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75 Second Avenue, Suite 450 = Needham, Massachusetts 02494

Telephone: (781) 444-4270 = Facsimile: (781) 444-4271 » Email: andrew@newmanfirm.net

June 20, 2014

Mark D. Marini, Secretary
Department of Public Utilities
One South Station, 5™ Floor
Boston, Massachusetts 02110

Re: Blackstone Gas Company, D.P.U. 14-87
2013 Energy Efficiency Plan-Year Report

Dear Secretary Marini:

On behalf of Blackstone Gas Company (the “Company” or “Blackstone”), enclosed is the
Company’s 2013 Energy Efficiency Plan-Year Report for filing with the Department of Public
Utilities (the “Department). This report is being submitted pursuant to the Hearing Officer’s
Memorandum dated May 2, 2014 adopting the Energy Efficiency Plan-Year Report Template in
D.P.U. 11-120-A, Phase II.

Plan Year 2013 was the first year of implementation under the 2013-2015 Massachusetts
Joint Statewide Three-Year Electric and Gas Energy Efficiency Plan, as reviewed and approved
by the Department in D.P.U. 12-100 through D.P.U. 12-111. During 2013, the Massachusetts
Energy Efficiency Program Administrators® (the “Program Administrators” or “PAs™) continued
to build on the nationally acclaimed successes of plan years 2010 through 2012. Among the
many awards and accomplishments achieved during 2013, the American Council for an Energy-
Efficient Economy (“ACEEE”) ranked Massachusetts number one in the nation for its energy
efficiency efforts for the third year in a row.

Most notably in 2013, the PAs successfully delivered on very ambitious energy savings for the
year - attaining historic levels of energy savings while maintaining budgetary control and
complying with the directive of the Green Communities Act to seek all available cost-effective
energy efficiency opportunities. The 2013 goals were intentionally designed to be very
challenging goals, and achievements in savings and benefits reached unprecedented levels in
Massachusetts for residential, low-income, and commercial and industrial (“C&I”’) programs.

The Massachusetts Program Administrators are: Bay State Gas Company d/b/a Columbia Gas of
Massachusetts, The Berkshire Gas Company, Blackstone Gas Company, Boston Gas Company and
Colonial Gas Company d/b/a National Grid, Cape Light Compact, Fitchburg Gas and Electric Light
Company d/b/a Unitil, Liberty Utilities (New England Natural Gas Company) Corp. d/b/a Liberty Utilities,
Massachusetts Electric Company and Nantucket Company d/b/a National Grid, NSTAR Electric Company,
NSTAR Gas Company, and Western Massachusetts Electric Company.


mailto:andrew@newmanfirm.net

The PAs successfully implemented their programs in the field while also continuing to manage
an unprecedented ramp up of their energy efficiency programs to meet goals not just for 2013,
but for the full life of the three-year plans and beyond.

The accomplishments of 2013 were achieved despite anticipated challenges meeting electric and
gas savings goals in the C&I sector. In the wake of these challenges, the PAs engaged in
numerous and varied efforts to increase C&I savings, including a particular focus on CHP,
segmentation, seeking deeper savings and new technologies, hiring additional staff and vendors,
improving productivity and developing new delivery methods to reach more customers and to
encourage current customers to move forward with greater commitments and investments in
energy efficiency.

In the residential sector, 2013 was a strong year for Home Energy Services, with most PAs
meeting or exceeding savings goals. Over the course of the year, the PAs were able to
incorporate many new program enhancements as well as implement various new initiatives,
including LEDs and advanced power strips. The ENERGY STAR Lighting initiative also ended
the year strong, with all PAs surpassing lighting goals.

The PAs also continued to participate in the Low-Income Best Practices Working Group
convened by the Low-Income Energy Affordability Network and implemented standardized,
statewide client education materials. The PAs also implemented their strategic marketing plans
targeting hard to reach/challenged communities across the Commonwealth.

Also in 2013, the Program Administrators continued the successful implementation of the
Evaluation Management Committee (“EMC”). Under the guidance of the EMC, the PAs
engaged in numerous studies across a wide span of program sectors in 2013, 11 of which were
completed in 2013, underscoring the fact that the evaluation, measurement and verification of
these program offerings remains a critical and vital tool for both Program Administrators and
interested stakeholders in an ever-changing marketplace. In addition, the EMC, as the result of a
productive collaboration among the PAs, the Energy Efficiency Advisory Council (“EEAC”)
consultants, and the evaluation contractors also completed work on the 2013-2014 Evaluation
Strategic Plan.

In addition, the PAs were at the forefront of creating a culture of sustainability through public
education and outreach. The PAs participated in a number of events throughout the state
including the Worcester Business Journal Energy Summit, the Massachusetts Association of
School Committees Annual Conference, Architecture Boston Exposition, and the Massachusetts
Green Career Conference.

Simultaneously with the activities and achievements noted above, the Program Administrators
also devoted considerable time and resources to regulatory matters in 2013 including responding
to discovery and participating in hearings in their 2011 and 2012 Energy Efficiency Annual
Report dockets and in the D.P.U.11-120 proceeding to update Energy Efficiency Guidelines.

These accomplishments demonstrate the PAs’ continued commitment throughout 2013 to
building on the experience of their initial three-year plan and leveraging their good working
relationships to better coordinate their efforts and share ideas and best practices. The PAs have



continued to have regular meetings of their management committees to facilitate the process of
enhanced integration and coordination between electric and gas programs. Further, the PAs
continued their ongoing and consistent meeting and engagement with the EEAC and interested
stakeholders.

Given the unprecedented nature of these efforts, and the ambitious goals established in the 2013-
2015 plans, plan year 2013 performance has been an outright success for energy efficiency in
Massachusetts. During 2013, the Program Administrators achieved unprecedented levels of
savings and benefits within budget, and look forward to continuing these efforts and achieving
additional successes going forward.

The Company continues to discuss with another utility the feasibility of having that utility
provide all energy efficiency services for Blackstone’s customers. Such an arrangement would
reduce the administrative cost burden on the Blackstone customers and make available all of the
energy efficient programs to the customers. The Company will keep the Department and the
parties advised of future developments.

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. If you have any questions, please do not
hesitate to contact me.

Very truly yours,

s | rn-

Andrew J. Newman
Enclosures

cc:Jeffrey Leupold, Department of Public Utilities
Matthew Saunders, Office of the Attorney General
Steven Venezia, Department of Energy Resources
Jerrold Oppenheim, Low-Income Energy Affordability Network
Members of the Energy Efficiency Advisory Council (via e-mail only)
Jonathan Goldberg, Hearing Officer



Blackstone Gas Company
D.P.U. 14-87

2013 PLAN YEAR REPORT DATA TABLES



Date of Filing
Distribution Company
Program Administrator

Is a Significant Variance explanation required?

Residential
1. Residential Whole House
1. Residential Whole House
2. Residential Products
2. Residential Products
Low-Income
4. Low-Income Whole House
Low-Income Single Family Retrofit
Commercial & Industrial
7. C&l Retrofit
C&l Retrofit

Significant Variances Summary

June 20, 2014
Gas
Blackstone

Significant Lifetime
Savings Variances:
Planned v Preliminary

Significant Total
Benefits Variances
(2013$): Planned v

Preliminary
-73% -68%
-5% -43%
-78% -87%
-100% -100%

Significant variances, which require explanation, are defined as:
(1) variances between planned and actual core initiative budget of 15 percent or greater;

2) variances between planned and preliminary core initiative total lifetime savings showing a decrease of 15 percent or greater;

Blackstone Gas Company

2013 Energy Efficiency Annual Report

Significant Resource
Benefits Variances
(2013$): Preliminary v
Evaluated

0%

0%

39%

0%

(
(3) variances between planned and preliminar y core initiative total benefits showing a decrease of 15 percent or greater; and
(4) variances between preliminary and evaluated core initiative total resource benefits showing a decrease of 15 percent or greater .

D.P.U. 14-87
June 20, 2014

Significant Planned Budget
v Actual Expenditures
Variances (nominal$)

-18%

17%

-61%

1346%

Cells highlighted in the above table indicate that a variance is significant enough to require explanation. Refer to Appendix 1 for explanations of significant variances.

Variances Summary

Page 1 of 33



Planned v Preliminary Savings: Plan-Year Analysis

Savings Table 1

Date of Filing
Distribution Company
Program Administrator
Year

Planned
Residential
1. Residential Whole House
1. Residential Whole House
2. Residential Products
2. Residential Products
Low-Income
4. Low-Income Whole House
4. Low-Income Whole House
Commercial & Industrial
7. C&I Retrofit
7. C&I Retrofit
(blank)
Preliminary
Residential
1. Residential Whole House
1. Residential Whole House
2. Residential Products
2. Residential Products
Low-Income
4. Low-Income Whole House
4. Low-Income Whole House
Commercial & Industrial
7. C&I Retrofit
7. C&I Retrofit
(blank)

Planned v Preliminary Variances: (Prelim - Plan) / Plan

Total Annual Variance
Residential
1. Residential Whole House
1. Residential Whole House
2. Residential Products
2. Residential Products
Low-Income
4. Low-Income Whole House
4. Low-Income Whole House
Commercial & Industrial
7. C&I Retrofit
7. C&I Retrofit

June 20, 2014

Gas
Blackstone
2013
Sum of Sum of Annual
Participants  Avoided Natural
Gas, Therms
130 11,629
53 3,663
15 1,045
15 1,045
38 2,618
38 2,618
5 1,187
5 1,187
5 1,187
7 965
7 965
7 965
65 5,815
104 5,967
51 2,721
3 -
3 -
48 2,721
48 2,721
1 263
1 263
1 263
52 2,984
Sk Sum of Annual
Participants Avoided Natural
Gas, Therms
-20% -49%
-4% -26%
-80% -100%
-80% -100%
26% 4%
26% 4%
-80% -78%
-80% -78%
-80% -78%
-100% -100%
-100% -100%
-100% -100%

Sum of Lifetime
Therms
223,937
73,758
22,723
22,723
51,035
51,035
23,740
23,740
23,740
14,470
14,470
14,470
111,968
119,847
54,664
6,240
6,240
48,424
48,424
5,260
5,260
5,260

59,924

Sum of Lifetime
Therms

-46%
-26%
-73%
-73%
-5%
-5%
-78%
-78%
-78%
-100%
-100%
-100%

The Plan-Year variances provided above are intended to indicate the Program Administrator's performance in the Plan-
Year only. The variances used to determine significant variances are provided later in this report. The variances above and
the significant variances use different calculations to determine variances on an annual basis and over the three-year

Savings - Plan Yr

Page 2 of 33
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Planned v Evaluated Savings: Plan-Year Analysis

Savings Table 2

Date of Filing
Distribution Company
Program Administrator
Year

Planned
Residential
1. Residential Whole House
1. Residential Whole House
2. Residential Products
2. Residential Products
Low-Income
4. Low-Income Whole House
4. Low-Income Whole House
Commercial & Industrial
7. C&I Retrofit
7. C&I Retrofit
(blank)
Evaluated
Residential
1. Residential Whole House
1. Residential Whole House
2. Residential Products
2. Residential Products
Low-Income
4. Low-Income Whole House
4. Low-Income Whole House
Commercial & Industrial
7. C&I Retrofit
7. C&I Retrofit
(blank)

Planned v Evaluated Variances: (Eval - Plan) / Plan

Total Annual Variance
Residential
1. Residential Whole House
1. Residential Whole House
2. Residential Products
2. Residential Products
Low-Income
4. Low-Income Whole House
4. Low-Income Whole House
Commercial & Industrial
7. C&I Retrofit
7. C&I Retrofit

June 20, 2014

The Plan-Year variances provided above are intended to indicate the Program Administrator's
performance in the Plan-Year only. The variances used to determine significant variances are provided
later in this report. The variances above and the significant variances use different calculations to

Savings - Plan Yr

Gas
Blackstone
2013
Sum of Annual
Sum of Avoided Natural Sum of Lifetime
Participants Gas, Therms Therms
130 11,629 223,937
53 3,663 73,758
15 1,045 22,723
15 1,045 22,723
38 2,618 51,035
38 2,618 51,035
5 1,187 23,740
5 1,187 23,740
5 1,187 23,740
7 965 14,470
7 965 14,470
7 965 14,470
65 5,815 111,968
104 6,587 119,847
51 3,031 54,664
3 310 6,240
3 310 6,240
48 2,721 48,424
48 2,721 48,424
1 263 5,260
1 263 5,260
1 263 5,260
52 3,294 59,924
Sum of Sum' SlAGeEY Sum of Lifetime
Participants i dediatusal Therms
Gas, Therms
-20% -43% -46%
-4% -17% -26%
-80% -70% -73%
-80% -70% -73%
26% 4% -5%
26% 4% -5%
-80% -78% -78%
-80% -78% -78%
-80% -78% -78%
-100% -100% -100%
-100% -100% -100%
-100% -100% -100%
Page 3 of 33
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Preliminary v Evaluated Savings: Plan-Year Analysis

Savings Table 3
Date of Filing June 20, 2014
Distribution Company Gas
Program Administrator Blackstone
Year 2013
Sum of
Participants
Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Therms Sum of Lifetime Therms
Preliminary 104 5,967 119,847
Residential 51 2,721 54,664
1. Residential Whole House 3 - 6,240
1. Residential Whole House 3 - 6,240
2. Residential Products 48 2,721 48,424
2. Residential Products 48 2,721 48,424
Low-Income 1 263 5,260
4. Low-Income Whole House 1 263 5,260
4. Low-Income Whole House 1 263 5,260
Commercial & Industrial - - -
7. C&I Retrofit - - -
7. C&I Retrofit - - -
(blank) 52 2,984 59,924
Evaluated 104 6,587 119,847
Residential 51 3,031 54,664
1. Residential Whole House 3 310 6,240
1. Residential Whole House 3 310 6,240
2. Residential Products 48 2,721 48,424
2. Residential Products 48 2,721 48,424
Low-Income 1 263 5,260
4. Low-Income Whole House 1 263 5,260
4. Low-Income Whole House 1 263 5,260
Commercial & Industrial - - -
7. C&I Retrofit - - -
7. C&I Retrofit - - -
(blank) 52 3,294 59,924
P q n n Sum of . e
Preliminary v Evaluated Variances: (Eval - Prelim) / Prelim Participants Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Therms Sum of Lifetime Therms
Total Annual Variance 0% 10% 0%
Residential 0% 11% 0%
1. Residential Whole House 0% 0% 0%
1. Residential Whole House 0% 0% 0%
2. Residential Products 0% 0% 0%
2. Residential Products 0% 0% 0%
Low-Income 0% 0% 0%
4. Low-Income Whole House 0% 0% 0%
4. Low-Income Whole House 0% 0% 0%
Commercial & Industrial 0% 0% 0%
7. C&I Retrofit 0% 0% 0%
7. C&I Retrofit 0% 0% 0%

The Plan-Year variances provided above are intended to indicate the Program Administrator's performance in the Plan-Year only. The variances used to determine
significant variances are provided later in this report. The variances above and the significant variances use different calculations to determine variances on an annual

basis and over the three-year term, respectively.

Savings - Plan Yr

Page 4 of 33
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Date of Filing
Distribution Company
Program Administrator

2013
Planned
Residential
1. Residential Whole House
1. Residential Whole House
2. Residential Products
2. Residential Products
Low-Income
4. Low-Income Whole House
4. Low-Income Whole House
Commercial & Industrial
7. C&I Retrofit
7. C&l Retrofit
Evaluated
Residential
1. Residential Whole House
1. Residential Whole House
2. Residential Products
2. Residential Products
Low-Income
4. Low-Income Whole House
4. Low-Income Whole House
Commercial & Industrial
7. C&I Retrofit
7. C&l Retrofit
2014
Planned
Residential
1. Residential Whole House
1. Residential Whole House
2. Residential Products
2. Residential Products
Low-Income
4. Low-Income Whole House
4. Low-Income Whole House
Commercial & Industrial
7. C&I Retrofit
7. C&l Retrofit
Evaluated
Residential
1. Residential Whole House
1. Residential Whole House
2. Residential Products
2. Residential Products
Low-Income
4. Low-Income Whole House
4. Low-Income Whole House
Commercial & Industrial
7. C&I Retrofit
7. C&l Retrofit
2015
Planned
Residential
1. Residential Whole House
1. Residential Whole House
2. Residential Products
2. Residential Products
Low-Income
4. Low-Income Whole House

Savings -3 Yr

Savings for the Three-Year Term
Savings Table 4

June 20, 2014
Gas
Blackstone

Sum of
Participants

Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Therms

Page 50f 33

5,815
3,663
1,045
1,045
2,618
2,618
1,187
1,187
1,187
965
965
965
3,294
3,031
310
310
2,721
2,721
263
263
263

5,800
3,648
1,030
1,030
2,618
2,618
1,187
1,187
1,187

5,590
3,439
1,030
1,030
2,409
2,409
1,187
1,187

Sum of Lifetime Therms

111,968
73,758
22,723
22,723
51,035
51,035
23,740
23,740
23,740
14,470
14,470
14,470
59,924
54,664

6,240
6,240
48,424
48,424
5,260
5,260
5,260

111,593
73,383
22,348
22,348
51,035
51,035
23,740
23,740
23,740
14,470
14,470
14,470

107,431
69,221
22,348
22,348
46,873
46,873
23,740
23,740

Blackstone Gas Company

2013 Energy Efficiency Annual Report
D.P.U.14-87

June 20, 2014



Blackstone Gas Company

2013 Energy Efficiency Annual Report
D.P.U.14-87

June 20, 2014

Savings for the Three-Year Term
Savings Table 4

Date of Filing

June 20, 2014
Distribution Company Gas
Program Administrator Blackstone
Savings for the Three-Year Term: Year 1 Evaluated + Year 2 Plan + Year 3 Plan ::r';t‘i’;ams Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Therms Sum of Lifetime Therms
Total 182 14,684 278,948
Residential 157 10,117 197,267
1. Residential Whole House 33 2,369 50,936
1. Residential Whole House 33 2,369 50,936
2. Residential Products 124 7,748 146,331
2. Residential Products 124 7,748 146,331
Low-Income 11 2,637 52,740
4. Low-Income Whole House 11 2,637 52,740
4. Low-Income Whole House 11 2,637 52,740
Commercial & Industrial 14 1,929 28,941
7. C&l Retrofit 14 1,929 28,941
7. C&I Retrofit 14 1,929 28,941

Savings -3 Yr Page 6 of 33



Blackstone Gas Company

2013 Energy Efficiency Annual Report

Significant Lifetime Savings Variances: Planned v Preliminary

Date of Filing
Distribution Company
Program Administrator

Sum of Lifetime Therms

Residential
1. Residential Whole House
1. Residential Whole House
2. Residential Products
2. Residential Products
Low-Income
4. Low-Income Whole House
4. Low-Income Whole House
Commercial & Industrial
7. C&lI Retrofit
7. C&l Retrofit
Grand Total

Savings Table 5

June 20, 2014
Gas
Blackstone

Planned
2013
73,758
22,723
22,723
51,035
51,035
23,740
23,740
23,740
14,470
14,470
14,470
111,968

2014
73,383
22,348
22,348
51,035
51,035
23,740
23,740
23,740
14,470
14,470
14,470

111,593

2015
69,221
22,348
22,348
46,873
46,873
23,740
23,740
23,740
14,470
14,470
14,470

107,431

Planned Three-Year Goal Cumulative Achievement

Planned Total

216,362
67,419
67,419

148,943

148,943
71,220
71,220
71,220
43,411
43,411
43,411

330,993

Actual Plan-Year

D.P.U. 14-87
June 20, 2014

Preliminary

2013

54,664

6,240

6,240

48,424

48,424

5,260

5,260

5,260

59,924

Difference in Plan-Year

Planned v Preliminary Savings Variances by Year Three-YeIar.GoaI Three-Year Goal
2013 2014 2015 Ai:'i'e'::::::t Cumulative Achievement
Residential 34% 68% 100% 25% -26%
1. Residential Whole House 34% 67% 100% 9% -73%
1. Residential Whole House 34% 67% 100% 9% -73%
2. Residential Products 34% 69% 100% 33% -5%
2. Residential Products 34% 69% 100% 33% -5%
Low-Income 33% 67% 100% 7% -78%
4. Low-Income Whole House 33% 67% 100% 7% -78%
4. Low-Income Whole House 33% 67% 100% 7% -78%
Commercial & Industrial 33% 67% 100% 0% -100%
7. C&I Retrofit 33% 67% 100% 0% -100%
7. C&I Retrofit 33% 67% 100% 0% -100%
Grand Total 34% 68% 100% 18% -46%

Plan-year core initiative significant variance explanations are required for: (2) variances between planned and preliminary core initiative total lifetime savings showing a
decrease of 15 percent or greater. See Appendix 1 for more information.

Variances are calculated by percent of three-year goal (i.e., variance calculated as the percentage difference between the percentage of the Three-Year Plan goals
planned to be achieved through the Plan-Year Report year compared to the percentage of the Three-Year Plan goals actually achieved through the Plan-Year Report year).

Savings Variances

Page 7 of 33



Planned v Preliminary Benefits (2013$): Plan-Year Analysis

Date of Filing

Benefits Table 1

June 20, 2014

Blackstone Gas Company

2013 Energy Efficiency Annual Report
D.P.U. 14-87

June 20, 2014

Distribution Company Gas
Program Administrator Blackstone
Year 2013
Sum of Total Sum a.f L] Sum of Total SR Sum of Total SRt Sum of Sum of Resource
. Capacity N Other Resource Non Resource .
Energy Benefits ) Gas Benefits ) Resource N Total Benefits per
Benefits Benefits 5 Benefits , .
Benefits Benefits Participant
Planned $ - $ - $ 102,187 $ - $ 102,187 S 200,617 $ 302,804 S 1,572
Residential $ -8 -8 66,839 $ - $ 66839 $ 118,145 $ 184,983 $ 1,261
1. Residential Whole House $ - $ - $ 21,583 $ - $ 21583 S 33,360 $ 54943 $ 1,439
1. Residential Whole House $ - $ - $ 21,583 $ - $ 21,583 S 33,360 $ 54,943 S 1,439
2. Residential Products $ - $ - $ 45,256 $ - $ 45256 S 84,785 $ 130,041 $ 1,191
2. Residential Products $ -8 -8 45,256 $ - S 45256 S 84,785 $ 130,041 $ 1,191
Low-Income $ - $ - $ 22,291 $ - $ 22291 § 50,663 $ 72,954 $ 4,458
4. Low-Income Whole House $ - $ - $ 22291 $ - $ 22291 $ 50,663 $ 72,954 $ 4,458
4. Low-Income Whole House S - $ - $ 22,291 S - $ 22291 § 50,663 $ 72,954 $ 4,458
Commercial & Industrial $ - $ - $ 13,057 $ - $ 13,057 $ 31,810 $ 44,867 $ 1,865
7. C&I Retrofit $ - $ - $ 13,057 $ - $ 13,057 $ 31,810 $ 44,867 $ 1,865
7. C&l Retrofit $ - S - $ 13,057 S - $ 13,057 S 31,810 $ 44867 $ 1,865
Preliminary $ - $ - $ 52,826 $ - $ 52,826 S 47,657 $ 100,483 S 1,016
Residential $ -8 - $ 47887 § - $ 47887 $ 43383 $ 91,269 $ 939
1. Residential Whole House $ - $ - $ 5859 $ - $ 5859 $ 11,702 $ 17,561 $ 1,953
1. Residential Whole House $ -8 -8 5859 $ - $ 589 $ 11,702 $ 17,561 $ 1,953
2. Residential Products $ - $ - $ 42,028 $ - $ 42028 S 31,681 $ 73,708 $ 876
2. Residential Products $ - $ - $ 42,028 S - $ 42028 S 31,681 $ 73,708 $ 876
Low-Income $ - $ - $ 4939 $ - $ 4,939 $ 4,274 $ 9,213 $ 4,939
4. Low-Income Whole House $ -8 -8 4939 $ - S 4939 S 4274 $ 9213 § 4,939
4. Low-Income Whole House $ - S - $ 4939 S - S 4,939 $ 4,274 S 9213 $ 4,939
Commercial & Industrial $ -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 - #DIV/0!
7. C&I Retrofit $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - #DIV/0!
7. C&l Retrofit $ -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 - #DIV/0!
Sum of Total Sum of Total Sum of Total Sum of Total ~ Sum of Sum of Resource
— N " Sum of Total N Sum of Total N
Planned v Preliminary Variances: (Prelim - Plan) / Plan . Capacity ) Other Resource  Resource Non Resource Total Benefits per
Energy Benefits ) Gas Benefits - ™ N - -
Benefits Benefi Participant
Total Annual Variance 0% 0% -48% 0% -48% -76% -67% -35%
idential 0% 0% -28% 0% -28% -63% -51% -26%
1. Residential Whole House 0% 0% -73% 0% -73% -65% -68% 36%
1. Residential Whole House 0% 0% -73% 0% -73% -65% -68% 36%
2. Residential Products 0% 0% -7% 0% -7% -63% -43% -26%
2. Residential Products 0% 0% -7% 0% -7% -63% -43% -26%
Low-Income 0% 0% -78% 0% -78% -92% -87% 11%
4. Low-Income Whole House 0% 0% -78% 0% -78% -92% -87% 11%
4. Low-Income Whole House 0% 0% -78% 0% -78% -92% -87% 11%
Commercial & Industrial 0% 0% -100% 0% -100% -100% -100% 0%
7. C&I Retrofit 0% 0% -100% 0% -100% -100% -100% 0%
7. C&I Retrofit 0% 0% -100% 0% -100% -100% -100% 0%

The Plan-Year variances provided above are intended to indicate the Program Administrator's performance in the Plan-Year only. The variances used to determine significant variances are
provided later in this report. The variances above and the significant variances use different calculations to determine variances on an annual basis and over the three-year term,

respectively.

Benefits - Plan Yr

Page 8 of 33



Planned v Evaluated Benefits (2013$): Plan-Year Analysis

Benefits Table 2

Blackstone Gas Company

2013 Energy Efficiency Annual Report
D.P.U. 14-87

June 20, 2014

Date of Filing June 20, 2014
Distribution Company Gas
Program Administrator Blackstone
Year 2013
Sum of Total
Sum of Total i::;:ift;’rotal Sum of Total  Other Sum of Total i::: I::::::cle Sum of Resource
Energy Benefits ) Gas Benefits  Resource Resource ) Sum of Total Benefits per
Benefits N N Benefits ., ..
Benefits Benefits Benefits Participant
Planned $ - $ $ 204,373 $ $ 204,373 $ 401,235 $ 605,608 $ 1,572
Residential $ -8 $ 66,839 $ $ 66,839 $ 118,145 $ 184,983 $ 1,261
1. Residential Whole House $ - $ S 21,583 $ S 21,583 $ 33,360 $ 54,943 $ 1,439
1. Residential Whole House $ - $ $ 21,583 S $ 21,583 $ 33,360 $ 54,943 $ 1,439
2. Residential Products $ - $ S 45,256 $ S 45,256 $ 84,785 $ 130,041 $ 1,191
2. Residential Products $ -8 $ 45,256 $ $ 45,256 $ 84,785 $ 130,041 $ 1,191
Low-Income $ - $ S 22,291 $ S 22,291 $ 50,663 $ 72,954 $ 4,458
4. Low-Income Whole House $ - $ $ 22291 § $ 22291 $ 50,663 $ 72,954 $ 4,458
4. Low-Income Whole House S - $ $ 22,291 $ $ 22,291 S 50,663 $ 72,954 S 4,458
Commercial & Industrial $ - $ $ 13,057 $ $ 13,057 $ 31,810 $ 44,867 $ 1,865
7. C&I Retrofit $ - $ $ 13,057 $ $ 13,057 $ 31,810 $ 44,867 $ 1,865
7. C&l Retrofit $ - $ $ 13,057 $ $ 13,057 S 31,810 $ 44,867 S 1,865
(blank) $ - $ $ 102,187 $ $ 102,187 $ 200,617 $ 302,804 $ 1,572
Evaluated $ 218 $ 3,369 $ 105869 $ $ 109456 $ 95314 $ 204,770 $ 1,052
Residential $ - $ $ 47,887 $ $ 47,887 $ 43,383 $ 91,270 $ 939
1. Residential Whole House $ -8 $ 5859 $ $ 5859 $ 11,702 $ 17,561 $ 1,953
1. Residential Whole House S - $ $ 5,859 $ S 5859 S 11,702 $ 17,561 $ 1,953
2. Residential Products $ -8 $ 42,028 $ $ 42,028 $ 31,681 $ 73,709 $ 876
2. Residential Products S - $ S 42,028 S S 42,028 $ 31,681 $ 73,709 S 876
Low-Income $ 109 $ 1,684 $ 5,048 $ $ 6,842 $ 4,274 S 11,116 $ 6,842
4. Low-Income Whole House $ 109 $ 1,684 $ 5048 $ $ 6,842 $ 4274 S 11,116 $ 6,842
4. Low-Income Whole House $ 109 $ 1,684 $ 5048 $ $ 6,842 $ 4,274 S 11,116 $ 6,842
Commercial & Industrial $ - $ $ - $ $ - $ - $ - #DIV/0!
7. C&l Retrofit $ -8 $ -8 $ -8 -8 - #DIV/0!
7. C&I Retrofit S - $ S - S $ - $ - S - #DIV/0!
Sum of Total SRt Sum of Total  Sum of Total Sum of Resource
. Sum of Total 8 Sum of Total  Other Sum of Total 3
Planned v Evaluated Variances: (Eval - Plan) / Plan y Capacity ) Resource Non Resource N Benefits per
Energy Benefits ) Gas Benefits Resource N . fi L.
Benefits N fi Participant
Benefits
Total Annual Variance 0% 0% -48% 0% -46% -76% -66% -33%
idential 0% 0% -28% 0% -28% -63% -51% -26%
1. Residential Whole House 0% 0% -73% 0% -73% -65% -68% 36%
1. Residential Whole House 0% 0% -73% 0% -73% -65% -68% 36%
2. Residential Products 0% 0% -7% 0% -7% -63% -43% -26%
2. Residential Products 0% 0% -7% 0% -7% -63% -43% -26%
Low-Income 0% 0% -77% 0% -69% -92% -85% 53%
4. Low-Income Whole House 0% 0% -77% 0% -69% -92% -85% 53%
4. Low-Income Whole House 0% 0% -77% 0% -69% -92% -85% 53%
Commercial & Industrial 0% 0% -100% 0% -100% -100% -100% 0%
7. C&I Retrofit 0% 0% -100% 0% -100% -100% -100% 0%
7. C&I Retrofit 0% 0% -100% 0% -100% -100% -100% 0%

The Plan-Year variances provided above are intended to indicate the Program Administrator's performance in the Plan-Year only. The variances used to determine significant variances are
provided later in this report. The variances above and the significant variances use different calculations to determine variances on an annual basis and over the three-year term,

respectively.

Benefits - Plan Yr
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Preliminary v Evaluated Benefits (2013$): Plan-Year Analysis

Benefits Table 3

Date of Filing
Distribution Company

June 20, 2014
Gas

Blackstone Gas Company

2013 Energy Efficiency Annual Report
D.P.U. 14-87

June 20, 2014

Program Administrator Blackstone
Year 2013
Sum of Total Sum o.f L] Sum of Total SRt Sum of Total SRt Sum of Resource
. Capacity N Other Resource Non Resource .
Energy Benefits ) Gas Benefits N Resource N Sum of Total Benefits per
Benefits Benefits 5 Benefits 5 .
Benefits Benefits Participant
Preliminary $ - $ - $ 52,826 $ - $ 52,826 $ 47,657 $ 100,483 S 1,016
Residential $ -8 - S 47,887 § -8 47,887 $ 43,383 $ 91,269 $ 939
1. Residential Whole House $ - $ - $ 5859 $ - $ 5859 $ 11,702 $ 17,561 $ 1,953
1. Residential Whole House $ -8 -8 5859 $ -8 5859 $ 11,702 $ 17,561 $ 1,953
2. Residential Products $ - $ - $ 42,028 $ - $ 42,028 $ 31,681 $ 73,708 $ 876
2. Residential Products $ -8 - S 42,028 $ -8 42,028 $ 31,681 S 73,708 S 876
Low-Income $ - $ - $ 4,939 $ - $ 4,939 $ 4,274 $ 9,213 $ 4,939
4. Low-Income Whole House $ -8 -8 4939 $ -8 4939 $ 4274 $ 9,213 $ 4,939
4. Low-Income Whole House S - $ - $ 4,939 $ - $ 4,939 $ 4,274 S 9,213 $ 4,939
Commercial & Industrial $ -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 - #DIV/0!
7. C&I Retrofit $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - #DIV/0!
7. C&l Retrofit $ -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 - #DIV/0!
Evaluated $ 109 $ 1,684 $ 52,935 $ - $ 54,728 $ 47,657 $ 102,385 S 1,052
Residential $ - s - $ 47,887 $ -8 47,887 $ 43,383 $ 91,270 $ 939
1. Residential Whole House $ - $ - $ 5859 $ - $ 5859 $ 11,702 $ 17,561 $ 1,953
1. Residential Whole House $ -8 -8 5859 $ -8 5859 $ 11,702 $ 17,561 $ 1,953
2. Residential Products $ - $ - $ 42,028 $ - $ 42,028 $ 31,681 $ 73,709 $ 876
2. Residential Products $ -8 - s 42,028 $ -8 42,028 $ 31,681 S 73,709 $ 876
Low-Income $ 109 $ 1,684 $ 5,048 $ - $ 6,842 S 4,274 $ 11,116 $ 6,842
4. Low-Income Whole House $ 109 $ 1,684 $ 5,048 $ - s 6,842 S 4274 $ 11,116 $ 6,842
4. Low-Income Whole House $ 109 $ 1,684 $ 5,048 S - S 6,842 $ 4,274 S 11,116 $ 6,842
Commercial & Industrial $ -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 - #DIV/0!
7. C&I Retrofit $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - #DIV/0!
7. C&l Retrofit $ -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 - #DIV/0!
Sum of Total Sum of Total Sum of Total ~ Sum of Total Sum of Resource
. . . . Sum of Total B Sum of Total Sum of Total N
Preliminary v Evaluated Variances: (Eval - Prelim) / Prelim . Capacity N Other Resource Resource Non Resource ) Benefits per
Energy Benefits ) Gas Benefits N ™ N Benefits .
Benefits fi Benefi Participant
Total Annual Variance 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 0% 2% 4%
idential 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
1. Residential Whole House 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
1. Residential Whole House 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
2. Residential Products 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
2. Residential Products 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Low-Income 0% 0% 2% 0% 39% 0% 21% 39%
4. Low-Income Whole House 0% 0% 2% 0% 39% 0% 21% 39%
4. Low-Income Whole House 0% 0% 2% 0% 39% 0% 21% 39%
Commercial & Industrial 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
7. C&I Retrofit 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
7. C&I Retrofit 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

The Plan-Year variances provided above are intended to indicate the Program Administrator's performance in the Plan-Year only. The variances used to determine significant variances are
provided later in this report. The variances above and the significant variances use different calculations to determine variances on an annual basis and over the three-year term, respectively.

Benefits - Plan Yr
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Date of Filing
Distribution Company
Program Administrator

2013
Planned
Residential
1. Residential Whole House
1. Residential Whole House
2. Residential Products
2. Residential Products
Low-Income
4. Low-Income Whole House
4. Low-Income Whole House
Commercial & Industrial
7. C&I Retrofit
7. C&l Retrofit
Evaluated
Residential
1. Residential Whole House
1. Residential Whole House
2. Residential Products
2. Residential Products
Low-Income
4. Low-Income Whole House
4. Low-Income Whole House
Commercial & Industrial
7. C&I Retrofit
7. C&l Retrofit
2014
Planned
Residential
1. Residential Whole House
1. Residential Whole House
2. Residential Products
2. Residential Products
Low-Income
4. Low-Income Whole House
4. Low-Income Whole House
Commercial & Industrial
7. C&I Retrofit
7. C&l Retrofit
Evaluated
Residential
1. Residential Whole House
1. Residential Whole House
2. Residential Products
2. Residential Products
Low-Income
4. Low-Income Whole House
4. Low-Income Whole House
Commercial & Industrial
7. C&I Retrofit
7. C&l Retrofit
2015
Planned
Residential
1. Residential Whole House
1. Residential Whole House
2. Residential Products
2. Residential Products
Low-Income
4. Low-Income Whole House

Benefits - 3 Yr

Benefits for the Three-Year Term (2013$)

Benefits Table 4

June 20, 2014
Gas
Blackstone

Sum of Total
Capacity Benefits

Sum of Total
Energy Benefits

VDD DDBDDBDDDDLDLDLLBDLLBLNLn
=
=)
@
VOBV VLBVLLBLBLLBLLLLLLLLLLLLL
Ly
)
®
s
VBB DDBDDBDDDDLDOLBDLLBLOLBLBGLn

VDDV BDLDDDLALBLBLLLOLLLOLONN
VBDLBLLBDLLBLLLLLLLLLBOLBON
VDDV BDLDDDLALBLBLLLOLLLOLBNN

BT SRRy T SRV SRT SRVRT S
B Y RV R RV §
BT SRR T SRV SRT RVRT S

Sum of Total Gas
Benefits

102,187
66,839
21,583
21,583
45,256
45,256
22,291
22,201
22,291
13,057
13,057
13,057
52,935
47,887

5,859
5,859
42,028
42,028
5,048
5,048
5,048

92,682
57,113
18,723
18,723
38,389
38,389
24,545
24,545
24,545
11,025
11,025
11,025

92,661
55,989
19,263
19,263
36,725
36,725
25,256
25,256
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Sum of Total Other
Resource Benefits

VBDDBDLDDDALBLBLLLLLLOLOLN

VDDV BDLDADLALBLBLLLOLLLOLONN

BT SRR T SRV SRT SRVRT S

90,472
51,306
11,777
11,777
39,529
39,529
20,413
20,413
20,413
18,753
18,753
18,753

90,472
51,306
11,777
11,777
39,529
39,529
20,413
20,413

Sum of Total
Resource
Benefits

102,187
66,839
21,583
21,583
45,256
45,256
22,291
22,291
22,291
13,057
13,057
13,057
54,728
47,887

5,859
5,859
42,028
42,028
6,842
6,842
6,842

VDDV DBLLALBLLLLLLLLLOBOLBLN

183,154
108,419
30,500
30,500
77,919
77,919
44,958
44,958
44,958
29,778
29,778
29,778

VDDV BLLBDLLBLLLLLLLLYLLOLBBON

183,132
107,295
31,041
31,041
76,254
76,254
45,668
45,668

B Y RV R RV 3

Sum of Total Non
Resource
Benefits

200,617
118,145
33,360
33,360
84,785
84,785
50,663
50,663
50,663
31,810
31,810
31,810
47,657
43,383
11,702
11,702
31,681
31,681
4,274
4,274
4,274

VDDV BLLBALBLLLLLLLLLOBOLBON

185,021
108,419
30,500
30,500
77,919
77,919
46,824
46,824
46,824
29,778
29,778
29,778

B Y TR VRV IRY SRVSRY SV S

185,041
107,295
31,041
31,041
76,254
76,254
47,577
47,577

B Y SRV R RV 3

Sum of Total

Benefits

VBDVLBLBALBLLLLLLLLLLOLBLN

VDDV BLBDLLBLLLLLLLLLLOLBOON

B Y SRV R RV R 8

302,804
184,983
54,943
54,943
130,041
130,041
72,954
72,954
72,954
44,867
44,867
44,867
102,385
91,270
17,561
17,561
73,709
73,709
11,116
11,116
11,116

368,175
216,838
61,001
61,001
155,837
155,837
91,782
91,782
91,782
59,555
59,555
59,555

368,174
214,590
62,081
62,081
152,509
152,509
93,245
93,245

Blackstone Gas Company

2013 Energy Efficiency Annual Report

D.P.U. 14-87
June 20, 2014

Sum of Resource
Benefits per
Participant

B Y TR VRV SRT SRV ARY Vv e VBOLVBLBLBLBLLLLLLBOLBLn

B Y RV R TSR 3

1,572
1,261
1,439
1,439
1,191
1,191
4,458
4,458
4,458
1,865
1,865
1,865
1,052

939
1,953
1,953

#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!

2,818
2,046
2,033
2,033
2,050
2,050
8,992
8,992
8,992
4,254
4,254
4,254
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!

2,817
2,024
2,069
2,069
2,007
2,007
9,134
9,134



Blackstone Gas Company

2013 Energy Efficiency Annual Report
D.P.U. 14-87

June 20, 2014

Benefits for the Three-Year Term (2013$)
Benefits Table 4

Date of Filing June 20, 2014
Distribution Company Gas
Program Administrator Blackstone
Benefits for the Three-Year Term (2013%): Year 1 Evaluated +Year2 | SumofTotal  Sum of Total Sumof Total Gas  Sum of Total Other ::s':;:"'a' ;::‘",:;z:'e Sum of Total ::r":z:sk:::’“"e
Plan + Year 3 Plan Energy Benefits  Capacity Benefits  Benefits Resource Benefits Benefits Benefits Benefits Participant
Total $ 109 $ 1,684 $ 238,277 _$ 180,944 $ 421,015_$ 417,719 _$ 838,734 $ 2,313
i $ - $ - $ 160,988 $ 102,613 $ 263,600 $ 259,097 $ 522,697 $ 1,679
1. Residential Whole House $ -8 -8 43,846 $ 23,554 § 67,400 $ 73,243 § 140,643 $ 1,021
1. Residential Whole House $ -8 -8 43,846 $ 23,554 $ 67,400 $ 73,243 $ 140,643 $ 1,021
2. Residential Products $ -8 -8 117,142 § 79,058 $ 196,201 $ 185,854 $ 382,055 $ 791
2. Residential Products $ -8 -8 117,142 § 79,058 $ 196,201 $ 185,854 $ 382,055 $ 791
Low-Income $ 109 $ 1,684 $ 54,849 $ 40,825 $ 97,467 _$ 98,676 $ 196,143 $ 8,861
4. Low-Income Whole House $ 109 $ 1,68 $ 54,849 $ 40,825 $ 97,467 $ 98,676 $ 196,143 $ 4,430
4. Low-Income Whole House $ 109 $ 1,684 $ 54,849 $ 40,825 $ 97,467 $ 98,676 $ 196,143 $ 4,430
Commercial & Industrial $ - -8 22,441 $ 37,506 _$ 59,947 $ 59,947 $ 119,804 $ 4,282
7. C&l Retrofit $ -8 B 22,441 $ 37,506 $ 59,947 $ 59,947 $ 119,804 $ 2,141
7. C&I Retrofit $ -8 -8 22,401 $ 37,506 $ 59,947 $ 59,947 $ 119,804 $ 2,141

Benefits - 3 Yr Page 12 of 33



Significant Total Benefits Variances (2013S): Planned v Preliminary

Date of Filing
Distribution Company
Program Administrator

Sum of Total Benefits

Residential
1. Residential Whole House
1. Residential Whole House
2. Residential Products
2. Residential Products
Low-Income
4. Low-Income Whole House
4. Low-Income Whole House
Commercial & Industrial
7. C&l Retrofit
7. C&l Retrofit
Grand Total

Planned v Preliminary Benefit Variances

Benefits Table 5

June 20, 2014

Gas

Blackstone

Planned

R RV ¥ VY VR R Vo T R Vo VAR

2013
184,983
54,943
54,943
130,041
130,041
72,954
72,954
72,954
44,867
44,867
44,867
302,804

R RV ¥ VY Y R RV T, Vo VAR

2014
216,838
61,001
61,001
155,837
155,837
91,782
91,782
91,782
59,555
59,555
59,555
368,175

R RV ¥ Y R Y RV Vo Y R 7.

2015
214,590
62,081
62,081
152,509
152,509
93,245
93,245
93,245
60,338
60,338
60,338
368,174

Planned Three-Year Goal Cumulative Achievement by Year

Planned Total

616,411
178,024
178,024
438,387
438,387
257,981
257,981
257,981
164,761
164,761
164,761
1,039,153

R RV ¥ Y R R IRV R T R Vo T

Blackstone Gas Company
2013 Energy Efficiency Annual Report

Y R R A7 RV R AL IRV ARV SRV A7 3E7. 3

D.P.U. 14-87
June 20, 2014

Preliminary
2013
91,269
17,561
17,561
73,708
73,708
9,213
9,213
9,213

100,483

Actual Plan-Year Three- Difference in Plan-Year

2013 2014 2015 Year Goal Cumulative Three-Year Goal

Residential 30% 65% 100% 15% -51%
1. Residential Whole House 31% 65% 100% 10% -68%

1. Residential Whole House 31% 65% 100% 10% -68%

2. Residential Products 30% 65% 100% 17% -43%

2. Residential Products 30% 65% 100% 17% -43%
Low-Income 28% 64% 100% 4% -87%
4. Low-Income Whole House 28% 64% 100% 4% -87%

4. Low-Income Whole House 28% 64% 100% 4% -87%
Commercial & Industrial 27% 63% 100% 0% -100%
7. C&I Retrofit 27% 63% 100% 0% -100%

7. C&l Retrofit 27% 63% 100% 0% -100%

Plan-year core initiative significant variance explanations are required for: (3) variances between planned and preliminary core initiative total benefits showing a decrease of 15

percent or greater. See Appendix 1 for more information.

Variances are calculated by percent of three-year goal (i.e., variance calculated as the percentage difference between the percentage of the Three-Year Plan goals planned to be
achieved through the Plan-Year Report year compared to the percentage of the Three-Year Plan goals actually achieved through the Plan-Year Report year).

Benefits Variances
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Blackstone Gas Company

2013 Energy Efficiency Annual Report

Significant Resource Benefits Variances (2013S): Preliminary v Evaluated
Benefits Table 6

Date of Filing June 20, 2014
Distribution Company Gas
Program Administrator Blackstone
Year 2013
Sum of Total Resource Benefits Preliminary v Evaluated
Preliminary Evaluated Benefit Variances
Residential $ 47,887 $ 47,887 0%
1. Residential Whole House $ 5859 $ 5,859 0%
1. Residential Whole House S 5,859 $ 5,859 0%
2. Residential Products $ 42,028 $ 42,028 0%
2. Residential Products S 42,028 S 42,028 0%
Low-Income $ 4,939 $ 6,842 39%
4. Low-Income Whole House $ 4,939 $ 6,842 39%
4, Low-Income Whole House S 4,939 S 6,842 39%
Commercial & Industrial $ - $ - 0%
7. C&I Retrofit $ - $ - 0%
7. C&I Retrofit S - S - 0%
Grand Total $ 52,826 $ 54,728 1%

Plan-year core initiative significant variance explanations are required for: (4) variances between preliminary and evaluated core initiative total resource
benefits showing a decrease of 15 percent or greater. See Appendix 1 for more information.

Variances are calculated by percent change between preliminary and evaluated benefits for the Plan-Year (i.e., variance calculated as the percentage difference
between the Plan-Year's preliminary total benefits compared to the Plan-Year's evaluated total benefits).

Benefits Variances
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Date of Filing
Distribution Company
Program Administrator
Year

Planned
Residential
1. Residential Whole House
1. Residential Whole House
2. Residential Products
2. Residential Products
Low-Income
4. Low-Income Whole House
4. Low-Income Whole House
‘Commercial & Industrial
7. C&I Retrofit
7. C& Retrofit
Evaluated
Residential
1. Residential Whole House
1. Residential Whole House
2. Residential Products
2. Residential Products
Low-Income
4. Low-Income Whole House
4. Low-Income Whole House
‘Commercial & Industrial
7. C&l Retrofit
7. C& Retrofit

Budget - Plan Yr

Planned Budget v Actual Expenditures (i

June 20, 2014
Gas
Blackstone
2013

Sum of Program
Planning and
Administration

19,344
16,509
6,678
6,678
9,831
9,831
2,310
2,310
2,310
525
525
525
61,333
40,301
16,302
16,302
23,998
23,998
3,778
3,778
3,778
17,255
17,255
17,255

DD DDDDDBDDDDDBBLDDOBO®BGON

Sum of Marketing
and Advertising

4312
2,190

716

716
1,475
1,475
1,925
1,925
1,925

197

DDDDDBDBLDLDDBLLOLLOLOONL®LGLN
o
o
N

Incentive

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

55,950
43,875
11,925
11,925
31,950
31,950
11,550
11,550
11,550

525
525
33,373
30,504
869
869
29,725
29,725
2,779
2,779
2,779

Budget Table 1

Sum of Sales,
Technical Assistance
&Training

10,078
7,510
3,578
3,578
3,032
3,932
2,503
2,503
2,503

66
66
66
2,775
2,220
1,058
1,058
1,163
1,163

555
555

B T TR R A R R
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Sum of Evaluation
and Market
Research

DD DDDDBDOBDDDDDDBBLLDBNBO®BGON

IS): Plan-Year Analy

Sum of Total
Program Costs

93,566
73,004
23,850
23,850
29,154
49,154
19,250
19,250
19,250
1,313
1,313
1313
103,595
77,132
19,541
19,541
57,591
57,591
7,488
7,488
7,488
18,975
18,975
18,975

B T R R e R R

Sum of
Performance
Incentive

B T T T T Y A R S R

Sum of
Participant Costs

35,401
33,772
6,191
6,191
27,581
27,581

1,630
1,630
1,630
16,565
19,344

19,344
19,344
(2,779)
(2,779)
(2,779)

B T T TR T Y Ay A A R R

Sum of Total
Resource Costs

B T T Y Y RV R S Y TS

132,850
109,696
30,995
30,995
78,701
78,701
20,212
20,212
20,212
2,942
2,942
2,942
120,160
96,476
19,541
19,541
76,935
76,935
4,709
4,709
4,709
18,975
18,975
18,975

Blackstone Gas Company

2013 Energy Efficiency Annual Report
D.P.U. 14-87

June 20, 2014

Sum of Resource

Sum of Cost per  Benefit per Dollar

Participant Spent
$ 1,439 1.09
$ 1,377 $ 0.92
$ 1,59 $ 0.90
N 1,59 $ 0.90
$ 1,294 $ 0.92
s 1,294 $ 0.92
$ 3850 $ 116
$ 3,850 $ 116
s 3850 $ 116
$ 188 $ 9.95
$ 188 $ 9.95
N 188 $ 9.95
$ 1,992 $ 0.53
$ 1,512 $ 0.62
$ 6514 $ 0.30
s 6,514 S 0.30
$ 1,200 $ 073
s 1,200 $ 073
$ 7,488 $ 091
$ 7,488 $ 091
s 7,488 S 091
#DIV/0! $ -
#DIV/0! $ -
#DIV/O! S



Date of Filing
Distribution Company
Program Administrator
Year

Planned Budget v Actual Expenditures (i

June 20, 2014
Gas
Blackstone
2013

Budget Table 1

IS): Plan-Year A

Y

Blackstone Gas Company

2013 Energy Efficiency Annual Report
D.P.U. 14-87

June 20, 2014

) Sum of Program Sum of Marketing 5™ ©F Sum of Sales, sum of Evaluation ¢ m of Sum of SumofTotal  Sumof Costper SUM Of Resource
Planned v Actual Variances: (Actual - Plan) / Plan Planning and pant Technical Assistance  and Market Performance Benefit per Dollar
N and Advertising : - Program Costs - Participant Costs Resource Costs Participant
Administration Incentive & Training Research Incentive Spent
Total Annual Variance 17% 2% -40% -72% -100% 1% 0% -53% -10% 38% -52%
identi 144% 83% -30% -70% -100% 6% 0% -43% -12% 10% -32%
1. Residential Whole House 148% 83% -93% -70% -100% -18% 0% -100% -37% 310% 67%
1. Residential Whole House 144% 83% -93% -70% -100% -18% 0% 100% -37% 310% -67%
2. Residential Products 144% 83% 7% -70% -100% 17% 0% -30% 2% 7% -21%
2. Residential Products 144% 83% 7% -70% -100% 17% 0% -30% 2% 7% -21%
Low-Income 64% -80% -76% -78% -100% -61% 0% 0% 7% 94% -21%
4. Low-Income Whole House 64% -80% -76% -78% -100% -61% 0% 0% 77% 94% 21%
4. Low-Income Whole House 64% -80% -76% -78% -100% -61% 0% 0% 77% 94% -21%
[ ial & Industrial 3187% 774% -100% -100% 0% 1346% 0% -100% 545% 0% -100%
7. C&l Retrofit 3187% 774% -100% -100% 0% 1346% 0% -100% 545% 0% -100%
7. C&l Retrofit 3187% 774% -100% -100% 0% 1346% 0% -100% 545% 0% -100%

The Plan-Year variances provided above are intended to indicate the Program Administrator's performance in the Plan-Year only. The variances used to determine significant variances are provided later in this report. The variances above and the significant variances use different calculations to
determine variances on an annual basis and over the three-year term, respectively.

Budget - Plan Yr
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Date of Filing
Distribution Company
Program Administrator

2013
Planned
Residential
1. Residential Whole House
1. Residential Whole House
2. Residential Products
2. Residential Products
Low-Income
4. Low-Income Whole House
4. Low-Income Whole House
Commercial & Industrial
7. C&l Retrofit
7. C&I Retrofit
(blank)
Evaluated
Residential
1. Residential Whole House
1. Residential Whole House
2. Residential Products
2. Residential Products
Low-Income
4. Low-Income Whole House
4. Low-Income Whole House
Commercial & Industrial
7. C&l Retrofit
7. C&I Retrofit
(blank)

Planned
Residential
1. Residential Whole House
1. Residential Whole House
2. Residential Products
2. Residential Products
Low-Income
4. Low-Income Whole House
4. Low-Income Whole House
Commercial & Industrial
7. C&l Retrofit
7. C&I Retrofit
(blank)
Evaluated
Residential
1. Residential Whole House
1. Residential Whole House
2. Residential Products
2. Residential Products
Low-Income
4. Low-Income Whole House
4. Low-Income Whole House
Commercial & Industrial
7. C&l Retrofit
7. C&l Retrofit
(blank)

Planned
Residential
1. Residential Whole House
1. Residential Whole House
2. Residential Products
2. Residential Products
Low-Income
4. Low-Income Whole House
4. Low-Income Whole House
Commercial & Industrial
7. C&l Retrofit
7. C&I Retrofit
(blank)
Evaluated
Residential
1. Residential Whole House
1. Residential Whole House
2. Residential Products
2. Residential Products
Low-Income
4. Low-Income Whole House
4. Low-Income Whole House
Commercial & Industrial
7. C&l Retrofit
7. C&l Retrofit
(blank)

Budget -3 Yr

June 20,2014
Gas
Blackstone

Sum of Program
Planning and
Administration

PPBDDBVVBVBVBVLLBLLBLLBBGB BN

VvovLLLBLLLBLBLn

VovLLLBLLBLBnn

Sum of Marketing
and Advertising

VLB LLBLLBLBLBLLBLLBVLLB VNGOG

vovBLLBLLBLnon

vovLLLBLLBLnon

Budget for the Three-Year Term (nominal$)

Sum of Participant

Incentive

PPPBDVBVVBVBVLBLLBLLBLLBLGBGO®

VovLLLBLLLBLBLn

VvovLLLBLLBLB LY

111,900
43,875
11,025
11,925
31,950
31,950
11,550
11,550
11,550

33373

111,900
43,875
11,025
11,925
31,950
31,950
11,550
11,550
11,550

111,900
43,875
11,925
11,925
31,950
31,950
11,550
11,550
11,550

Sum of Sales, Technical
Assistance & Training

PPDPBDDBVVBVBVLBLLBLLBLLBLGBGO®

VvovLLLBLLBLBLn

VovLLLBLLBL BB n

Budget Table 2

Sum of Evaluation and
Market Research

20,156 $ 7,765
7510 $ 2,920
3578 $ 954
3,578 $ 954
3932 $ 1,966
3932 § 1,966
2,503 $ 962
2,503 $ 962
2,503 $ 962

66 S -
66 S -
6 S -

10,078 $ 3,882
5551 § -
2,220 $ -
1,058 § -
1,08 $ -
1,163 § -
1,163 $ -

555 $ -
555 § -
555 $ -
- .
s -
- .
2,775 $ -

20,156 $ 7,765
7510 $ 2,920
3578 $ 954
3,578 $ 954
3932 $ 1,966
3932 § 1,966
2503 $ 962
2,503 $ 962
2,503 $ 962

6 S -

66 S -

6 S -
10,078 $ 3,882

s -

-s -

20,156 $ 7,765
7,510 $ 2,920
3578 $ 954
3578 $ 954
3932 $ 1,966
3932 § 1,966
2503 $ 962
2,503 $ 962
2,503 $ 962

6 S -

66 S -

6 S -
10,078 $ 3,882

s -

S .
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Sum of Total
Program Costs

B T P A ARy 7S

PP BDDBVVBVLBLBVLLBLLBLLB LGB GO®

187,133
73,004
23,850
23,850
49,154
49,154
19,250

103,595

187,133
73,004
23,850
23,850
49,154
49,154
19,250

187,133
73,004
23,850
23,850
49,154
49,154
19,250

Sum of Performance Sum of Participant
Incentive Costs

19,348
19,344
(2,779)
(2,779)
(2,779)

PPPBVVBVVBVBVLBLLBLLBLLBLGBGO®
PPPBDDBVVBVBVLBVLLBLLBLLBLGBGO®

VoL LLLBLLLBLB LY
VovLLLBLLBLBLn

VovLLLBLLBLBBn
VovLLLBLLBLBLn

Sum of Total
Resource Costs

265,701
109,696
30,995
30,995
78,701
78,701
20,212

D A A A A
2
g

120,160

258,724
106,807
30,182
30,182
76,625
76,625
19,692
19,692
19,692

VLBV LBLLBLBLBLLBLLBVLLB VNG N

251,936
103,998
29,392
29,392
74,606
74,606
19,185

VLBV LBLLBLBVLBLLBLLBVLLB VNGOG

Blackstone Gas Company

2013 Energy Efficiency Annual Report
D.P.U.14-87

June 20,2014

Sum of Resource
Sum of Cost per  Benefit per Dollar
Participant Spent
$ 1439 $ 1.09
s 1377 $ 0.92
$ 159 $ 0.90
S 159 $ 1
$ 1294 $ 0.92
B 129 $ 1
S 3850 $ 116
$ 3850 § 116
B 3850 $ 1
S 188 S 9.95
$ 188 $ 9.95
s 188 S 10
S 1,439 S 1
$ 1992 $ 0.53
S 1512 $ 0.62
$ 6514 $ 0.30
S 6514 0
$ 1,200 $ 073
s 1,200 $ 1
S 7,488 S 091
$ 7,488 $ 0.91
B 1488 S 1
#DIv/o! s -
#DIv/o! $ -
#DIV/0! s -
1992 $ 1
$ 1439 $ 1.96
S 1377 $ 149
$ 159 $ 1.28
s 1,59 $ 1
$ 1294 $ 1.59
B 129 S 2
S 3850 $ 234
$ 3850 § 234
B 3850 § 2
S 188 S 2269
$ 88 $ 22.69
N 188 S 23
s 1,439 S 2
#DIV/0! #DIV/0!
#DIV/0! #DIV/0!
#DIV/0! #DIV/0!
#DIV/0! #DIV/0!
#DIV/0! #DIV/0!
#DIV/0! #DIV/0!
#DIV/0! #DIV/0!
#DIV/0! #DIV/0!
#DIV/0! #DIV/0!
#DIV/0! #DIV/0!
#DIV/0! #DIV/0!
#DIV/0! #DIV/0!
#DIV/0! #DIV/0!
$ 1,439 § 1.96
S 1377 $ 147
$ 159 $ 1.30
S 1,59 $ 1
$ 1,294 $ 155
B 129 S 2
s 3850 $ 237
$ 3,850 § 237
S 3850 $ 2
s 188 S 2299
$ 188 $ 22.99
N 188 S 23
S 1,439 $ 2
#DIV/0! #DIV/0!
#DIV/0! #DIV/0!
#DIV/0! #DIV/0!
#DIV/0! #DIV/0!
#DIV/0! #DIV/0!
#DIV/0! #DIV/0!
#DIV/0! #DIV/0!
#DIV/0! #DIV/0!
#DIV/0! #DIV/0!
#DIV/0! #DIV/0!
#DIV/0! #DIV/0!
#DIV/0! #DIV/0!
#DIV/0! #DIV/0!
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Budget for the Three-Year Term (nominal$)

Budget Table 2
Date of Filing. June 20, 2014
Distribution Company Gas.
Program Administrator Blackstone
::;mn: P':::"‘ Sum of Mark Sum of Participant  Sum of Sales, Technical  Sum of Evaluationand  Sum of Total Sum of Performance Sum of Participant
e ane and Advertising  Incentive Assistance &Training  Market Research Program Costs Incentive Costs SOl
Administration Sum of Total Sum of Cost per  Benefit per Dollar
Resource Costs  Participant Spent
:';"'“:' :':::"‘ Sum of Marketing  Sum of Participant  Sum of Sales, Technical  Sum of Evaluationand  Sum of Total Sum of Performance Sum of Participant Sum of Total  Sum of Cost per ::r:::: :::"D:'If:r
y and Advertising Incentive Assistance & Training Market Research Program Costs Incentive sts. Resource Costs  Participant
Administration Spent
Budget for the Three-Year Term (nominal$): Year 1 Evaluated + Year 2 Plan + Year 3 Plan
Total s 200042_§ 20475 $ 290,547_$ 45862 $ 15530 $ 581456 $ -8 174735 $ 750980 $ 3,195 072
Residential $ 73318 $ 8397 $ 118,344 $ 17,240 $ 5840 $ 223,140 $ -8 86,887 _$ 307,281 $ 1,421 1.18
1. Residential Whole House $ 29,658 $ 2,743 $ 24719 $ 8213 $ 1,98 $ 67,241 $ -8 12382 §$ 79,115 $ 1,019 2.00
1. Residential Whole House $ 20,658 $ 2,743 $ 2719 $ 8213 § 1908 $ 67241 $ -8 12382 $ 79115 $ 1,019 2.00
2. Residential Products s 43660 S 5654 $ 93,625 $ 9027 § 3932 $ 155,898 -8 74505 S 228166 $ 629 252
2. Residential Products H 43660 S 5654 $ 93,625 $ 9027 § 3932 $ 155,898 -8 74505 S 228166 $ 629 252
Low-Income $ 8398 S 4227 § 25879 $ 5560 $ 1925 $ 45988 - ¢ (2,779) § 43586 % 4,181 2.12
4. Low-Income Whole House $ 8398 § 4227 $ 25879 § 5560 $ 1,925 $ 45988 -8 2779) $ 4358 $ 2,090 4.24
4. Low-Income Whole House $ 8398 4227 § 25879 $ 5560 $ 1925 $ 45988 S -8 2779) 43586 $ 2,090 4.24
c ial & Industrial s 18,305 $ 2114 $ 1,050 $ 181 $ ER 21,600 $ ER ) 3,260 $ 2,623 $ 1,543 278
7. C&l Retrofi s 18305 $ 2114 $ 1,050 $ B $ -8 21,600 $ - s 3260 § 2,623 $ 771 5.55
7. C&l Retrofit H 18305 $ 2114 $ 1,050 $ 831 $ -8 21,600 $ -8 3260 2,623 $ 7 5.55

Budget -3 Yr Page 18 of 33
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Significant Planned Budget v Actual Expenditures Variances (nominal$)
Budget Table 3

Date of Filing June 20, 2014
Distribution Company Gas
Program Administrator Blackstone

Sum of Total Program Costs

Planned Planned Total Preliminary
2013 2014 2015 2013
Residential $ 73,004 $ 73,004 $ 73,004 $ 219,012 $ 77,132
1. Residential Whole House $ 23,850 $ 23,850 $ 23,850 $ 71,550 $ 19,541
1. Residential Whole House S 23,850 S 23,850 S 23,850 S 71,550 S 19,541
2. Residential Products $ 49,154 $ 49,154 $ 49,154 $ 147,462 $ 57,591
2. Residential Products S 49,154 S 49,154 S 49,154 S 147,462 S 57,591
Low-Income $ 19,250 $ 19,250 $ 19,250 $ 57,750 $ 7,488
4. Low-Income Whole House S 19,250 $ 19,250 $ 19,250 $ 57,750 $ 7,488
4. Low-Income Whole House S 19,250 S 19,250 S 19,250 S 57,750 $ 7,488
Commercial & Industrial $ 1,313 $ 1,313 $ 1,313 $ 3,938 $ 18,975
7. C&l Retrofit $ 1,313 $ 1,313 $ 1,313 $ 3,938 $ 18,975
7. C&l Retrofit S 1,313 S 1,313 S 1,313 S 3,938 S 18,975
Grand Total $ 93,566 $ 93,566 $ 93,566 $ 280,699 $ 103,595
Planned Three-Year Goal Cumulative Achievement by Year Difference in Plan-Year
Actual Plan-Year Three- Three-Year Goal
Planned v Actual Budget Variances Year Goal Cumulative .
. Cumulative
2013 2014 2015 Achievement Achievement
Residential 33% 67% 100% 35% 6%
1. Residential Whole House 33% 67% 100% 27% -18%
1. Residential Whole House 33% 67% 100% 27% -18%
2. Residential Products 33% 67% 100% 39% 17%
2. Residential Products 33% 67% 100% 39% 17%
Low-Income 33% 67% 100% 13% -61%
4. Low-Income Whole House 33% 67% 100% 13% -61%
4. Low-Income Whole House 33% 67% 100% 13% -61%
Commercial & Industrial 33% 67% 100% 482% 1346%
7. C&lI Retrofit 33% 67% 100% 482% 1346%
7. C&l Retrofit 33% 67% 100% 482% 1346%
Grand Total 33% 67% 100% 37% 11%

Plan-year core initiative significant variance explanations are required for: (1) variances between planned and actual core initiative budget of 15 percent or greater. See Appendix 1 for
more information.

Variances are calculated by percent of three-year goal (i.e., variance calculated as the percentage difference between the percentage of the Three-Year Plan goals planned to be achieved
through the Plan-Year Report year compared to the percentage of the Three-Year Plan goals actually achieved through the Plan-Year Report year).

Budget Variances Page 19 of 33



Date of Filing

Cost-Effectiveness (2013$): Plan-Year Analysis

June 20, 2014

Cost-Effectiveness Table 1

Blackstone Gas Company

2013 Energy Efficiency Annual Report
D.P.U. 14-87

June 20, 2014

Distribution Company Gas
Program Administrator Blackstone
Year 2013
Sum of
Sum of Total Sum of Total Zl;:\ezz;l'otal Net Benefit Cost
Program Costs Sum of Performance Sum of Participant Resource Costs Sum of Total
(20133) Incentive (2013$) Costs (2013$) (20133%) Benefits
Planned $ 187,133 $ - $ 70,803 $ 257,936 $ 605,608 $ 347,672 2.35
Residential $ 73,004 S - $ 33,772 $ 106,775 $ 184,983 $ 78,208 173
1. Residential Whole House $ 23,850 $ - $ 6191 $ 30,041 S 54,943 $ 24,902 1.83
1. Residential Whole House $ 23,850 $ - $ 6,191 $ 30,041 $ 54,943 S 24,902 1.83
2. Residential Products $ 49,154 S - $ 27,581 $ 76,735 S 130,041 $ 53,306 1.69
2. Residential Products $ 49,154 S - $ 27,581 $ 76,735 S 130,041 S 53,306 1.69
Low-Income $ 19,250 $ - $ - $ 19,250 $ 72,954 $ 53,704 3.79
4. Low-Income Whole House $ 19,250 $ - $ - $ 19,250 $ 72,954 $ 53,704 3.79
4. Low-Income Whole House $ 19,250 $ -8 -8 19,250 $ 72,954 $ 53,704 3.79
Commercial & Industrial $ 1,313 $ -8 1,630 $ 2,942 $ 44,867 $ 41,925 15.25
7. C&I Retrofit $ 1,313 $ - $ 1,630 $ 2,942 $ 44,867 $ 41,925 15.25
7. C&I Retrofit $ 1,313 $ - $ 1,630 $ 2,942 S 44,867 S 41,925 15.25
(blank) $ 93,566 S - $ 35401 $ 128,968 $ 302,804 $ 173,836 2.35
Evaluated $ 207,190 $ - $ 33,129 $ 240,320 $ 204,770 $ (35,550) 0.85
Residential $ 77132 $ - $ 19,344 $ 96,476 S 91,270 $ (5,206) 0.95
1. Residential Whole House $ 19,541 $ - $ - $ 19,541 $ 17,561 $ (1,980) 0.90
1. Residential Whole House $ 19,541 S - $ - $ 19,541 S 17,561 $ (1,980) 0.90
2. Residential Products $ 57,591 $ - $ 19,344 $ 76,935 S 73,709 $ (3,226) 0.96
2. Residential Products $ 57,591 $ - $ 19,344 $ 76,935 $ 73,709 $ (3,226) 0.96
Low-Income $ 7,488 $ - $ (2,779) $ 4,709 $ 11,116 $ 6,406 2.36
4. Low-Income Whole House $ 7,488 $ - $ (2,779) $ 4,709 $ 11,116 $ 6,406 2.36
4. Low-Income Whole House $ 7,488 S - $ (2,779) $ 4,709 $ 11,116 $ 6,406 2.36
Commercial & Industrial $ 18,975 $ - $ - $ 18,975 $ - $ (18,975) -
7. C&I Retrofit $ 18,975 $ - $ - $ 18,975 $ - $ (18,975) -
7. C&I Retrofit $ 18,975 $ -8 -8 18,975 $ -8 (18,975) -
(blank) $ 103,595 $ - $ 16,565 $ 120,160 $ 102,385 $ (17,775) 0.85
N Sum of Total Sum of Performance Sum of Participant Sum of Total Sum of Total Sum of Total Net Sum of
Planned v Evaluated Variances Program Costs Incentive (2013$) Costs (20138) Resource Costs Benefits Benefits Benefit Cost
(2013$) (2013$)
Total Annual Variance 11% 0% -53% -7% -66% -110% -64%
id | 6% 0% -43% -10% -51% -107% -45%
1. Residential Whole House -18% 0% -100% -35% -68% -108% -51%
1. Residential Whole House -18% 0% -100% -35% -68% -108% -51%
2. Residential Products 17% 0% -30% 0% -43% -106% -43%
2. Residential Products 17% 0% -30% 0% -43% -106% -43%
Low-Income -61% 0% 0% -76% -85% -88% -38%
4. Low-Income Whole House -61% 0% 0% -76% -85% -88% -38%
4. Low-Income Whole House -61% 0% 0% -76% -85% -88% -38%
Commercial & Industrial 1346% 0% -100% 545% -100% -145% -100%
7. C&I Retrofit 1346% 0% -100% 545% -100% -145% -100%
7. C&I Retrofit 1346% 0% -100% 545% -100% -145% -100%

The Plan-Year variances provided above are intended to indicate the Program Administrator's performance in the Plan-Year only. The variances used to determine significant variances are provided later
in this report. The variances above and the significant variances use different calculations to determine variances on an annual basis and over the three-year term, respectively.

BCRs - Plan Yr
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Date of Filing
Distribution Company
Program Administrator

2013
Planned
Residential
1. Residential Whole House
1. Residential Whole House
2. Residential Products
2. Residential Products
Low-Income
4. Low-Income Whole House
4. Low-Income Whole House
Commercial & Industrial
7. C&I Retrofit
7. C&I Retrofit
(blank)
Evaluated
Residential
1. Residential Whole House
1. Residential Whole House
2. Residential Products
2. Residential Products
Low-Income
4. Low-Income Whole House
4. Low-Income Whole House
Commercial & Industrial
7. C&I Retrofit
7. C&I Retrofit
(blank)
2014
Planned
Residential
1. Residential Whole House
1. Residential Whole House
2. Residential Products
2. Residential Products
Low-Income
4. Low-Income Whole House
4. Low-Income Whole House
Commercial & Industrial
7. C&I Retrofit
7. C&I Retrofit
(blank)
Evaluated
Residential
1. Residential Whole House
1. Residential Whole House
2. Residential Products
2. Residential Products
Low-Income
4. Low-Income Whole House
4. Low-Income Whole House
Commercial & Industrial
7. C&I Retrofit
7. C&I Retrofit
(blank)
2015
Planned
Residential
1. Residential Whole House
1. Residential Whole House
2. Residential Products
2. Residential Products
Low-Income
4. Low-Income Whole House
4. Low-Income Whole House
Commercial & Industrial
7. C&I Retrofit
7. C&I Retrofit
(blank)

BCRs-3Yr

Cost-Effectiveness for the Three-Year Term (2013$)

June 20, 2014

Gas
Blackstone

Sum of Total
Program Costs

(20138)

VOBV DDDDBDBDDDDBLLBDDBL BN

VOBV DDDDBBDDDDDBBLBDDBLBLn

B R A RV LR TR SV PV

187,133
73,004
23,850
23,850
49,154
49,154
19,250
19,250
19,250

1,313
1,313
1,313
93,566

207,190
77,132
19,541
19,541
57,591
57,591

7,488
7,488
7,488
18,975
18,975
18,975
103,595

182,071
71,029
23,205
23,205
47,824
47,824
18,729
18,729
18,729

1,277
1,277
1,277
91,036

177,146
69,108
22,577
22,577
46,531
46,531
18,223
18,223
18,223

1,242
1,242
1,242
88,573

Cost-Effectiveness Table 2

Sum of Performance  Sum of Participant

Incentive (2013$)

VOVBDDBDDAVDDBDDAVLLBDDBV OGN
DOVBDDDBDDAVDDBDDAVLLBDDBLGBGLN

VOBV DBDDAVDDBDDBAVLLBDDBLGBGLN
VOBV DBDDAVDDBDOAVLLBDDBLGBGLN

BT Y R R SRV SRVARARTRY Sy SV
BT Y R R SRV SRR ARTARY S SV

Costs (2013$)

70,803
33,772
6,191
6,191
27,581
27,581

1,630
1,630
1,630
35,401
33,129
19,344

19,344
19,344
(2,779)
(2,779)
(2,779)

16,565

68,888
32,858
6,023
6,023
26,835
26,835

1,586
1,586
1,586
34,444

67,025
31,969
5,860
5,860
26,109
26,109

1,543
1,543
1,543
33,512

Sum of Total
Resource Costs

(20:

VOVBDDBDDBVDDBDLAVLLBDDBLGBGLN

DVBDDBDDAVDDBDLAVLLBDDBLGBGLN

BT Y Y R SRV SRR ARTRY SpY SV

13$)

257,936
106,775
30,041
30,041
76,735
76,735
19,250
19,250
19,250
2,942
2,942
2,942
128,968
240,320
96,476
19,541
19,541
76,935
76,935
4,709
4,709
4,709
18,975
18,975
18,975
120,160

257,936
106,775
30,041
30,041
76,735
76,735
19,250
19,250
19,250
2,942
2,942
2,942
128,968

257,936
106,775
30,041
30,041
76,735
76,735
19,250
19,250
19,250
2,942
2,942
2,942
128,968
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Sum of Total

Benefits

DOVBDDBDDAVDDBDLAVLLBDDBL OGN

DOVBDDBDDAVDDBDOAVLLBDDBLGBGLN

BT Y Y R SRV SRVARARTRY S SV

605,608
184,983
54,943
54,943
130,041
130,041
72,954
72,954
72,954
44,867
44,867
44,867
302,804
204,770
91,270
17,561
17,561
73,709
73,709
11,116
11,116
11,116

102,385

736,350
216,838
61,001
61,001
155,837
155,837
91,782
91,782
91,782
59,555
59,555
59,555
368,175

736,347
214,590
62,081
62,081
152,509
152,509
93,245
93,245
93,245
60,338
60,338
60,338
368,174

Sum of Total Net
Benefits

347,672
78,208
24,902
24,902
53,306
53,306
53,704
53,704
53,704
41,925
41,925
41,925

173,836

(35,550)
(5,206)
(1,980)
(1,980)
(3,226)
(3,226)

6,406
6,406
6,406

(18,975)

(18,975)

(18,975)

(17,775)

PO BDDDDDBDBDDDDBLLBDDBLBLn

478,414
110,062
30,960
30,960
79,103
79,103
72,532
72,532
72,532
56,613
56,613
56,613
239,207

VOBV DDDDBBBDDDDBLLBDDBLBLn

478,412
107,815
32,040
32,040
75,774
75,774
73,995
73,995
73,995
57,396
57,396
57,396
239,206

B R LR R SV PP

Sum of
Benefit Cost
Ratio

235
173
1.83
1.83
1.69
1.69
3.79
3.79
3.79
15.25
15.25
15.25

2.85
203
2,03
2.03
2,03
2.03
477
a7
477
20.24
20.24
2024
285
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!

2.85
201
207
207
1.99
1.99
484
484
484
2051
20.51
2051
285
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Cost-Effectiveness for the Three-Year Term (2013$)

Cost-Effectiveness Table 2

Date of Filing June 20, 2014
Distribution Company Gas
Program Administrator Blackstone
Cost:Effectiveness for the Three-Year Term (2013$): Year 1 LG Sum of Performance Sum of Participant > ©f Total Sum of Total Sum of Total Net ™ °F
Evaluated + Year 2 Plan + Year 3 Plan ecsarCosts Incentive (20135)  Costs (2013§) (EDETD ey Benefits Benefit Cost
(2013%) (2013$) Ratio
Total Cost-Eff $ 566,408 | $ - I3 169,042 | § 756,191 | $ 1,677,468 | $ 921,276 2.22
identi $ 217,269 $ -8 84,171 § 310,027 % 522,697 % 212,671 1.69
1. Residential Whole House $ 65324 § -8 11,884 $ 79,623 $ 140,643 $ 61,020 177
1. Residential Whole House $ 65324 % B 11,884 $ 79623 $ 140,643 $ 61,020 1.77
2. Residential Products $ 151,946 $ -8 72,287 $ 230,404 $ 382,055 $ 151,651 1.66
2. Residential Products $ 151,946 $ B 72,287 $ 230,404 $ 382,055 $ 151,651 1.66
Low-Income $ 44,440 S $ (2,779) $ 43,209 S 196,143 $ 152,934 454
4. Low-Income Whole House B 44,400 -8 (2,779) $ 43209 § 196,143 $ 152,934 454
4. Low-Income Whole House $ 44,440 S $ (2779) $ 43,209 $ 196,143 $ 152,934 454
c ial & Industrial B 21,494 $ -8 3129 § 24,860 $ 119,894 $ 95,034 4.82
7. C&I Retrofit $ 21,494 % -8 3,129 $ 24,860 $ 119,894 $ 95,034 4.82
7. C&I Retrofit $ 21,494 $ s 3129 $ 24,860 $ 119,894 $ 95,034 4.82

BCRs-3Yr
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Blackstone Gas Company

2013 Energy Efficiency Annual Report
D.P.U. 14-87

June 20, 2014

Residential Whole House Program Detail: Plan-Year Analysis (20135)

Core Initiative Table 1

Date of Filing June 20, 2014
Distribution Company Gas
Program Administrator Blackstone
Year 2013
Initiative 1. Residential Whole House
L. Preliminary v
. . Plan v Prel y Planv Evaluated .
Planned Pr y ed ed
Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Therms 1,045 - 310 -100% -70% 0%
Sum of Lifetime Therms 22,723 6,240 6,240 -73% -73% 0%
Sum of Total Benefits 54,943 17,561 17,561 -68% -68% 0%
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$) $ 23,850 $ 19,541 $ 19,541 -18% -18% 0%
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$) S 30,041 $ 19,541 S 19,541 -35% -35% 0%
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio 1.83 0.90 0.90 -51% -51% 0%
Initiative total
L. Preliminary v
. . Plan v Prel y Planv Evaluated )
Planned Pr Y ed ed
Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Therms 5,815 2,984 3,294 -49% -43% 10%
Sum of Lifetime Therms 111,968 59,924 59,924 -46% -46% 0%
Sum of Total Benefits 302,804 100,483 102,385 -67% -66% 2%
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$) $ 93,566 $ 103,595 $ 103,595 11% 11% 0%
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$) S 128,968 S 120,160 $ 120,160 7% 7% 0%
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio 2.35 0.84 0.85 -64% -64% 2%
Initiative total
L. Preliminary v
. Plan v Prel y Planv luated
Planned Prel y luated luated
Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Therms 5,815 2,984 3,294 -49% -43% 10%
Sum of Lifetime Therms 111,968 59,924 59,924 -46% -46% 0%
Sum of Total Benefits 302,804 100,483 102,385 -67% -66% 2%
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$) $ 93,566 $ 103,595 $ 103,595 11% 11% 0%
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$) S 128,968 S 120,160 S 120,160 7% 7% 0%
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio 2.35 0.84 0.85 -64% -64% 2%
Initiative 1. Residential Whole House
L. Preliminary v
. Plan v Prel y Planv luated
Planned Prel y luated luated
Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Therms 1,045 - 310 -100% -70% 0%
Sum of Lifetime Therms 22,723 6,240 6,240 -73% -73% 0%
Sum of Total Benefits 54,943 17,561 17,561 -68% -68% 0%
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$) $ 23,850 $ 19,541 $ 19,541 -18% -18% 0%
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$) S 30,041 $ 19,541 S 19,541 -35% -35% 0%
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio 1.83 0.90 0.90 -51% -51% 0%

The Plan-Year variances provided above are intended to indicate the Program Administrator's performance in the Plan-Year only. The variances used to determine significant variances are
provided later in this report. The variances above and the significant variances use different calculations to determine variances on an annual basis and over the three-year term, respectively.
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Residential Products Program Detail: Plan-Year Analysis (2013S)

Date of Filing
Distribution Company
Program Administrator
Year

Initiative

Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Therms
Sum of Lifetime Therms

Sum of Total Benefits

Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)

Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)

Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

Core Initiative Table 2

June 20, 2014

Gas

Blackstone

2013

1. Residential Whole House

Planned
1,045
22,723
54,943
$ 23,850
$ 30,041
1.83

Blackstone Gas Company

2013 Energy Efficiency Annual Report
D.P.U. 14-87

June 20, 2014

Preliminary v

o y Planv ed | N

Pr y ed
- 310 -100% -70% 0%
6,240 6,240 -73% -73% 0%
17,561 17,561 -68% -68% 0%
S 19,541 $ 19,541 -18% -18% 0%
$ 19,541 S 19,541 -35% -35% 0%
0.90 0.90 -51% -51% 0%

The Plan-Year variances provided above are intended to indicate the Program Administrator's performance in the Plan-Year only. The variances used to determine significant
variances are provided later in this report. The variances above and the significant variances use different calculations to determine variances on an annual basis and over the three-

year term, respectively.

Core Initiative - Plan Yr
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Low-Income Whole House Program Detail: Plan-Year Analysis (2013S)

Date of Filing
Distribution Company
Program Administrator
Year

Initiative

Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Therms
Sum of Lifetime Therms

Sum of Total Benefits

Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)

Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)

Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

Initiative

Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Therms
Sum of Lifetime Therms

Sum of Total Benefits

Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)

Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)

Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

June 20, 2014
Gas
Blackstone
2013

total

Planned

v n

total

Planned

5,815
111,968
302,804
93,566
128,968
235

5,815
111,968
302,804
93,566
128,968
235

Core Initiative Table 3

Blackstone Gas Company

2013 Energy Efficiency Annual Report
D.P.U. 14-87

June 20, 2014

Preliminary v

Pl Pl I d
Preliminary E d anver 7 B € Eval d
2,984 3,294 -49% -43% 10%
59,924 59,924 -46% -46% 0%
100,483 102,385 -67% -66% 2%
S 103,595 103,595 11% 11% 0%
S 120,160 120,160 7% -7% 0%
0.84 0.85 -64% -64% 2%
Prelimi

Preliminary . i Plan v Pr y Plan v Evaluated Erellmlnaer v
2,984 3,294 -49% -43% 10%
59,924 59,924 -46% -46% 0%
100,483 102,385 -67% -66% 2%
S 103,595 103,595 11% 11% 0%
S 120,160 120,160 7% -7% 0%
0.84 0.85 -64% -64% 2%

The Plan-Year variances provided above are intended to indicate the Program Administrator's performance in the Plan-Year only. The variances used to determine significant variances
are provided later in this report. The variances above and the significant variances use different calculations to determine variances on an annual basis and over the three-year term,

respectively.

Core Initiative - Plan Yr
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Date of Filing
Distribution Company
Program Administrator
Year

Initiative

Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Therms
Sum of Lifetime Therms

Sum of Total Benefits

Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)

Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)

Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

Initiative

Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Therms
Sum of Lifetime Therms

Sum of Total Benefits

Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)

Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)

Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

Initiative

Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Therms
Sum of Lifetime Therms

Sum of Total Benefits

Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)

Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)

Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

C&I Programs Detail: Plan-Year Analysis (2013S)

June 20, 2014
Gas
Blackstone
2013

total

Planned

v n

total

Planned

v n

total

Planned

5,815
111,968
302,804
93,566
128,968
235

5,815
111,968
302,804
93,566
128,968
235

5,815
111,968
302,804
93,566
128,968
235

Core Initiative Table 4

Preliminary
2,984
59,924
100,483
$ 103,595
$ 120,160
0.84

Preliminary
2,984
59,924
100,483
$ 103,595
$ 120,160
0.84

Preliminary
2,984
59,924
100,483
$ 103,595
$ 120,160
0.84

Blackstone Gas Company
2013 Energy Efficiency Annual Report

Preliminary v

i Plan v Pr y Planv Eval S
3,294 -49% -43% 10%
59,924 -46% -46% 0%
102,385 -67% -66% 2%
103,595 11% 11% 0%
120,160 7% 7% 0%
0.85 -64% -64% 2%

Preliminary v

i Plan v Pr y Plan v Evaluated S
3,294 -49% -43% 10%
59,924 -46% -46% 0%
102,385 -67% -66% 2%
103,595 11% 11% 0%
120,160 7% 7% 0%
0.85 -64% -64% 2%

Preliminary v

i Plan v Pr y Plan v Evaluated S
3,294 -49% -43% 10%
59,924 -46% -46% 0%
102,385 -67% -66% 2%
103,595 11% 11% 0%
120,160 7% 7% 0%
0.85 -64% -64% 2%

The Plan-Year variances provided above are intended to indicate the Program Administrator's performance in the Plan-Year only. The variances used to determine significant variances
are provided later in this report. The variances above and the significant variances use different calculations to determine variances on an annual basis and over the three-year term,

respectively.

Core Initiative - Plan Yr
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Blackstone Gas Company
2013 Energy Efficiency Annual Report

D.P.U. 14-87
June 20, 2014

Residential Whole House Program Detail: Three-Year Analysis (2013S)

Core Initiative Table 5

Date of Filing
Distribution Company
Program Administrator
Initiative

2013
Planned
Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, The
Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio
Evaluated
Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, The
Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio
2014
Planned
Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, The
Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio
2015
Planned
Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, The
Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013%)
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

Three-Year Total
Year 1 Evaluated + Year 2 Plan + Year 3 Plan

Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Therms
Sum of Lifetime Therms

Sum of Total Benefits

Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)

Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)

Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

Core Initiative - 3 Yr

June 20, 2014
Gas
Blackstone

1. Residential Whole House

$
$

$
$

$
$

1,045
22,723
54,943
23,850
30,041

1.83

310
6,240
17,561
19,541
19,541
0.90

1,030
22,348
61,001
23,205
30,041

2.03

1,030
22,348
62,081
22,577
30,041

2.07

1. Residential Whole House

v » v

2,369
50,936
140,643
65,324
79,623
177

Date of Filing
Distribution Company
Program Administrator
Initiative

2013
Planned

June 20, 2014
Gas
Blackstone
total

Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Thg|

Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

Evaluated

$
$

Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, The

Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio
2014
Planned

Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Thg|

Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio
2015
Planned

$
$

Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Thg|

Sum of Lifetime Therms

Sum of Total Benefits

Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

$
$

Three-Year Total

Year 1 Evaluated + Year 2 Plan + Year 3 Plan

Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Therms
Sum of Lifetime Therms

Sum of Total Benefits

Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)

Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)

Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

total

RSV SRV

Page 27 of 33

5,815
111,968
302,804
93,566
128,968
235

3,294
59,924
102,385
103,595
120,160
0.85

5,800
111,593
368,175
91,036
128,968
285

5,590
107,431
368,174

88,573
128,968
2.85

14,684
278,948
838,734
283,204
378,096

2.22



Blackstone Gas Company
2013 Energy Efficiency Annual Report

D.P.U. 14-87

June 20, 2014

Residential Whole House Program Detail: Three-Year Analysis (2013S)

Core Initiative Table 5

Date of Filing June 20, 2014
Distribution Company Gas
Program Administrator Blackstone
Initiative total
2013
Planned

Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, The
Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$) $
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$) $
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

Evaluated
Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, The
Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

2014

Planned
Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, The
Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$) $
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013%) $
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

2015

Planned
Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, The
Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$) $
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$) $
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

Three-Year Total
Year 1 Evaluated + Year 2 Plan + Year 3 Plan total

Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Therms
Sum of Lifetime Therms

Sum of Total Benefits

Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)

Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)

Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

v »

Core Initiative - 3 Yr

5,815
111,968
302,804
93,566
128,968
235

3,294
59,924
102,385
103,595
120,160
0.85

5,800
111,503
368,175
91,036
128,968
2.85

5,590
107,431
368,174

88,573
128,968
2.85

14,684
278,948
838,734
283,204
378,096

222

Date of Filing
Distribution Company
Program Administrator
Initiative

2013

Planned
Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Thg|
Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Gas Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

Evaluated
Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, The
Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Gas Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

2014
Planned
Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Thg|
Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Gas Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio
2015
Planned

Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Thg|
Sum of Lifetime Therms

Sum of Total Gas Benefits

Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

June 20, 2014

Gas

Blackstone

1. Residential Whole House

1,045
22,723

21,583

$ 23,850
$ 30,041
1.83

310
6,240
5,859

19,541
19,541
0.90

1,030
22,348

18,723

$ 23,205
$ 30,041
2.03

1,030
22,348

19,263

$ 22,577
$ 30,041
2.07

Three-Year Total

Year 1 Evaluated + Year 2 Plan + Year 3 Plan

Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Therms
Sum of Lifetime Therms

Sum of Total Gas Benefits

Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)

Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)

Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

1. Residential Whole House

2,369
50,936
43,846
65,324
79,623

0.55

v v
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Residential Products Program Detail: Three-Year

Analysis (20135)
Core Initiative Table 6
Date of Filing June 20, 2014
Distribution Company Gas
Program Administrator Blackstone
Initiative 1. Residential Whole House
2013
Planned

Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, The
Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

Evaluated
Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, The
Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

2014

Planned
Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, The
Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

2015

Planned
Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, The
Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

Three-Year Total
Year 1 Evaluated + Year 2 Plan + Year 3 Plan

Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Therms
Sum of Lifetime Therms

Sum of Total Benefits

Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)

Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)

Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

Core Initiative - 3 Yr

$
$

$
$

$
$

1,045
22,723
54,943
23,850
30,041

1.83

310
6,240
17,561
19,541
19,541
0.90

1,030
22,348
61,001
23,205
30,041

2.03

1,030
22,348
62,081
22,577
30,041

2.07

1. Residential Whole House

v »

2,369
50,936
140,643
65,324
79,623
177

Blackstone Gas Company
2013 Energy Efficiency Annual Report
D.P.U. 14-87
June 20, 2014
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Blackstone Gas Company
2013 Energy Efficiency Annual Report

D.P.U. 14-87
June 20, 2014

Low-Income Whole House Program Detail: Three-Year Analysis (2013$)

Core Initiative Table 7

Date of Filing June 20, 2014
Distribution Company Gas
Program Administrator Blackstone
Initiative total
2013
Planned

Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, The
Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$) S
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$) S
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

Evaluated
Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, The
Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

2014

Planned
Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, The
Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$) S
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$) S
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

2015

Planned
Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, The
Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$) S
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$) S
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

Three-Year Total
Year 1 Evaluated + Year 2 Plan + Year 3 Plan total

Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Therms
Sum of Lifetime Therms

Sum of Total Benefits

Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)

Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)

Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

v » v

Core Initiative - 3 Yr

5,815
111,968
302,804
93,566
128,968
235

3,294
59,924
102,385
103,595
120,160
0.85

5,800
111,503
368,175
91,036
128,968
2.85

5,590
107,431
368,174

88,573
128,968
2.85

14,684
278,948
838,734
283,204
378,096

222

Date of Filing
Distribution Company
Program Administrator
Initiative

2013
Planned

June 20, 2014
Gas
Blackstone
total

Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Thg|

Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

Evaluated

$
$

Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, The

Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio
2014
Planned

Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Thg|

Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio
2015
Planned

$
$

Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Thg|

Sum of Lifetime Therms

Sum of Total Benefits

Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

$
$

Three-Year Total

Year 1 Evaluated + Year 2 Plan + Year 3 Plan

Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Therms
Sum of Lifetime Therms

Sum of Total Benefits

Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)

Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)

Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

total

v n
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5,815
111,968
302,804
93,566
128,968
235

3,294
59,924
102,385
103,595
120,160
0.85

5,800
111,593
368,175
91,036
128,968
285

5,590
107,431
368,174

88,573
128,968
2.85

14,684
278,948
838,734
283,204
378,096

2.22



Date of Filing
Distribution Company
Program Administrator
Initiative

2013
Planned
Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Therms
Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio
Evaluated
Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Therms
Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio
2014
Planned
Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Therms
Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio
2015
Planned
Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Therms
Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

Three-Year Total
Year 1 Evaluated + Year 2 Plan + Year 3 Plan

Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Therms
Sum of Lifetime Therms

Sum of Total Benefits

Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)

Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)

Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

Core Initiative - 3 Yr

Blackstone Gas Company
2013 Energy Efficiency Annual Report

D.P.U. 14-87
June 20, 2014

C&I New Construction and C&I Retrofit Programs Detail: Three-Year Analysis (2013$)

June 20, 2014
Gas
Blackstone
total

total

5,815
111,968
302,804
93,566
128,968
235

3,294
59,924
102,385
103,595
120,160
0.85

5,800
111,593
368,175
91,036
128,968
2.85

5,590
107,431
368,174

88,573
128,968
2.85

14,684
278,948
838,734
283,204
378,096

222

Core Initiative Table 8

Date of Filing
Distribution Company Gas
Program Administrator
Initiative total

2013
Planned
Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Thg|
Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$) S
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$) $
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio
Evaluated
Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, The
Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio
2014
Planned
Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Thg|
Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$) S
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$) $
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio
2015
Planned
Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Thg|
Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$) S
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$) $
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

Three-Year Total
Year 1 Evaluated + Year 2 Plan + Year 3 Plan total

Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Therms
Sum of Lifetime Therms

Sum of Total Benefits

Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)

Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)

Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

R SRV SRV

Page 31 of 33

June 20, 2014

Blackstone

5,815
111,968
302,804
93,566
128,968
235

3,294
59,924
102,385
103,595
120,160
0.85

5,800
111,593
368,175
91,036
128,968
285

5,590
107,431
368,174

88,573
128,968
2.85

14,684
278,948
838,734
283,204
378,096

2.22

Date of Filing
Distribution Company
Program Administrator
Initiative

2013
Planned
Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Therms
Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio
Evaluated
Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Therms
Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio
2014
Planned
Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Therms
Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio
2015
Planned
Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Therms
Sum of Lifetime Therms
Sum of Total Benefits
Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)
Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)
Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

Three-Year Total
Year 1 Evaluated + Year 2 Plan + Year 3 Plan

Sum of Annual Avoided Natural Gas, Therms
Sum of Lifetime Therms

Sum of Total Benefits

Sum of Total Program Costs (2013$)

Sum of Total Resource Costs (2013$)

Sum of Benefit Cost Ratio

June 20, 2014
Gas
Blackstone
total

total

5,815
111,968
302,804
93,566
128,968
235

3,294
59,924
102,385
103,595
120,160
0.85

5,800
111,593
368,175
91,036
128,968
2.85

5,590
107,431
368,174

88,573
128,968
2.85

14,684
278,948
838,734
283,204
378,096

222



Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions: Plan-Year Analysis

GHG Table 1

GHG reductions are provided for information purposes only. They are not included in the TRC test.

Date of Filing
Distribution Company
Program Administrator
Year

Planned
Residential
Low-Income
Commercial & Industrial
Evaluated
Residential
Low-Income
Commercial & Industrial

Planned v Evaluated:
(Eval - Plan) / Plan
2013-2015 Total
Residential
Low-Income
Commercial & Industrial

June 20, 2014
Gas
Blackstone
2013

Sum of Energy (Annual
MWh)

Sum of Energy (Annual
MWh)

75%
0%
75%
0%

Sum of Annual Avoided
Natural Gas, Therms
5,815
3,663
1,187
965
3,294
3,031
263

Sum of Annual Avoided
Natural Gas, Therms
43%
17%
78%
100%

Sum of Annual Oil

(MMBTU)

Sum of Annual Oil

(MMBTU)

0%
0%
0%
0%

Annual Emissions Reductions (Short Tons)

NOy

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

S0, co,
0.0 a
- 2
0.0 1
- 1
0.0 2
- 2
0.0 0

Annual Emissions Reductions (Short Tons)

NOy

75%
0%
75%
0%

S0, co,
75% 48%
0% 17%
75% 76%
0% 100%

Please note that the PAs are working with DEP to try to determine the best method for properly and precisely capturing the full impact of energy
efficiency measures on GHG emissions. As part of this process, the PAs have included this additional table on Emissions Reductions, based on continuing
discussions with the DEP. These reductions are calculated using factors proposed by DEP, which are based on annual gas, oil, and electric savings. The PAs
look forward to discussing these proposed factors with DEP and are committed to ensuring that the full impact of energy efficiency measures on GHG

emissions are captured.

Fuel

NOx

SO2

CO2

Application

Elec

0.000240143

0.000630824

0.515

multiplied by
annual energy
savings (MWh)

n/a

n/a

0.000630824

multiplied by
annual gas
savings
(therms)

Oil

n/a

n/a

0.000240143

multiplied by
annual oil
savings
(MMBTUs)

GHG - Plan Yr
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Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions for the Three-Year Term
GHG Table 2
GHG reductions are provided for information purposes only. They are not included in the TRC test.

Date of Filing June 20, 2014
Distribution Company Gas
Program Administrator Blackstone

Annual Emissions Reductions (Short Tons)
Sum of Energy (Annual Sum of Annual Avoided Sum of Annual Oil

MWh) Natural Gas, Therms (MMBTU) NOx S0; co.
2013
Planned 1 5,815 0.0 0.0 4
Residential - 3,663 - - 2
Low-Income 1 1,187 0.0 0.0 1
Commercial & Industrial - 965 - - 1
Evaluated 1] 3,294 0.0 0.0 2
Residential - 3,031 - - 2
Low-Income 0 263 0.0 0.0 0
Commercial & Industrial - - - - -
2014
Planned 1 5,800 0.0 0.0 4
Residential - 3,648 - - 2
Low-Income 1 1,187 0.0 0.0 1
Commercial & Industrial - 965 - - 1
2015
Planned 1 5,590 0.0 0.0 4
Residential - 3,439 - - 2
Low-Income 1 1,187 0.0 0.0 1
Commercial & Industrial - 965 - - 1

Annual Emissions Reductions (Short Tons)

G h Gas Emission Reductions for th
reenhouse Gas tmission Recuctions for the Sum of Energy (Annual  Sum of Annual Avoided Sum of Annual Oil

Three-Year Term: Year 1 Evaluated + Year 2 MWh) Natural Gas, Therms (MMBTU) NOy SO, CO,

Plan + Year 3 Plan

2013-2015 Total 2 14,684 - 0 0 10
Residential - 10,117 - - - 6
Low-Income 2 2,637 - 0 0 3
Commercial & Industrial - 1,929 - - -

Please note that the PAs are working with DEP to try to determine the best method for properly and precisely capturing the full impact of energy efficiency measures on GHG
emissions. As part of this process, the PAs have included this additional table on Emissions Reductions, based on continuing discussions with the DEP. These reductions are
calculated using factors proposed by DEP, which are based on annual gas, oil, and electric savings. The PAs look forward to discussing these proposed factors with DEP and are
committed to ensuring that the full impact of energy efficiency measures on GHG emissions are captured.

Fuel NOx S02 C02 Application

multiplied by
Elec 0.000240143 0.000630824 0.515 annual energy
savings (MWh)

multiplied by
annual gas
savings
(therms)
multiplied by
annual oil
savings
(MMBTUs)

Gas n/a n/a 0.000630824

Oil n/a n/a 0.000240143

GHG-3Yr Page 33 of 33
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Significant Core Initiative Variances & Cost-Effectiveness

I. RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

A. RESIDENTIAL WHOLE HOUSE
The actual 2013 benefit-cost ratio for the Residential Whole House program is 0.90. The
projected benefit-cost ratio for the 2013-2015 plan term is 1.77 after accounting for actual
results from 2013.

1. Residential Whole House

a. Significant VVariances

Significant variances for the 2013 plan-year exist between: 1) planned and actual
budget; 2) planned and preliminary total lifetime savings; and 3) planned and preliminary
total benefits. The primary reason(s) for such variances are:

The Company relies upon its participation in the Gas Networks consortium to
promote all energy efficiency measures included in its three-year budget, including
those for the Residential sector. The Gas Network’s statewide advertising and
marketing campaigns provide a cost-effective way to offer energy efficiency
measures to its customer base. Thus, the Company’s energy efficiency program is
customer-driven. Customer response was lower than planned for this year.

Further, the Company relies upon the contracting partners identified by Gas Networks
for the Company’s service territory to pursue installations based on customer
response to the statewide marketing campaign. The Company assumes that all such
identified contractors take advantage of the Contractor Training resources available
through Gas Networks to appropriately evaluate and manage installation costs to
improve customer participation in and satisfaction with the program measures.

In response to the above variance(s), the Company plans to make the following
change(s) in program design/implementation:

The Company’s energy efficiency program is designed to be customer-driven and
depends upon customers’ response to rebate incentives available through the Mass
Save website and major appliance retailers. Thus, this benefit is made available to all
Blackstone’s customers through familiar methods that they may use on a regular
basis, both on-line and through in-store venues.

The Company relies upon its participation in the Gas Networks collaborative to offer
the most cost-effective energy efficiency programs in its service territory.

Appendix 1, Page 1 of 6
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APPENDIX 1
Significant Core Initiative Variances & Cost-Effectiveness
Nonetheless, in light of the lower than expected response to some planned program
measures, the Company will increase the frequency of on-bill notification of the Mass

Save suite of energy efficiency programs and their benefits and the availability of this
information through www.masssave.com.

The Company believes that these variances may affect its ability to achieve its
savings and/or benefits goals by the end of the three-year term.

b. Program Cost-Effectiveness

The actual 2013 benefit-cost ratio for the Residential Whole House initiative is 0.90.
The projected benefit-cost ratio for the 2013-2015 plan term is 1.77 after accounting
for actual results from 2013.

Appendix 1, Page 2 of 6
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Significant Core Initiative Variances & Cost-Effectiveness

B. RESIDENTIAL PRODUCTS
The actual 2013 benefit-cost ratio for the Residential Products program is 0.96. The

projected benefit-cost ratio for the 2013-2015 plan term is 1.66 after accounting for actual
results from 2013.

1. Residential Cooling & Heating Equipment

a. Significant Variances

Significant variances for the 2013 plan-year exist between: 1) planned and actual
budget; and 2) planned and preliminary total benefits. The primary reason(s) for such
variances are:

The Company relies upon its participation in the Gas Networks consortium to
promote all energy efficiency measures included in its three-year budget, including
those for the Residential sector. The Gas Network’s statewide advertising and
marketing campaigns provide a cost-effective way to offer energy efficiency
measures to its customer base. Thus, the Company’s energy efficiency program is
customer-driven. Customer response was lower than planned for this year.

Further, the Company relies upon the contracting partners identified by Gas Networks
for the Company’s service territory to pursue installations based on customer
response to the statewide marketing campaign. The Company assumes that all such
identified contractors take advantage of the Contractor Training resources available
through Gas Networks to appropriately evaluate and manage installation costs to
improve customer participation in and satisfaction with the program measures.

In response to the above variance(s), the Company plans to make the following
change(s) in program design/implementation:

The Company’s energy efficiency program is designed to be customer-driven and
depends upon customers’ response to rebate incentives available through the Mass
Save website and major appliance retailers. Thus, this benefit is made available to all
Blackstone’s customers through familiar methods that they may use on a regular
basis, both on-line and through in-store venues.

The Company relies upon its participation in the Gas Networks collaborative to offer
the most cost-effective energy efficiency programs in its service territory.
Nonetheless, in light of the lower than expected response to some planned program
measures, the Company will increase the frequency of on-bill notification of the Mass

Appendix 1, Page 3 of 6
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Save suite of energy efficiency programs as well as their benefits and the availability
of this information through www.masssave.com.

The Company believes that these variances may affect its ability to achieve its
savings and/or benefits goals by the end of the three-year term.

b. Program Cost-Effectiveness

The actual 2013 benefit-cost ratio for the Residential Cooling & Heating Equipment
initiative is 0.96. The projected benefit-cost ratio for the 2013-2015 plan term is 1.66
after accounting for actual results from 2013

Il. LOW-INCOME PROGRAMS

A. LOW-INCOME WHOLE HOUSE

The actual 2013 benefit-cost ratio for the Residential Whole House program is 2.36. The
projected benefit-cost ratio for the 2013-2015 plan term is 4.54 after accounting for actual
results from 2013.

1. Low-Income Single Family Retrofit

a. Significant Variances

Significant variances for the 2013 plan-year exist between: 1) planned and actual
budget; 2) planned and preliminary total lifetime savings; 3) planned and preliminary
total benefits; and 4) between preliminary and evaluated total resource benefits. The
primary reasons for such variances are:

The Company relies upon a contracting partner for Low-Income programs, Southern
Middlesex Opportunity Council (“SMOC”), to determine appropriate low-income
customers and to install cost-effective weatherization and products.

The Company assumes that SMOC takes advantage of the Contractor Training
resources available through the low-income best practices facilitated by the Low-
Income Energy Affordability Network (“LEAN”) to appropriately evaluate and
manage installation costs in a timely manner to maximize customer

participation. Nonetheless, the Company will meet with the program manager for
SMOC to review the status of the budget and plans to pursue installations for the
remainder of the three-year term.

Appendix 1, Page 4 of 6
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In response to the above variances, the Company plans to make the following
change(s) in program design/implementation:

The Company recognizes that implementation of a whole house program such as
weatherization has the potential to result in costs that vary widely from customer to
customer and year to year. When the Company experienced only one such installation
during 2011, it determined that it would have been premature to terminate. This
decision turned out to be the correct one because the Company had very cost effective
installations for 2013. As a result, the Company will evaluate the actual versus
planned results for the two Low-Income measures at the end of its three year plan
while continuing to offer the potential for energy efficiency benefits to its Low-
Income customers.

The Company does not believe these variances will affect its ability to achieve its
savings and/or benefits goals by the end of the three-year term.

b. Program Cost-Effectiveness

The actual 2013 benefit-cost ratio for the Low-Income Single Family Retrofit
initiative is 2.36. The projected benefit-cost ratio for the 2013-2015 plan term is 4.54
after accounting for actual results from 2013.

I11. COMMERCIAL & INDUSTRIAL PROGRAMS

A. C&I RETROFIT

The Company did not have any participation in its prescriptive rebate program in 2013
and offered no other C&I programs. Therefore, the actual benefit-cost ratio for the C&l
Retrofit program is not calculable. The projected benefit-cost ratio for the 2013-2015
plan term is 4.82.

1. C&l Retrofit

a. Significant Variances

Significant variances for the 2013 plan-year exist between: 1) planned and actual
budget; 2) planned and preliminary total lifetime savings; and 3) planned and preliminary
total benefits. The primary reasons for such variances are:
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The Company relies upon its participation in the Gas Networks consortium to
promote all energy efficiency measures included in its three-year budget, including
those for the C&I sector. The Gas Network’s statewide advertising and marketing
campaigns provide a cost-effective way to offer energy efficiency measures to its
customer base. Thus, the Company’s energy efficiency program is customer-driven;
customer response was lower than planned for this year.

Further, the Company relies upon the contracting partners identified by Gas Networks
for the Company’s service territory to pursue installations based on customer
response to the statewide marketing campaign. The Company assumes that all such
identified contractors take advantage of the Contractor Training resources available
through Gas Networks to appropriately evaluate and manage installation costs to
improve customer participation in and satisfaction with the program measures.

In response to the above variance(s), the Company plans to make the following
change(s) in program design/implementation:

The Company’s energy efficiency program is designed to be customer-driven and
depends upon customers’ response to rebate incentives available through the Mass
Save website and major appliance retailers. Thus, this benefit is made available to all
Blackstone’s customers through familiar methods that they may use on a regular
basis, both on-line and through in-store venues.

The Company relies upon its participation in the Gas Networks collaborative to offer
the most cost-effective energy efficiency programs in its service territory.
Nonetheless, in light of the lower than expected response to some planned program
measures, the Company will increase the frequency of on-bill notification of the Mass
Save suite of energy efficiency programs and their benefits and the availability of this
information through www.masssave.com.

The Company does not believe these variances will affect its ability to achieve its
savings and/or benefits goals by the end of the three-year term.

b. Program Cost-Effectiveness

The Company did not offer any C&I programs in 2013 and therefore the actual
benefit-cost ratio for the C&I Retrofit initiative is not calculable. The projected
benefit-cost ratio for the 2013-2015 plan term is 4.82.

Appendix 1, Page 6 of 6


http://www.masssave.com/

Blackstone Gas Company
2013 Energy Efficiency Plan-Year Report
D.P.U. 14-87
APPENDIX 2
Benefit-Cost Ratio Screening Tool

Please see the CD-ROM accompanying this report for the Benefit-Cost Ratio Screening Tool in
Microsoft Excel format.
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Statewide Technical Reference Manual — 2013 Report Version

Please see Statewide Appendix 3, filed under separate cover.

Appendix 3, Page 1 of 1



Blackstone Gas Company
2013 Energy Efficiency Plan-Year Report
D.P.U. 14-87

APPENDIX 4

Statewide Evaluation Studies Summary

A. Table of Evaluation Studies

STUDY NAME

STUDY LOCATION
AND NUMBER

FUEL

RESIDENTIAL

Northeast Residential Lighting Hours-of-Use Study

App. 4D, Study 13-1

Gas/Electric

Massachusetts Residential New Construction Net
Impacts Report

App. 4D, Study 13-2

Gas/Electric

LOW-INCOME

Massachusetts Low Income Metering Study

App. 4D, Study 13-3

Gas/Electric

COMMERCIAL & INDUSTRIAL

Massachusetts Combined Heat and Power Program
Impact Evaluation 2011-2012

App. 4D, Study 13-4

Gas/Electric

Mid-size Customer Needs Assessment

App. 4D, Study 13-5

Gas/Electric

Impact Evaluation of the Massachusetts Upstream
Lighting Program

App. 4D, Study 13-6

Electric

SPECIAL & CROSS SECTOR

Evaluation of the Northampton Leading the Way and
Powering Pittsfield Initiatives

App. 4D, Study 13-7

Gas/Electric

2013 Massachusetts Statewide Marketing Campaign
Evaluation Report

App. 4D, Study 13-8

Gas/Electric

Abbreviated Review of Methods for the Draft Top-
Down Modeling Methods Study

App. 4D, Study 13-9

Gas/Electric

Efficient Neighborhoods+>" — Summary of Evaluation
Results

App. 4D, Study 13-10

Gas/Electric

2013 Massachusetts Statewide COOL
SMART/GasNetworks Brand Assessment

App. 4D, Study 13-11

Gas/Electric
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B.  Summary of Study Results with the Most Significant Effects
The Massachusetts Program Administrators (“PAs”) completed 11 evaluation studies for the

2013 Energy Efficiency Plan-Year Report. The studies and other documents that produced the
most significant results in 2013 were:

e Northeast Residential Lighting Hours-of-Use Study
e Mid-size Customer Needs Assessment
e Impact Evaluation of the Massachusetts Upstream Lighting Program

e Massachusetts Statewide Electric and Gas Energy Efficiency 2013-2014 Evaluation
Plan

The electric PAs in Massachusetts, along with energy efficiency program administrators in
Connecticut, Rhode Island and New York, contracted with a third-party evaluation contractor to
conduct the Northeast Residential Lighting Hours-of-Use (“HOU”) Study to assist in the
calculations of demand and energy savings for lighting programs. For this study, the evaluation
contractor collected data through onsite visits to 848 homes, with over 5,730 loggers installed
between December 2012 and March 2013. Overall, the study found that customers were using
their lights as much or more than anticipated based on the findings of previous studies. The
study concluded that a household’s daily HOU was 2.7 hours for all bulbs and 3.0 for efficient
bulbs, with HOU by room type varying from a low 1.7 in bathrooms to a high of 6.7 on the
exterior of homes. Further, the study also provides detailed HOU estimates by room type, home
type (i.e., single-family or multi-family), and income level for the region overall and for each
individual area included in the analysis. Additionally, the report presents load shapes as well as
coincidence factors for winter and summer peak period and winter and summer peak hours to aid
in load planning and the calculation of peak demand savings. Due to the statistical similarities
between areas, the report recommended using a regional overall number for all study
participants, except the downstate New York sample. This study is discussed in more detail in
Appendix 4D, Study 13-1.

The Mid-size Customer Needs Assessment was designed to understand the extent to which
current program offerings effectively serve the needs of mid-size customers, and whether new
program offerings or variations of existing program offerings would better serve mid-size
customers. The study utilized a two-stage research approach consisting of program staff and
implementation contractor interviews, followed by data mining of billing and tracking data to
design a sample and survey participants and non-participants. The study found that mid-size
customers require more complex solutions than small customers, sufficient financial incentives,
and limited paperwork requirements in order to make projects profitable. Another finding was
that PAs need to improve marketing efforts and continue to diversify marketing strategies to
specifically target mid-size customers. The study found that there is a need for more contractors
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sufficiently trained in comprehensive solutions and that existing contractors need more/better
qualified leads for mid-size customers. The study is discussed in more detail in Appendix 4D,
Study 13-5.

The electric PAs conducted the Impact Evaluation of the Massachusetts Upstream Lighting
Program, also known as the Bright Opportunities Program, which focuses on C&I market
penetration of efficient lighting technologies at the distributor level. This study represents the
impact component of a broader evaluation effort that included a process evaluation completed in
June 2013. The study covered upstream lighting purchases made between November 2011 and
April 2012, and also between October 2012 and November 2012 at 81 sites, including 66 LED
sites and 15 fluorescent sites. Overall, the program appears to be successfully delivering energy
savings. LEDs were found to have a realization rate of 102% and fluorescents were found to
have a realization rate of 89%. The LED realization rate was driven by several factors. First, the
study estimate of delta Watts was approximately 33% higher than tracking estimates. The study
also found that approximately 82% of the purchased LED lamps were installed at the time of the
evaluation and that the hours of use realization rate was 88%. The fluorescent realization rate
was also driven by several factors. The study found that approximately 80% of the purchased
fluorescent lamps were installed at the time of the evaluation and that the hours of use realization
rate was 103%. The study is discussed in more detail in Appendix 4D, Study 13-6.

Additionally, in addition to the results of completed studies, a major undertaking for the PAs in
2013 related to EM&V was the Massachusetts Statewide Electric and Gas Energy Efficiency
2013-2014 Evaluation Plan (“Evaluation Strategic Plan” or “ESP”), that was developed in the
fall of 2013 collaboratively by the electric and gas PAs, the EEAC Consultants and the
evaluation contractors. Prior to the ESP, evaluation planning in Massachusetts was largely
completed in one year cycles, with study efforts being a function of past evaluation activities and
changes in savings levels or implementation of programs. In an effort to better document the
strategic evaluation plan and to align the evaluation plan with the energy efficiency program
planning period, the PAs and EEAC Consultants developed the ESP to describe the evaluation
planning process and describe studies, both generally planned and specifically in progress.
Evaluation priorities outlined in the ESP were identified using three complementary methods.
First, to encourage early participation in the evaluation planning process and solicit input from a
wide variety of program stakeholders, the PAs hosted strategic evaluation planning meetings.
The meetings provided a forum for all stakeholders to share their evaluation priorities directly
with the PAs and EEAC Consultants. The meetings identified specific potential evaluation
activities and as a group, stakeholders developed a preliminary assessment of each activity’s
relative priority (High, Medium, and Low) and optimal timing. Second, the PAs and EEAC
Consultants used four evaluation planning priorities (importance, history, uncertainty, and
timing) to gauge the evaluation activities identified at the summit. Third, there was active
engagement with both program implementers and policymakers to identify additional key
research needs and to further refine project recommendations developed at the strategic
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evaluation planning  meetings. The ESP can be found at http://www.ma-

eeac.org/Docs/8.1 EMV%20Page/2013/General%20Studies%20&%20Presentations/Statewide%202013-
14%20Electric%20&%20Gas%20Enerqy%20Efficiency%20Evaluation%20Plan%2010-15-13.pdf.
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C. Evaluation Study Summaries

Study 13-1: Northeast Residential Lighting Hours-of-Use Study

Type of Study: Impact Evaluation
Evaluation Conducted by: NMR Group
Date Evaluation Conducted: 3/14/2014

Study Objective and Summary of Results:

The purpose of this study was to provide updated information to the Massachusetts Program
Administrators (the “Sponsors™) to assist in the calculations of demand and energy savings for
lighting programs. Specifically, this report presents load shapes, coincidence factors (“CFs”),
and daily hours of use (“HOU”).

Based on data collected from 4,462 loggers, the NMR Group (the “Team”) performed a series of
regression models to estimate HOU. They concluded that the region comprising Connecticut,
Massachusetts, Rhode Island, and Upstate New York had a household daily HOU of 2.7 hours
for all bulbs and 3.0 for efficient bulbs, with HOU by room type varying from a low 1.7 in
bathrooms to a high of 6.7 on the exterior of homes.

Core Initiatives to which the Results of the Study Apply?*:

e Residential New Construction and Major Renovation (Electric & Gas)
e Residential Multi-Family Retrofit (Electric Only)

e Residential Home Energy Services (Electric Only)

e Low-Income New Construction (Electric Only)

e Residential Lighting (Electric Only)

Evaluation Recommendations and Program Administrator Response:

The following recommendations were made by the evaluators conducting this study. The initial
response from the Program Administrator to these recommendations is summarized below.

Recommendation 1: The Team recommends that the Sponsors consider adopting the HOU
room-by-room estimates from the overall hierarchical model for all households regardless of
income or home type.

This study was done in conjunction with the Massachusetts Low Income Metering Study
and was completed separately but the findings were not found to be statistically different
from this study.
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Recommendation 2: As with HOU estimates, the team recommends that the Sponsors
consider adopting the Overall load curve and resulting coincidence factors across
Connecticut, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, and Upstate New York.

Recommendation 3: Consider higher HOU estimates for retrospective studies.

Explain Whether or Not the PA Decided to Adopt Recommendations from the Study:

All recommendations are being considered for adoption at this time. The PAs have not formally
adopted or rejected any recommendations that require changes to program design and operations.

The PAs will adopt recommendation 2 and recommendation 3, but are investigating the cost and
capability of adopting and tracking the data required to adopt recommendation 1 at this time.

How the Study Affected Program Results:

A change in the hours of use of a bulb impacts the estimated kW and kWh saved, in addition to
measure life. Estimated impact on the portfolio is a positive increase for annual savings and
lifetime benefits.

Overview of Study Method:

For this evaluation, the Team collected data through onsite visits to 848 homes located
throughout Connecticut, Massachusetts, New York (excluding Nassau and Suffolk Counties),
and Rhode Island. All sites required two visits. During the first visit, the Team collected detailed
lighting inventory data and installed time-of-use light meters (loggers). The second visit
consisted of removing loggers installed during the first visit.

Since each logger was installed for only a portion of the year—between five and nine months—
the Team had to annualize the data. To annualize the data the Team fit a sinusoid model to each
logger. Using the annualized estimates, the Team performed a weighted regression analysis to
estimate the adjusted HOU for each room in each area of the study. Due to the similar use
patterns in four of the areas (CT, MA, Upstate NY, and RI), the Team sought a way to leverage
data from each of these areas to refine area-specific estimates. To accomplish this, the Team fit a
multi-level hierarchical model. The advantage of this type of modeling approach is the ability to
use information from all four areas to help inform area-specific estimates.

Formulas Used in Analysis:
1) Weighting Formula —
Efficient bulb weight: TRB/TB
TRM/TM
Inefficient bulb weight: TRB/TB
TRM/TM
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Where:
TRB = total bulbs in a given room type (specific to a given state)
TB = total bulbs in all rooms (specific to a given state)
TRM = total bulbs metered in a room (based on all homes across four states)
TM = total metered bulbs in all rooms (based on all homes across four states)

2) Annualizing Formula —
hg = o + Bsin(0y) + &4

Where

hq = hours of use on day d,

0q = angle for day d, where 64 is 0 and the spring and fall equinox, /2 for d = December
21, and-n/2 for d = June 21,

o and B are regression coefficients,
gq 1S the residual from the regression.
3) Hierarchical Model —
E(houijk)

= (Bo + boj) + (B1 + b1k) x I(Room;jx = Bathroom) + (B2 + b2 k) x 1(Roomj, = Bedroom) +
(Bs + bzk) x I(Room; = Dining) + (Ba + bax) x I(Roomiy = Kitchen) + (Bs + bsy) X
I(Room;j = Living) + (Bs + bsk) X I(Roomjj, = Other) + I(Bulb.typejjx = Efficient) +
Bsl(Incomejc = LI) + Pol(Education;x = HS) + PBiol(Education;x = Some college) +
Bi1l(Education;jx = Bach.) + Byol(Education = Adv/Grad Deg.) + Bisl(Own/Rentij =
Rent) + B14l(Underl8ij = yes) + Bisl(Home.typeix = MF)

where i indexes the loggers, j indexes the homes, k indexes the areas, and:
boj ~ N(bk, o°k), Vsite; € region.vk,

bk ~N(0, 6%g), for k = 1,..., pregions,
b, ~N(,o7), forl=1,...6and vk

Application of Results: Retroactively
A copy of the complete study can be found in Appendix 4D, Study 13-1.
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Study 13-2: Massachusetts Residential New Construction Net Impacts Report

Type of Study: Impact Evaluation
Evaluation Conducted by: NMR Group
Date Evaluation Conducted: 1/27/2014

Study Objective and Summary of Results

The Massachusetts Residential New Construction (“MA RNC”) Net Impacts study was designed
to estimate the net impacts that may be attributed to the Massachusetts Residential New
Construction Program (the “Program”) for single-family homes. Net impacts encompass both
free-ridership for homes built through the Program and non-participant spillover for homes that
did not participate in the Program in 2011 assuming the Program had not existed during the years
2004 through 2011. Net impacts were divided by the Program’s claimed savings to obtain net-to-
gross ratios, both for the Program overall and for different fuels.

The study provided savings estimates and net-to-gross ratios for the single-family component of
the Massachusetts Residential New Construction Program, as seen below.

Net Savings and Net-to-Gross Ratio

(MMBtu)
. Claimed | Counterfactual | Counterfactual Non- Net-
Confidence Free -
Program Program Non-Program . .| Participant | to-
Interval . . . Ridership )
Savings Savings Savings Spillover | Gross
n 1,180/4,465

Low Cl | 54,752 22,774 62,284 0.38 0.92 1.37

Mid-Point | 62,776 29,748 87,561 0.53 1.39 1.87

High Cl | 74,812 37,677 114,839 0.67 1.87 2.36

“Number of program homes/number of non-program homes

While the Program has a moderate free-ridership rate (0.53), non-participant spillover is quite
high (1.39) yielding a net-to-gross ratio of 1.87, when assessing savings using the fuel neutral
metric of MMBtu.
Core Initiatives to which the Results of the Study Apply:

¢ Residential New Construction and Major Renovation (Electric & Gas)

Evaluation Recommendations and Program Administrator Response:
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The following recommendations were made by the evaluators conducting this study. The initial
response from the Program Administrators to these recommendations is summarized below.

Recommendation 1: Assess the net impacts of the Program’s multifamily component
Recommendation 2: Continue to conduct baseline studies of non-program homes

Recommendation 3: Continue to emphasize practices such as quality insulation installation
in trainings

Recommendation 4: Continue to carefully document any and all program actions that may
affect the market

Explain Whether or Not the PA Decided to Adopt Recommendations from the Study:

All recommendations are being considered for adoption at this time. The PAs have not formally
adopted or rejected any recommendations that require changes to program design and operations.

The new NTG ratios will be adopted going forward.
How the Study Affected Program Results:

The study will not immediately impact savings because net-to-gross studies are applied
prospectively pursuant to D.P.U. 11-120. This study was not applied to 2013 results, and will be
applied in the 2016-2018 three-year plan.

Overview of Study Method:

The study used a multi-step methodology consisting of a builder survey, a Delphi study
involving a panel of experts in energy-efficient new construction, modeling of home energy
usage under the counterfactual assumption that the Program had not existed from 2004 to 2011,
and comparing the as-built modeled energy usage to the estimate from the counterfactual models.

Formulas Used in Analysis:

The following formulas were used to determine Free Ridership, Non-Participant Spillover,
and Net-to-Gross Ratio.

Free Ridership = Claimed Program Savings — Counterfactual Program Savings
Claimed Program Savings

Non.Participant Spillover = Counterfactual NonProgram Savings
Claimed Program Savings

Net.to.Gross Ratio = 1 — Free Ridership + Non.Participant Spillover

Application of Results: Prospectively
A copy of the complete study can be found in Appendix 4D, Study 13-2.
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Study 13-3: Massachusetts Low Income Metering Study

Type of Study: Impact Evaluation
Evaluation Conducted by: The Cadmus Group, Inc.
Date Evaluation Conducted: 5/9/2014

Study Objective and Summary of Results:
The study had two overarching objectives:

e Determine a daily low income-specific lighting HOU value to replace the current LI
assumption of 2.8 (hours/day), which was determined through a metering study not
specific to low income homes.

e Determine the prevalence of low income customers who use a secondary heating source
to warm their homes and how best to incorporate secondary heating usage into future
evaluations (as historical evaluations have exclusively assessed changes only in primary
heating).

This study was run concurrently with the larger Northeast Residential Lighting Hours-of-Use
study and the results of the two studies were combined for administrative and reporting
efficiency because the Cadmus Group’s (Evaluation Team) investigation of low income-specific
HOU did not yield statistically different results from the regional study’s HOU estimates for
Massachusetts’s low income customers. The resulting HOU number applied to low income
programs was 2.7 hours per lamp.

This report shows that a subset of low income customers use electric secondary heaters to heat
their homes and the program’s weatherization services likely reduce these customers’ need for
and use of secondary heating (not only their primary heating fuel). While the analysis sample for
this study was limited, the Evaluation Team concluded the PAs should use the savings values
detailed in the table below until the team can complete additional research to reduce the
uncertainty associated with the electric secondary heat savings generated by LI weatherization
services.
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Gas

Average Annual Consumption of Electric Secondary Heat

(kWh/Year) 1,323

Average Weatherization Savings (of Primary Heating

Fuel) 29% 26% 34%
Average Annual Savings of Electric Secondary Heat

Resulting to Weatherization (kwWh/Year) 384 344 450
Proportion of All LISF Customers Using Electric

Secondary Heat 11.7%

Annual Savings of Electric Secondary Heat for all LISF

Weatherized Homes - with or without electric secondary

heat (KWh/Year) 45 40 53
Core Initiatives to which the Results of the Study Apply:

e Low-Income Single Family Retrofit ~ (Electric & Gas)
e Low-Income Multi-Family Retrofit (Electric & Gas)

Evaluation Recommendations and Program Administrator Response:

No formal recommendations were made by the evaluators conducting this study.

Explain Whether or Not the PA Decided to Adopt Recommendations from the Study:
N/A

How the Study Affected Program Results:

This report resulted in a reduction in lighting HOU, from 2.8 to 2.7 in the low income programs,
and an increased measure life. The final kWh savings number for this program is affected by a
number of lighting factors including EISA, measure life changes, and HOU, therefore it is
difficult to isolate the specific effect of reduced HOU.

The study also found between 40-53 kWh/yr per home in electric savings from reduced use of
secondary heating sources in weatherized homes. This resulted in an increase in initiative electric
savings as it quantified previously unclaimed electric savings from secondary heating sources.

Overview of Study Method:

The Evaluation Team conducted 261 site visits at randomly sampled low income customer
homes across the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. At each home, trained Evaluation Team
technicians completed a whole-home lighting inventory and then installed up to 10 lighting
loggers per home. The technicians also installed a meter that captures indoor temperature at the
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thermostat (for both manual and programmable thermostats) and meters that monitor heating
equipment. In total, the Evaluation Team installed more than 1,500 lighting loggers and 800
meters on heating equipment and collected usage information from November 29, 2012, through
May 2, 2013.

At 90% confidence, the precision of the overall HOU/day estimate is 6%, which results in a 90%
confidence interval of 2.4 to 2.7. Since the 90% confidence intervals of this study and the
Northeast Residential Lighting Hours-of-Use study overlap, the difference between the two
concurrent studies is not statistically significant.

In the absence of pre- and post-consumption data for LI participants known to have electric
secondary heaters, the Evaluation Team applied the same percentage savings (29%) it
determined for natural gas weatherization measures to the average annual consumption of
electric secondary heat (1,323 kWh). This simplifying assumption yields an annual energy
savings of 384 kWh per weatherized natural gas-heated home that utilizes electric secondary
heating. Since this study also determined that only 11.7% of low income single-family homes
use electric space heating, this means the average savings for any weatherized natural gas heated
home is 45 kWh. This savings represents the average weighted savings for weatherized
customers with electric secondary heating (1,323 kWh, 11.7%) and without (0 kWh, 88.3%). To
date, these savings have not been included in estimates of the LI program’s total energy impact
as evaluations have relied on billing analyses of natural gas consumption.

While secondary electric heating sample sizes for this study were limited and necessitated
focusing our analysis on natural gas heated homes, it is likely similar electric secondary heating
benefits are occurring in all participating homes with ducted primary heating systems. Most
notably these include heating oil systems and electric furnaces.® According to the same June
2012 Impact Evaluation, the program’s air sealing and insulation reduced oil consumption by
34% and electric heating consumption by 26%. Assuming a similar relationship between primary
and secondary heating options in these homes and comparable electric secondary heating usage,
the average electric secondary heating savings in a weatherize heating oil home is 53 kWh/year
and 40 kW/year in a weatherized home with an electric furnace.

Formulas Used in Impact Analysis:
The following formula was used to determine the annual hours of use:

The Evaluation Team used building simulation to estimate weatherization savings for
electrically heated homes as part of the June 2012 Low Income Single Family Program
Impact Evaluation. If future evaluations use an electric billing analysis then the savings
associated with electric secondary heating would captured as part of that analysis (and
should not be applied separately).
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365

: 284 + Da
Hoursof Use, = a + £, xSin [— ZH(JF—ytDngt

Where:

HOU,

o

B1
Day

HOU for day of year (t = 1 to 365)
Annual average HOU
Amplitude of sinusoid function (slope coefficient of the regression)

Day of the year where January 1 has a value of 1 and December 31 has
a value of 365

Error term of the regression

Application of Results: Retroactively

A copy of the complete study can be found in Appendix 4D, Study 13-3.
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Study 13-4: Massachusetts Combined Heat and Power Program Impact Evaluation 2011-
2012

Type of Study: Impact Evaluation
Evaluation Conducted by: DNV GL
Date Evaluation Conducted: 11/22/2013

Study Objective and Summary of Results:

The primary purpose of this impact evaluation was to quantify energy savings and realization
rates for systems installed under the Massachusetts Combined Heat and Power program (“MA
CHP Program”). This evaluation also identified and quantified the drivers of CHP performance.
Twenty-five CHP systems were deployed and commissioned through the program by the end of
November 2012. Generation technologies deployed in the MA CHP Program consisted of
internal combustion (“1C”) engines, pressure reduction turbines, microturbines and gas turbines.

The 25 sites identified were analyzed as outlined below and the following impact factors were
produced. Since analysis was done at the census level, sampling precision is not a factor.

Summer kW Winter kW Natural Gas
kWh . N .
PA Realization Realization Realization Be_nefl.t
Rate Rate (On Rate (On Realization
Peak) Peak) Rate
National Grid 91% 109% 105% 102%
NSTAR 110% 144% 101% 122%
Electric
Unitil 84% 138% n/a 117%

Core Initiatives to which the Results of the Study Apply:
e C&I New Construction and Major Renovation (Electric Only)
e C&l Retrofit (Electric Only)
Evaluation Recommendations and Program Administrator Response:
The following recommendations were made by the evaluators conducting this study.

Recommendation 1: The PAs should continue to develop and implement a consistent
modeling protocol for all sites and across all PAs.

Recommendation 2: The PAs and EEAC Consultant(s) should continue to work together to
define the attribution of savings to CHP systems.
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Recommendation 3: The PAs should collect metered data for at least two years after system
commissioning. Data collected during the second year would provide a sufficient buffer for
any metering outages during the first year and ensure twelve months of valid data would be
collected.

Recommendation 4: The PAs and EEAC Consultant(s) should consider conducting a future
evaluation focused on medium, large, and district sized systems. These planned systems may
significantly change realization rates for the program when they become operational.

Recommendation 5: In order to obtain a more thorough understanding of the engineering
analysis and the commissioning process, the PAs and EEAC Consultant(s) should consider
conducting a process evaluation of the CHP program.

Explain Whether or Not the PA Decided to Adopt Recommendations from the Study:

In respect to those recommendations pertaining to the PAs continuing existing efforts, the PAs
are acting on these recommendations. In respect to the other recommendations, these
recommendations are being considered but the PAs have not formally adopted or rejected them.

How the Study Affected Program Results:

The study provides retroactive realization rates for energy savings and resource benefits for the
2013 Plan Year Report, and will impact planning assumptions and savings estimates going
forward. The overall effect for NSTAR Electric was a decrease of 4% in benefits. For National
Grid the overall effect was a 10% decrease in benefits. There were no plan year effects for
Unitil.

Overview of Study Method:

Various types of data were provided by the PAs and third party consultants. Project files
including feasibility studies, pro-forma models, and claimed savings were provided by the PAs.
Monitoring plans, installation verification reports, and interval metered data were provided by
CDH Energy. These key data types were all inputs to the impact evaluation and realization rate
analysis.

Formulas Used in Impact Analysis:

The following formulas were used to determine realization rates, electrical efficiency, heat
recovery, overall efficiency and gas benefit:
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_ 2 A (Sumof available actual data for upto12 months)
2. E; (Sumof expected data for months with actual data)

Irr

Electricit y Generated
Fuel Input(HHV)

Electrical Efficiency =

UsefulHeat Recovered
Electricity Generated

Heat Recovery Rate =

Electricit y Generation +Useful Heat Recovered
Fuel Input (HHV)

Overall Efficiency =

Gas Benefit = Gas Offset — Gas Consumed
_ Electricity Generation X HRR,,  Electricity Generation
Boiler Efficiency Electrical Efficiency

HRR,, 1 }

= Electricity Generation x - — - - —
Boiler Efficiency Electrical Efficiency

Where:

rr=realization rate

HHV= high heating value
HRRy =Where HRRy was the rate at which heat is recovered to satisfy facility heating
loads that otherwise would be satisfied by a natural gas boiler.

Application of Results: Retroactively & Prospectively
A copy of the complete study can be found in Appendix 4D, Study 13-4.
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Study 13-5: Mid-size Customer Needs Assessment

Type of Study: Market Characterization
Evaluation Conducted by: DNV GL
Date Evaluation Conducted: 12/22/2013

Study Objective and Summary of Results:

This report provides results of the Massachusetts Mid-Size Customer Needs Assessment for
commercial and industrial (“C&I”) customers. This study was designed to understand whether mid-
size customers or other pockets of customers are optimally served by existing program offerings.
The study sponsors also inquired whether variations to existing program offerings or additional
services were needed to optimally serve those groups of customers.

The overall findings showed that:

e In general, mid-sized customers achieve lower participation rates* than large customers
and lower savings rates® than small customers.

o As a result, the overall percentage of savings being achieved by this group (the
product of the participation and savings rate) appears to be lower than both small
and large customers.

e Small customers, who are eligible for the Direct Install (“DI”) program, have low
participation rates but achieve relatively high savings rates when they do participate.

o This indicates that the DI program is successful at addressing the needs of
customers who are recruited to participate.

e Large customers have high participation rates, but achieve relatively low savings rates
when they do participate.

o This reflects that they are heavily targeted and energy-aware and the fact that their
energy needs are generally too extensive for programs to address a very large
percentage of consumption at one time.

Core Initiatives to which the Results of the Study Apply:
e C&I New Construction and Major Renovation (Electric & Gas)
o C&I Retrofit (Electric & Gas)
e C&lI Direct Install (Electric & Gas)
Evaluation Recommendations and Program Administrator Response:

Participation Rate = incidence of recurrence
Savings Rate = savings as a percentage of usage
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The following recommendations were made by the evaluators conducting this study.

Recommendation 1: Increase recruitment and training of energy services firms able to
provide comprehensive solutions - The PAs could better serve this market by establishing a
system for recruiting and training qualified vendors to service mid-size customers. PAs
should look for ways to facilitate partnerships between firms to get the right skill sets, or to
develop a broader internal base of expertise.

Recommendation 2: Develop a statewide process for qualifying and coordinating energy
services firms to provide comprehensive solutions — There is a need for greater access to
qualified contractors to service the diverse needs of mid-size customers.

Recommendation 3: Lower capital and administrative costs for mid-size customers and/or
contractors to improve payback and margin on energy efficiency investment- While higher
incentives may not be possible on many custom projects, the PAs could establish programs
that increase financing options and qualifying costs to energy services firms.

Recommendation 4: Increase multi-measure (comprehensive) program offerings — The PAs
should review their existing comprehensive program offerings to ensure they offer incentives
for multiple measures, or change the program offerings to address untapped measures.

Recommendation 5: Continue to improve marketing strategies for mid-market — These
efforts should include use of PEX contractors to assist in identifying the appropriate solutions
for customers. In addition, these strategies should focus staff on strategic segments of
customers with similar energy needs. Segmenting by industry is one approach to creating a
targeted marketing process.

Recommendation 6: Support energy services firms by obtaining qualifying information —
The PAs could require contractors to administer simplified system inventory and gas service
provider surveys when scheduling visits. Information collected by these surveys could be
used to rate contractors on their thoroughness in marketing programs.

Recommendation 7: Standardize approaches to marketing to multi-account customers —
Identifying a successful approach and standardizing it will improve the PA’s ability to
effectively market to those customers.

Recommendation 8: There is a need to link electric and gas customers — Because
identification and marketing to Direct Install customers is handled through the electric PAs,
the gas-only PAs lose some autonomy regarding how their customers are marketed.

Explain Whether or Not the PA Decided to Adopt Recommendations from the Study:

All recommendations are being considered at this time. Given that PAs employ different
customer outreach strategies, the relevance of each recommendation to an individual PA needs to
be considered on a case by case basis. The PAs have not formally adopted or rejected any
recommendations that require changes to program design and operations.
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How the Study Affected Program Results:
The study will not impact program results.
Overview of Study Method:

The mid-size customer needs assessment employed a two-stage research approach. Stage |
explored the PAs’ marketing strategies and segmentation approach by first conducting a series of
interviews with program staff and implementation contractors for C&I programs, then used
interview results in combination with results from the MA-C&I Customer Profile Project to
segment customers for analysis, and developed preliminary customer size segmentation based on
information provided by PA and implementation contractor interviews. Through Stage I, the
research team conducted exploratory data analysis that analyzed the MA-C&I Customer Profile
Project database to identify pockets of customers with relatively low achieved savings potential
and participation rates and conducted in-depth interviews with specific sub-segments and market
actors identified in Stage I, and performed a survey of participants and non-participants in the
small, mid-size, and large segments of the Customer Size Survey.

Formulas Used in Impact Analysis:

1.) Account Participation Rate — Number of participants within a customer segment / the
total number of customers in that segment;

2.) Demand Participation Rate — Sum of peak demand for all participants in a segment / the
sum of peak demand for all customers in the segment;

3.) Energy Participation Rate — Sum of total yearly KWh usage for all participants in a
segment / the sum of total yearly KWh usage for all customers in the segment;

4.) Electric Savings Ratio — Sum of total yearly KWh saved for all participants in a segment /
Sum of total yearly KWh usage for all participants in the segment;

5.) Potential Gross Energy Savings Rate — This variable indicates the potential for energy
savings as a percentage of total energy usage within a category;

6.) Percentage of Potential Gross Energy Savings Rate Realized — This variable reports the
percent of total potential energy savings rate accounted for in the program tracking data;

7.) Measure level KWh Savings ratio — This variable reports the percent of measure level
potential energy savings rate accounted for in the program tracking data;

8.) Unrealized Gross Energy Savings — This variable estimates how much additional energy
savings could be achieved if every participant within the category achieved the same
KWh savings ratio as the participant representing the median savings for the upper
quartile of savers.

Application of Results: Not applicable.
A copy of the complete study can be found in Appendix 4D, Study 13-5.
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Study 13-6: Impact Evaluation of the Massachusetts Upstream Lighting Program

Type of Study: Impact Evaluation
Evaluation Conducted by: DNV GL
Date Evaluation Conducted: 2/19/2014

Study Objective and Summary of Results:

The research objectives of the impact evaluation for the Upstream Lighting Program included
updating the following assumptions with Massachusetts-specific research:

e Application of purchased lamps (eligible LED and Fluorescent) by facility and space
type;

Hours of use of purchased lamps;

Baseline replaced lamps for estimating delta watts;

Gross savings realization rates; and

Estimates of delta watts and hours of use to be applied prospectively.

Overall high level findings include a 102% energy realization rate with a relative precision of
+17.5% at the 90% confidence level for LED bulbs and an 89% energy realization rate with a
relative precision of £26.9% at the 90% confidence level for fluorescent lamps.

Core Initiatives to which the Results of the Study Apply:

e C&I New Construction and Major Renovation (Electric Only)
e C&l Retrofit (Electric Only)

Evaluation Recommendations and Program Administrator Response:

The following recommendations were made by the evaluators conducting this study. The initial
response from the Program Administrator to these recommendations is summarized below.

Recommendation 1:LED Delta Watts —Wattage for baseline bulbs/lamps was found to be
significantly higher than tracking estimates, mostly due to the fact that tracking estimates
assumed a higher mix of CFLs than was found. As market penetration of LEDs increase
baseline wattage will decrease. A follow-up evaluation should consider this shifting baseline
as a factor in deciding when the next one should take place.

Recommendation 2: Quantity - This study found that approximately 82% of the purchased
LED lamps and approximately 80% of the purchased fluorescent lamps were installed at the
time of the evaluation. It was common to find many of these not yet installed lamps in
storage at each of the facilities. It is unclear what the lag time will be for the installation of
these remaining lamps, and therefore, a follow-up study should be designed to revisit sites
from this study that had a large number of units still in storage or not yet installed.
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Recommendation 3: Hours of Use - This study found that the hours of use realization rate
was 88% for LEDs and 103% for fluorescent lamps. Based on lighting logger data at each of
the sites, the average hours of use for LED lamps were found to be 3,979 hours per year and
3,559 hours per year for fluorescent lamps. It is recommended that the hours of use for each
technology be adjusted appropriately to account for this finding for the near term.

Recommendation 4: Consider Efforts to Increase the Customer’s Awareness of the Program
- Many customers were aware that they had received discounted lamps from this program,
but not all were aware that the discounts came from the PAs. Many customers were under
the impression that their electrical contractors were offering the deep discounts. It is
recommended that the PAs consider utilizing a program sticker or label that participating
distributors would attach to a customers’ shipping/purchase order.

Recommendation 5: Consider Additional Supporting Information for Large Purchases - It is
recommended that electrical contractors or end users be required to provide more information
to support extremely large purchases so that it would be more likely that the program bulbs
are installed earlier.

Recommendation 6: Consider a Follow-up Impact Evaluation - This impact evaluation
provides important feedback to the PAs for reporting savings, and improving savings
estimates. However, due to the relatively large error ratios found in this study, the targeted
90/10 precision was not achieved. Depending on PA needs, a follow-up study may be
considered to improve the evaluation results, or to obtain statistically valid factors for some
of the building types where a majority of LED and Fluorescent lamps are being installed.
The PAs and EEAC may want to consider performing a third phase of impact evaluation,
which could be designed in consideration of the error ratios that were found with this study to
try to achieve a combined 90/10 precision at the measure category, or targeted at a measure
category and building type. Alternatively, the PAs and EEAC may consider following up on
those sites with lower installation rates. Follow-up discussion and long-term planning should
take place to determine what the evaluation needs are on an ongoing basis, and also what the
target precision levels should be based on the needs of the PAs and EEAC.

Explain Whether or Not the PA Decided to Adopt Recommendations from the Study:
Some recommendations have been adopted while the others are under consideration.

Recommendations around Quantity, Hours of Use, and increasing Customer’s awareness of the
program have been adopted. Recommendations around LED Delta Watts, additional supporting
information for large purchases, and follow-up impact evaluation are all under consideration.

How the Study Affected Program Results:

The study provides retroactive realization rates for energy savings for the 2013 Plan Year
Report, and will impact savings estimates going forward. This report resulted in an increase to
the overall energy realization rate causing slightly higher energy savings, while the coincidence
factors resulted in decreased demand savings for 2013.
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Overview of Study Method:

The study used a sample of 81on-site visits to estimate program savings realization rates and key
savings factors. A key task in the on-site engineering assessment was the installation of
measurement equipment to aid in the development of independent estimates of savings. Time-
of-use (“TOU”) lighting loggers were utilized to inform the savings calculations with a direct
measurement of hours of operation. For this study, most sites included a minimum of three
months of data collection, while the remaining sites included at least 4 weeks of data.

Formulas Used in Impact Analysis:

The following formulas were used to determine annual energy savings and summer and
winter peak kW savings.

kWh Savings = Qty x AWatts x Annual Hours/1000
Where:
kWh Savings = Annual energy savings
Qty = Quantity of lamps installed
AWatts = Pre-existing lamp wattage — Installed lamp wattage
Annual Hours = Annual hours of operation from metering

kW Summer = Qty x AWatts X CFgymmer/1000

kW Winter = Qty x AWatts x CFyinter/1000
Where:
kW Summer = Summer peak KW savings (both on-peak and seasonal)
CFsummer = Summer coincidence factor (both on-peak and seasonal)
kW Winter = Winter peak kW savings (both on-peak and seasonal)
CFuinter = Winter coincidence factor (both on-peak and seasonal)

Application of Results: Prospectively and Retroactively
A copy of the complete study can be found in Appendix 4D, Study 13-6.
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Study 13-7: Evaluation of the Northampton Leading the Way and Powering Pittsfield
Initiatives

Type of Study: Impact Evaluation
Evaluation Conducted by: Opinion Dynamics Corporation
Date Evaluation Conducted: 12/1/2013

Study Objective and Summary of Results:

The objective of this evaluation was to present the results of the Powering Pittsfield and
Northampton Leading the Way initiatives, also referred to as the Serrafix initiative. Both
initiatives were a part of a larger EE2020 initiative led by Serrafix, a consulting group funded by
Barr Foundation that offers energy efficiency, sustainability planning, and other services. In
designing the initiative, Serrafix relied on two concepts to achieve success — “concierge service”
and utilizing existing relationships with community leaders and business networks. The concept
of “concierge service” entails ongoing customer support and advising throughout the
implementation of energy-efficient improvements, as a pathway to increasing participation and
achieving deeper savings.

Despite extensive and multi-faceted marketing and outreach efforts, neither initiative achieved
the set goals or deeper savings. Because of the difficulties reconciling participation data with
energy savings, the evaluation team had difficulty accurately summarizing the initiatives’
impacts. Based on the analysis, however, Northampton leading the way initiative achieved 38%
of the project goal, completing 24 out of the planned 63 projects. Powering Pittsfield initiative
achieved 31% of the goals, completing 16 out of the planned 51 projects. The depth of savings
analysis did not reveal either initiative achieving deeper savings.

Core Initiatives to which the Results of the Study Apply:
e Community Based Pilots (Electric & Gas)
Evaluation Recommendations and Program Administrator Response:
No formal recommendations were made in this evaluation.
Explain Whether or Not the PA Decided to Adopt Recommendations from the Study:
N/A
How the Study Affected Program Results:
N/A
Overview of Study Method:

As part of the evaluation, Opinion Dynamics completed secondary data review, analysis of
program tracking databases, and primary research with the initiatives’ stakeholders.
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e Secondary data review - Opinion Dynamics reviewed documentation related to the
initiatives’ design and implementation process, marketing and outreach materials, and
implementation status update documents.

e Program tracking database and depth of savings analysis - Opinion Dynamics used the
Powering Pittsfield and Northampton Leading the Way final performance reports filed
with the C&l Management Committee submitted by the cities of Pittsfield and
Northampton to identify projects that were completed through each initiative. The
Evaluation Team then supplemented the reports with measure-level energy savings data
provided by the electric and gas PAs (National Grid, Columbia Gas, WMECo, Berkshire
Gas), which allowed the team to assess the initiatives’ performance. To conduct depth of
savings analysis, Opinion Dynamics compared savings achieved as a result of the
initiatives to the savings listed in the Massachusetts PA annual energy efficiency program
filings.

e Primary research with stakeholders - The Evaluation Team completed seven in-depth
interviews with a total of eight individuals, including Serrafix representatives, CET, PAs,
and city representatives. The interviews were performed over the course of June and July
2013.

Application of Results: Prospectively
A copy of the complete study can be found in Appendix 4D, Study 13-7.

Appendix 4, Page 24 of 37



Blackstone Gas Company
2013 Energy Efficiency Plan-Year Report
D.P.U. 14-87

APPENDIX 4

Statewide Evaluation Studies Summary

Study 13-8: 2013 Massachusetts Statewide Marketing Campaign Post-Campaign Report

Type of Study: Market Assessment
Evaluation Conducted by: Opinion Dynamics Corporation
Date Evaluation Conducted: 3/20/2014

Study Objective and Summary of Results:

The objective of this study was to assess performance of the statewide marketing campaign
across key metrics such as awareness, exposure to and clarity of marketing messages, and
attitudes toward both Mass Save and other statewide brands such as COOL SMART and
GasNetworks. The results presented within this report are based on quantitative telephone
surveys fielded with both residential, and commercial and in C&I customers. In addition, the
evaluation team (the “Team”) conducted a thorough review of all 2013 statewide marketing
materials, as well as the PA websites.

Key findings from the study include:

Awareness of Mass Save continues to be moderate. The Team did not see any significant
change in Mass Save awareness over the 2013 period. However, there has been a significant
increase in Mass Save awareness among C&I customers between February 2012 (33%) and
December 2013 (45%). Further, awareness of Mass Save has reached moderate levels with
43% of residential customers and 45% of C&I customers reporting that they have seen or
heard the term as of December 2013.

Awareness of the Mass Save website has increased significantly. In the December 2013
survey, almost sixty percent of C&I respondents aware of Mass Save also said they knew
about the existence of the Mass Save website (59%), which represents a significant increase
in awareness levels from February 2012 (51%). Similarly, just over half of the residential
respondents aware of Mass Save said they knew of the Mass Save website (56%), which is
significantly higher than seen in either of the two 2012 surveys. These increases may be
related to the campaign’s increasingly consistent inclusion of the web address in marketing
materials.

Self-reported exposure to Mass Save messaging increased significantly among residential
customers. Eighteen percent of residential customers report exposure to at least one of the
channels used by the campaign (i.e., radio, mass transit, online, billboard and email) in the
past six months compared to 13% who reported similar levels of exposure in March 2013. In
addition, there was a significant increase in exposure to radio advertising among residential
customers compared to March 2013 (10% and 6% respectively), which may reflect KSV’s
effective use of this channel over the campaign period.
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o Campaign messaging was clear and resonated with residential customers. Almost three
quarters of residential customers (71%) agreed that the messages they heard about Mass Save
communicated that it could help them lower their energy bills. In addition, 76% of residential
customers exposed to messaging reported that they felt the messages conveyed to them were
clear. Overall, these findings demonstrate that the Mass Save campaign supports clear and
recognizable messages that help promote program awareness.

o Consistent with prior statewide marketing studies, the Team found very limited awareness of
GasNetworks and COOL SMART among both residential and C&I customers. The focus of
marketing efforts for COOL SMART and GasNetworks, however, is on contractors. Please
see the COOL SMART and GasNetworks and Assessment for findings related to
GasNetworks and COOL SMART awareness among Massachusetts contractors.®

Core Initiatives to which the Results of the Study Apply:
e All Initiatives  (Electric & Gas)
Evaluation Recommendations and Program Administrator Response:

There were no recommendations from this report, as it was designed to assess the performance of
the marketing campaign and attitudes toward the aforementioned statewide brands.

How the Study Affected Program Results:
N/A
Overview of Study Method:

The evaluation Team conducted a telephone survey with a random sample of 500 residential PA
customers. The Team fielded the survey from December 2-22, 2013.

The Team drew the sample from multiple data files. The team received updated residential
customer data from CLC and National Grid in February 2013. The remaining PA customer data
came from updated files that the PAs provided to the Team in September 2013. These files,
which combined PA Customer Information System (“CIS”) data with program-tracking
databases, were merged to develop a master file of all PA residential customers. The Team used
this merged customer database to create a sample frame containing all unique residential
accounts with valid contact information. From this frame, the Team drew a stratified simple
random sample with the strata defined as the eighteen unique PA combinations. The number of
surveys completed for each combination was in proportion to the combination’s representation in
the overall population. The total number of interviews provides results at 90% confidence and
4% precision at the statewide level.

® These findings are part of the 2013 Massachusetts Statewide COOL SMART/GasNetworks Brand Assessment,
which can be found in Appendix 4D, Study 13-11.
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Consistent with past surveys, the Team developed and applied weights to the telephone survey
data to match the composition of customers within the Massachusetts population based on
homeownership.

Opinion Dynamics also conducted a telephone survey among PA business customers to assess
awareness, familiarity, and associations with Mass Save. The Team surveyed a random sample
of 300 PA C&I customers between December 2-27, 2013.

The Team drew the sample of C&I customers from two data sources: files that the PAs provided
to the team in September 20137 and data provided by the PAs to the Non-Residential Large C&I
Evaluation Team in 2012. The overall sample design and completed interviews provide results at
90% confidence and 5% precision at the statewide level.

Given the lack of readily available population-level data on Massachusetts businesses, the Team
did not weight the results of the commercial survey. The Team also considered weighting the
2013 survey to match the characteristics of the first survey conducted in 2012. However, the
Team determined that weighing the data was unnecessary because the Team spoke with similar
firms for each of the survey waves. In addition, there is no consistent or significant relationship
between any of the firmographics and Mass Save awareness across the waves.

Application of Results: Prospectively
A copy of the complete study can be found in Appendix 4D, Study 13-8.

! The team received 2013 data for three utilities: Berkshire Gas, Unitil, and WMECO. The
remaining PAs provided data in 2012.
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Study 13-9: Abbreviated Review of Methods for the Top-Down Modeling Methods Study

Type of Study: Impact Evaluation
Evaluation Conducted by: DNV GL
Date Evaluation Conducted: 5/22/2014

Study Objective and Summary of Results:

The goal of this study is to develop and apply multiple Top-Down methods for Massachusetts,
and to understand the strengths and limitations of those methods relative to the traditional
bottom-up approach to measuring net energy impacts. This is the first year in a multi-year Top-
Down research and development project during which the evaluation team will investigate the
use of various modeling approaches and initiate a longer term set of pilot studies. The
Evaluation Team will initiate these pilot studies to identify and begin to compile the necessary
data inputs, evaluate different model specifications, and estimate model parameters to suggest
the course of the subsequent years’ research activities. This Abbreviated Methods Review was
completed to provide a high level review of Top-Down methods, in advance of the more
comprehensive methods review to be provided in August 2014. This initial methods review is
intended to provide a conceptual framework for the broader methods review and ongoing Top-
Down Modeling pilot studies.

This abbreviated methods review provided a framework for assessing the various approaches to
Top-Down modeling. The document described the Top-Down modeling approach outlining the
expected contributions and limitations of these approaches in the evaluation of energy efficiency
programs, and established desirable properties of models that the Evaluation Team used to assess
different Top-Down Approaches throughout the remainder of the memo.

Next, the document considered different specifications of Top-Down models and evaluated these
against the desirable properties of Top-Down models. This analysis showed that there is no one
approach that will solve all of the challenges of program evaluation, but a set of models
employing different techniques may provide complementary estimates that can be used to
triangulate the level of savings in coordination with bottom-up methods.

Then, the document provided a review of the two most recent Top-Down studies shows that each
study provides different strengths and weaknesses, leaving room for improvements to be made
through the current pilot studies.

Finally, the document reviewed the current pilot studies relative to desirable properties for Top-
Down models, illustrating that each approach will make some contributions to the existing
research, but require on-going research to improve on models developed in this first year of the
Top-Down modeling research effort.

Core Initiatives to which the Results of the Study Apply:
e N/A Cross-Cutting (Electric & Gas)
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Evaluation Recommendations and Program Administrator Response:

No formal recommendations were made in this literature review. Instead, the pros and cons of
various methods were reviewed.

Explain Whether or Not the PA Decided to Adopt Recommendations from the Study:

N/A. No formal recommendations have been made. Work to date has centered around exploring
potential methods for performing future work.

How the Study Affected Program Results:

While the Top Down Modeling study will ultimately be used to estimate savings attributable to
the portfolio of C&I and Residential programs simultaneously, savings estimates are not
expected to be available from the first year of this multi-year effort.

Overview of Study Method:

The study relied on a review of literature and the experience of the evaluation team to provide
this methods review.

Application of Results: Prospectively
A copy of the complete study can be found in Appendix 4D, Study 13-9.
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Study 13-10: Efficient Neighborhoods+™ — Summary of Evaluation Results

Type of Study: Pilot Evaluation
Evaluation Conducted by: Opinion Dynamics Corporation
Date Evaluation Conducted: 6/10/2014

Study Objective and Summary of Results:

The objective of the Massachusetts Efficient Neighborhoods+*™ (“EN+) Evaluation was to
understand whether the initiative resulted in a lift in participation and energy savings above what
would have occurred under the standard HES program. In addition, the evaluation provided PAs
with an assessment of initiative processes. The initiative involved three components: (1) EN+
Core, (2) the Fall River Neighborhood Energy Contest, and (3) Cape Light Compact’s EN+. The
evaluation examines all three components though there were some limits on the analyses that
could be conducted to evaluate CLC’s initiative due to its different design.

A high level review of results can be found in the following tables:

Summary of EN+ Core and Fall River Neighborhood Energy Contest Performance

Initiative Total Completed | Completed Electric  Gas Combined | Number
Number Energy Projects Energy Energy Energy of
of Assessments Savings Savings @ Savings | Customers
Eligible (kwh) (Therms) (MMBTU) | Channeled
Accounts into the
Low
income
Program
EN+ Core 12,469 927 248 699,587 | 35,351 10,698 91
Fall River 19,921 212 33 175,613 | 14,180 2,351 62
Neighborhood
Energy
Contest
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Summary of CLC EN+ Initiative Performance*

Initiative Total Completed Completed Electric Other Fuel | Number of
Number Energy Projects = Energy Savings Customers
of Assessments Savings (MMBTU)** Channeled
Eligible into the
Accounts Low
income
Program
CLC’s EN+ Unknown 251 105 247,675 1,649 14
initiative**

* Note that CLC’s EN+ initiative was still underway when the Evaluation Team conducted this
evaluation. The analysis of the initiative’s performance is based on partial data (through the end

of December, 2013) and does not reflect full accomplishments.
** CLC tracks kWh savings separately and combines savings for all other fuels (MMBTUS).

Incremental Lift in Energy Assessments and Completed Projects Due to the Initiatives

Initiative Incremental Energy Assessments Incremental Projects
Total # # Due to % Due to Total # # Due to % Due to
EN+ EN+ EN+ EN+
Initiative Initiative Initiative Initiative
EN+ Core 927 636 69% 248 188 76%
Fall River 212 6 3% 33 11 33%
Neighborhood
Energy Contest
CLC’s EN+ Analysis not performed due to the design of the initiative.
initiative
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Incremental Lift in Savings Due to the Initiatives

Initiative KWh | Therms MMBTU
Total Dueto | % Due | Total Dueto % Due Total Dueto % Due
EN+ | to EN+ EN+ | to EN+ EN+ to EN+
Initiativ | Initiati Initiati Initiati Initiati Initiati
e ve ve ve ve ve
EN+ Core 699,587 | 516,784 | 74% | 35,351 | 29,691 | 84% | 10,698 | 7,786 | 73%
Fall River 175,613 | 68,787 39% | 14,180 | 7,835 55% | 2,351 | 1,077 | 46%
Neighborhood
Energy Contest
CLC’s EN+ Analysis not performed due to the design of the initiative.
initiative

Core Initiatives to which the Results of the Study Apply:
e Community Based Pilots (Electric & Gas)
Evaluation Recommendations and Program Administrator Response:
No formal recommendations were made.
Explain Whether or Not the PA Decided to Adopt Recommendations from the Study:
N/A
How the Study Affected Program Results:
N/A
Overview of Study Method:

The study made use of participant and non-participant surveys conducted in treatment and
comparison communities, a difference in differences analysis using program tracking data, and
an incremental marketing cost analysis using program cost data.

The evaluation team employed a quasi-experimental research design known as “difference in
differences” to calculate the incremental impact of the initiative above the standard HES
program. For each success indicator (initiated contacts, completed audits, energy savings, etc.),
the evaluation team calculated the percent change between the past activity (pre-treatment
period) and EN+ activity (treatment period) for both targeted and comparison communities.® The

8 Note that the evaluation team used eligible customers as the base for calculating activity

rates, be it initiated contact rate, audit rate, project completion rate, etc. That is, the
evaluation team flagged and eliminated customers with low income rate codes and
customers residing in multi-family (5+ unit homes) from the eligible pool of customers.
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evaluation team then calculated the difference between the percent change observed in the EN+
community and the comparison community.

Formulas Used in Impact Analysis:

The following formula was used to determine the incremental impact of the EN+ initiative
using difference in difference analysis where Y = program impact (e.g., assessments,
projects, energy savings, etc.) T = treatment community, C = control community, and 0 =
pre-treatment period and 1 = treatment period.

DD=(Y,” -] }- (v -Y¢)

Application of Results: Prospectively
A copy of the memo can be found in Appendix 4D, Study 13-10.

Completed audits, projects, and the resulting energy savings were determined using
project initiation date. That is, only audits, projects and energy savings that were initiated
within the timeframe of interest (past and EN+-concurrent) were retained in the analysis.
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Study 13-11: 2013 Massachusetts Statewide COOL SMART/GasNetworks Brand
Assessment

Type of Study: Market Assessment
Evaluation Conducted by: Opinion Dynamics Corporation
Date Evaluation Conducted: 5/22/2014

Study Objective and Summary of Results:

The Opinion Dynamics team (“ODC”) conducted an assessment of contractor awareness and
perceptions around two HVAC contractor-targeted brands — Cool Smart>™ and GasNetworks® —
and the state’s umbrella brand, Mass Save®, which generally targets residential and commercial
customers. To complement prior Mass Save studies which focused on end-use customers, this
study aims to explore the relationships between the three brands and characterize their roles
within the HVAC supply-side market. The study also has the goal of determining whether the
presence of three co-existing brands contributes to any market confusion.

The study provided the following key findings:

e Neither Cool Smart nor GasNetworks has a formal brand strategy. However, the programs
have been successful in educating contractors about what they offer, and therefore building
the mental associations and expectations that constitute a brand.

e Marketing and outreach for the Cool Smart program has both a target audience and a distinct
set of core messages. In particular, Cool Smart marketing efforts are effective at conveying to
contractors messages related to quality installation and differentiation in the market.

e GasNetworks has relied on a much broader set of marketing messages to engage its target
audience. However, its program design emphasizes promoting rebates for energy-efficient
equipment, as opposed to other benefits such as contractor training, which is emphasized by
the Cool Smart program.

e Awareness of Cool Smart and GasNetworks is moderate to high. ODC found that among
contractors who install eligible equipment (i.e., cooling equipment for Cool Smart and
heating and hot water equipment for GasNetworks), 65% are aware of Cool Smart and 66%
are aware of GasNetworks.

e Awareness of Mass Save® is almost universal. In comparison to Cool Smart and
GasNetworks, 89% of all contractor respondents were aware of Mass Save. While there were
different perceptions of what Mass Save offered, contractors are clearly seeing and hearing
messages about the statewide campaign. They are also utilizing the website.

e As expected, most contractors associate Cool Smart and GasNetworks with rebates for
heating and cooling equipment. When asked about what they associate with each program,
program participants’ unaided responses most commonly focused on rebates for heating and
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cooling equipment, and much less frequently on the other features. Fewer contractors readily
associate the Cool Smart Program with its Quality Installation Verification (“QIV?”)
certification and training offerings, which have been the focus of some program messaging.

e Associations with Mass Save are varied. Contractors associate Mass Save with a number of
different PA program offerings, including rebates on heating and cooling equipment.
Contractors are also much more likely to associate Mass Save with HEAT loans, rebates for
insulation and lighting, and energy audits than they are with either Cool Smart or
GasNetworks, which indicates some knowledge of the differences in the initiatives.

e There is no definitive relationship between awareness and attitudes toward Mass Save,
GasNetworks, and Cool Smart. We looked for potential relationships between awareness and
attitudes toward the various brands, but there were no clear correlations largely due to the
very high levels of Mass Save awareness and favorability.

e At present, there is no evidence to suggest that having coexisting brands is causing confusion
in the market. While each of the brands has key similarities, there also appears to be little risk
of competition as contractors have high levels of awareness and relatively distinct
associations with each brand. Given the moderate to high levels of awareness and
favorability enjoyed by all three brands, the PAs could safely continue to leverage all three
brands or integrate them under the Mass Save umbrella.

Core Initiatives to which the Results of the Study Apply:

Residential Cooling and Heating Equipment (Electric Only)
Residential Heating and Water Heating  (Gas Only)

C&I New Construction (Gas Only)

C&l Retrofit (Gas Only)

Evaluation Recommendations and Program Administrator Response:

There were no recommendations from this report as it was designed to explore awareness and
associations between the three subject statewide brands, and assess effectiveness of branding
efforts.

How the Study Affected Program Results:
N/A
Overview of Study Method:

To support the assessment of Cool Smart and GasNetworks, ODC reviewed all of the statewide
marketing materials used in 2013, as well as each of the PA websites. ODC also fielded
telephone surveys with a sample of Massachusetts HVAC contractors, and asked them about
program awareness, associations, favorability, and participation. In addition, ODC conducted a
literature review exploring the benefits and drawbacks of having similar coexisting brands in a
specific market.
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ODC conducted a telephone survey with a random sample of 206 contractors who provide
heating and/or cooling equipment to Massachusetts customers. The evaluation team fielded the
survey from February 13 to March 7, 2014.

ODC developed the sample from multiple data files, and identified participating contractors
using the GasNetworks and Cool Smart rebate databases, as well as the Cool Smart QIV training
list. To identify non-participating contractors, ODC purchased a list of contractors from Dun &
Bradstreet® (“D&B”). After the files were combined, duplicates were removed as well as firms
with missing or bad contact information. The total number of interviews provides results at 90%
confidence and 6% precision at the statewide level.

ODC weighted the survey results to account for potential non-response bias. ODC found a higher
survey response rate among the contractors obtained through the program participant databases
than the D&B database. The sample frame could serve as a proxy for the target population of
contractors, but some differences between the source of sample frame and survey responses
made us uncomfortable with this approach. Using the sample frame, ODC categorized
contractors by type of equipment and participation status. This categorization did not always
match contractor self-reports in the survey. This difference caused ODC to calculate two sets of
weights. The first set addressed these re-classification issues (adjustment weights), and the
second addressed the difference in response rates across the categories of the original sample
frame (response rate weights): cooling only, heating only, both heating and cooling, and non-
participants.

Application of Results: Prospectively
A copy of the complete study can be found in Appendix 4D, Study 13-11.
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D. Evaluation Studies

Please see Statewide Appendix 4D, filed under separate cover.
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A. Performance Incentive Model
The current three-year plan is the second energy efficiency plan for the Company. The Company

elected not to seek performance incentives as it had limited past history on which to estimate its
performance.
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