-94 DSM plan. 
Constructisn Program, the program’s 

mal its rates of participatkm are down significantly, but its prajcceed 
energy savings are up by about 10 percent. 

h res=Syect to its C&I 
et is down slightly 

The PSC institutes a procedirig to exami e the utilities’ I 

The PSC institutes a proceeding te examine plans for implementation 
of renewable rewurces. 

After taking extensive testimony both supporting and 
NMPC rate case settlelaaent, Administrative Law Judge Frank 
Robinson recommends that the PSC approve the settlement 
agrement, but with the subscriptiye service program deleted. 

The PSC decides to follow the PSC stafPs recommends 
approve NMPC’s revised 1993-44 DSM p1m. However 
concerning the proposed ~~~b~cr ip t ivf :  service program is 
until the PSC’s daision on NMPC’s rate settlement, and 
directed to provide further details on this program, including its goals 
md an ercpmded evaluatio 

The PSC institutes a yrweedirags concernin e 
placed on eravirommentd externalities in est 
costs. 
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February 1993: 

Stwin? 1993: 

June 1993: 

uti 
94 

ural standpoint, to 
et A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t ~ ;  it 

further examination of the 

S % P U ~ C ~ S  Defense Cctuncil, acting QFI behalf of PI1, files 
ing. 

agency for 1994 ate of the S h t e  
epuation, for plan 

revi sisn s . 
acting on behalf of PIT, file aper on policy issues 

ding * 
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Utilities 
PC 

EEAGs 
PEP 
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PSCo begins 

CO PUC initiates general inquiry to establish policies regarding DSM 

March 1990: files compla.int against PSCo claiming its rates are unreasonable 
22sE). 

PSCo files motion to ismiss complaint by OCC. 

CO BUC approves 
establishing a cost 
providing utilities 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ o ~ ~  dm a ~ ~ r o v ~ ~  100 MW of DSM bidding. 

tion and Settlement Agreement 
mechanism for DSM programs and 

ves for achieving DSM savings. The 

PSCs issues a request for proposals for DSM savings of 50 MW. 

PSCo files request for $13.4 million rate increase with CO PUC, but 
it includes a 0.82% decrease in electric rates (Docket no. 

Fund intervenes in a PSCQ rate case for the first time. 

Settlement A ~ ~ ~ ~ e ~ ~  
agreement covers refu 

etwen PSCo & OCC is written. The 
to customers and rate reductions. 

CC, PSCo, LAW Fund, and 
ffice of Energy Conservation (OEC). It addresses the need 

profits, incentive regulation, other 
and ~ ~ ~ - i ~ ~ o m e  weatherization. 

(1) ~ ~ ~ ~ i s h m ~ n t  of a collaborative to identify and implement 
cost-effective DSM programs. 

(2) Dwoupling es . 
(3) IRp tQ CQnS 

(4) Low income customer assistanm. 

y-side options and 
environmental externalities. 
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E. testimony of David Moskovitz, a nationally renown 
rgy m d  regulatory matters, on dmuplirrg of revenues 

from d e s  aid establishing iegtilator-y iiacentives far utilities to 
umge the ZinpiemenbBion of DSM programs. 

The workplan defines four sepamte and sequential. activities of the 
collaborative that are czdkd MiIcstsne.? (projected completion dates 
we: n a t d  in pwenlheses): 

MPlestone I (Cktober, 19S’l>: icstmch other eollaboiatives an 
establish stmctnre m . 3  guiding principles for Colorado 
collaborative 
Milestone XI (D~ember ,  1991): sdect DSM program 
opportunities msl Imrforin prdi riiinasy assessment; 
Milestone 111 (April, 1992): perform more detailed assessment of 
the selected DSM opportunities 
W;Iestsne IV (October, 1932): develop sdectcd DSM program 
and submit applications to CO PUC 

Answering testi.mo;my on the daouplirng md incentives docket i s  filed: 
LAW Fund submits tes 
propsd that was deve 

y supporting a financial incentive 
by David Moskovitr,. 
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Januartr 1992: 

, which 

June 1992: 

imrative begins r 
three times this 

PUC . Collaborative 

cid incentives, 

on the decoupiing and finaxnciel incentives 



The mllabsra"9ve files its Milestone 111 rt ( a study sf selected 
DSM oppfeunities) outlining the six DSP.4 programs identified for 
f ind  analysis. 

CO PUC holds hearings on low-income assistance arid IRP dockets, 

2: CO PUC approves a rnation to allow the cs'llabsrstive 30 Cays after 
the decoupling/inwan:i ves order is made to submit applications for 
DSM programs (allowing the deadline est;;lkliskd. in the work plan to 
slip). 

CO PUC issues final order on low-income assistance docket, 

Because p d e s  have failed to reach agreement Q ~ I  
d~oaapling/incentit.es, (70 PUC adopts, for collaborative DSM 

, a short-term ~ r f ~ r l n a ~ c c - b a ~ ~ d  shareholder incentive 
by PSCO, QCC, co 1we s?aff, md iwd 

wnccms. The plan awards PSCo a $200 bounty for wch kW saved 
minus a percentage of utility rebates offered to ctastoaners. 

Collaborative submits its final repwt to CO PBJC (Milestone TV) 
sing six DSM programs: residwtkl new csnstmction, 

residential quipment rcplacernent, residential installations, C&I new 
constmction, C&I replacement, a d  industrial process efficiency 
improvements a 
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SDfiW- 
m e r  1993: C8 PUC receives testimony regarding decoupling/incentives. LAW 

proposes statistical recoupling, an approach geared to leave risks 
associated with fluctuations in the a n o m y  and weather with utilities 
and their shareholders. PSCo files performance-based incentive plan. 

PSCo conducts public involvement process as it prepares its IRP. 

October 1993: PSCo fdes its first IN? with the CQ PUC. 

CO PUC rules on PSCo rate case, allowing the utility virtually no 
rate increase (PSCo had requested $80 million). 

Fall 1993: PSCo’s evaluation of the first round of IRP proposals finds that none 
are better than its proposal to convert the decommissioned Fort St. 
Vrain nuclear power plant to a gas combined-cycle plant. 

Hearings to select a DSM decoupling/incentives mechanisms are 
expected in February 1994, and a CQ PUG decision on PSCo’s IRP 
is expected in May 1994. 

COLLABORATIVE PARTICIPANTS 

Utilities 
0 PSC0l2 
0 Colorado Interstate Gas Company * Colorado-Ute Electric Association 
@ Colorado Rural Electric Association 

Nonprofit Groups 
e LAW Fund 
e Colorado Business Alliance Against Unfair Utility Practices 

Energy Conservation Association 

Businesllndustry Groups 
CF&ISteel 

0 Climax Molybdenum Company 
0 EN Energy Inc. 
e Multiple Intervenor Group 
0 Unocal Corporation 

12PSCo is the utility around which the collaborative focused. 

A-6 1 



G o v e ~ ~ e ~ t  Agencies 
@ Colorado State Attorney General (AG) 

Colorado OEC * Colorado OCC 
City and County of Denver 

Regullatory Staff 
CO PUC Advocacy Staff 
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THE PUGET POWER COLLABORATIVE SYYD RELATED NCAC ACTIVITIES 

/978: Buget Power begins offering ~ o n ~ ~ a t i o n  programs, 

RWTC allows an additional 2% return on common equity for 
conservation expenditures, as required by state statute (RCW 
80.20.025). 

1982: WUTC establishes Energy Cost Adjustment Clause, providing for 
rmvery of actual variable power costs that are deterniind by the 
WUTC to be prudently incu 

1987: 

Map 1990; 

July 1990: 

W T C  requires electric utilities to do LCP (WAC 488-100-251). In 
several orders, W T C  notes a needi to provide financial incentives to 
utilities for obtaining cost-effective resources. 

Puget Power prepares its first Least Cost Plan. The planning process 
is aided by a technigal advisory group of outside experts. 

TG issues competitive bid rule e s ~ b ~ i s ~ i n g  a competitive bidding 
system for proposals to supply needied generation and DSM resources 
(Chapter 4 ~ ~ - ~ Q ~ W A C ~ ,  

Puget Power issues its first competitive bid. 

TC eliminates Puget Power's Energy Cost Adjustment Clause, 
encouraging Puget Power to seek other means of cost recovery, 

WUTC issues NOI: Examining Whether There Are Regulatory 
ers to LCP for Electric Utilities ( ocket NO. WE-900385). 

Pnrpose of NO1 is to receive comments on how to renaove 
disincentives to cost-effective purchases sf power and investments in 
conservation. Additionally, it seeks mmments on what incentive 
mechanism(s) should be used to promote least cost supply- and 
demand-side acquisitions + 

NRDC, Puget Power, Assistant AG's Office, and NCAG write joint 
letter to the Commission stating their intention to work together over 
the next 6 to 8 weeks to prepare a Puget-specific joint proposal 
addressing regulatory reform issues. This signals the beginning of the 
Buget Power Collaborative. 
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In briefs filed, four general propsals arc made: separate propsals 
et Power a d  Public Counscl for slightly ~ ~ ~ ~ e ~ ~ ~ t  methods to 
e Puget's profits froill energy sales md tie profits to the 

number of customers s w d ;  a p 
Committee for Pair Utility Rates 

by Washington Industrial 
state Energy Cost Adjustment 

a BVWC staff prop 
would adjust loads 

impacts of DSM programs. 

artkipants form two working groups: the Policy 
Collaborative working group is established to investigate finmeid 
issues, to set shareholder incentives, and to set policy far the 
Technical Collaborative avgsrkisag group. The Taehnicd Colla&~orativve 
wdarliiing group sets DSM 'agets, evaluates DSM progmms, and 
develops 2 DSM masure ent md evalmtiwn plan" 

Technzicnl Collaborative working group holds two-day mtxting anid 
agrees to sct 1981 conswation target of 16 average megawatts with 
a target cost of $2.267 million pix average megawatt, for a total 
budget of $36 million. 

Technical ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t ~ v ~  working gmup presents its DSM targets to 
Policy Collaborative working group, which accepts them. 



1991: 

ng group develops measurement and 
plan for activities pro 
3. 

over next three yms 

Puget Power makes first  nu^ P 
crease in rates of about 4.2 % . 

Sentembe T 1991: To camply with the Commission directive in dockets No. 

rkiplg group is e s ~ b ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  and begins meeting, The 
E-901183-T and TJE-8 1 184-P, a Rate Design C ~ ~ ~ a ~ o r ~ ~ v e  

fewer common gods than the other eol2aClomtive groups; it is 
perceived that if one party’s rates are reduced mother party’s rates 
will rise. 

TC suspends a d ~ ~ ~ ~ n ~  return on ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ a ~ i ~ n  expenditures first 
authorized in 1986. 

October 1991: TC’s April 1991 decision, Puget Power’s rates are 
from electricity d e s :  about one-half of revenues from this date are 

to customer growth, 

Puget Power forms a rate design task farce to assist 
€or the rate design case. Selected members also sit on the Rate 
Design Collaborative group. 

Januarv 199 2: WUTC issues order on incentive plan. It accepts demand-side 
incentives for 1991 only, instead of for all three years of the PRAM 
experiment. In the order, W T C  resolves the dispute among 
collaborative participants by ruling that incentive amounts are in 
before-tax dohrs. 

WJTC rules against i ~ ~ t ~ ~ ~ t i o ~ ~ j ~ ~ ~ g  the Policy Collaborative group. 
Commission states, LL we find ourselves uncomfortable with the 
structure and consequernces of this 
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The Policy Collaborative group participants are dismayed by the 
comrnissim"s negative response io their jaint p ~ ~ p d  on incentives. 
Henmforth, the Policy CQllaboraiive group n1ets only ;a few times 

By this date, Rate Design Colla orking group has met 16 
times to discuss cost of service, rate spread and rate design issues. 

Pugct Power ilks rate design case with WUTC as orde 
1991. 

Buget files smcorrd annual P 
$97.4 million rate increase (9.8%). 

M rate adjustment, requesting 

WUTC allows Puget Pawr  a $67 million PRAM rate in 
Though the Technical Collaborative working group had a 
using the Utility Cost Test, Public Couns 
testimony that the TRC Test should be u 
effectiveness. In its order.r, the ccsmrnissian mandates the TRC Test 
md orders Puget Power to file a general rate case by October 38. 

hge t  Power files a general rate case (UE-92 1262) asking for a $ I17 
million general rate increase and a. $76 million PRAM request. The 
majapity of the PRAM rquest is the result of PURPA c ~ ~ e ~ ~ r ~ ~ i ~ ~  
projects being put into the rate base. Puget Power's fins 

but incurs debt. 
argues that DSM is misky bsause the compa y Caws ?sot build equity 

NCAC files testimony in Puget Power's g e ~ ~ r d  rate case 
merits of collaborative prmesses and suggesting the use o 

of equity should include the benefits and rduc& risk of DSM. 
facilitator. NCAC also argues that Puget Power's computation 

WUTC rules on the rate design case (UE-920499) that had been 
rolled into tbc general rate case (UE-921262). 

W T C  mks 0n Puget Power's general rate case, It allows h g e t  
Power a $22 million rate increase and a $33 million PRAM inc 
recovery sf the latter is defend until the June 1994 PRAM fil 
its ruling, W T C  extends the PRA e%peklIlent far 2lflOtker 
y w s ,  but alters the rnwhanisni by wing S Q H I I ~  fixed resource costs 
aut of base costs and into the resource category. Puget Power i s  allso 
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ordered to collaborate with interested parties to examine whether 
PRAM or another cost recovery mechanism should be used, to 
suggest interim adjustments to PRAhll, and to examine rate design 
issues. The WUTC directs collaborators to examine the use of a 
facilitator, but it does not formalize a specific callaborative process. * 

Novembe r 1993: The revitalid collaborative, now a single group led by Puget 
Power, meets. 

COLLABORATIVE PARTICIPANTS 

Utility * PugetPower 

Nonprofit Groups 
NCAC 

0 Natural Resources Defense Council13 
ia Evergreen Legal Services 

BushesdIndustry Groups 
@ The Boeing Company 
@ Northwest Cogeneration and Industrial Power Coalition 
0 Industrial Customers of Northwest Utilities 
e Washington Industrial Committee for Fair Utility Rates 
a Building Owners and Managers Association 

Government Agencies 
Northwest Power Planning Council 
WashingtonSEQ 

@ Washington State Public Counsel * U.S. Department of the Navy 

Regulatory Staff 
0 WUTC Ratestaff 

I3NRDC was a founding member of the collaborative, but subsequently allowed its interests to be represented 
by NCAC. 
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Virginia Bower i ~ ~ 1 ~ ~ ~ t s  its first two DSM programs: one is a 
conservation program and one is a direct load control program. 

an= of Air Quality Permits on a number of new 
t would either be co-owned by Virginia Power or 

ity to the utility, suggesting more aggressive 
~ ~ r ~ ~ i ~  of X)SM ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t j e s  as an alternative. 

e Staff of thhe see, agency respnsible for regulating utilities, 
recommends that the SCC initiate a comprehensive exadnation of its 

$icy influencing e1.11xtTic and gas utility DSM programs. SELC 
tiaks d i $ ~ ~ ~ s i o ~  the State Secretary of Natural Resources and 

the S@C ~ b 0 ~ t  the 
utilities. The Goifernor of Virginia and the State Secretary of Natural 
Rescdurces rwommend that the SCC open an Inquiry'Prweedings on 
DSM and rate ~ e ~ ~ ~ ~ .  

for increased reliance on DSM by state 

January 199 1; icy investigation on DSM and requests 
~ o ~ ~ ~ e ~ ~ s  from the public on a broad speetrurn of related issues. 
SELC, the Secretary of Natural Resources, American Lung 
~ s ~ i a t ~ ~ ~  of ~ i ~ ~ i n ~ ~  (ALAV), and others take the position that 
increased use of DSM is an attractive alternative to further power 

t construction. 

Februarv 1991: Virginia ~~~~r urges the SCC to remove disincentives and establish 
incentives for utilities' implementation of DSM programs. In 
comments submit as part of the SCC inquiry, the coinpany urges 

SCC to examine steps such as ratebasing DSM expenditures, 
nue adjustments, and allowing a higher rate of 

expenditures. Virginia Power also asks the SCC to 
ban on promotional allowances by electric 

wmpmies, since such allowances can stimulate the ado$.ion of DSM 
measures. At this wane 
begin a review of its D 

e,  Virginia Power hires a consultant to 

Earlv 1981: Virginia Power engages in separate, informal discussions with SELC, 

concerning the utility's DSM efforts. 
epartment of Natural Resources, and the AG's office 

SCC staff reviews ic comments an prepares a report 
s and policies regarding DSM programs. 
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In r e s p ~ s e  to the SCC staff i ep r t  oil TXM, Virginia Pawe? files 
comments reitcrating its belief that promotinnd allowances are an 

restates its position that the SCC siiould a l k w  utilities to request 
special rates to piornote DSM during expcditd, as well as general, 

no ratc cases axe Imnding. Virginia Power expresses its willingness to 
unde-de  khc experhaeiihl demmd-side bidding program 

ded by the staff if the SCC reqaiircs them to do so. 

essential put  of a cast-effmtive DSM program. Virginia Power also 

rate prwmdings acrrd !o srrl7mit filings for 4:rch rate schdules when 
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collaborative with irginia Power as 
e Clover Air Quality Permit 
would involve Virginia Power 

~ ~ u ~ l y  for experts to serve the 
ess. Virginia Power declines, 

t on the SCC staff report. 

ts its consultant’s review of its DSM programs 
states that the utility’s DSM programs are 

the, but several changes are suggested, 
ination sf the design and implementation of the 

sei3 electric rates with t erstanding that 
PI the event that 

se is not approved. The AG’s Office, the Committee 
ales ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - a ~  industrial group, the Virginia 

Citizens ~~~~~~~e~ Council, SEW, and other interested parties 

LC, receives oral arguments on the 
staff report issued the previous spring. 
groups contend that the way the SCG 
is& to reward utilities for using DSM 

options. 

1991-1992: SELC helps fcrsm informal codition of environmental, consumer, and 
ush DSM and cosponsor a report describing 
~ w ~ ~ t t e ~  by SEEC), like New England’s 

C to cosponsor the 

nia League of Women Voters, 
d ALAV. SEEC hopes to use the 

m to DSM; SELC believes that 

he SCC holds ~ ~ ~ ~ g s  on Virginia Power9s recent rate increase. 
t the increase include the state AG’s Office, 
itizens Consumer Council. SEEC does not 

r se; i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  it presents expert testimony 
inia Bower to more aggressively pursue 
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June 1992: 

The SCC issues an Order related to its DSA4 policy investigation. In 
its ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~  sf the issues, the SCC sti3.t.c;~ that wst-effective DSM 

vemcwt i s  n m  
mic programs. The Ordm calls far e 
group (either a voluntary task force or ;a w-kes of techmir.;aJ. 

wnferenms) to study tile issue of @ost-effectiverless tests, bct it 
specifidly states that this effort skould not involve the question sf 
how to quantify environrneeital externalities. The ~3rdm eardorscs staff 
findings that promotisrnd allowances for csst-cffa:tive DSM 
progsarns we zppropriate, that rxxovei-y of DSM program casts and 
lost revenws should be raa8dres:ssed In rate cases, md that Virginia. 
Power should iiistitute m swpcrinaezihl DSM bidding grograni. The 
Order- declines so institute a formai rc~view of utilities’ Iong-rmge 

programs, involving the filing of form lications by Virginia 
1-itilitics. Finally, the SCC staff is di 
currently available on DSM and to iiicntify additional tnethds to aid 
the disserninatioa oC appropriate. data  in^ DSM options. 

I W S ,  but d l s  for formal, review aa-ad approval of utility DSM 

S I I Z L P ~ ~  the information 

The CI;M Task Force (the working group called for in the March 
scc order) meets for e first time. The task force is ex 
study and discuss the various available cost-effectiveness tests s8 that 
the SCC staff can r~romn~emd m appropfiate test or tests and submit 
an interim report to the SCC by July 31, 1992. awe of the SCC’s 
instruction to avoid the issue of how to quantify 
externalities, the Swieta! Cost Test is eliminated from consideration. 
The task force aims at corasensus, but it is understood that even 
cowzsx1nsus decisions will not be binding on the SCC. The task force 
consists of seven utilities md seven NUPs. 
Power; Virginia Natural Gas; Washington 
Gas Services; .4PCs; PO~QIIIEIC Fdimn; and Old Dominion Ekctric 

to 

tilities are: Virginia 

mtive, The NUPs we: the SCC staff (who mn the Task 
; SELQI; the Secretary of Natural Resou~es; Qffice of the Ad;; 

ALAV; and SYCOM Enterprises (an energy sewice 
y). Virginiia Citizens Action was invited to participate but did 

not join the task force. 
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would be made for the inspection and repair of heat pumps in order 
to increase their energy efficiency. 

blv31.  X 9 9 &  The SCC staff issues interim report on the workings of the CLM 
Task Force. This report identifies task force members, describes key 
issues addressed in task force meetings, and promises a final report 
by the end of October 6992. It also includes minutes of all five task 
force meetings held to date. A key finding is that all four widely-used 
DSM costlbenefit methodologies examined by the task force provide 
valuable information. Therefore, it is agreed that the foeus of the task 
force will be on “the interactions of the various tests with each other 
and their implications upon policy decisions.” The report suggests 
that, after the task force completes its work on cost-effectiveness 
tests, it may continue to meet in an attempt to resolve other issues. 

Virginia Power informs the SCC that it plans to con 
DSM bidding program in late 1993 or 1994, depending on the needs 
of the company. A company report filed with the SCC says that 
Virginia Power prefers to hold a joint supply-demand side bid 
solicitation. The utility, however, will conduct a smaller, 
experimental DSM bidding program if the next long-range plan does 
not identify new capacity needs that warrant a solicitation during 
1993 or 1994. 

Seu- The SCC approves Virginia Power’s proposal to pay allowances for 
the inspection and repair of heat pumps. 

&.oten&er 26. 1992: Conservation Council of Virginia sponsors conference in Richmond 
entitled Air/Energy ’92: New Directions for Virginia. The purpose of 
the conference is to “explore reforms to help clean the air, and cast- 
effective energy conservation measures that can help the economy as 
well as the environment. Session topics include: “Effective Citizen 
Participation in Air and Energy Issues;’’ “New Options in Energy 
Efficiency; “Electric Utilities and Energy Conservation in 
Virginia; and “The New England Collaborative Experience. 
Speakers include many of the members of the GLM Task Farce. 

Fall 1992; Virginia Power establishes a new Energy Efficiency Department to 
promote the efficient use of electricity through the use of cost- 
effective DSM programs. Utility also initiates a new rate case in 
which it addresses, for the first time, its DSM efforts in support of 
its rate increase request. 

CLM Task Force does not meet, but the SCC staff works on rep13 
discussing four major cost-effectiveness tests. 
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Januarv 15. 1993: 

Late Januarv 1993: 

Febmarv 9. 1993: 

The SCC staff sends its draft report 011 the uses, advaalitages, a d  
disadvantages of four major cost-benefit tests far assessing DSM 
mmsures to CLM Task Force members for review. 

The SCC staff receives comments on its draft report from task force 
ers. ‘Ilk review marks the end of the CLM Task Force. 

The SCC Staff files its final report on cost-benefit tests with the 
scc. While many of the 

gs are reflmtd in 
5 discussed in the Task Force 
ment, it is not presented as a 

sus filing. The sta smmcnds that Virginia utilities 
be directed to conduct all four of the ta t s  that were cotasidered 

ticlpant, Utility Cost, RTM, and TRC) since no single test 
provides all meceswy information and each of the tests has its own 
unique strengths. 

Task force members and other interested parties file written 
~~~~~~~ QII the staffs Fc,brnw r e p ~ r t ,  and same parties also 

oral testimony to the SCC. While there is much su 
ti-perspective approach, some participants reconini 

establishment of a “threshold test” for determining BSM programs’ 
cost effectiveness; if a program were to €ail this test, it would not be 
~~~~~~~~~ further and 110 other tests would be run on it. Those 
advocating the use of a threshold test differ among themselves on 
whether the TWC or RIM ‘Test should be used for this pia 

Virginia Power files its 1993 DSM P h i ,  which it calk 
“con%rvision 13 I as 

~~~~~~~~~~~ of the pd 
utility required its p 
for dl custonier cla 
conservation, load 

e programs confairred in this plan are 
expected to reduce peak den?anad by nearly 380 MW in 1993, a 25% 

its 20 year Plan. According to the 
process contained in  this dwument, the 
of DSM measures ta provide spp 
s u p p a  all types of DSM pmgw 
egnt), and to not c-?busc the bills of 
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increase over the savings specified for the first year of the 1992 plan. 
Combined with programs already in place, Virginia Power’s new 
DSM efforts are expected to reduce demand by almost 1, 
the end of the century. These savings could increase substantially if 
proposed pilot prograrns are successful and are subsequently 
expanded. 

The overall plan does not require the SCC’s approval, but 
applications must be made to the Commission for the approval of 
individual programs contained therein to allow cost recovery by the 
utility. At this time, Virginia Power asks for approval of two pilot 
programs: (1) a program to provide low-interest financing for energy 
efficiency improvements in 6,ooO residential units and 1,100 C&I 
units; and (2) a program to conduct field testing a d  analysis of 
certain new electric energy technologies in the residential, 
commercial, and industrial sectors. 

A~ril26.1993: Virginia Power applies to the SCC to initiate a variable rate 
day pricing) pilot program for 60 residential customers. 

June 1993: Virginia Power files for continuation of heat pump customer 
assistance program that was begun in 1992. The SCC grants 
approval. 

J- The SCC issues an Order finding that “a multi-perspective approach 
to evaluating proposed DSM programs i s  in the public interest.” 
Accordingly, utilities are ordered to eo uct cost/benefits analyses 
using (at a minimum) the Participants, Utility Cost, RIM, and TRC 
Tests. The Commission rejects the use of a threshold test because this 
could “prematurely eliminate programs that may ultimately prove to 
be in the public interest.” It establishes a set of minimum guidelines 
for utility data input and modeling assumptions (as recommended by 
the SCC staff) and requires utilities to provide a eosubenefit analysis 
for each individual DSM program, even if an entire package of 
programs is filed. In addition, the Order states that utilities may 
conduct limited pilot programs (provided they do not involve rates or 
promotional allowances) without prior approval by the SCC. It is 
further ruled that utilities will be required to evaluate the effects of 
their DSM programs. Finally, the SCC asserts its support for cost- 
effective DSM programs in Virginia but states that “it is not prudent, 
in our judgment, to establish fixed requirements which our utilities 
must meet at any cost.” 

Hearings are held on APGo rate case, in which the annual recovery 
of program costs and lost revenues is discussed. SELC is an 
intervenor in this case and presents expert testimony supporting 
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APCo’s request for regulatory reform that allows dollar-for-dollar 
recovery of DSM prag 
have been lost as a res 
the hewing officer is expected in the Fall 
i t indicator of how the SCC inten 
final SCC decision on this is not expected until early 1994. 

costs and recovery sf  revenues verifi 
f DSM programs, A 

The SCC approves Virginia Power’s field testing pilot program at the 
funding level p 
testimony in th 

The SCC approves Virginia Power’s en 
program for half the 
a gas utility inkmen 

by the utility. Again, 

The SCC staff files brief on APCo rate case:. In 
against recognition of lost revenues in this case 
propcpsed cost a w m w y  ~~~~~s~~ 

Hearings are held on Virginia Power’s prop 
program. 

variable rate pilot 

CE PARTICIPANTS 

Utilities 
APCO 
Commonwealth Gas Services 

@ Old Dominion Electric Cooperative 
Potarnac Edison 

@ Virginia Power 
8 Virginia Natural Gas 
@ Washington Gas Light 

Nonprofit Grou 
@ ALAV 

SELC 

/Industry Groups 
Q SYCOM Enterprises 
@ Virginia CFUR 
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Government Agencies 
Virginia Department of Natural Resources 

@ Virginia Office of the AG 

Rejplatory Advisory Staff 
@ Virginia SCC Staff 
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d. l%e DPU holds a h rig on the Phase I filing agrees to provide 
camrnents, but does not issue an order bmusr= the filing is deemed 
in formatianal. 

the DPU was impress with the collaborative prmess to da 
emphasizing seved s needing mare attention during the next 

iee a lack of cons sus among the c d a b  
NrMECO files with the DPU for 

st-recovery, requesting fin 
xpressing their cone 
st-effective DSM. Sub 

MASS PIRG rmom men 
incentives. CLF, in c~ryitrast, decides to support WMECO’s request 
for CQS% rcxxmxy arid incentives. 

The DPU approves all of W E C O ’ s  pragranns except two that me 
not found to be cost-effective, and dirw 
customer incentives in several of its pro 
expand other programs 

The WMECO colllaborative temporarily falls apart due bo 

II filing and ~ ~ ~ ~ g s ,  but restarts in time to prepare for the next 
~ r ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l  filing I 

t ainong collaborative partkip ts surrounding the Phase 



wst 1990: 

Early 1991: 

Technical and lead coordinators are added to the WMIEeO 
collaborative, to coordinate the activities of the MuPs md their 
consultants. At CLF, the primary responsibility for representation on 
the collaborative is shifted from Armond Cohen, a senior attorney, to 
a staff attorney. 

The DPU requires utilities to factor in the cost of such externalities 
as air and water pollution as they weigh options for new power 
supplies. It issues IRM rules adopting an all-resource solicitation 
process with an environmental adder method, based on the cost of 
control, with the highest values used in the country at the time. 

Governor William Weld, a Republican, takes office following the 
eight-year Democratic administration of Michael Dukakis an 
appoints new commissioners to the DPU. By law, one of the three 
commissioners must be of the opposition party. There is also a lot of 
turnover in the Electric Power Division’s senior staff during this 
time. The new commission inherits a set of strongly pro-DSM 
policies, but begins to make clear that DSM programs that necessitate 
further rate increases will not be viewed favorably. 

mrch 19% WMECO, in contrast to its previously contested filing, files for its 
second DSM program preapprovd with the consensus sf the 
collaborative participants. 

July 1991; The DPU issues m order approving the WMECO collaborative filing 
basically as proposed, with only minor modifications. 

February 1992: A third DSM preagprovd filing is submitted by 
collaborative participants. An $18.6 million 1992 DSM budget is 
proposed. (Its DSM budget had grown from $4.2 mi lion in 1989 to 
$9.4 million in 1990 and an estimated $16 million in 1991.) 

April 1992; 

Mav 1992; 

WMECO, AG, CLF, DOER, and DPU settlement staff file ai 
settlement agreement with the DPU in order to resolve issws 
surrounding WMECO’s filing. (Due to other pressures on its limited 
staff resources, MASSPIRG was not able to be actively involved in 
this settlement. Subsequently, however, it resumed an active role in 
the collaborative.) Because of pressures from industrid ratepayers 
and others, WMECO’s 1992 DSM budget is redu to $17 million. 

En response to a request from the DPU commission, the parties to the 
WMECO DSM settlement agree to amend it to double the amount of 
amortization in 1992, as a means of reducing the A992 cost recovery. 
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April 19 

Robert Yardky9 chair of the DPU commission since January 1391, 
resigns and i s  rcphaced, in January 1993, I P ~  Kenneth Gordon, a 
former member of the Maine Pifbljc Utilities Csmmissinn, 

William Ellis, MJ's CEO, resigns and i q  replaced by its second-in- 
comrnaild. 

CLF hires 3 consultant to help staff develop and implement political 
initiatives concerning DS M. Zni!.iatives unc8er.takcn include entering 
into a dialogue with key itndanstries, publishing articles in business 

Weld in ~ ~ V S ~ C ~ G Y  of DSM, strmgthening ties to C D W S U ~ I - ~  and 
joumdss, arranging for industrial representatives to s 

envim1 n1erIkl groups, et@. 

to Governor 
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Fall 1993; 

Armond Cohen develops arguments against retail wheeling and 
presents a paper, "Retail Wheeling and Rhode Island's Energy 
Future: issues, Problems, and Lessons from Europe," to the Rhode 
Island Energy Coordinating Council. (As of late November, CLF 
expected that the RI Public Utilities Commission would reject the 
retail wheeling proposal before it.) 

Intensive negotiations are conducted Concerning WMECO's DSM 
programs: their evaluation, changes in their orientation, and overal1 
budget levels. NU and the NUPs agree that WMECO's DSM 
portfolio should place increased emphasis on market transformation 
programs over retrofit programs, but they disagree over the proposed 
budget levels. NU, concerned about its high rates and their effects on 
its competitiveness, proposes deep cuts in DSM spending. Top 
management at NU and CLF subsequently work out a compromise: 
DSM spending for 1993 would be $14.8 million, with a $15.8 
million budget for 1995. A tiered financial incentives arrangement 
geared to achieved energy savings is also worked out. 

NU submits its DSM filing for WMECQ with the consensus of the 
collaborative participants. 

CLF staff participate in discussions concerning the possibility of 
utility industry restructuring at Harvard University's Center for 
Business and Government. (CLF also has participated in other 
regional and national fora on this topic.) 

COLLABORATIVE PARTICIPANTS 

Utilities 
0 NU (for WMECO) 

Nonprofit Groups 
0 CLF 
0 MASSPIRG 

Government Agencies 
0 AG'soffice 
0 DOER 
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