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July 22, 2011
Breanne Breuer
Assistant Commission Secretary
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF NEVADA
1150 East William Street
Carson City, Nevada 89701-3109
RE:

Application of Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy for approval of its 2011
Annual Electric Demand Side Management Update Report as it relates to the Action Plan
of its 2011-2030 Triennial Integrated Resource Plan.

Dear Ms. Breuer:
Enclosed for filing please find the Application of Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a
NV Energy (“Sierra”) for approval of its 2011 Annual Electric DSM Update Report for as it
relates to the Action Plan of its 2011-2030 Triennial Integrated Resource Plan.
The filing contains three volumes and is organized as follows:
•

Volume 1 – Transmittal Letter, Application, Draft Notice, Report, Testimony and
Certificate of Service

•

Volume 2 – Technical Appendix (Items 1-10)

•

Volume 3 – Technical Appendix (Items 11-14)

Should you have any questions regarding this filing, please contact me at (775) 834-5697
or selicegui@nvenergy.com.
Respectfully submitted,
/s/ Shawn Elicegui
Shawn Elicegui
Associate General Counsel
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APPLICATION

6
Sierra Pacific Power Company and Nevada Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy
6100 Neil Rd., P.O. Box 10100
Reno, Nevada 89520-0024

)
)
)
)
)
)

7

Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy (“Sierra” or the “Company”)

8

respectfully files this Application pursuant to Section 704.934(8) of the Nevada Administrative

9

Code (“NAC”). The Application contains the complete analysis that Sierra used to determine

10

which energy efficiency and conservation programs it would continue and which programs it

11

would cancel in 2012. The Application is made under NAC 704.934(8) and NAC 703.535.

12

I. Summary of Application

13

Through this Application, Sierra seeks Commission acceptance of a scaled-down

14

demand side management (“DSM”) portfolio for 2012. In Sierra’s 2010 Integrated Resource

15

Plan (“IRP”), Docket No. 10-07003, the Commission approved Sierra’s DSM Plan. The

16

approved DSM plan included an $11,555,000 budget for energy efficiency and demand

17

response programs in 2012.

18

The 2011 Annual DSM Update Report reduces the overall DSM budget by 17.4 percent

19

to $9,540,889.

20

program expenditures. While Sierra proposes to increase the demand response budget by 36

21

percent, the increase reflects a shifting of approved expenditures from one year to the next and

22

an adjustment in the allocation of the Dynamic Pricing Trial budget between Sierra and

23

Nevada Power.

24

The budget reductions entail a 24 percent decrease in energy efficiency

Notwithstanding the reductions, Sierra expects that the base scenario will produce

25

significant savings.

26

customers is expected to produce approximately 27,467,000 kilowatt hours (“kWh”) of energy

27

savings and 5,900 kilowatts (“kW”) of demand savings.

28

The portfolio of energy efficiency programs that target residential

Programs targeting commercial

1
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1

customers are expected to produce 23,430,000 kWh of energy savings and almost 12,300 kW

2

of demand savings. Sierra anticipates that DSM portfolio, which includes energy education,

3

market and technology trials, and the demand response program, could produce more than

4

50,897,000 kWh of energy savings, and almost 23,300 kW of demand savings.

5

In summary, Sierra believes that the base case scenario represents a reasonable and

6

appropriate approach for 2012. The portfolio provides residential and commercial customers

7

an equal opportunity to participate in programs, reduce their energy bills and save money. At

8

the same time, the portfolio of DSM programs is designed to provide cost-effective portfolio

9

credits that can be used to satisfy 25 percent of Sierra’s renewable portfolio standard (“RPS”).

10

The base scenario thus provides customers reasonable and appropriate opportunities to reduce

11

their energy bills through direct participation and realization of energy savings.

12

II. The Applicant

13

Sierra’s primary business office is located at 6100 Neil Road in Reno, Nevada. All

14

correspondence related to this Application should be served electronically upon the following

15

address: regulatory@nvenergy.com. Hardcopies should be transmitted to the Company’s

16

authorized representative and to the Manager, Regulatory Services, at the following addresses:
Trevor Dillard
Manager, Regulatory Services
6100 Neil Road
Reno, Nevada 89511
Telephone:
834.5823
Facsimile:
834.4484
regulatory@nvenergy.com

17
18
19
20

Shawn M. Elicegui
Associate General Counsel
6100 Neil Road
Reno, Nevada 89511
Telephone:
834.5697
Facsimile:
834.4811
selicegui@nvenergy.com

21
22

Sierra is a Nevada corporation and a wholly-owned subsidiary of NV Energy, Inc. 1

23

Sierra holds certificates of public convenience and necessity issued by the Commission

24

authorizing the Company to sell electricity and natural gas to retail customers within Nevada.

25

Sierra is a public utility within the meaning of Section 704.020 of the Nevada Revised Statutes

26

(“NRS”).

27

1

28

NV Energy, Inc. is a publicly traded corporation and exempt utility holding company.

2
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1

III. The Application

2

The Application consists of the 2011 Annual DSM Update Report, a Technical

3

Appendix and the prepared direct testimony of seven witnesses. The Application, the 2011

4

Annual DSM Update Report, the Technical Appendix and the prepared direct testimony

5

contain all of the material facts that Sierra is prepared to prove in its direct case.

6

Application, the 2011 Annual DSM Update Report, the Technical Appendix, and the prepared

7

direct testimony provide sufficient evidence to support the relief requested by Sierra.

The

8

Section A-1 of the 2011 Annual DSM Update Report contains Sierra’s request for

9

approval of the base scenario. In Section A-4 of the 2011 Annual DSM Update Report, Sierra

10

requests findings that it has satisfied specific compliance items and directives contained in

11

prior Commission orders. In addition,

12

deviation from one portion of NAC 704.934(8).

Sierra also requests, pursuant to NAC 704.0097,

13

Specifically, Sierra believes that good cause exists for deviating from NAC

14

704.934(8)’s requirement that Sierra “file with the Commission a copy of the complete

15

analysis that the utility used in determining for the upcoming year which energy efficiency and

16

conservation programs are to be continued and which programs are to be cancelled” by “July 1

17

of each year following the filing of its resource plan.” 2 On May 23, 2011, the Commission

18

issued an order in the Docket Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025. That order includes several

19

directives and compliance items. As explained in the prepared direct testimony of Lawrence

20

H. Holmes, Sierra simply could not complete those compliance items and directives in the five

21

weeks between May 23 and July 1, 2011. Sierra diligently attempted to complete its 2011

22

Annual DSM Update Report as quickly as possible.

23

IV. Requests for Relief
Sierra respectfully requests that, within 180 days after the Application is accepted for

24
25

filing, the Commission issue an order that:

26
27
28

2

Nev. Admin. Code § 704.934(8).

3
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1

1.

Authorizes a limited deviation from NAC 704.934(8) authorizing the Company

2

to file its 2011 Annual DSM Update Report with the Commission on or before July 22, 2011

3

(as opposed to July 1, 2011);

4

2.

Accepts the 2011 Annual DSM Update Report pursuant to NAC 704.934(8);

5

3.

Finds that Sierra has satisfied its obligation to file “with the Commission a copy

6

of the complete analysis the utility used in determining for the upcoming year which energy

7

efficiency and conservation programs are to be continued and which programs are to be

8

cancelled;”

9
10
11

4.

A finding that Sierra complied with Paragraph 102 of the Commission’s Order

in Docket Nos. 06-03038 and 06-04018;
5.

A finding that Sierra satisfied the directive contained in Ordering Paragraph 7 of

12

the Commission’s Order in Docket Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025 by filing (a) an updated

13

assessment of all residential energy efficiency and conservation programs that include a

14

lighting component and (b) an analysis of potential state mandated lighting scenarios;

15

6.

A finding that Sierra has satisfied the directive contained in Ordering Paragraph

16

8 of the Commission’s Order in Docket Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025 by providing low, base

17

and high case DSM scenarios in this filing;

18

7.

A finding that Sierra has satisfied the directive contained in Ordering Paragraph

19

10 of the Commission’s Order in Docket Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025 by providing estimates

20

of expected lost revenues that will be generated from the entire 2012 portfolio, broken down by

21

individual programs;

22

8.

A finding that Sierra has partially satisfied the directive contained in Ordering

23

Paragraph 11 of the Commission’s Order in Docket Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025 by providing

24

information regarding, and estimates of the cumulative effective of lost revenue recovery;

25

9.

A finding that Sierra has made adequate progress under the circumstances

26

towards satisfying the directive contained in Ordering Paragraph 11 of the Commission’s

27

Order in Docket Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025;

28

4
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1

A finding that Sierra has made adequate progress under the circumstances

2

towards satisfying the directive contained in Ordering Paragraph 12 of the Commission’s

3

Order in Docket Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025;

4
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10.

11.

A finding, pursuant to NAC 704.9522, that Sierra has complied with, and

5

ensured that all energy efficiency and conservation contracts entered into by Sierra comply

6

with the most measurement and verification protocol approved by the Commission;

7

12.

A finding, pursuant to NAC 704.9524(4), that Sierra has performed, by program

8

by month by class monitoring and verification of energy and demand savings required by NAC

9

704.9522;

10

13.

11

Approval, pursuant to NAC 704.9524(4)(b), of the 2010 Measurement and

Verification reports contained in the Technical Appendix; and,

12

14.

13

Submitted this 22nd day of July, 2011.

14
15
16
17
18
19

All other relief the Commission deems appropriate and necessary.

SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY
D/B/A NV ENERGY
/s/ Shawn M. Elicegui
Shawn M. Elicegui
Associate General Counsel
Nevada Bar No. 5939
6100 Neil Road
Reno, Nevada 89511

20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
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DRAFT PUBLIC NOTICE
(Pursuant to NAC 703.162 and NAC 703.5274)

I. Pursuant to NAC 703.160(4)(a), the title of the filing is:
Application of Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy for approval of its
2011 Annual Demand Side Management Update Report as it relates to the
Action Plan of its 2011 – 2030 Triennial Integrated Resource Plan (the “2011
Annual DSM Update Report”).
II. Pursuant to NAC 703.160(4)(b), the name of the applicants are:
SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY, d/b/a NV ENERGY (“SIERRA”).
III. Pursuant to NAC 703.160(4)(c), a brief description of the purpose of the filing is:
This is SIERRA’S application for approval of its 2011 Annual DSM Update Report
as it relates to its Action Plan. The Action Plan was first approved by the
Commission as part of SIERRA’S 2011 – 2030 Integrated Resource Plan in
Docket No. 10-07003.
The Action Plan specifies the details that SIERRA intends to undertake to meet
its energy supply requirements during the three years immediately following the
year in which the resource plan is filed, including demand side management
measures. In each year following the filing of its integrated resource plan,
SIERRA is required to file a copy of the complete analysis it used in determining
for the upcoming year which conservation and DSM programs are to be
continued and which programs are to be cancelled.
As supported by the report, SIERRA is proposing to continue all previously
approved DSM projects except for the ENERGY STAR® Manufactured Homes
program which SIERRA recommends be cancelled in 2012.
AND Pursuant to NAC 703.160(4)(c), the effect of the relief upon consumers:
The Commission’s approval of the 2011 Annual DSM Update Report will indicate
that SIERRA may implement the energy efficiency and conservation programs in
2012 that are proposed in the base scenario and that Sierra may recover, in a
future application for a change in its electric rates, all costs prudently and
reasonably incurred in carrying out the DSM Plan as well as the measurable and
verifiable effects of such programs pursuant to NRS 704.785.
IV. Pursuant to NAC 703.162(2), a consumer session is not required by NRS 704.069.
V. This draft notice does not pertain to a tariff filing.
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Section A: 2012 Program Year Proposal and Supporting Data
Introduction and Overview
This 2011 Annual Demand Side Management (“DSM”) Update Report provides the complete
analysis used by Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy (“Sierra” or the “Company”)
to determine energy efficiency and conservation programs that it proposes to continue or cancel
for the 2012 Program Year. Pursuant to the Commission’s Order in the Company’s Energy
Efficiency Program and Implementation Rates filing, Docket Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025, this
report has been expanded to include a re-evaluation of the Residential Energy Efficient Lighting
program, updates to all residential program with lighting components, high, base and low
1
program scenarios, computations of Sierra’s NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement, for the
programs proposed for 2012, and finally a proposal for an analysis that considers the long-term
and cumulative effects of recovery of the NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement.
This Annual DSM Update Report provides several levels of information. Section A provides the
specific proposals put forward by Sierra in this report, a summary of the analysis of each
program and supporting data that is not program specific. Sections B through O provide more
detailed analyses of each program. The Technical Appendix provides detailed measurement and
verification (“M&V”) reports, NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement calculations, and other data
used by Sierra in performing the analyses on which this report is based.

1

For the purpose of this report, the “NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement” refers to the energy efficiency
implementation rate revenue requirement.

9
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Executive Summary
This 2011 Annual DSM Update Report contains Sierra’s recommendation as to which programs
to continue in 2012 and a comprehensive update and discussion of the DSM programs
undertaken by Sierra during the 2010 program year. The Executive Summary provides overall
program performance and summary level results for each program in the 2010 program year.
Detailed information and data supporting Sierra’s recommendations for each of the programs can
be found in the Sections A through O of the report. In addition, reports and further technical
information are provided in the Technical Appendix.
The report begins with Section A, 2012 Program Year Proposal and Supporting Data. This
section includes four subsections. The first subsection is the Section A-1, Request for Specific
Acceptance, provides an outline of the specific items for which Sierra seeks acceptance. Also in
Section A-1, Sierra requests a finding that the Company has satisfied each of compliance items
presented and a waiver of Section 704.934(8) of the Nevada Administrative Code (“NAC”).
Section A-1 includes tables that present the proposed budget, the proposed energy and demand
savings targets and the Total Resource Cost (“TRC”) benefit to cost ratio targets for the 2012
Program Year. The last table in this section provides the 2012 Projected Annual Environmental
Impacts.
The second subsection, Section A-2, Summary of Analysis for 2012 Program Proposals, begins
with a summary of the performance of the programs in 2010, continues with a narrative analysis
of each program including a proposal for the 2012 Program Year and concludes and with tables
that present the budgets, energy and demand savings targets, and cost-effectiveness evaluation
for each program at the, high, low and proposed base scenario levels.
Section A-3, Financial Analysis, provides descriptions and discussions of the PortfolioPro
Benefit-Cost modeling tool, cost-benefit assessment, summarizes freeridership and rate impact
analysis and provides the estimated 2012 kWh savings and NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement.
The final subsection, Section A-4, is a progress report regarding that status of the compliance
items regarding transparency of the M&V process and rate impact analysis ordered by the
Commission in Dockets Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025 and a compliance table that demonstrates
that this report complies with the Commission’s regulations.

10
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Section A-1 Request for Specific Acceptance
Pursuant to NAC 704.934(8), Sierra requests that the Commission accept this report which
recommends which programs are to be continued and which are to be cancelled for the 2012
Program Year. Sierra is requesting specific acceptance of the 2012 base budget scenario and
targets for 2012 as presented in Table A-1 and Table A-2. In addition, Sierra requests that the
Commission find that Sierra has satisfied the items listed under Compliance Items in this report.

Action Plan Items – for Acceptance
Sierra recommends all programs previously approved in Sierra’s 2010 Integrated Resource Plan
(“IRP”), Docket No. 10-07003, be continued in 2012 except for the ENERGY STAR®
Manufactured Homes program which Sierra recommends be cancelled for the 2012 Program
Year. Sierra recommends that each program be accepted at the base scenario.

2012 Action Plan Budget
Table A-1 provides the recommended base budget for 2012. Table A-1 also provides the
expenditures for 2010 and the approved budget for 2011. 2 Table A-2 provides the recommended
base scenario kilowatt hour (“kWh”), kilowatt (“kW”), and TRC targets.

2

Sierra’s 2012 Budget was approved in the Commission’s order in Docket No. 10-07003.

11
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Table A-1: Proposed Budget for the 2012 Program Year
2010 Actual
Expenditures

Increase/Decrease
2012
Increase/Decrease
2011 Approved 2012 Approved
Recommended from 2012 Approved from 2012 Approved
Budget
Budget
Budget (%)
Base Budget
Budget

Low Income Weatherization
Residential Energy-Efficient Lighting
Second Refrigerator Collection and Recycling
Energy Star® Manufactured Homes
Consumer Electronics & Plug Loads
Solar Thermal Water Heating
In Home Displays
Residential Total

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

586,894
2,290,157
388,757
65,018
109,712
3,440,538

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

600,000
2,330,000
700,000
110,000
400,000
250,000
4,390,000

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

600,000
2,155,000
700,000
200,000
400,000
350,000
4,405,000

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

350,000
1,800,000
575,000
400,000
250,000
3,375,000

(250,000)
(355,000)
(125,000)
(200,000)
0
(100,000)
0
(1,030,000)

(41.7%)
(16.5%)
(17.9%)
(100.0%)
0.0%
(28.6%)
0.0%
(23.4%)

Non-Profit Agency Grants
Commercial New Construction
Energy Smart Schools
Commercial Retrofit Incentives
Commercial Total

$
$
$
$
$

144,544
357,456
246,376
3,064,782
3,813,158

$
$
$
$
$

110,000
1,000,000
400,000
4,000,000
5,510,000

$
$
$
$
$

110,000
1,000,000
400,000
4,000,000
5,510,000

$
$
$
$
$

110,000
750,000
320,000
3,000,000
4,180,000

0
(250,000)
(80,000)
(1,000,000)
(1,330,000)

0.0%
(25.0%)
(20.0%)
(25.0%)
(24.1%)

Energy Education and Consultation
Market and Technology Trials
Total Other

$
$
$

340,000 $
100,000 $
440,000 $

250,000
100,000
350,000

(90,000)
0
(90,000)

(26.5%)
0.0%
(20.5%)

Total Energy Efficiency

$

7,569,630 $ 10,340,000 $ 10,355,000 $

7,905,000

(2,450,000)

(23.7%)

Demand Response - Direct Load Control
Demand Response - Dynamic Pricing Trial
Total Demand Response

$
$
$

734,105 $
465,895 $
1,200,000 $

734,000
901,889
1,635,889

(105)
435,994
435,889

Total All Categories

$

7,655,100 $ 11,510,000 $ 11,555,000 $

9,540,889

(2,014,111)

Programs

279,201 $
36,733 $
315,934 $

$
85,470 $
85,470 $

340,000 $
100,000 $
440,000 $

174,440 $
995,560 $
1,170,000 $

12

0.0%
93.6%
36.3%
(17.4%)
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Table A-2: 2012 Recommended Base Scenario kWh, kW, and TRC Targets

Programs

2012
2012
2012
Recommended Recommended Recommended
Base kWh
Base kW
Base TRC

Low Income Weatherization
Residential Energy-Efficient Lighting
Second Refrigerator Collection and Recycling
Energy Star® Manufactured Homes
Consumer Electronics & Plug Loads
Solar Thermal Water Heating
In Home Displays
Residential Total

2,340,000
19,134,014
4,100,000
1,812,500
81,000
27,467,514

1,311
2,128
2,355
1,041
13
6,848

0.49
1.97
2.33
N/A
2.45
0.20
N/A

Non-Profit Agency Grants
Commercial New Construction
Energy Smart Schools
Commercial Retrofit Incentives
Commercial Total

240,000
3,300,000
2,050,000
17,840,000
23,430,000

46
1,410
1,453
9,389
12,298

1.44
1.79
1.82
2.78

N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A

50,897,514

19,146

TBD
-

2,000
4,700
6,700

50,897,514

25,846

Energy Education and Consultation
Market and Technology Trials
Total Other
Total Energy Efficiency
Demand Response - Direct Load Control
Demand Response - Dynamic Pricing Trial
Total Demand Response
Total All Categories

13

N/A
N/A
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Table A-3 provides an estimate of the reduction in emissions attributed to the annualized
decrease in energy usage.
Table A-3: 2012 Projected Annual Environmental Benefits

Programs

Energy
Savings
kWH

Sulfur
dioxide
lbs

Carbon
dioxide
lbs

Non-Profit Agency Grants
240,000
626
355,870
Low Income Weatherization
2,340,000
6,107 3,469,729
Residential Energy-Efficient
19,134,014 49,940 28,371,725
Lighting
Second Refrigerator Collection
4,100,000 10,701 6,079,439
and Recycling
Commercial New Construction
3,300,000
8,613 4,893,207
Energy Smart Schools
2,050,000
5,351 3,039,720
Commercial Retrofit Incentives
17,840,000
46,562 26,452,974
Consumer Electronics and Plug
1,812,500
4,731 2,687,557
Loads
Solar Thermal Water Heating
81,000
211
120,106
Total 50,897,514 132,843 75,470,325

14

Carbon Particulate
monoxide matter
lbs
lbs

Volatile
organic
compounds
lbs

Nitrogen Heavy
oxides metals
lbs
lbs

26
257

14
140

2
23

389
3,791

2
23

2,105

1,148

191

30,997

191

451
363
226
1,962

246
198
123
1,070

41
33
21
178

6,642
5,346
3,321
28,901

41
33
21
178

199
9
5,599

109
5
3,054

18
1
509

2,936
131
82,454

18
1
509
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Compliance Items and Directives
Sierra requests that the Commission:
1.

Find that Sierra is in compliance with Paragraph 102 of the Commission’s Order in
Docket Nos. 06-03038 and 06-04018, which provided in pertinent part that “The
Commission directs the Companies to conduct their own outreach, as well as coordinate
with the Commission’s Consumer Complaint Resolution Division, the BCP and their own
Customer Service department to identify and recruit individuals who are potential
candidates for the various DSM programs offered.”
Justification:
Sierra met with the Commission’s Consumer Complaint Resolution Division and BCP on
June 9, 2011 with the objective of the meeting as being a way to collaboratively work
together to identify and recruit individuals who are potential candidates for various DSM
programs offered. Sierra’s presentation contained information regarding how Sierra
educates customers on the top energy users in the home, no cost tips, low cost tips, and
added cost tips. Sierra provided a short description of each residential and commercial
energy efficiency program as well as the details about how to sign-up for the programs
online or by telephone. A copy of the presentation can be found in Technical Appendix
1.
The Commission’s Consumer Complaint Resolution Division suggested the best way for
them to work with Sierra regarding high bill complaints and DSM programs would be to
meet and work directly with Sierra’s energy education team and energy auditors. They
stated that if the Commission’s Consumer Complaint Resolution Division has a direct
working relationship with the energy auditors, that will make it easier for them work
together to help customers that call and potentially get these customers directly in touch
with the energy auditors. Sierra scheduled a meeting on June 30, 2011 with the
Commission’s Consumer Complaint Resolution Division and BCP to meet Sierra’s
energy education team and energy auditors.
BCP agreed that having access to the energy auditors and having relationships with them
would be beneficial. BCP advised the group that a Low Income Advisory Board to the
Division of Welfare and Supportive Services has been established and they would like to
have a member of the Company’s DSM project manager participate on this board. The
Company agreed to assign an appropriate DSM project manager to participate as a board
member.
After some discussion, it was determined that quarterly meetings with the Company, the
Commission’s Consumer Complaint Resolution Division and BCP would be beneficial to
coordinate activities, provide program updates and work to respond to customer issues.
Sierra requests that the Commission find the actions taken by the Company have met the
requirements of this compliance item.

15
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2.

Find that Sierra has satisfied the directive contained in Ordering Paragraph 7 of the
Commission’s Order in Docket Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025. That paragraph provides
“In their Annual DSM Update, the Companies are directed to file an updated impact
assessment for the Residential Lighting program and any other residential EE&C
program containing a lighting component including any changes to the program’s budget
and expected kWh savings by using the most up-to-date information available. The
Companies are also directed to provide an analysis of potential state mandated scenarios
that the Companies believe are most likely to be adopted by the Director of the Nevada
State Office of Energy. The Commission also expects the information to be presented in a
manner that builds on the work the Companies have completed to date.”
Justification:
Section F of this report, ENERGY STAR® Lighting, provides an analysis of potential
state mandated scenarios that the Companies believes are most likely to be adopted by the
Director of the Nevada State Office of Energy. Based on these scenarios Sierra has also
included in Section F a redesign of the residential lighting program for 2012 including a
revised budget and energy savings targets and the results of an updated impact
assessment for the program. The redesigned program builds on the work completed by
utilizing the same format, manufacturer channels and the existing and expanded retail
channels.
The results of the re-evaluation and redesign of the residential lighting program have
been incorporated in the impact evaluations of the Low Income Weatherization program
and the Energy Star Manufactured Homes program provided in Sections D and H
respectively. The design of the Low Income Weatherization program for 2012 has been
revised to incorporate the revised measures from the Residential Lighting Program.
Sierra requests that the Commission find the actions taken by the Company have met the
requirements of this compliance item.

3.

Find that Sierra has satisfied the directive contained in Ordering Paragraph 8 of the
Commission’s Order in Docket Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025. That paragraph provides,
“Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Energy and Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV
Energy shall include proposed budgets for 2012 energy efficiency and conservation
programs that include base, high, and low DSM scenarios in their respective Annual
Demand Side Management Update.”

16
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Justification:
Sierra has included in this report a base, high and low scenario for each program. These
scenarios are provided in Section A-2, Summary of Analysis for 2012 Program
Proposals, and in Sections B through O.
Sierra, therefore requests that the Commission find the actions taken by the Company
have met the requirements of this compliance item.
4.

Find that Sierra has satisfied the directive contained in Ordering Paragraph 10 of the
Commission’s Order in Docket Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025. That paragraph provides,
“Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Energy and Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV
Energy shall provide a calculation of expected lost revenues that will be generated form
the entire 2012 portfolio, broken down by individual programs on or before their next
respective Annual Demand Side Management update report.”
Justification:
Sierra has provided a calculation of expected NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement that
will be generated from the entire 2012 DSM program portfolio and broken down by
individual programs. For the purpose of this Report, Sierra has defined lost revenue as
the “NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement”. The NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement
subsection thus identifies “lost revenue,” as specified in the compliance item. The
calculations of the estimated incremental NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement are
provided in Section A-3, Financial Analysis, and in Sections B through O.
Sierra requests that the Commission find the actions taken by the Company have met the
requirements of this compliance item.

5.

Find that Sierra has made adequate progress towards compliance with the directive
contained in Ordering Paragraph 11 of the Commission’s Order in Docket Nos. 10-10024
and 10-10025. That paragraph provides, “Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Energy and
Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy shall provide analyses considering the
long-term and cumulative effect of lost revenue recovery in the cost calculus in their next
respective Integrated Resource Plan and Annual Demand Side Management Update.”
Justification:
Each of Sections B through O contains an assessment of the estimated cumulative NRS
704.785 Revenue Requirement. This information directly responds to the directive
contained in Ordering Paragraph 11. In addition, Sierra has retained the Cadmus Group
to assist the Company in assessing the “long-term” effect of “lost revenue recovery in the
cost” and benefit calculations used to assess energy efficiency programs. Cadmus has not
completed its work; however, Sierra will continue developing appropriate means of
including the long-term effect of lost revenue recovery in the cost-benefit calculations

17
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used to evaluate energy efficiency programs. For additional information, please see
Section A.4, below.
Accordingly, Sierra requests that the Commission find it has made adequate progress
towards completing the directive contained in Ordering Paragraph 11 of the Order in
Docket Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025. Because Sierra has not yet satisfied this directive,
Sierra requests that the Commission include the directive in any final order issued in this
docket.
6.

Find that Sierra has made adequate progress towards compliance with the directive
contained in Ordering Paragraph 12 of the Commission’s Order in Docket Nos. 10-10024
and 10-10025. That paragraph provides, “Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Energy and
Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy and the Regulatory Operation Staff of
the Commission shall provide an assessment of current measurement and verification
process and recommend changes if necessary in their next respective Annual Demand
Side Management Update regarding the need for an independent measurement and
verification process.”
Justification:
See Section A.4, below.

7.

Find that good cause existed for deviating from NAC 704.934(8)’s requirement that
Sierra “file with the Commission a copy of the complete analysis that the utility used in
determining for the upcoming year which energy efficiency and conservation programs
are to be continued and which programs are to be cancelled” by “July 1 of each year
following the filing of its resource plan.”
Justification:
The Commission’s order issued on May 23, 2011 in Dockets Nos. 10-10024 and 1010025 included five directives that the Commission stated were to be included in the
Company’s next Annual Demand Side Management Update Report. These directives
were individually addressed in the five preceding section b through e. In the discussion
leading up to these directives in the order the Commission cited NRS 704.785(1) in
stating that the Commission is statutorily required to consider the effect of the
Company’s lost revenue recovery on customer rates. 3 The Commission continued by
stating that the presentations provided in the last approved IRP do not fully reflect rate
impacts of proposed DSM programs. 4
In studying the Commission’s order, it was clear to the Companies that the appropriate
response to the Commission’s directives required a rigorous level of analysis that would

3

At paragraph 190 in the Commission’s Order in Dockets Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025.

4

At paragraph 191 in the Commission’s Order in Dockets Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025.
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provide the Commission a sound basis in evaluating the 2011 Annual DSM Update
Report. For the calculation of expected lost revenues that will be generated from the
2012 portfolio of DSM programs the Companies determined that the calculation required
the same level of rigor as the annual filing for the establishment of the Energy Efficiency
Impact Rates. In addition, although the Companies were not able to develop the longer
term rate impacts of lost revenues for this filing the Companies have included the
expected cumulative lost revenues in 2012 that include the contributions from the 2010
and the 2011 program years again calculated with the same level of rigor as the annual
filing for the establishment of the Energy Efficiency Impact Rates. This level of analysis
required the construction of a complete set of spreadsheets and analysis for both
Companies as the periods covered did not coincide with the analysis presented for
Dockets Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025.
The order in Dockets Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025 also required that the Companies
recalculate the EEIR revenue requirement for both Companies. To do so, the Companies
had to make the adjustments ordered by the Commission. Those adjustments included
changes to several programs and changes to dates on which energy savings could be
included in the EEIR. The recalculation was required before the tariff sheets could be
filed. That work had to be completed before the Companies could begin working on the
directives contained in the order.
In addition, the order in Docket Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025 also required that the
Companies include base, high, and low scenarios for each program in this filing.
Substantial analysis was involved in creating each scenario by redesigning each program
rather than making an across the board percentage reduction to create each scenario level.
The Companies created a unique analysis for each program. A complete discussion of
the criteria employed to design the base, high and low scenario for each program is
presented in the following Section A-2, Summary of Analysis for 2012 Program Results.
The product of this work was three scenarios for each program which provide the
Commission three dynamically different scenarios to choose from either in aggregate or
on a project by project basis. This comprehensive redesign work again delayed the
calculation the excepted lost revenues that will be generated by programs for the 2012
portfolio as the demand and energy savings were required inputs for the calculation of
lost revenues.
The delayed filing of this 2011 Annual Update Report was not caused by a lack of
diligence on the part of the Company. The delayed filing was a direct result of the
magnitude of work necessary to respond to the Commission’s directives with a level of
rigor and depth of analysis that provides the Commission a solid basis on which to make
a decision regarding the Company’s recommendations and requests in this filing.
Based on the justification provided, Sierra requests that the Commission grant Sierra a
deviation from the requirement of NAC 704.934(8) that Sierra “file with the Commission
a copy of the complete analysis that the utility used in determining for the upcoming year
which energy efficiency and conservation programs are to be continued and which
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programs are to be cancelled” by “July 1 of each year following the filing of its resource
plan.”

20
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Section A-2: Summary of Analysis for 2012 Program Proposals
This section summarizes the analysis used by Sierra to determine which programs it recommends
be continued or cancelled for the 2012 Program year. The 2010 performance of a program is a
key input in analyzing each program.
Below is a summary of the performance of the DSM portfolio in the 2010 Program Year
including data at the program level. Each program is then individually discussed and Sierra’s
proposal for each program for the 2012 Program year is presented. This section concludes with a
series of tables that provide the recommended base scenario and alternative low and high
scenarios. A more in depth discussion and analysis of each program is provided in Sections B
through O of this report.

Summary of Program Year 2010 Results
The 2010 portfolio of programs achieved cost effective energy and demand savings even though
the total energy savings fell short of the 2010 target. Total verified energy savings for the 2010
program were 62,899,473 kWh which was 74.5% of the target of 84,428,176 kWh. Total
portfolio expenditures were $7,655,100 which was 83.1% of the budget of $9,211,000. The
demand savings were 8,693 kW which was 122.1% of the target of 7,122 kW.
Table A-4 summarizes the program year 2010 financial results and Table A-5 summarizes the
demand and energy savings for the program year 2010. The overall portfolio TRC benefit to cost
ratio for 2010 was 1.77. The individual program TRC results are provided in Table A-4. The
TRC results were calculated using the PortfolioPro financial modeling program. An overview of
the PortfolioPro model and the input values and output from the model are provided in the
Technical Appendix 2.
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Table A-4: Program Year 2010 Financial Results
2010 Program Year Results

TRC
Variance Over
(Under) from 2010
Approved Budget
(%)

2010 Approved 2010 Actual
Budget
Expenditures

Variance Over
(Under) from 2010
Approved Budget

Low Income Weatherization
Energy Star® Lighting
Second Refrigerator Collection and Recycling
Energy Star® Manufactured Homes
Consumer Electronics & Plug Loads
Solar Thermal Water Heating
In Home Displays
Residential Total

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

600,000
2,546,000
700,000
290,000
1,000,000
5,136,000

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

586,894
2,290,157
388,757
65,018
109,712
3,440,538

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

(13,106)
(255,843)
(311,243)
(224,982)
(890,288)
(1,695,462)

(2.2%)
(10.0%)
(44.5%)
(77.6%)
0.0%
0.0%
(89.0%)
(33.0%)

0.21
3.22
2.53
1.05
N/A
N/A
N/A

0.20
1.00
1.89
1.15
N/A
N/A
N/A

Non-Profit Agency Grants
Sure Bet Commercial New Construction
Sure Bet Schools
Sure Bet Commercial Retrofit Incentives
Commercial Total

$
$
$
$
$

110,000
850,000
375,000
2,300,000
3,635,000

$
$
$
$
$

144,544
357,456
246,376
3,064,782
3,813,158

$
$
$
$
$

34,544
(492,544)
(128,624)
764,782
178,158

31.4%
(57.9%)
(34.3%)
33.3%
4.9%

1.08
1.21
1.06
1.95

2.13
1.96
2.43
2.27

Energy Education and Consultation
Market and Technology Trials
Total Other

$
$
$

340,000 $
100,000 $
440,000 $

279,201 $
36,733 $
315,934 $

(60,799)
(63,267)
(124,066)

(17.9%)
(63.3%)
(28.2%)

N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A

Total Energy Efficiency

$

9,211,000 $

7,569,630 $

(1,641,370)

(17.8%)

Demand Response - Direct Load Control
Demand Response - Dynamic Pricing Trial
Total Demand Response

$
$
$

-

$
$
$

$
85,470 $
85,470 $

N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A

Total All Categories

$

9,211,000 $

7,655,100 $

Programs

22

85,470
85,470
(1,555,900)

0.0%
100.0%
100.0%

Target

Actual

(16.9%)
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Table A-5: Program Year 2010 Demand (kW) and Energy (kWh) Saving Results
Demand kW

Programs

Target

Energy kWh

Variance
Variance
Over
Over
(Under)
(Under)
%

Actual
Verified

Target

Actual
Verified

Variance
Over
(Under)

Variance
Over
(Under)
%

Non-Profit Agency Grants

31

112

81.0

261.3%

140,000

585,604

445,604

318.3%

Low Income Weatherization

20

76

56.0

280.0%

80,976

466,974

385,998

476.7%

2,422

3,076

654.0

27.0%

49,900,000

24,671,212

(25,228,788) (50.6%)

678

386

(292.0) (43.1%)

5,096,300

2,923,536

(2,172,764) (42.6%)

450

404

(46.0) (10.2%)

3,600,000

1,691,813

(1,908,187) (53.0%)

532

201

(331.0) (62.2%)

2,700,000

1,870,398

(829,602) (30.7%)

2,352

4,299

1,946.9

82.8%

20,000,000

30,316,479

61

58

(3.2)

(5.2%)

310,500

69,194

(241,306) (77.7%)

576

81

(495.0)

0.0%

2,600,400

304,263

(2,296,137) (88.3%)

1,570.7

22.1%

84,428,176

62,899,473

(21,528,703) (25.5%)

Energy Star® Lighting
Second Refrigerator Collection and
Recycling
Sure Bet Commercial New
Construction
Sure Bet Schools
Sure Bet Commercial Retrofit
Incentives
Energy Star Manufactured Homes
Ih Home Displays
Total

7,122

8,693

23

10,316,479

51.6%
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Table A-6 provides an estimate of the reduction in emissions attributed to the annualized
decrease in energy usage.
Table A-6: Program Year 2010 Annual Environmental Impacts

Programs
Non-Profit Agency Grants
Low Income Weatherization
Energy Star® Lighting
Second Refrigerator Collection
and Recycling
Energy Star® Manufactured
Homes
Sure Bet Commercial New
Construction
Sure Bet Schools
Sure Bet Commercial Retrofit
Incentives
In Home Displays
Total

Volatile
Carbon Particulate
Nitrogen Heavy
Carbon
organic
monoxide matter
oxides metals
dioxide lbs
compounds
lbs
lbs
lbs
lbs
lbs
1,528
868,328
64
35
6
949
6
1,219
692,424
51
28
5
756
5
64,392 36,582,226
2,714
1,480
247
39,967
247

Sulfur
Energy Savings
dioxide
kWH
lbs
585,604
466,974
24,671,212
2,923,536

7,630

4,334,990

322

175

29

4,736

29

69,194

181

102,600

8

4

1

112

1

1,691,813

4,416

2,508,603

186

102

17

2,741

17

1,870,398

4,882

2,773,407

206

112

19

3,030

19

30,316,479

79,126

44,952,972

3,335

1,819

303

49,113

303

794
164,168

451,158
93,266,710

33
6,919

18
3,774

3
493
629 101,897

3
629

304,263
62,899,473

24
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Table A-7 summarizes the results for the Energy Education and Consultation and Market
Technology programs. The Energy Education and Consultant program exceeded both its goal
for the number of customers impacted and for the number of customers educated while staying
within budgeted funding. The targets for the measures under the Energy Education and
Consultation and Market and Technology Trials have targets other than kW and kWh.
Table A-7: Program Year 2010 Non-Demand and Energy Results

Program

Program Budget
Approved

Residential and
Commercial
Builder Support
ENERGY
STAR® for New
Home
Construction

Trade and Home
Show Support

Conservation Metrics

Actual

Quantity Target

Quantity Achieved
325 Total Educated

$100,000

$75,000

$96,962

69 Educated

30,000
Contacts/Literature
Recipients
7,500 Presentation
Attendees

$62,910

21 Builder Training
Workshops with 240
Educated
2 Nevada Energy Star
Partners Seminars with
85 Educated
45,965
Contacts/Literature
Recipients
4,434 Presentation
Attendees

Small Commercial
Customer
Education

$115,000

$108,991

87 participants with 74
certificates awarded
2 sessions with total of
12 FOCUS Workshops
12 workshops

Irrigation
Customer
Education

$50,000

$10,338

65 Customers Educated

114 Customers
Educated

Market and
Technology Trials

$100,000

$36,733

5

0

Total

$440,000

$315,934

25

50 participants with 20
certificates awarded
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Analysis of 2010 Results and 2012 Program Recommendations
The results for Program Year 2010 provided valuable lessons as to which programs are to be
continued or cancelled for the 2012 Program Year and for program delivery enhancements.
Strategies have been identified in this report for many of the programs which will enhance future
performance. Identified strategies devoted to the individual program are included in Sections B
through O of this report.
Sierra considered a number of factors in performing the analysis to determine which programs it
proposed to be continued or cancelled for the 2012 Program Year. The following provides a
brief description of the more significant factors considered.
1.

The verified energy and demand savings for the previous program year and how those
savings compare with the targets for the program.

2.

The program expenditures for the previous year and how the expenditures compare to
the budget for the previous year and the level of energy and demand savings achieved
for the previous program year.

3.

The financial analysis was computed using the PortfolioPro financial analysis model.
The primary PortfolioPro output that was used as input in determining how to proceed
with a program in the 2012 Program Year was the TRC. A benefit to cost ratio greater
than one indicates that the program will provide a net benefit to the communities served
by Sierra.

4.

The M&V Reports provided by Sierra’s M&V contractor, ADM & Associates, Inc.
(“ADM”) frequently contain observations and recommendations regarding the program
that are considered by Sierra during the program evaluation process.

5.

The implementation contractor that delivered programs for Sierra provided feedback on
program performance and areas in which program performance could be enhanced or
where the program is experiencing difficulties.

6.

Sierra’s DSM Program Managers provided an assessment of program performance in
the previous program year in the form of lessons learned that provided guidance in
determining how or if the program should be delivered in the 2012 program year.

7.

Freeridership rates and market saturation are considered in how the program will be
delivered in the future year, including whether a program should be continued.
Program design is evaluated to reduce freeridership impacts.

8.

All programs are evaluated for potential redesign, modifications, or changes that would
enhance the performance of the program in terms of market acceptance, energy or
demand savings yield, and cost effectiveness.
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9.

Customer demand and market expectations are considered as indicators of potential
program performance the 2012 Program Year.

10.

Sierra’s appetite for portfolio credits in 2012 and in the years following, especially the
requirement in NRS 704.7821(2)(b) that 50% of the portfolio requirements that are
used to comply with the RPS increment that can be met by energy efficiency programs
must come from residential sources.

11.

Any changes or potential changes to energy efficiency standards, statutory or regulatory
requirements were considered because these changes may impact the viability of
programs for the 2012 program year.

12.

Feedback from program partners such as contractors and stores were considered since
these organizations are the customer facing points for delivering these programs.

Sierra recommends that all programs except the ENERGY STAR® Manufactured Homes
program be continued in the 2012 Program Year. The overall recommended base portfolio TRC
benefit to cost ratio for 2012 is 1.86. The following provides a brief overview of each program
and the Company’s recommendation on whether that program should be continued or cancelled
in the 2012 Program Year.

Non-Profit Agency Grants
Due to the reduced cost to own or lease, non-profit agencies often occupy older buildings which
quite often have significant energy deficiencies. Non-Profit Agency Grants offers qualifying
non-profit organizations financial assistance to implement energy efficiency measures. The
NPAG program is designed to help charitable organizations reduce their energy consumption and
related operating costs by funding energy efficiency retrofit projects aimed at reducing the costs
associated with the purchase and installation of energy efficiency measures (“EEMs”). In order
to qualify, an agency must be a 501(c)3 nonprofit entity located within Sierra’s service territory.
A total of 23 non-profit organizations received grant awards in 2010 for a total of 129 installed
energy efficiency measures. While actual expenditures were 131.4% of the budget, Sierra
achieved 361.3% and 418.3% of its demand and energy savings goals respectively. The program
exceeded its TRC target of 1.08 achieving a TRC result of 2.13. Section B provides the
complete analyses of this program.
Sierra recommends continuing this program in the 2012 Program Year at the base scenario. An
overview of the 2012 recommended base scenario and 2012 alternative low and high scenarios
for this program are presented in Tables A-8a and A-8b below.
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Table A-8a: Non Profit Budgets for the 2012 Program Year

Scenario
Base
Low
High

Budget
2012
$110,000
$90,000
$110,000

TRC
1.44
1.31
1.44

Table A-8b: Non Profit Targets for the 2012 Program Year

Scenario
Base
Low
High

Annual
Annual
Energy
Demand
Savings
Savings
(kWh)
(kW)
2012
2012
240,000
46
180,000
36
240,000
46

Energy Education and Consultation
The Energy Education and Consultation program is designed to educate and assist Sierra’s
customers, builders, and developers regarding the efficient use of electricity and to encourage
them to undertake energy conservation measures and energy efficiency projects in their homes or
businesses. The program is comprised of the following four distinct projects:
Residential and Commercial Builder Support/ENERGY STAR® for New Homes
This project provides education for builders on the advantage of incorporating energy
efficiency measures in commercial new construction. Additionally, the project assists
in promoting residential buildings that incorporate energy efficient practices through
training, such as instruction on how ENERGY STAR® rated homes should be built.
The training consultant visits construction sites to follow up with the builder on the
training that was provided prior to construction.
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Trade and Home Show Support
This project provides education for customers at various shows and events throughout
Sierra’s service territory. The education focuses on actions customers can implement to
"Take Control" of their personal energy usage. The goal of this project is to interact
through literature or consultation with customers at various events. In addition to
providing information on low cost measures that its customers can make to conserve
energy, the project supports the entire DSM portfolio of programs by introducing
various DSM programs to customers and by promoting ways customers can participate
in these programs in order to lower their energy consumption and their energy bills.
Education is accomplished by personal interaction with customers and by providing
energy efficiency and conservation message materials as well as material promoting
DSM programs. A list of proven energy efficiency practices that a customer can use to
conserve energy and improve energy efficiency of their home or business is also
provided in each bag.
Small Commercial Customer Education
The Small Commercial Customer Education project is directed at the individuals
responsible for operating commercial facilities. It specifically educates the person(s)
responsible for building operations in the small commercial and governmental sectors.
The education consists of a series of classes on how to operate facilities more
efficiently, how to properly maintain energy consuming equipment in buildings, and
how to develop proposals to implement energy efficiency improvement projects. Upon
successful completion of each course, recipients receive 0.7 continuing education units
and a certificate recognizing their training accomplishments.
Irrigation Customer Education
This project is directed at all of Sierra’s customers on an Irrigation Tariff (IS-1 or IS-2).
The project provides agricultural customers the information on how to better manage the
energy usage of their irrigation systems. By providing seminars with topics on energy
savings to the irrigator, improvements can be implemented in how they use electricity to
irrigate their crops. In support of this education initiative, Sierra offered rebates for
efficiency improvements to irrigation systems that save electrical energy through the Sure
Bet Commercial Customer Incentive program.
Expenditures for 2010 for this program were 82.1% of budget, the total individuals directly
educated was 285.9% of target and the number of individuals impacted with energy conservation
literature reached 122.6% of its goal.
Sierra recommends continuing this program in the 2012 Program Year at the base scenario. An
overview of the 2012 recommended base scenario and 2012 alternative low and high scenarios
for this program are presented in Table A-9 below.
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Table A-9: Energy Education Budgets for the 2012 Program Year

Scenario
Base
Low
High

Budget
2012
$250,000
$150,000
$340,000

TRC
N/A
N/A
N/A

Low Income Weatherization
The Low Income Weatherization program, marketed as “Comfort Savings” by Sierra, is a
program offering home weatherization services to low income residential customers.
In 2010, the Low Income Weatherization program provided weatherization assistance and energy
conservation measures for customers with incomes above 150% poverty guidelines and below
80% of the county median income living in single-family, multifamily, and mobile homes. The
program contracted with a third-party implementation contractor who performed the
weatherization work, including health and safety measures, installing energy efficiency measures
and energy conservation education at no cost to qualifying customers.
Customers are solicited through a variety of approaches including a comprehensive direct mail
marketing campaign (used to recruit the majority of customers), program information
disseminated through bill inserts and the Sierra website, and a variety of community outreach
events. The implementation contractor performs screenings to ensure that customers meet
income guidelines.
The 2010 actual expenditure was $586,894 or 97.8% of the $600,000 budget. The M&V
analysis determined that this program provided verified annual energy savings totaling 466,974
kWh, which is 576.7% of the target. The variance in energy savings is due to the change in the
delivery of the program. Previously this program was delivered utilizing a sub grantee that also
delivered another DSM program but now the program is delivered by an implementation
contractor that was selected using a competitive process. The targets for 2010 were set based on
the prior method of delivery. Delivery of the program by an implementation contractor has
achieved significantly improved results. The achieved TRC for this program was 0.20 or 95.2%
of the 0.21 target.
Sierra recommends continuing this program in the 2012 Program Year at the base scenario. An
overview of the 2012 recommended base scenario and 2012 alternative low and high scenarios
for this program are presented in Tables A-10a and A-10b below.
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Table A-10a: Low Income Weatherization Budgets for the 2012 Program Year

Scenario
Base
Low
High

Budget
2012
$350,000
$200,000
$600,000

TRC
0.49
0.54
0.49

Table A-10b: Low Income Weatherization Targets for the 2012 Program Year

Scenario
Base
Low
High

Annual
Annual
Energy
Demand
Savings
Savings
(kW)
(kWh)
2012
2012
2,340,000
1,311
2,244,000
1,289
3,140,000
1,721

Market and Technology Trials
The Market and Technology Trials program focuses on the assessment and testing of innovative
and energy-efficient technologies with applications in the residential, small-commercial, and
industrial markets in Nevada. The trials allow small scale tests of products that potentially have
energy savings benefits to the customer and Sierra. An extensive product evaluation is
conducted once a product is accepted into the program. A measure that demonstrates reliable
and cost effective savings during the trial may be adopted as a measure in an existing program
or, if the scale of savings warrants, may form the basis for a new energy efficiency program.
This program is designed to help customers reduce their energy consumption through the
identification of new energy efficiency measures or conversely demonstrate that a measure is not
a wise investment.
One market and technology trial was conducted in 2010 and continues to be evaluated in 2011.
Sierra recommends continuing this program in the 2012 Program Year at the base scenario. An
overview of the 2012 recommended base scenario and 2012 alternative low and high scenarios
for this program are presented in Table A-11 below.
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Table A-11: Market and Technology Trials Budgets for the 2012 Program Year

Scenario
Base
Low
High

Budget
2012
$100,000
$0
$100,000

TRC
N/A
N/A
N/A

Residential Energy-Efficient Lighting
The ENERGY STAR® Lighting Program is a market-based residential DSM program that
provides upstream incentives to consumers for the retail purchases of energy efficient lighting
products. The program has been renamed to Residential Energy-Efficient Lighting beginning in
2011. Incentives were typically delivered to Sierra’s customers through discounted retail pricing
for energy efficient compact fluorescent lights (“CFLs”) as well as through direct distribution,
community outreach events and builder model homes. Product discounts and rebates are
provided for specific lighting products that have earned the national ENERGY STAR® rating and
logo.
ENERGY STAR® is a voluntary labeling program that is administered by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency in partnership with the U.S. Department of Energy. The label
is recognized around the U.S. as a trusted energy efficiency standard. ENERGY STAR®
establishes energy efficiency specifications and standards that identify and promote qualifying
energy efficient products.
The 2011 program year is a year of great transformation and transition for this program. Nevada
will move into a position of national leadership for lighting efficiency beginning on or about
January 1, 2012. Assembly Bill (“AB”) 178 from the 2007 Nevada Legislative session
established the requirement that general purpose light bulbs that are sold in the State of Nevada
after January 1, 2012 must meet a minimum energy efficiency threshold of 25 lumens per watt.
The primary measure delivered by this program for the past eight years has been the standard
CFL, the bulb with the twisted glass top. With the new 25 lumens per watt standard the standard
CFL becomes the “base” upon which future lighting savings will be calculated until such time
that enhanced incandescent bulb become generally commercially available. Sierra initiated the
re-evaluation of this program in January 2011 in response to the coming changes to the minimum
energy efficiency standard. The Commission, in its order in Dockets Nos. 10-100024 and 10100025, directed Sierra to re-evaluate the program for 2012 given the new lighting standards and
the potential rate impacts on its customers. The program report provided in Section F includes
the results of the re-evaluation and proposes a modified program for 2012 in terms of the
measures to be delivered. In short, the program drops the standard CFL as a measure and begins
a transition to new lighting technologies. Beginning in 2011, the program started the
transformation by transitioning to reflector CFLs, three-way CFLs, candelabra base lighting and
targeted LED lighting.
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Sierra recommends this redesigned program be continued in the 2012 Program Year at the base
scenario. An overview of the 2012 recommended base scenario and 2012 alternative low and
high scenarios for this program are presented in Tables A-12a and A-12b below.
Table A-12a: Residential Energy-Efficient Lighting Budgets for the 2012 Program Year

Scenario
Base
Low
High

Budget
2012
$1,800,000
$1,200,000
$2,155,000

TRC
1.97
2.42
1.68

Table A-12b: Residential Energy-Efficient Lighting Budgets for the 2012 Program Year

Scenario
Base
Low
High

Annual
Annual
Energy
Demand
Savings
Savings
(kWh)
(kW)
2012
2012
19,134,014
2,128
14,118,820
1,571
21,191,680
2,357

Second Refrigerator Collection and Recycling
The Second Refrigerator Collection and Recycling program is designed to help customers reduce
their energy consumption by removing a functional second refrigerator/freezer from their home
and permanently removing that unit from the market place. Overall electric consumption is
reduced because the second refrigerator usually operates inefficiently (e.g., is an older less
efficient refrigerator; cools a small thermal load; and is often located in an unconditioned air
space such as a garage). Any residential customer can take advantage of this program. The
second refrigerator is dismantled and recycled and therefore is permanently removed from the
electric system. The recycling process safely disposes of all potentially environmentally harmful
materials.
Actual expenditures for 2010 were $388,757 or approximately 55.5% of a budget of $700,000.
A total of 2,514 units were recycled which was 55.7% of the target of 4,510 units. The verified
energy savings of 2,923,536 was 57.4% of the target of 5,096,300 kWh.
Sierra recommends continuing this program in the 2012 Program Year at the base scenario. An
overview of the 2012 recommended base scenario and 2012 alternative low and high scenarios
for this program are presented in Tables A-13a and A-13b below.
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Table A-13a: Second Refrigerator and Recycling Budgets for the 2012 Program Year

Scenario
Base
Low
High

Budget
2012
$575,000
$575,000
$700,000

TRC
2.33
2.33
2.38

Table A-13b: Second Refrigerator and Recycling Targets for the 2012 Program Year

Scenario
Base
Low
High

Annual
Annual
Energy
Demand
Savings
Savings
(kW)
(kWh)
2012
2012
4,100,000
2,355
4,100,000
2,355
5,100,000
2,929

ENERGY STAR® Manufactured Homes
The ENERGY STAR® Manufactured Homes Program was designed to move a substantial share
of manufactured homes sold in Sierra’s service territory from what has been basic energy
construction under the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (“HUD”)
standards, 5 to higher performance ENERGY STAR® standards through the strategic application
of rebates, educational outreach and marketing support. Although the movement from the HUD
standard construction to the ENERGY STAR® requirements represents a significant efficiency
increase (30%), it also increases the cost of the home. A financial incentive is the additional
stimulus needed to move the manufactured housing industry to increased levels of energy
efficiency.
The 2010 program year achieved fewer total homes than projected, mainly as a result of the slow
housing market. Expressing the percent of total sales that qualified for the ENERGY STAR®
label is difficult, as statistical information about manufactured home sales is available at the state
level and Sierra’s Northern Nevada service area covers only a portion of the state. The Energy
Star® Manufactured Housing Program achieved 51 homes, which is 31% of total statewide new
manufactured home sales. The 270 homes originally targeted (based on market projections made
in 2007) exceeded the number of manufactured homes sold in the state in 2010 (164). This

5

Subpart 3280, Manufactured Housing Construction and Safety Standards (“MHCSS”) regulate the factory
construction of manufactured homes. The MHCSS is nationally preemptive. State and local building and energy
codes have no bearing on the construction of manufactured homes.
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reflects the continuing lack of demand for new manufactured homes as the industry struggles to
recover from the recession that has a surplus in home inventory.
Based on the results of the 2010 program year and a projected decease in the cost effectiveness
of the program with the changing lighting standards, Sierra recommends cancelling this program
for the 2012 Program Year.

Commercial New Construction
The primary objective of the Sure Bet Commercial New Construction program (renamed the
Commercial New Construction program for 2011), is to take an integrated approach in
developing building designs that reduce electricity use and peak demand relative to the current
baseline building energy code. Incorporating energy efficiency in new buildings or at the time of
major renovations achieves sustainable long-term energy savings. The alternative to this
program is retrofitting the facility at a later date which likely would be at a substantially higher
cost than incorporating the energy efficient technology at the time of construction. This program
provides an opportunity to capture energy savings and reduce the number of potential lostopportunities in the construction of new commercial buildings. This program incorporates an
analysis of “whole building” packages including lighting, HVAC motors, shell design, window
treatments, and shading. The Sure Bet Commercial New Construction program offers effective
energy-saving solutions that reduce incremental costs and result in more energy efficient new
buildings.
In 2010, the program paid incentives for 6 projects, resulting in a 404 peak kW reduction
compared to a goal of 450 kW or 89.8% and verified energy savings of 1,691,813 kWh
compared to a goal of 3,600,000 kWh or 47%. Total expenditures were $357,456 or 42.1% of
budget. The amount spent was proportionately less than the resulting demand reductions and
energy savings. The low participation rate is a reflection of the continuing impact of the recent
recession. The savings realized from a large project at the University of Nevada Reno resulted in
savings that are disproportionally greater than the dollars spent due to the large scale of this
project. The program results were also impacted as several projects that originally were
anticipated to complete construction in 2010 were delayed or cancelled.
Sierra recommends continuing this program in the 2012 Program Year at the base scenario. An
overview of the 2012 recommended base scenario and 2012 alternative low and high scenarios
for this program are presented in Tables A-14a and A-14b below.
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Table A-14a: Commercial New Construction Budgets for the 2012 Program Year

Scenario
Base
Low
High

Budget
2012
$750,000
$500,000
$1,000,000

TRC
1.79
1.77
1.71

Table A-14b: Commercial New Construction Targets for the 2012 Program Year

Scenario
Base
Low
High

Annual
Annual
Energy
Demand
Savings
Savings
(kWh)
(kW)
2012
2012
3,300,000
1,410
2,200,000
935
4,400,000
1,758

Energy Smart Schools
The Sure Bet Schools program, which was renamed the Energy Smart Schools program beginning
in 2011, was designed to facilitate energy efficiency and peak demand reduction in K-12 public
schools and charter schools. The program offers incentive funding to offset the cost associated
with energy efficiency investments. Perhaps more importantly, Technical Support Services are
also provided to help the school districts identify qualifying projects, provide assessment of project
viability, calculate energy and cost savings provide energy savings verifications, and assist with
internal management reporting and communications. Areas of technical support that are offered
include the following categories: energy benchmarking, energy master planning, new construction
design and plan review, technical and analytical assistance, building inspections and surveys,
assistance with funding, financing, performance contract decision making, assistance with project
procurement, assistance evaluating vendors and proposals, and assistance accelerating decision
making processes.
For the 2010 Program Year this program achieved 69.3% of its energy savings target and 37.8%
of its demand target. Correspondingly, 65.7% of the budget was expended to achieve these
results. Ten different entities participated by way of completing energy efficiency projects.
These included the school districts of Carson City, Douglas, Elko, Humboldt, Lander, Lyon,
Pershing, Storey, Washoe, and the ACE charter school. The Nye County School District, which
did not participate in the 2010 Sure Bet Schools program, delayed the initiation of new projects
in anticipation of receiving federal funding for their energy efficiency upgrade projects.
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Sierra recommends continuing this program in the 2012 Program Year at the base scenario. An
overview of the 2012 recommended base scenario and 2012 alternative low and high scenarios
for this program are presented in Tables A-15a and A-15b.
Table A-15a: Energy Smart Schools Budgets for the 2012 Program Year

Scenario
Base
Low
High

Budget
2012
$320,000
$250,000
$400,000

TRC
1.82
1.77
1.84

Table A-15b: Energy Smart Schools Targets for the 2012 Program Year

Scenario
Base
Low
High

Annual
Annual
Demand
Energy
Savings
Savings
(kWh)
(kW)
2012
2012
2,050,000
1,453
1,624,750
1,171
2,600,000
1,865

Commercial Retrofit Incentives
The objective of the Sure Bet Commercial Customer Incentives Program, renamed the
Commercial Retrofit Incentive program for 2011, is to cost effectively achieve electrical energy
and peak demand savings by facilitating the implementation of energy-efficiency measures in
commercial, industrial, and institutional facilities by offering financial incentives and technical
services. The program offers prescriptive incentives for lighting, cooling, motors, refrigeration,
commercial kitchen equipment, vending machine controls and other energy efficiency retrofits.
In addition, custom incentives are offered for most measures not covered under the prescriptive
program that results in verifiable energy savings. This program also offers building optimization
and small commercial direct install incentives and services.
In 2010, the program achieved a 4,298.88 peak kW reduction compared to a goal of 2,352 kW, or
182.8% of the goal, and verified energy savings of 30,316,479 kWh compared to a goal of
20,000,000 kWh, or 151.6% of the goal. Total expenditures were $3,064,782, or 133.3% of the
budget. Achieved savings were due to several large projects that were subject to tiered incentives,
producing greater energy savings for the incentive amount invested.
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Sierra recommends continuing this program in the 2012 Program Year at the base scenario. An
overview of the 2012 recommended base scenario and 2012 alternative low and high scenarios
for this program are presented in Tables A-16a and A-16b below.
Table A-16a: Commercial Retrofit Incentives Budgets for the 2012 Program Year

Scenario
Base
Low
High

Budget
2012
$3,000,000
$2,000,000
$4,000,000

TRC
2.78
3.18
2.68

Table A-16b: Commercial Retrofit Incentives Targets for the 2012 Program Year

Scenario
Base
Low
High

Annual
Annual
Energy
Demand
Savings
Savings
(kWh)
(kW)
2012
2012
17,840,000
9,389
13,600,000
7,642
21,932,700 11,084

In Home Displays
The In Home Display program was designed to expand the use of household energy management
technology. In Home displays (“IHDs”) are counter-top, wall-mounted, or plug in devices which
provide consumers with real-time information about energy usage, pricing, and costs. Unlike
home thermostats (which are designed for direct control of heating, ventilating, and air
conditioning systems) and home computers (which are designed to provide online access to
information), IHDs are designed for information display. By catching the attention of energy
users and indicating the expense of energy use, IHDs motivate energy users to take immediate
action to reduce their energy consumption. In effect, the IHD provides the consumer a primary
feedback tool to enable them to take control of their energy usage.
The majority of the IHDs were installed in the fourth quarter of program year 2009 with installations
completed in the first quarter of 2010. The year following installation was used as a market test period
for Sierra with the primary objectives being to (1) better understand what would be involved in a largescale Sierra rollout of IHDs, and (2) to estimate the scale and timing of energy savings available to
customers and Sierra through the deployment of IHDs. The Boice Dunham group facilitated a number
of surveys, focus groups, and in-home interviews in late 2009 and in 2010 to determine how customers
interfaced with the device, their experiences with IHDs and their perceptions of the devices. These
results included not only participant recruitment and device installation, but also participant energy use
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and participant satisfaction with the program. The market survey results as reported in the IHD
Customer Experience: Sierra Market Test report identified overall positive customer responses to the
program’s concept, yet yielded mixed results with respect to the program’s deployment and educational
support of the device. ADM provided estimates of savings using billing analysis of pre- vs. postinstallation energy consumption. There were 812 participants in the program at Sierra verified first
year energy savings for 2009 were 32,948 kWh with 304,263 of full year energy savings in 2010.
System peak demand savings provided by this program are 81 kW.
The program as completed at the end of 2010, was not requested in Sierra’s 2010 IRP and
therefore has no budget for 2012.

Consumer Electronics and Plug Loads
The Consumer Electronics and Plug Loads program is a midstream and upstream incentive
program that targets the transition of the plug load market to more energy efficient devices. The
program initially targeted televisions, desk top PCs, and monitors but will incorporate additional
plug load devices that fit within the program parameters as necessary to meet program goals in
the quickly evolving consumer electronics market.
The Consumer Electronics and Plug Loads program provides Sierra with an innovative, costeffective, and viable approach to address these challenges and achieve energy savings in the
residential and commercial sectors. The program is structured as a midstream and upstream
incentive program because it is the most cost-effective mechanism to capture a high volume of
sales. A key reason for offering the incentive to retailers and Original Equipment Manufacturers
is because they have direct connections to “downstream” end-use customers. Retailers can
influence customer purchases by stocking more efficient products and by identifying those
products to customers through in-store signage and other marketing collateral. The retailers can
also send signals “upstream” to supply chain vendors and manufactures by purchasing a larger
percentage of high efficiency products. The goal is that these signals influence the manufactures
to offer more qualified plug load devices at lower price points, thus spurring a market
transformation.
Sierra did not offer this program in 2010. Nevada Power Company (“Nevada Power” together
with Sierra, the “Companies”) offered this program during the last quarter of 2010 and achieved
results that exceeded program targets while staying within the program budget. The program to
be delivered at Sierra will be almost identical to that offered by Nevada Power and thus strong
results are anticipated for Sierra.
Sierra recommends continuing this program in the 2012 Program Year at the base scenario. An
overview of the 2012 recommended base scenario and 2012 alternative low and high scenarios
for this program are presented in Tables A-17a and A-17b below.
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Table A-17a: Consumer Electronics and Plug Loads Budgets for the 2012 Program Year

Scenario
Base
Low
High

Budget
2012
$400,000
$400,000
$400,000

TRC
2.45
2.45
2.45

Table A-17b: Consumer Electronics and Plug Loads Targets for the 2012 Program Year

Scenario
Base
Low
High

Annual
Annual
Energy
Demand
Savings
Savings
(kW)
(kWh)
2012
2012
1,812,500
1,041
1,812,500
1,041
1,812,500
1,041

Demand Response
This program includes a Direct Load Control Trial and a Dynamic Pricing Trial. Following the
successful implementation of a Demand Response (“DR”) Program at Nevada Power, Sierra
evaluated the opportunities that might be available to help temper its summer and/or winter
peaks. Other than irrigation pump load control, Sierra has not previously offered or tested
demand response measures. This program includes total installed demand reduction capacity of
5.2 MW in the residential and small commercial sectors and 4.0 MW in the large commercial and
industrial sectors over the 2011-2013 three year action plan period.
The program integrates with and leverages the Advanced Service Delivery (“ASD”) initiative,
NV Energize. The combined goal of the integration of these two major undertakings is to
enhance the customer’s ability to control their energy consumption and costs and to promote
much wider scale participation in energy efficiency and demand response initiatives that increase
electrical system efficiency and reliability while lowering production costs. The trials will
determine if demand response goals can be achieved through deployment of enabling
technologies (e.g., smart meters, in-home displays, programmable communicating thermostats,
the delivery of educational material and the implementation of dynamic pricing) that are
facilitated by the infrastructure to be installed by the ASD Initiative.
As part of the Smart Grid Investment Grant (“SGIG”) program, administered by the Department
of Energy (“DOE”), Nevada Power and Sierra, the Companies will receive $138 million for their
ASD initiative. Not only will this ASD smart grid infrastructure support the DR Program but a
portion of the grant funding will offset a portion of the Dynamic Pricing Trial costs.
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This Program will explore the potential for low cost generation equivalent peak load resources
via advanced technology and communications systems. The Program has been designed to
provide residential and commercial customers participating in the tests technology that will allow
them greater control over their energy consumption patterns and choices about to what extent
they may wish to participate in Sierra’s peak load management trials. The Demand Response
Program offers a technology package to customers that will allow them to participate in the
following two trials:
Direct Load Control – This trial consist of two components. This trial will be based on an Air
Conditioning Load Management (“ACLM”) measure similar to the program at Nevada Power.
The first component will also investigate installing load control switches on water heaters. The
second component will combine demand reduction and energy efficiency initiatives to provide
demand response capabilities to large commercial and industrial customers.
Nevada Dynamic Pricing Trial – As a requirement of the ASD grant, Sierra will conduct a
dynamic pricing trial that will assess the individual and cumulative impacts of rates, technology,
and enhanced education within a dynamic pricing regime. As an outcome to this trial the
Company will be able to measure the extent to which customers have received the insight, skills,
and tools to manage their energy use. Information from the Nevada Dynamic Pricing Trial
(“NDPT”) will be used to help refine pricing policy, rates and potential demand response
programs.
Sierra recommends continuing this program in the 2012 Program Year at the base scenario. An
overview of the 2012 recommended base budget scenario and 2012 alternative low and high
scenarios for the Direct Load Control program and Nevada Dynamic Pricing Trial are presented
in Tables A-18a and A-18b below. An overview of the 2012 recommended base target scenario
and 2012 alternative low and high scenarios for the Direct Load Control program and Nevada
Dynamic Pricing Trial are presented in Tables A-19a and A-19b below.
Table A-18a: Direct Load Control Budgets for the 2012 Program Year

Scenario
Base
Low
High

Budget
2012
$734,000
$100,000
$734,000
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TRC
N/A
N/A
N/A
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Table A-18a: Nevada Dynamic Pricing Trial Budgets for the 2012 Program Year

Scenario
Base
Low
High

Budget
2012
$901,889
$901,889
$901,889

TRC
N/A
N/A
N/A

Table A-19a: Direct Load Control Targets for the 2012 Program Year

Scenario
Base
Low
High

Annual
Annual
Energy
Demand
Savings
Savings
(kWh)
(kW)
2012
2012
TBD
2,000
TBD
0
TBD
2,000

Table A-19b: Nevada Dynamic Pricing Trial Targets for the 2012 Program Year

Scenario
Base
Low
High

Annual
Energy
Savings
(kWh)
2012

Annual
Demand
Savings
(kW)
2012
0
4,700
0
4,700
0
4,700

Solar Thermal Water Heating
The residential Solar Thermal Water Heating Program provides incentives to residential
customers with electric water heaters who install qualifying solar thermal water heating systems.
The Residential Solar Thermal Water Heating Program complies with Nevada’s SB 437, Section
43.5, Paragraph 3 which states “The Commission shall require the utility to include in its plan:
(a) An energy efficiency program for residential customers which reduces consumption of
electricity or any fossil fuel, and which includes without limitation, the use of new solar thermal
energy sources.”
The goal of this program is to encourage the widespread installation of solar thermal water
heaters which would reduce electric consumption used for water heating.
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The program encourages the installation of solar thermal water heating systems by providing
financial incentives to customers to assist with installation costs and by providing training for
contractors, building inspectors, and other state and local building officials. Approximately 12%
of residences in Sierra’s service territory with electric water heaters are targeted by this program.
This program is new in 2011; therefore there are no 2010 results to report.
Sierra recommends continuing this program in the 2012 Program Year at the base scenario. An
overview of the 2012 recommended base scenario and 2012 alternative low and high scenarios
for this program are presented in Tables A-20a and A-20b below.
Table A-20a: Solar Thermal Budgets for the 2012 Program Year

Scenario
Base
Low
High

Budget
2012
$250,000
$50,000
$350,000

TRC
0.20
0.21
0.20

Table A-20b: Solar Thermal Targets for the 2012 Program Year

Scenario
Base
Low
High

Annual
Annual
Energy
Demand
Savings
Savings
(kWh)
(kW)
2012
2012
81,000
13
18,000
3
113,400
19

43

Page 55 of 390

Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy
2011 Annual Demand Side Management Update Report

High, Base and Low Scenarios
The tables below reflect the budgets, energy and demand savings, and results for the financial
analysis for each program at the high, base and low scenarios. For the 2010 Program Year 2,
Sierra recommends continuing the programs listed in the base scenario tables. The alternative
high and low budget scenarios provide the Commission with the opportunity to select alternate
scenarios or to select among the scenarios on a program by program basis in determining which
program will be continued in 2012.
The primary factors employed to design the high base and low budget scenarios were as follows;
1. The high budget scenario was generally set at the budget level that was approved by
the Commission in Sierra’s 2010 IRP.
2. The aggregate base budget scenario for all energy efficiency programs was targeted to
be 25% below the budget level that was approved by the Commission in Sierra’s
2010 IRP. The achieved reduction is approximately 24% (this figure excludes
Demand Response).
3. The aggregate low budget scenario for all energy efficiency programs was targeted to
be 50% below the budget level that was approved by the Commission in Sierra’s
2010 IRP. The achieved reduction is approximately 48% this figure excludes
Demand Response).
4. Programs and measures that have lower cost effectiveness as determined by the TRC
benefit to cost ratio were targeted for higher percentage reductions in the base and
low budget scenarios.
5. Projected customer demand and providing program access for all customers was
factored into determining the budget levels for the base and low budget scenarios.
6. The need for residential renewable portfolio credits was factored into the
determination of the base and low budget scenarios.
7. The least cost effective measures within programs were targeted in developing budget
reductions in creating the base and low budget scenarios for each program.
The programs at the base and low budget scenarios are not simply created by an arbitrary budget
reduction to create these budget levels. The following provides examples of the customization
that was applied to most of the program in developing the base and low scenarios.
•

The Consumer Electronics and Plug Loads is one of the most cost effective programs
in terms of the TRC that also provides residential portfolio credits so it retains the
same budget for all three scenarios.
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•

The Low Income Weatherization program, a program that has a TRC below one but
provides access to the DSM portfolio for low income customers is reduced by
approximately 42% at the base scenario level and by 66% at the low level scenario;
however the program’s design is completely different at the low scenario level. At
the low scenario, the program would be delivered entirely using a service such as
those offered by OPower or ACLARA that would focus on customer information and
education and would reach a much greater number of low income customers than the
traditional direct-install program.

•

The Commercial Retrofit Incentive program differs between the three scenarios as the
least cost effective measures are removed from the program to achieve the lower
budget levels. The niche market and direct install measures are totally eliminated in
the low budget scenario.

•

Specific educational measures are eliminated from the Energy Education Program to
create the base and low budget scenarios.

•

At the low scenario level the Solar Thermal Water Heating program only provides
rebates for applications received in 2011 that were not completed in 2011.

•

The Market and Technology program is totally eliminated at the low budget scenario.

The criteria used in designing the different budget scenarios for each program are provided
Sections B through O of this report.
The three scenarios included in this Annual DSM Update Report provide the Commission three
different scenarios to choose from either in aggregate or on a project by project basis. The
scenarios were not developed by simply scaling up or down the base scenario; instead, Sierra
evaluated measures and delivery mechanisms and attempted to provide the Commission with
options that represent different approaches to delivering energy efficiency programs.
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Base Scenario
Tables A-21 through A-24 summarizes the recommended base scenario budgets, targets, and
cost-effectiveness for the 2012 program year. The base scenario is the scenario the Company is
recommending for implementation.
Table A-21: 2012 Program Year Base Scenario Budget
Programs

2012
Increase/Decrease Increase/Decrease
2012 Approved
Recommended from 2012 Approved from 2012 Approved
Budget
Base Budget
Budget
Budget (%)

Low Income Weatherization
Residential Energy-Efficient Lighting
Second Refrigerator Collection and Recycling
Energy Star® Manufactured Homes
Consumer Electronics & Plug Loads
Solar Thermal Water Heating
In Home Displays
Residential Total

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

600,000
2,155,000
700,000
200,000
400,000
350,000
4,405,000

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

350,000
1,800,000
575,000
400,000
250,000
3,375,000

(250,000)
(355,000)
(125,000)
(200,000)
0
(100,000)
0
(1,030,000)

(41.7%)
(16.5%)
(17.9%)
(100.0%)
0.0%
(28.6%)
0.0%
(23.4%)

Non-Profit Agency Grants
Commercial New Construction
Energy Smart Schools
Commercial Retrofit Incentives

$
$
$
$

110,000
1,000,000
400,000
4,000,000

$
$
$
$

110,000
750,000
320,000
3,000,000

0
(250,000)
(80,000)
(1,000,000)

0.0%
(25.0%)
(20.0%)
(25.0%)

Commercial Total

$

5,510,000 $

4,180,000

(1,330,000)

(24.1%)

Energy Education and Consultation
Market and Technology Trials
Total Other

$
$
$

340,000 $
100,000 $
440,000 $

250,000
100,000
350,000

(90,000)
0
(90,000)

(26.5%)
0.0%
(20.5%)

Total Energy Efficiency

$ 10,355,000 $

7,905,000

(2,450,000)

(23.7%)

Demand Response - Direct Load Control
Demand Response - Dynamic Pricing Trial
Total Demand Response

$
$
$

734,105 $
465,895 $
1,200,000 $

734,000
901,889
1,635,889

(105)
435,994
435,889

Total All Categories

$ 11,555,000 $

9,540,889

(2,014,111)
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Table A-22: 2012 Base Scenario Benefits/Cost Table

Program
Non-Profit Agency Grants
Low Income Weatherization
Residential Energy-Efficient Lighting
Second Refrigerator Collections and Recycling
Commercial New Construction
Energy Smart Schools
Commercial Retrofit Incentives
Consumer Electronics & Plug Loads
Solar Thermal Water Heating

TRC Benefits TRC Costs
$149,030
$170,531
$3,590,638
$1,340,203
$1,833,765
$1,928,308
$12,778,530
$824,865
$66,544

$103,400
$350,000
$1,821,422
$575,000
$1,023,961
$1,058,827
$4,604,120
$336,118
$340,203

TRC Net
Benefits
$45,630
-$179,469
$1,769,216
$765,203
$809,804
$869,481
$8,174,410
$488,747
-$273,659

TRC
B/C
Ratio
1.44
0.49
1.97
2.33
1.79
1.82
2.78
2.45
0.20

Table A-23: 2012 Base Scenario Energy Savings Table – kWh
Program
Non-Profit Agency Grants
Low Income Weatherization
Demand Response
Residential Energy-Efficient Lighting
Second Refrigerator Collection and Recycling
Commercial New Construction
Energy Smart Schools
Commercial Retrofit Incentives
Consumer Electronics & Plug Loads
Solar Thermal Water Heating
Portfolio Total

47

2012
240,000
2,340,000
TBD
19,134,014
4,100,000
3,300,000
2,050,000
17,840,000
1,812,500
81,000
50,897,514

Lifetime
3,405,002
3,593,062
TBD
96,823,465
23,011,442
37,248,158
27,397,147
195,442,330
13,225,120
1,704,839
401,850,565
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Table A-24: 2012 Base Scenario On-Peak Demand Savings Table – kW
Program
Non-Profit Agency Grants
Low Income Weatherization
Demand Response
Residential Energy-Efficient Lighting
Second Refrigerator Collection and Recycling
Commercial New Construction
Energy Smart Schools
Commercial Retrofit Incentives
Consumer Electronics & Plug Loads
Solar Thermal Water Heating
Portfolio Total

48

2012
46
1,311
6,700
2,128
2,355
1,410
1,453
9,389
1,041
13
25,846
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Low Scenario
Tables A-25 through A-28 summarizes the alternative low scenario budgets, targets, and costeffectiveness results.
Table A-25: 2012 Low Scenario Program Year Budget
Programs

Increase/Decrease Increase/Decrease
2012 Approved 2012 Proposed
from 2012 Approved from 2012 Approved
Budget
Low Budget
Budget (%)
Budget

Low Income Weatherization
Residential Energy-Efficient Lighting
Second Refrigerator Collection and Recycling
Energy Star® Manufactured Homes
Consumer Electronics & Plug Loads
Solar Thermal Water Heating
In Home Displays
Residential Total

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

600,000
2,155,000
700,000
200,000
400,000
350,000
4,405,000

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

200,000
1,200,000
575,000
400,000
50,000
2,425,000

(400,000)
(955,000)
(125,000)
(200,000)
0
(300,000)
0
(1,980,000)

(66.7%)
(44.3%)
(17.9%)
(100.0%)
0.0%
(85.7%)
0.0%
(44.9%)

Non-Profit Agency Grants
Commercial New Construction
Energy Smart Schools
Commercial Retrofit Incentives

$
$
$
$

110,000
1,000,000
400,000
4,000,000

$
$
$
$

90,000
500,000
250,000
2,000,000

(20,000)
(500,000)
(150,000)
(2,000,000)

(18.2%)
(50.0%)
(37.5%)
(50.0%)

Commercial Total

$

5,510,000 $

2,840,000

(2,670,000)

(48.5%)

Energy Education and Consultation
Market and Technology Trials
Total Other

$
$
$

340,000 $
100,000 $
440,000 $

150,000
150,000

(190,000)
(100,000)
(290,000)

(55.9%)
(100.0%)
(65.9%)

Total Energy Efficiency

$ 10,355,000 $

5,415,000

(4,940,000)

(47.7%)

Demand Response- Direct Load Control
Demand Response- Dynamic Pricing Trial
Total Demand Response

$
$
$

734,105 $
465,895 $
1,200,000 $

100,000
901,889
1,001,889

(634,105)
435,994
(198,111)

(86.4%)
93.6%
(16.5%)

Total All Categories

$ 11,555,000 $

6,416,889

(5,138,111)

(44.5%)
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Table A-26: 2012 Low Scenario Benefits/Cost Table

Program
TRC Benefits TRC Costs
Non-Profit Agency Grants
$111,772
$85,050
Low Income Weatherization
$108,915
$200,000
Residential Energy-Efficient Lighting
$2,525,500 $1,043,509
Second Refrigerator Collection and Recycling
$1,340,203
$575,000
Commercial New Construction
$1,225,129
$690,967
Energy Smart Schools
$1,515,779
$854,939
Commercial Retrofit Incentives
$10,270,003 $3,234,520
Consumer Electronics & Plug Loads
$824,865
$336,118
Solar Thermal Water Heating
$14,788
$70,045

TRC Net
Benefits
$26,722
-$91,085
$1,481,991
$765,203
$534,161
$660,841
$7,035,483
$488,747
-$55,257

TRC
B/C
Ratio
1.31
0.54
2.42
2.33
1.77
1.77
3.18
2.45
0.21

Table A-27: 2012 Low Scenario Energy Savings Table – kWh
Program
Non-Profit Agency Grants
Low Income Weatherization
Demand Response
Residential Energy-Efficient Lighting
Second Refrigerator Collection and Recycling
Commercial New Construction
Energy Smart Schools
Commercial Retrofit Incentives
Consumer Electronics & Plug Loads
Solar Thermal Water Heating
Portfolio Total

50

2012
180,000
2,244,000
TBD
14,118,820
4,100,000
2,200,000
1,624,750
13,600,000
1,812,500
18,000
39,898,070

Lifetime
2,553,751
2,385,372
TBD
67,823,856
23,011,442
24,900,988
21,420,539
151,439,232
13,225,120
378,853
307,139,153
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Table A-28: 2012 Low Scenario On-Peak Demand Savings Table – kW
Program
Non-Profit Agency Grants
Low Income Weatherization
Demand Response
Residential Energy-Efficient Lighting
Second Refrigerator Collection and Recycling
Commercial New Construction
Energy Smart Schools
Commercial Retrofit Incentives
Consumer Electronics & Plug Loads
Solar Thermal Water Heating
Portfolio Total

51

2012
36
1,289
4,700
1,571
2,355
935
1,171
7,642
1,041
3
20,743
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High Scenario
Tables A-29 through A-32 summarizes the alternative high scenario, budgets, targets, and costeffectiveness results.
Table A-29: 2012 High Scenario Action Plan Budget
Programs

Increase/Decrease Increase/Decrease
2012 Approved 2012 Proposed
from 2012 Approved from 2012 Approved
Budget
High Budget
Budget (%)
Budget

Low Income Weatherization
Residential Energy-Efficient Lighting
Second Refrigerator Collection and Recycling
Energy Star® Manufactured Homes
Consumer Electronics & Plug Loads
Solar Thermal Water Heating
In Home Displays
Residential Total

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

600,000
2,155,000
700,000
200,000
400,000
350,000
4,405,000

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

600,000
2,155,000
700,000
400,000
350,000
4,205,000

Non-Profit Agency Grants
Commercial New Construction
Energy Smart Schools
Commercial Retrofit Incentives
Commercial Total

$
$
$
$
$

110,000
1,000,000
400,000
4,000,000
5,510,000

$
$
$
$
$

110,000
1,000,000
400,000
4,000,000
5,510,000

0
0
0
0
0

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

Energy Education and Consultation
Market and Technology Trials
Total Other

$
$
$

340,000 $
100,000 $
440,000 $

340,000
100,000
440,000

0
0
0

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

Total Energy Efficiency

$ 10,355,000 $ 10,155,000

Demand Response - Direct Load Control
Demand Response- Dynamic Pricing Trial
Total Demand Response

$
$
$

Total All Categories

$ 11,555,000 $ 11,790,889

734,105 $
465,895 $
1,200,000 $

52

734,000
901,889
1,635,889

0
0
0
(200,000)
0
0
0
(200,000)

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
(100.0%)
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
(4.5%)

(200,000)

(1.9%)

(105)
435,994
435,889

0.0%
93.6%
36.3%

235,889

2.0%
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Table A-30: 2012 High Scenario Benefits/Cost Table

Program
Non-Profit Agency Grants
Low Income Weatherization
Residential Energy-Efficient Lighting
Second Refrigerator Collection and Recycling
Commercial New Construction
Energy Smart Schools
Commercial Retrofit Incentives
Consumer Electronics & Plug Loads
Solar Thermal Water Heating

TRC Benefits TRC Costs
$149,030
$294,427
$4,130,960
$1,667,178
$2,350,616
$2,445,966
$15,181,616
$824,865
$93,161

$103,400
$600,000
$2,463,590
$700,000
$1,370,916
$1,327,084
$5,671,952
$336,118
$476,284

TRC Net
Benefits
$45,630
-$305,573
$1,667,371
$967,178
$979,700
$1,118,882
$9,509,664
$488,747
-$383,122

TRC
B/C
Ratio
1.44
0.49
1.68
2.38
1.71
1.84
2.68
2.45
0.20

Table A-31: 2012 High Scenario Energy Savings Table – kWh
Program
Non-Profit Agency Grants
Low Income Weatherization
Demand Response
Residential Energy-Efficient Lighting
Second Refrigerator Collection and Recycling
Commercial New Construction
Energy Smart Schools
Commercial Retrofit Incentives
Consumer Electronics & Plug Loads
Solar Thermal Water Heating
Portfolio Total

53

2012
240,000
3,140,000
TBD
21,191,680
5,100,000
4,400,000
2,600,000
21,932,700
1,812,500
113,400
60,530,280

Lifetime
3,405,002
6,176,638
TBD
111,716,744
28,625,643
48,975,386
34,605,538
237,446,001
13,225,120
2,386,775
486,562,847
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Table A-32: 2012 High Scenario On-Peak Demand Savings Table – kW
Program
Non-Profit Agency Grants
Low Income Weatherization
Demand Response
Residential Energy-Efficient Lighting
Second Refrigerator Collection and Recycling
Commercial New Construction
Energy Smart Schools
Commercial Retrofit Incentives
Consumer Electronics & Plug Loads
Solar Thermal Water Heating
Portfolio Total

54

2012
46
1,721
6,700
2,357
2,929
1,758
1,865
11,084
1,041
19
29,520
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Section A-3: Financial Analysis
Below is a description of the PortfolioPro Benefit-Cost Modeling tool and how Sierra uses it to
assess whether DSM programs are cost-effective. As discussed in the introduction and
overview, this section also contains the estimated incremental lost sales (kWh) and estimated
NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement associated with 2012 DSM programs at the recommended
base scenario.

PortfolioPro Benefit-Cost Model Description
Strategies that improve energy efficiency are always beneficial, at least from a societal vantage
point as long as their costs are justified by their economic worth. But benefits of energyefficiency improvement may accrue differently to different stakeholders. When energy
efficiency is sponsored by the utility, it also poses significant questions concerning equity, since
under most circumstances they lead to an increase in rates. Analysts have struggled when
answering the question of how utilities, participants, rate payers, or society as a whole is affected
by conservation. Avoided-cost analysis has been widely used in the energy sector to assess the
cost-effectiveness (or net benefits) of DSM relative to conventional supply alternatives. When
calculating the benefits of DSM, analysts begin with avoided costs and make adjustments for
administrative or programmatic costs, as well as other costs associated with participating in DSM
programs. Depending on the perspective taken in analysis, competing views about benefits can
emerge. Five basic tests are generally used for comparing demand and supply management
alternatives, each representing a measure of cost-effectiveness from various unique perspectives:
•

Total Resource Costs (“TRC”)

•

Rate Impact Measure (“RIM”)

•

Utility-Cost Test (“UCT”)

•

Participant Cost Test (“PCT”)

•

Societal Cost Test (“SCT”)
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Cost-Benefit Assessment
A primary use of data collected through M&V activities is to support accurate assessment of
project costs and benefits. Benefits/costs tests are measures of productivity for most projects.
However, such tests are not the only criteria used for selecting or eliminating a project. Other
factors include market preparation (e.g. consumer education and ally training), customer benefits
and satisfaction, and market transformation impact.
Sierra’s Approach to Assessing Cost-Effectiveness
In 2005 Sierra determined that its current cost-effectiveness model was limited in its ability to
easily assess a portfolio of programs and to quickly perform scenario analyses. Sierra and
Nevada Power contracted with Cadmus Group (formerly Quantec Consulting), to develop an
enhanced cost-effectiveness screening model known as PortfolioPro with substantial capability
to model scenarios, complex program structures, and program risk. This model has been used to
develop the estimates of cost-effectiveness presented to support this report. The following list
describes some of the important features and capabilities of PortfolioPro, the details of which are
set for in Technical Appendix 2.
1. 8,760 hourly calculation capability;
2. The ability to include multiple “measures” in a single program;
3. The ability to include multiple “programs” in a single portfolio;
4. Scenario analysis;
5. Risk analysis; and
6. Enhanced Rate-Of-Return (“ROR”) for certain programs as authorized by the
Commission.
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Table A-33a and Table A-33b below illustrate key model inputs.
Table A-33a: Basic Inputs for the Cost-Effectiveness Screening Model
Basic Information
Sierra Pacific Power
Discount Rate
Inflation
Escalator
Line Loss - Energy
Line Loss - Demand
Annual avoided T&D costs ($/MW)
Measure Cost Escalator
Federal Tax Rate
Local Tax Rate
Recovery Period
Commercial
Residential
Industrial
Overall

57

Financial Data
8.40%
0.00%
0.00%
6.30%
10.90%
$11,580
0.00%
35%
0%
1
$0.089
$0.095
$0.081
$0.081
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Table A-33b: Avoided Generation Capacity Cost - Capacity Options ($/MW)
Avoided Generation Capacity Cost - ($/MW)
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029
2030
2031
2032
2033
2034
2035
2036
2037
2038
2039

58

$0
$0
$0
$0
$22,367
$31,314
$43,839
$56,991
$69,550
$104,253
$142,794
$143,268
$151,558
$151,733
$152,397
$158,030
$156,419
$157,273
$158,067
$158,229
$161,009
$154,811
$158,405
$153,107
$139,934
$141,670
$141,193
$141,255
$140,903
$140,449
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Freeridership/Spillover
Overview
Program attribution refers to energy impacts that can confidently be attributed to program efforts.
Freeriders are net-to-gross factors that are applied to gross program savings that reduce program
attribution. Industry-standard definitions of freeriders are as follows:
•

Pure freerider—a participant who would have installed the exact quantity and efficiency
of program-eligible equipment at the same time in the absence of the program

•

Partial freerider—a participant who would have installed some equipment at the same
time in the absence of the program, but a smaller quantity and/or a lesser efficiency,
and/or would have postponed the installation of the efficient equipment for some amount
of time (residential is typically 1 year, small commercial 2 years, large commercial 4
years).

•

Non-freerider—a participant would not have installed any program-eligible equipment
within some amount of time in the absence of the program.

Over the past two decades, there has been considerable discussion nationally around the value of,
and methods for, measuring freeridership. Some believe that the amount of spillover 6 offsets
freeridership 7, that participants cannot answer accurately about what they would have done in the
absence of the program, and/or that market data is insufficient to accurately estimate
freeridership. Others disagree with this argument and point to additional benefits of measuring
freeridership.
The most important functions of freeridership measurement and analysis are to help optimize the
allocation of resources and give the program administrator some incentive to pursue savings that
would not otherwise occur. There are multiple other uses for the attribution information and
multiple perspectives for viewing net-to-gross results. Among these uses are: assisting utilities
and regulators tracking of program effectiveness over time; assisting the program implementer in
performance monitoring; assisting future program planning and design in light of emerging
changes in the nature of energy efficiency markets; and, providing insight to economic impact
analyses in light of shifts in the economic landscape.

6

Spillover is program-eligible equipment installed outside the program that was caused by the program; either as a
result of the participants’ or vendors’ positive experience with the program equipment. Spillover is difficult to
measure using customer self-reports or non-participating vendor self-reports, as customers and vendors may or may
not be fully aware of whether the equipment they purchased/sold was program-eligible. Surveys with participating
vendors who sell equipment both within and outside of the program provides more reliable estimates as these
vendors are familiar with what is considered to be program eligible.
7

Free Ridership and Spillover: A Regulatory Dilemma, William P. Saxonis, New York state Department of Public
service, Albany New York, presented at the 2007 Energy Program Evaluation Conference, Chicago.
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Freeridership Rate Methodology
Sierra engaged the services of Tetratech (formerly PA Consulting) to provide a freeridership
study for Sierra’s 2010 IRP. Tetratech also conducts numerous primary freeridership studies
throughout the nation and consulted those study findings for mature programs in the Northeast
and Midwest in developing freeridership rates for Sierra. This represents a conservative approach
to estimating freeridership for Sierra, since it is primarily based on markets where programs have
been in operation for ten or more years.
In addition, Tetratech conducted reasonable checks of the deemed freeridership rates against the
penetration of technologies developed from the Sierra baseline studies conducted as part of the
potential study. In some cases, specifically for new technologies such as home energy displays
or technologies without good sources of deemed freeridership rates such as commercial water
heating, the current market penetration of technologies reported in the customers surveys was
used as the best available estimate of freeridership for Sierra customers. The potential study
included survey results for 553 Sierra residential customers and 470 Sierra small/medium
commercial customers.
Program-level freeridership rates were developed from the measure-level freeridership rates
using the mix of measures expected to be installed for each program from the market potential
results. The market potential models estimated the relevant rate of equipment or measure
adoption during the 2011-2013 Action Plan Period based on a number of basic assumptions
about typical levels of program intervention and considering the level of market barriers that
must be overcome.
Table A-34a summarizes the freeridership rates at the program level for Sierra’s residential
programs and Table A-34b summarizes the freeridership rates (net to gross ratios or “NTGRs”)
at the program level for Sierra’s commercial programs. The freeridership rates provided in these
tables are those that were accepted by the Commission in Sierra’s 2010 IRP and affirmed by the
Commission’s order in Dockets Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025.
The Companies are evaluating the fielding a spillover study and may bring the results from that
study forward in a future filing, including a proceeding under NRS 704.785, for the
determination of a net to gross ratio for each program.
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Table A-34a: Sierra Residential Program Portfolio Freeridership Rates

Residential Portfolio
Residential Energy Efficiency Lighting
Second Refrigerator Collection and Recycling
Low Income Weatherization
Energy Star Manufactured Homes
Consumer Electronics and Plug Loads
Residential Solar Thermal Water Heating

Freeridership
1- NTGRs
33.10%
33.90%
0.00%
29.60%
27.20%
2.00%

Table A-34b: Sierra Commercial Program Portfolio Freeridership Rates

Commercial Portfolio
Commercial New Construction
- Existing Program
- Mixed Use
- High Performance Building
- Commissioning
- Tenant Improvement
- Upstream Incentives
Commercial Incentives (Retrofit)
- Existing Program
- Enhanced Automation
- A/C Tune Up
- Grocery Store
- Retail/Office
- Commercial Kitchens
- Industrial (including waste water/water)
- Data Center
- Retro-Commissioning
Energy Smart Schools
Non-Profit Agency Grants
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Freeridership
1- NTGRs
19.6%
18.50%
19.10%
22.80%
21.80%
19.70%
17.60%
15.60%
18.40%
13.90%
10.00%
20.00%
13.00%
18.50%
28.90%
10.60%
10.00%
10.70%
12.10%
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2012 Estimated NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement
Table A-35 provides the estimated incremental kWh savings and associated NRS 704.785
revenue requirement for calendar year 2012 attributable to Sierra’s 2012 DSM programs at the
base scenario program level that is being recommended by Sierra. The incremental kWh savings
do not include the effects of the delivery of this program in prior years. Table A-35 only reflects
the incremental kWh savings and NRS 704.785 revenue requirement associated with the 2012
DSM programs. First Year 2012 kWh savings and the associated NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement would occur in 2012 only. The Full Year 2013 kWh savings and associated NRS
704.785 revenue requirement are expected to begin in 2013 and continue until the effect of the
2012 DSM programs are fully reflected in Sierra’s billing determinants.
Table A-35 also reflects the estimated cumulative kWh savings and associated NRS 704.785
revenue requirement for calendar year 2012 for the DSM programs. The 2012 cumulative energy
savings are total savings to be realized in 2012 from Sierra’s DSM programs that were
implemented from June 1, 2010 to December 31, 2012, including the delivery of the program in
2012 at the level recommended by Sierra.
The portfolio total in Table A-35 does not equate to the sum of individual programs as a result of
differences in the equivalent energy factor on an independent program basis versus the
equivalent energy factor of Sierra’s suite of DSM programs as a whole. The estimated
cumulative NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement reflects savings from the 2010 M&V Reports,
the 2011 approved energy savings (kWh) targets from Sierra’s 2010 IRP and the 2012
recommended base scenario energy savings (kWh) presented in this report. The supporting data
associated with the figures in Table A-35 can be found in Technical Appendix 14.
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Table A-35: 2012 Estimated Incremental NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement 8 and 2012
Estimated Cumulative NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement 9

Non-Profit Agency Grants
Low Income Weatherization
Residential Energy-Efficient Lighting
Second Refrigerator Collection and Recycling
Energy Star Manufactured Homes
Commercial New Construction
Energy Smart Schools
Commercial Retrofit Incentives
Consumer Electronics & Plug Loads
Solar Thermal Water Heating
Portfolio Total

Incremental Lost Revenues from Measures
Installed in 2012
First year 2012
Full year 2013
$
2,326 $
10,794
$
74,409 $
136,924
$
341,955 $
750,775
$
80,974 $
160,122
$
$
$
103,655 $
130,920
$
22,075 $
86,085
$
318,064 $
652,502
$
51,118 $
77,203
$
2,139 $
4,754
$
996,731 $
2,010,146

Cumulative Lost Revenues
2012
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

24,901
116,840
2,979,564
352,138
8,413
313,661
227,004
1,968,703
111,389
7,950
6,110,820

8

Demand savings and the associated NRS 704.785 revenue requirement were calculated in a manner consistent with
the Commission’s order in docket numbers 10-10024 and 10025. Specifically, the NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement was calculated using separate energy and demand savings calculations. The demand revenue
requirement was calculated using an equivalent energy factor and a weighted average demand rate. For 2010, ADM
measured and verified demand savings by month and by rate class. The results of the 2010 M&V report therefore
provide additional information that facilitates the calculation of a more appropriate NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement using monthly demand savings and actual demand rates. Using this information, Sierra intends to file a
request for recovery pursuant to NRS 704.785 in March 2012 that will request a revenue requirement that exceeds
the amount shown in Table A-35.

In addition, the Company used the NTGRs listed in Tables A-34a and A-34b. As noted in the freeridership
methodology discussion, the Company’s field a spillover study and request different NTGRs in a proceeding
initiated pursuant to NRS 704.785.
9

See footnote 8, supra.
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Section A-4: Compliance Items in Progress
Below is the status of Sierra’s plan for satisfying the following two compliance items:

Increase the Transparency of the M&V Process
In Ordering Paragraph 12 of the Commission’s order in Docket Nos. 10-10024 and 1010025, the Commission directed “Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Energy and Sierra
Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy and the Regulatory Operations Staff of the
Commission shall provide an assessment of current measurement and verification process
and recommend changes if necessary in their next respective Annual Demand Side
Management Update regarding the need for an independent measurement and verification
process.” In the discussion of this matter in the Order, the Commission stated that it believes
that the long-term viability of EE&C programs relies on public perception, legislative
support, and the companies’ transparency that these programs perform as planned and
provide value to ratepayers and the public. 10
The Companies are working three initiatives to satisfy the Commission’s order. The first
initiative is to schedule topical workshops with Staff and BCP. The second initiative is an
internal review of M&V processes to identify potential transparency issues and put revised
practices in place to address any transparency issues identified. The third initiative is to
review the Company’s M&V contractor’s contracting practices for potential transparency
issues and put in place revised practices to address any transparency issues found
The Company has contacted Staff to schedule a topical workshop to begin a review and
dialogue about ensuring the transparency of the M&V process. The Company believes it is
important to present Staff and BCP the details of the M&V process as a first step. This first
step is important for two reasons. The first reason is that a thorough knowledge of the M&V
process will help equip Staff and BCP to be able to make a comprehensive assessment of the
transparency of the M&V process and identify steps that can enhance transparency. The
second reason is that a thorough knowledge of the M&V process will enable Staff and BCP
to be able to provide a more comprehensively review of M&V activities and processes in
future filings which will enhance transparency. The following provides an outline of the
topics that will be proposed for the initial workshop. Additional items will be added as
requested by Staff or the BCP.

10

•

Development of the request for proposals

•

Required qualifications for potential bidders

•

Identifying potential bidders

•

Posting of the RFP for optimum exposure

At paragraph 200 in the Commission’s Order in Dockets Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025.
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•

Evaluating the RFP responses

•

Selecting the M&V contractor

•

Transition to the new contract

•

M&V Plans

•

Coordination with Implementation contractors

•

Evaluating estimated energy savings

•

M&V assessments of projects during the program year

•

Data Store access

•

Field measurement discrepancies

•

Data Store Discrepancies

•

Draft M&V Report Review

•

Invoice processing

Each topic will be evaluated to identify how the transparency of that topical area can be
enhanced. Subsequent workshops will be scheduled as needed to review all of the topics or
as determined by the participants as the assessment continues.
The second initiative, the internal review of M&V processes has been initiated with two
goals. The first is to identify opportunities to enhance M&V transparency and take action to
realize those opportunities and implement opportunities. While this may ultimately be
duplicative of the joint effort with Staff and the BCP it is clear that this is an important issue.
In addition, the internal review of transparency has the potential to identify opportunities for
enhanced transparency that may not be identified in the joint assessment as processes will be
examined as they are occurring.
The third initiative looks at the Companies’ contracting practices for M&V services. The
contracts issued for energy efficiency programs are generally for a one year term with two
options to extend the contract for one additional year with each option. The contract with the
Company’s M&V contractor, ADM has been intentionally structured differently. The
contract with ADM is for a three year term with one option to extend the contract for an
additional three years. The purpose of the three year contract is to support the notion of an
independent third party M&V of DSM program by providing the M&V contractor some
certainty of a continuity of the contract for an extended period of time. The current three
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year term ends at the end of 2011. The Companies are concerned that exercising the option
for an additional three year period at this time would not be consistent with a joint
assessment by Staff, BCP and the Companies of transparency in the M&V process. On the
other hand, it is necessary to move forward at this time to ensure the M&V contractor is in
place and on the job to start 2012. The Companies will therefore attempt to negotiate a
change to the contract with ADM to extend the contract for one year to be able to be
reasonably responsive to a change in the M&V contracting requirement that may be
necessitated by the results of the assessment of the transparency of the M&V process and any
subsequent directive from the Commission. In addressing this change to the contract with
ADM the Company will also review the contract for opportunities to increase the
transparency of the contracting process.
The Companies do have concerns about making major changes to the M&V processes that
may have unintended consequences. Currently the M&V work completed throughout the
year is not only used to verify energy savings on an annual basis, but also provides the
Company’s program managers real-time indicators of how the energy efficiency measures
within programs are performing in the field. This feedback is essential for the Company to
make program adjustments quickly and accurately while the program is running and not after
the fact when it is too late to address program problems or seize program opportunities. In
addition, the M&V contractor provides an expert resource with which to vet the energy
savings claims made by implementation contractors from time to time. It is important to the
efficient delivery of the programs that these facets of the M&V process are not lost.
The current M&V process calls for the M&V contractor to develop an M&V plan which
provides the scope and mechanics of the verification process. The request for proposals
issued by the Companies for M&V services requires that the M&V services be provided in
accordance with accepted industry practices. The Companies do not specify the M&V plans
for individual programs. The Companies require in the contract with the M&V contractor
that M&V plans are to be developed by the M&V contractor in accordance with International
Performance Measurement and Verification Protocol (IPMVP). Adherence with the IPMVP
requires preparation of a project specific M&V Plan that is consistent with IPMVP
requirements. It must name the IPMVP Option(s) to be used, sampling methodologies,
metering, monitoring and analysis methods to be used, quality assurance procedures to be
followed, and person(s) responsible for the M&V. The M&V plans for each program are
developed independently by the M&V contractor to achieve the precision and confidence
levels specified by the Company. The M&V plans are generally developed early n the
program year. The completed M&V reports are submitted to the Company as reports from
the M&V contractor. The M&V contractor stakes their reputation and ability to continue in
the M&V business on the quality and independence of the analysis submitted. It is noted that
this process is very similar to the one of the alternatives suggested by Staff’s witness on
Docket Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025 to address the concerns about transparency in the M&V
process. The process suggested by Staff was one in which the M&V contractor would be
required to develop, independent of the Companies, its own scope and mechanics of a
verification process and certify its M&V work as most auditing companies are required to do.
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Rate Impact Analysis
In Ordering Paragraph 11 contained in the Commission’s order in Docket Nos. 10-10024 and 1010025, the Commission directed “Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Energy and Sierra Pacific
Power Company d/b/a NV Energy shall provide analyses considering the long-term and
cumulative effect of lost revenue recovery in the cost calculus in their next respective Integrated
Resource Plan and Annual Demand Side Management Update.” In the discussion of this matter
in the order the Commission stated that it has relied primarily on the TRC test to determine cost
effectiveness of EE&C programs and that a well recognized short coming of the TRC test is that
it does not provide a reliable metric to assess the distributional impacts of EE&C programs in
general. 11
The Companies first evaluated five cost effectiveness tests to determine in what manner lost
revenues should be included in the calculations. These five tests are as follows:
•

Total Resource Costs (“TRC”)

•

Rate Impact Measure (“RIM”)

•

Utility-Cost Test (“UCT”)

•

Participant Cost Test (“PCT”)

•

Societal Cost Test (“SCT”)

The Companies studied the inputs to these five cost effectiveness tests and the subsequent
calculations to determine a viable methodology to integrate the long term and cumulative effect
of lost revenue recovery in the cost effectiveness calculations. The inputs for each of the tests
are as shown in Table A-36 below.

11

At paragraph 193 in the Commission’s May 23, 2011 order in Dockets Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025.
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Table A-36: Inputs to DSM Program Cost Effectiveness Tests
Elements
Benefits
Avoided Power Supply Costs
Avoided T&D Costs
Bill Reductions
Environmental Adder
Costs
Direct Utility DSM Costs
Direct Customer DSM Costs
Utility Program Administration
Lost Revenues

TRC

RIM

UCT

√
√

√
√

√
√

√
√
√

√

√

√
√

√

PCT

√

√

SCT
√
√
√
√
√
√

The UCT and the PCT were eliminated from further consideration as the computations for each
of these tests focus on impacts to utilities and participants and therefore do not support a
determination of rate impacts. The SCT was reviewed and it was determined that the
environmental inputs are not relevant to rate impacts. The TRC test and the RIM test were
isolated for closer review.
The TRC can be used to evaluate the effect of demand side management on total outlays for
utility services (for both participants and non-participants). It also has been defined as a test of
not “least cost” but “most value.” 12 As shown in Table A-36, the benefits included as inputs for
this test are avoided costs for power supply and avoided transmission and distribution (“T&D”)
costs. The costs for this test include the costs experienced by the utility in delivering the
program and the incremental additional cost for investing in energy efficient measures
experienced by the customer.
Since the TRC test determines the cost effectiveness of a DSM program by looking at it from the
perspective of the community it is not correct to add lost revenues as a cost input for this test
without further consideration. If lost revenues were to be added as a cost it would be necessary
to add bill reductions experienced by participants as a benefit in order to retain the perspective of
the community benefit. The result would be an increase in the net benefits of each program
analyzed since the benefits to participants would be greater than the costs. However, the revised
test would continue to provide a valuation of cost effectiveness from the perspective of the
community but would not provide any guidance regarding bill impacts.
The effect of conservation programs on utility rates is indicted by the RIM test. It also is known
as the non-participants or “no-loser” test because it recognizes the potential for lost revenues and
the need for non-participants to subsidize participants through higher utility rates. The test
emphasizes the distributional (equity) effects of demand-side management. According to this

12

Beecher, Janice A, Avoided Cost: An Essential Concept for Integrated Resource Planning, Center for Urban
Policy and the Environment, Indiana University-Purdue University, Indianapolis, 1998.
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test, demand-side options should be implemented only when the end result is to increase utility
revenue requirements by an amount less than the increase in revenue requirements associated
with various supply-side options. 13 As shown in Table A-36 the benefits for this test include
avoided power supply cost and avoided T&D investment costs. The costs for this test include
the cost experienced by the utility in delivering the program and lost revenues. The lost revenues
used for the RIM test are the full retail rate for the life of the measure installed. The RIM test
therefore utilizes a lost revenue value that is much greater than the lost revenue included in the
Energy Efficiency Impact Rates (“EEIR”) that incorporates a rate which includes only a portion
of the BTGR part of the rate. In addition, the lost revenue used for the RIM test is not
extinguished by the next general rate case as is the case of the lost revenues represented by the
EEIR.
Although the RIM test could be revised to include lost revenues consistent with the EEIR, the
RIM test provides a generalized result that indicates whether there is a positive or negative
impact on rates but the magnitude of that impact is not estimated. Instead of providing a direct
estimate of rate impact the RIM test provides a benefit to cost ratio that is only indirectly related
to rate impacts.
The analyses performed by the Companies determined that neither the TRC test nor the RIM test
could be reasonably modified in such a way to respond to the Commission’s directive. Lacking
a satisfactory response to the Commission’s directive the Companies engaged the services of the
Cadmus Group, the creator of the PortfolioPro model, for assistance. As the creators of the
PortfolioPro model and the source of guidance and advice for the Company on how to properly
apply the model and the associated five cost effectiveness tests over the last five years, Dr.
Hossein Haeri and his team from the Cadmus Group were the logical choice to seek assistance in
determining how to comply with the Commission’s directive.
Dr. Haeri responded to the Company’s inquiry by stating that Cadmus had developed a Rate
Impact Analysis model for DSM programs for use in other jurisdictions that might respond to the
Commission’s directive. The Cadmus Rate Impact model calculates the impact of DSM
programs on rates over the life of the measures included in the DSM programs. The Company
engaged the services of Cadmus to develop the Rate Impact analysis model in a manner that
meets the directive.
The general approach of the model, before being customized so as to capture all of the nuances
of rate calculation and recovery pursuant to NRS 704.785, has been reviewed by the staff of the
Regulatory Assistance Project (RAP) and used by Cadmus to evaluate the impacts of EE&C
programs for utilities in other jurisdictions, including Washington (Snohomish Public Utility
District), Iowa (Alliant Energy), Pennsylvania (PPL Electric), Missouri (Black Hills), Vermont
(Burlington Electric), and was recently adopted by Vermont Department of Public Service as the
method for evaluating the rate impacts of statewide DSM program activities.

13

Beecher, Janice A, Avoided Cost: An Essential Concept for Integrated Resource Planning, Center for Urban
Policy and the Environment, Indiana University-Purdue University, Indianapolis, 1998.

69

Page 81 of 390

Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy
2011 Annual Demand Side Management Update Report
The Company began working with Cadmus was not able to complete that task in the limited time
available since the time of the Commission’s order in Dockets Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025.
Furthermore, additional guidance through the course of this proceeding will assist the Company
in developing a tool that satisfies the directive. In this vein, the Company will continue with the
development of the Rate Impact model but will take a step back to include the feedback of the
Commission Staff and the BCP before incorporating the model in the next DSM related filing.
The feedback of Staff and BCP will be sought in a technical workshop setting in which Cadmus
will present the underlying theory and calculations on which the model is based.
As noted above, the Company has estimated the first year and full year EEIR revenue
requirement for the 2012 DSM portfolio. In addition, the Company has estimated the cumulative
EEIR for calendar year 2012. The Company believes that this information satisfies the directive
contained in ordering paragraph 10 of the order in Docket No. 10-10025 and partially satisfies
the direction contained in ordering paragraph 11 of that order. The Company has retained
Cadmus to assist the Company in developing a tool for assessing the long-term effect of EEIR
recovery on the cost calculations used to assess DSM programs. Accordingly, the Company
believes that it has made adequate progress towards meeting the directive contained in ordering
paragraph 11.

Annual Plan Requirement Cross Reference
Table A-37 below reflects the requirements set by either statute or by Commission order and
references the location in the Annual Report where these requirements are addressed.
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Table A-37: Reference to Statute or Commission Order Requirements
Regulation

NAC 704.934(8)
Docket No. 0708016, Order,
12/24/07, Paragraph
51 (a)
Docket No. 0708016, Order,
12/24/07, Paragraph
51 (c)
Docket No. 0604018, Order,
08/09/06, Paragraph
102
Docket No. 1010025, Order,
05/23/11, Directing
Paragraph 7
Docket No. 1010025, Order,
05/23/11, Directing
Paragraph 8
Docket No. 1010025, Order,
05/23/11, Directing
Paragraph 10
Docket No. 1010025, Order,
05/23/11, Directing
Paragraph 11
Docket No. 1010025, Order,
05/23/11, Directing
Paragraph 12

Requirement

Location of Provided
Data

Complete analysis used in determining for the
coming year which energy efficiency and
conservative programs are to be continued and
which are to be cancelled.

Entire Report

Include the Commission approve DSM Action Plan
budget for the upcoming year.

Section A-1

Include TRC ratios as well as other performance
measures.

Section A-2

Coordinate with the Commission's Consumer
Complaint Resolution Division and the BCP to
identify and recruit individuals for various DSM
programs offered.
File an updated impact assessment for the
Residential Lighting program and any other
residential EE&C program containing a lighting
component.
Include proposed budgets for 2012 EE&C
programs that include base, high, and low DSM
scenarios.

Compliance Items

Compliance Items and
Section F of Report

Compliance Items and
Section A-2 of Report

Provide a calculation of expected lost revenues that
will be generated from the entire 2012 portfolio,
broken down by individual programs.

Section A-3 and
Section A-4

Provide analyses considering the long-term and
cumulative effect of lost revenue recovery in the cost
calculus.

Section A-3 and
Section A-4

Assess the current M&V process and recommend
changes if necessary.
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Section B. Non-Profit Agency Grants
Program Description
Non-Profit Agency Grants (“NPAG”) is a demand side management program that offers
qualifying non-profit organizations financial assistance to implement energy efficiency
measures. The NPAG program is designed to help charitable organizations reduce their energy
consumption and related operating costs by funding energy efficiency retrofit projects aimed at
reducing the costs associated with the purchase and installation of energy efficiency measures
(“EEMs”). In order to qualify, an agency must be a 501(c)3 nonprofit entity located within
Sierra’s service territory. Due to the reduced cost to own or lease, non-profit agencies often
occupy older buildings which quite often have significant energy deficiencies.
Since many non-profit organizations work with limited budgets and rely on private donations
and grants to provide their services, any increases in energy costs have a major impact to the
amount of funds available for long-term energy reduction. The NPAG assists these customers in
identifying areas where the non-profit organization may incorporate energy savings equipment
and/or construction methods into their building plans to reduce energy costs over the life of the
facility. These grants assist the community in more ways than one: first, by reducing or
eliminating the costs associated with installing EEMs and second, the resulting savings in
monthly utility costs enable the non-profit organization to provide more services to the
community.
In determining the recipients for the project grants, the demand (kW) and energy (kWh) savings
were estimated by the contractor working with the non-profit agencies with input from Sierra
based on the information provided by the participating non-profit organization. Grants were
awarded based on the greatest kW and kWh savings compared to grant amount. The intent of the
project was to achieve the maximum energy and demand savings within the available program
funding. For program year 2010 an economic hurdle rate was used in the evaluation of each
grant in addition to these factors. In order for the grant request to be accepted, it was required to
support a TRC of 1.0 or greater.

Program Result Summary
Table B-1 summarizes the 2010 non-profit grant results. A total of 23 of Sierra’s Non-Profit
Agency customers received grant awards in 2010, which included 129 energy conservation
measures.
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Table B-1: 2010 Total Non Profit Agency Grants Results
Target
Budget
Participants
Demand Savings
(kW)
Energy Savings
(kWh)
TRC

Actual

% of Target

$110,000

$144,544

131.4%

20

23

115.0%

31

112

361.3%

140,000

585,604

418.3%

1.08

2.13

197.2%

Table B-2 summarizes program results for the period 2008 through 2010.
Table B-2: Actual Results 2008 through 2010
2008

2009

2010

$114,288

$80,063

$144,544

15

11

23

Demand Savings (kW)

163.0

96.9

112

Energy Savings (kWh)

258,172

407,891

585,604

Expenditures
Units

The kWh and kW savings, however, do not completely summarize the effect of the NPAG.
While impossible to quantify, the NPAG directly and positively benefits the constituencies
served by non-profit organizations. The Northern Nevada Children’s Cancer Foundation
(NNCCF) was a 2010 grant recipient. Executive Director, Debbie Strickland, stated the impact
of the grant as follows: “NNCCF is much brighter thanks to you for your help and generosity
with the retrofitting of our lighting…You may never know the names of the children you have
helped but your donation directly impacts their lives with help, hope, and courage…Each year,
we assist over 120 local families and to date we have provided over $952,000 in direct financial
assistance to 246 families.”
Executive Director of the National Automobile Museum, Jackie Frady, indicated: “Our goal is to
continue to replace lighting and find new ways to reduce costs for energy. As a non-profit
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organization, it is critically important that we work to be as cost effective as possible and to use
our financial resources wisely.”

Program Measurement & Verification Results
The measure and verification (“M&V”) study for the Non-Profit Agency Grants program was
performed by ADM Associates, Inc (“ADM”). The M&V report is provided in Technical
Appendix 3. This section highlights specific results and findings from the M&V report.
A total of 23 Sierra Non-Profit Agency customers received grant awards in 2010, which included
129 energy conservation measures.
The M&V process included an examination of the processes used by grantee organizations to
make decisions about improving the energy efficiency of their facilities. Survey data was
collected for ADM by Research America through telephone interviews conducted with 19 of the
23 NPAG-North grantees. Thus, surveys were completed with 83% of the organizations
participating in the NPAG-North program in 2010. The survey explored the influence of
financial incentives on grantee decisions to make energy efficiency improvements as well as the
grantees’ experience with the program, including the use of pre and post inspections, how
grantees learned of the program, and their level of satisfaction with Non-Profit Agency Grants.
Seventy-four percent of the grantees were very satisfied with their overall NPAG program
experience.
Table B-3 summarizes the verified first year savings, annual savings by energy efficiency
measure and, in addition, provides the realization rate for each. Verified electric impacts for the
2010 NPAG were 585,604 kWh saved annually, which represents a realization rate of 129%.
Lighting accounted for 99% of the verified annual kWh savings; 97% of projects included
lighting upgrades. Coincident peak demand reduction was 112 kW and first year savings
(savings realized in 2010) was 124,676 kWh.
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B-3: 2010 Non Profit Agency Grants Energy Impact Summary

Measure
Category

First-year (2010)
energy savings,
kWh

Annual energy
savings, kWh

Effective
Useful
Life
(EUL),
years 14

Lifetime Energy
Savings, kWh

Ex Ante

Verified

Ex Ante

Verified

113,004

123,870

428,495

578,631

2,473

365

16,893

3,068

20

337,860

61,360

HVAC

931

86

6,700

756

15

100.500

11,340

Fenestration

501

356

3,605

3,149

20

72,100

62,980

116,909

124,676

455,693

585,604

Lighting
Insulation

Total

Mixed

Ex Ante

Verified

5,740,647 8,327,346

6,251,107 8,463,026

Table B-4 provides a summary of participation by facility type. In addition to lighting,
implemented measures included attic insulation, air conditioning equipment upgrades, and
window replacement. The Assistance League upgraded its attic thermal resistance from R-7 to
R-37. Nevada Rural Housing Authority upgraded Yerington Manor from R-30 at its residential
units and R-19 at its community center to R-49 at both. The Nevada Rural Housing Authority
also upgraded the air conditioning systems and windows at Yerington Manor.

14

For EUL Summary see Appendix A of the 2010 Non Profit Agency Grants M&V Report.
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Table B-4: Summary of Participation by Non-Profit Agency
Non-Profit
Agency

Number of
Facilities

Number of
Measures

Education

6

32

Social Service

6

19

Church

5

21

Community
Service

3

35

Other

3

22

Total

23

129

Program Variance Analysis
This section discusses how the actual results varied from the program plan in terms of budget
and targeted goals.
A total of $144,544 was expended in 2010, 131.4% of the budget amount of $110,000. These
additional expenditures allowed the NPAG to achieve 418.3% of its energy savings target and
361.3% of its demand savings target, with a TRC of 2.13. Additionally, the program achieved
115% of its participant goal of 20 and had an overall realization rate of 129%.

2011 Program Execution
Between January and May of 2011, the interest in the Non-Profit Agency Grant Program has
been strong. Although some proposed projects did not meet the minimum qualifications to
participate, three lighting projects are in the initial assessment phase: The Children’s Cabinet,
Pyramid Lake High School, and the Sierra Bible Church. Sierra is in the process of gathering
data on the run time of these lighting retrofits via light logging equipment that records when the
fixtures are on and off for a 2 week period to determine the potential energy savings of
upgrading the lighting.
Additional marketing efforts are underway to promote the program by both Sierra’s public
relations department and the program administrators. The program administrator presented
NPAG to the contractors attending the Sure Bet Commercial program kickoff meeting on May
26, 2011, so the contractors can take the opportunity to promote both programs to their nonprofit customers. Sierra is gathering updated contact data for area non-profits and will conduct a
mass mailing to further promote the program.
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Lessons Learned
The following section recaps lessons learned in 2010 which have been implemented to improve the
program design and execution.
•

The ex ante energy savings estimates will be updated to correspond with the 2010 M&V
processes and results.

•

Weatherization measures in 2010 were not as effective in saving energy as anticipated.
These measures will not be included future program years.

Conclusions and Recommendations
This section contains conclusions and recommendations based on Sierra’s experience and
observations regarding the Non-Profit Agency Grants program. The changes being implemented
or evaluated will improve the program design and execution.
•

Sierra will continue selecting grants by placing a greater emphasis on the economic viability
of the request. As noted in the program description, grants in 2010 were awarded based on
the greatest demand (kW) and energy (kWh) savings compared to grant amount and
subjected to an economic hurdle. The intent of the enhanced evaluation was to maximize the
demand and energy savings for nonprofit organizations for the dollars invested in the
program. This proposal is consistent with Sierra’s recommendation for continued strong
program economic performance in terms of TRC results.

•

Sierra will improve the inspection, identification, and calculation process in the project
approval process and the after installation verifications in order to more effectively calculate
projected e savings and document project specifications. The HVAC interaction term will be
incorporated into the indoor lighting ex ante savings calculation.

•

Sierra will improve the ex ante energy savings projections by incorporating the same
calculation methodology and lighting tables used by the M&V contractor.

•

Sierra will reevaluate all weatherization measures including but not limited to window
replacements, insulation upgrades, and HVAC improvements due to poor performance and
will not offer them in the program until they can be determined to meet program cost
effectiveness hurdles.
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2012 Recommended Budget and Targets
Sierra recommends that this program be continued in 2012 at the Base Budget scenario as listed in
Table B-5. This program provides significant benefits to non-profit agencies while achieving
strong economic performance as demonstrated by the TRC results in 2010. Table B-5 also
provides a comparison of the 2010 actual results, the approved 2011 and 2012 budgets and targets,
the recommended 2012 base budget and targets, and the budgets and targets for the 2012 low and
high scenarios.
Table B-5: 2012 Recommended Base Budget and Targets

Actual
Results
2010

Approved Approved
2012 High
2011
2012
Budget
Budget
Budget
and
and
and
Targets
Targets
Targets

Recommended
2012 Base
Budget and
Targets

2012 Low
Budget
and
Targets

Total

$144,544

$110,000

$110,000

$ 110,000

$ 110,000

$ 90,000

Units

23

20

20

20

20

15

Demand Savings (kW)

112

92

92

46

46

36

Energy Savings (kWh)

585,604

140,000

140,000

240,000

240,000

180,000

2.13

1.43

1.43

1.44

1.44

1.31

TRC
High Scenario

The high case budget and target goals for 2012 can be realized through Sierra’s continual effort
by effective marketing strategies, cost benefits, and verifiable measurements. The 2010 actual
results illustrated in Table B-5 supports what can be achieved in 2012 by maintaining high
standards and accepting only qualified recipients for the grants.
Base Scenario
The base case budget and target goals are the same as the high case for 2012 due to the
demonstrated cost effectiveness of this program in 2010. The 2010 actual results illustrated in
Table B-5 supports what can be achieved in a base case program and in 2012 by maintaining
high standards and accepting only qualified recipients for the grants.

78

Page 90 of 390

Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy
2011 Annual Demand Side Management Update Report
Low Scenario
The low case budget and target goals are 18% lower than the base and high case for 2012 and
can be realized though Sierra’s continual effort of effective marketing strategies, cost benefits,
and verifiable measurements. The energy savings and unit numbers are linear to the target goals
and can be accomplished by maintaining high standards and accepting only qualified recipients
for the grants.

Results of 2012 Cost Benefit Analysis
A copy of the input data sheets and financial models are provided in Technical Appendix 2.
These figures were calculated based upon the information contained in this annual report. The
following Tables B-6, B-7, and B-8 summarize the results of the financial analysis for the 2012
recommended base scenario, the proposed low scenario, and the proposed high scenario.
Table B-6: Base Scenario Cost Test Results 2012
Cost Test
Total Resource
Utility
Participant
Ratepayer
Societal cost

B/C
1.44
1.35
0.51
1.70

Benefits (NPV)

Costs (NPV)

$149,030
$149,030
$179,826
$149,030
$175,546

$103,400
$110,000
$0
$289,826
$103,400

Net Benefits
$45,630
$39,030
$179,826
($140,796)
$72,146

CCE
$/KWh
$0.03
$0.03
$0.00
$0.09
$0.03

Table B-7: Low Scenario Cost Test Results 2012
Cost Test
Total Resource
Utility
Participant
Ratepayer
Societal cost

B/C
1.31
1.24
0.50
1.55

Benefits (NPV)

Costs (NPV)

$111,772
$111,772
$134,869
$111,772
$131,659

$85,050
$90,000
$0
$224,869
$85,050

Net Benefits
$26,722
$21,772
$134,869
($113,097)
$46,609

CCE
$/KWh
$0.03
$0.04
$0.00
$0.09
$0.03

Table B-8: High Scenario Cost Test Results 2012
Cost Test
Total Resource
Utility
Participant
Ratepayer
Societal cost

B/C
Benefits (NPV)
1.44
$149,030
1.35
$149,030
$179,826
0.51
$149,030
1.70
$175,546

Costs (NPV)
$103,400
$110,000
$0
$289,826
$103,400
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$45,630
$0.03
$39,030
$0.03
$179,826
$0.00
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2012 Estimated NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement 15
Table B-9 provides the estimated incremental kWh savings and associated NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement for calendar year 2012 attributable to the Non Profit Agency Grant program in 2012
at the program level recommended in this report. The incremental kWh savings do not include
the effects of the delivery of this program in prior years. Stated differently for the sake of clarity,
Table B-9 only reflects the incremental kWh savings and NRS 704.785 revenue requirement
associated with the 2012 program. First Year 2012 kWh savings and the attendant NRS 704.785
revenue requirement would occur in 2012 only. The Full Year 2013 kWh savings and attendant
NRS 704.785 revenue requirement are expected to begin in 2013 and continue until the effect of
the 2012 program is fully reflected in Sierra’s billing determinants.
Table B-9: 2012 Estimated Incremental Lost Sales (kWh) and Revenues 16

Incremental Energy Savings
Incremental Lost Revenues

$

Measures Installed in 2012
First Year 2012
Full Year Beginning 2013
45,456
210,960
2,326 $
10,794

Table B-10 provides the estimated cumulative kWh savings and attendant NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement for calendar year 2012 for the Non Profit Agency Grants program. The 2012
cumulative energy savings are total savings to be realized in 2012 from the Non Profit Agency
Grants program from implementation actions taken between June 1, 2010 and December 31,
2012, including the delivery of the program in 2012 at the level recommended in this report.
Table B-10: 2012 Estimated Cumulative Lost Sales (kWh) and Revenues 17

Cumulative Energy Savings
Cumulative Lost Revenues

Measures Installed in Cumulative Years
480,210
$
24,901

The supporting data for Tables B-9 and B-10 are provided in Technical Appendix 14.
15

For the purpose of this report, the “NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement” refers to the energy efficiency
implementation rate revenue requirement.
16

Demand savings and the associated NRS 704.785 revenue requirement were calculated in a manner consistent
with the Commission’s order in docket numbers 10-10024 and 10025. Specifically, the NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement was calculated using separate energy and demand savings calculations. The demand revenue
requirement was calculated using an equivalent energy factor and a weighted average demand rate. For 2010, ADM
measured and verified demand savings by month and by rate class. The results of the 2010 M&V report therefore
provide additional information that facilitates the calculation of a more appropriate NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement using monthly demand savings and actual demand rates. Using this information, Sierra intends request
for recovery pursuant to NRS 704.785 in March 2012 will request a revenue requirement that exceeds the amount
shown in Tables B-9 and B-10.
17

See footnote 16, supra.
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Section C. Energy Education and Consultation
Program Description
The Energy Education and Consultation program is designed to educate and assist Sierra’s
customers, builders, and developers regarding the efficient use of electricity and to encourage
them to undertake energy conservation measures and energy efficiency projects in their homes or
businesses. The program is comprised of the following four distinct projects:
1. Residential and Commercial Builder Support /ENERGY STAR® for New Homes
This project provides education for builders on the advantage of incorporating energy
efficiency measures in commercial new construction. Additionally, the project assists in
promoting residential buildings that incorporate energy efficient practices through
training, such as instruction on how ENERGY STAR® rated homes should be built. The
training consultant visits construction sites to follow up with the builder on the training
that was provided prior to construction.
Homes that earn the ENERGY STAR® certification must meet guidelines for energy
efficiency set by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”). ENERGY
STAR® qualified homes are always at least 15% more energy efficient than homes built
to the 2006 International Residential Code (“IRC”). In contrast to code-built homes,
ENERGY STAR® qualified new homes offer homeowners lower monthly energy costs
and superior performance. Homes earn the ENERGY STAR® label by meeting EPA’s
guidelines for energy efficiency, as tested by an independent third party. ENERGY
STAR® qualified homes can include a variety of energy efficient features, such as higher
rated insulation, high performance windows, tight construction, well sealed ducts,
efficient heating and cooling equipment, and ENERGY STAR® qualified lighting and
appliances.
The ENERGY STAR® Home Program has helped bring leading-edge energy efficiency
technologies to northern Nevada, with associated energy and demand savings. The
ENERGY STAR® requirements are anticipated to increase in 2011 pursuant to the IECC
2009 standards. It is anticipated that EPA plans to release the new ENERGY STAR®
qualified homes standards in mid 2011.
The ENERGY STAR® for Homes project promotes ENERGY STAR® new homes and
provides education to developers regarding the benefits of ENERGY STAR® homes. It
also provides energy calculations, inspections and certifications for ENERGY STAR®
rated homes. Sierra’s contractor, Energy Rated Homes of Nevada, samples the
developer's installations and certifies that they meet the requirements for ENERGY
STAR® certification.
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2. Trade and Home Show Support
This project provides education for customers at various shows and events throughout
Sierra’s service territory. The education focuses on actions customers can implement to
"Take Control" of their personal energy usage. The goal of this project is to interact
through literature or consultation with customers at various events. In addition to
providing information on low cost measures that its customers can make to conserve
energy, the project supports the entire Demand Side Management (“DSM”) portfolio of
programs by introducing various DSM programs to customers and by promoting ways
customers can participate in these programs in order to lower their energy consumption
and their energy bills. Education is accomplished by personal interaction with customers
and by providing energy efficiency and conservation message materials as well as
material promoting DSM programs. A list of proven energy efficiency practices that a
customer can use to conserve energy and improve energy efficiency of their home or
business is also provided in each bag.
3. Small Commercial Customer Education
The Small Commercial Customer Education project is directed at the individuals
responsible for operating commercial facilities. It specifically educates the person(s)
responsible for building operations in the small commercial and governmental sectors.
The education consists of a series of classes on how to operate facilities more efficiently,
how to properly maintain energy consuming equipment in buildings, and how to develop
proposals to implement energy efficiency improvement projects. Upon successful
completion of each course, recipients receive 0.7 CEDU (“7PDH”) and a certificate
recognizing their training accomplishments.
This project is a product of the collaboration between Sierra, Nevada Power Company,
Nevada Industry Excellence (formerly the Management Assistance Partnership of
Nevada), and the Nevada System of Higher Education. The curriculum has been
developed in part by two advisory boards (one in southern Nevada and one in northern
Nevada) comprised of senior practitioners and other experts.
This training is delivered through Sierra’s partnership with Nevada Industry Excellence
(NIE) and FOCUS (Facility Operator Certification for Utility Systems). Nevada FOCUS
continues to be the premier statewide training and certification program designed for
building engineers, facility operators, facility crews and other interested parties. Sierra’s
goal in supporting this project is to educate participants on the energy saving
opportunities that exist within the building and facility maintenance market, and to enable
these participants to effectively develop and present proposals to senior management in
order to obtain funding for energy efficiency projects.
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4. Irrigation Customer Education
This project is directed at all of Sierra’s customers on an Irrigation Tariff (IS-1 or IS-2).
The project provides agricultural customers the information on how to better manage the
energy usage of their irrigation systems. By providing seminars with topics on energy
savings to the irrigator, improvements can be implemented in how they use electricity to
irrigate their crops. In support of this education initiative, Sierra offers rebates for
efficiency improvements to irrigation systems that save electrical energy through the Sure
Bet Commercial Customer Incentive program.

Program Result Summary
Table C-1 summarizes the Energy Education and Consultation program results for 2010.
Table C-1: 2010 Energy Education and Consultation Results
% of
Target

Target

Actual

$340,000

$279,201

82.1%

Individuals Educated

184

526

285.9%

Impacted Individuals

37,500

45,965

122.6%

Budget

Table C-2 provides a summary of the program results for the period 2008 through 2010.
Table C-2: Energy Education Results 2008 through 2010
2008
Expenditures

2009

2010

$251,388

$316,056

$279,201

Individuals Educated

260

238

526

Impacted Individuals

26,577

45,280

45,965
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Table C-3 summarizes the individual measure results. The Builder Training Sessions and
ENERGY STAR® Partner seminars educated a total of 325 individuals; the builder training
sessions were reviewed by the measurement and verification contractor. In addition, 114
irrigation customers were educated.
Table C-3: 2010 Energy Education Results by Program Measure
Program
Measure
Residential
and
Commercial
Builder
Support
ENERGY
STAR® for
New Home
Construction

Trade and
Home Show
Support

Program Budget
Approved

Actual

Conservation Metrics
Quantity Target

Quantity Achieved
325 Total Educated

$100,000

$96,962

69 Educated

21 Builder Training
Workshops with 240
Educated
2 Nevada Energy Star
Partners Seminars with
85 Educated

$75,000

$62,910

30,000
Contacts/Literature
Recipients
7,500 Presentation
Attendees

45,965
Contacts/Literature
Recipients
4,434 Presentation
Attendees

87 participants with 74
certificates awarded
2 sessions with total of
12 workshops
114 Customers Educated

Small
Commercial
Customer
Education

$115,000

$108,991

50 participants with
20 certificates
awarded
12 FOCUS
Workshops

Irrigation
Customer
Education

$50,000

$10,338

65 Customers
Educated

Total

$340,000

$279,201
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Residential and Commercial Builder Support
As noted in the program description section, the Residential and Commercial Builder Support
project provides builder education and assistance in incorporating and energy efficiency in new
construction. Energy efficiency is promoted by clearly communicating the advantage of
incorporating energy efficiency measures in new construction.
Technical assistance
consultations were provided to builders in northern Nevada regarding the construction of 194
new dwellings in 2010. Construction plans were reviewed for 68% of these units. The reviews
provided feedback on proper sizing of HVAC and efficient HVAC systems, cost-effective
ventilation systems, techniques for installing slab perimeter insulation, and efficient lighting
selection.
Table C-4 shows that builder technical assistance focused on verifying ENERGY STAR®
compliance in new building construction and improving energy efficiency in upgrades of
existing buildings.
Table C-4: Technical Assistance Consultations Provided to Builders
Type of Assistance

Totals

ENERGY STAR® Verifications

148

Energy Efficiency Improvement

115

Inspections

96

Model Plans Analyzed for Savings

6

Sierra has not claimed the savings achieved by this program. However, Energy Rated Homes of
Nevada estimated the electrical savings to be 10.97 MMBtu per dwelling and 714.8 kWh per
dwelling for the 148 homes that were given technical assistance to achieve or exceed an
ENERGY STAR® home savings level.
There were 21 builder training workshops conducted in 2010 that were attended by 240
participants. This is twice as many trainings as were offered in 2009 and an increase of 264% in
the number of builders participating in the training. A majority of students attended sessions on
Green Building and Quality HVAC Installation.
Sierra also co-sponsored two seminars with the Nevada ENERGY STAR® Partners targeting the
builder support trades. These seminars were attended by 85 participants and included the
following topics.
•

Value of the 2009 Residential Energy Code. This session provided attendees with an
in-depth coverage of the residential provisions of the IRC Chapter 11 and the 2009
IECC Chapter 4.

86

Page 98 of 390

Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy
2011 Annual Demand Side Management Update Report
•

Home Performance with ENERGY STAR® 101, presented by the U.S. EPA Director
of Home Performance with ENERGY STAR®. This session provided attendees
interested in becoming a contractor with an in-depth overview of this national
program.

Home and Trade Shows (Public Outreach)
In 2010, Sierra participated in 152 public outreach events and 74 presentations, which are listed
in Table C-5 and C-6. Sierra also conducted 8 media interviews.
Table C-5 lists the 2010 home and trade shows in which Sierra was a participant. Pursuant to the
Commission’s order in Docket No. 06-08020, this table provides the actual number of attendees
for each show and the actual number of attendees receiving energy conservation education. Of
the 110,257 who attended the home and trade show events, 44,499 of the attendees received
energy conservation literature bags. In addition, there were 1,466 bags distributed at
seminars/presentations, bringing the total number of conservation bags to 45,965.
Table C-5: 2010 Home and Trade Show Events
Date

Home and Trade Show Event

In
Attendance

Contacts
Receiving
Literature/
Information

January

Northern NV Foodbank, Boy
Scout Meeting

185

185

February

Pampered Chef Fundraiser for
Sparks Storm, Dodge for Diabetes

609

609

March

Renewable Energy Workshop for
Contractors, Snowfest, Fallon
Small Farms Conference,
Renewable Energy Workshop for
Rural NV Customers (Dayton),
Renewable Energy Workshop for
Rural NV Customers
(Winnemucca), Mendive Career
Fair

893

615
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April

Galena High School Job Fair,
Banff Mountain Film Festival,
Wells Ave Neighborhood
Cleanup, JC Penney Logistics
Earth Fair, Tonopah Residents
CFL Distribution, Depoli Middle
School Career Fair, Yerington
Paiute Tribe Earth Day, GE
Bentley Earth Day, Trauma
Intervention Program,
Winnemucca Earth Day, Earth
Day at Idlewild Park, Reno
Philharmonic

14,087

9,376

May

Cinco de Mayo, Sun Valley Safety
& Health Fair, Elko Home Show,
Harrah’s Green Event, Silver
Legacy Hotel’s Employee
Wellness Expo

27,670

6,747

June

Reno Green Summit

200

200

July

Reno Tahoe Open, PUCN
Consumer Session, Pyramid Lake
Tribal Event, Aces Game & CFL
Giveaway, Frontier Days in
Lovelock, School District, Artown
Closing Night

5321

2081

August

Peri & Sons Employee CFL
Distribution, Reno Aces Dollars
for Diners & CFL Night

11,797

4003

September

Senior Fest, SWG Weatherization
for Single Mothers, Costco Safety
Fair, Reno Sparks Chamber
Energy Forum, PUCN Consumer
Session, Hispanic Heritage Day,
Critical Issues Conference 2010,
NVE Energy Assistance Expo,
Senior Power, Tamarack
Employee Education, Candy
Dance, Douglas County
Employees Health Fair

35,521

8271
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October

Bijou Elementary, Environmental
Science Magnet, Sierra House
Elementary, St. Teresa’s School,
Zephyr Cove Elementary, Boys &
Girls Club, Pre Schools, Trip
Plastics, NVE Energy Assistance
Expo, Costco Safety and Energy
Conservation, Boomtown, Atlantis
Hotel Energy Education, Senior
Power, Terrible’s Rail City
Casino, Carson Nugget, Sands
Regency Hotel Casino, Lights On
Afterschool, Casino Fandango
Employee Education, Gold Dust
West, Club Cal Neva Employee
Education

8845

7945

November

Triple Crown Casinos, Grand
Sierra Resort, Baldini’s Sport
Casino, NVE Energy Assistance
Expo/Reno Expo I, NVE Energy
Assistance Expo/Reno Expo II

4549

4137

December

Friends of Nevada Wilderness,
Bonanza Employee Education

580

330

110,257

44,499

Other Presentations/Seminars

1,466
110,257

TOTAL CONTACTS

89

45,965
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Sierra also conducted 74 presentations/seminars during 2010.
The individual
presentations/seminars are listed in Table C-6 along with the number of attendees and the
number of individuals receiving literature/information concerning energy conservation. In order
to determine the number of attendees, a “head” count was conducted. An additional 1,466
conservation bags were distributed during these presentations/seminars. The total number of
conservation bags distributed in 2010 was 45,965.
Table C-6: 2010 Presentation/Seminar/Consultation Events
Date

Presentation/Seminar Event

In
Attendance

Contacts
Receiving
Conservation
Bag

January

WindGenerations Marketing
Strategy Meeting, Energy
Education for Gerlach
Students, WindGenerations
Discussion with Plant Safe
Systems, Net Metering
Policies and Procedures,
Northern Nevada USGBC
Bimonthly Meeting and
Education Program, SureBet
Kick off

286

110

February

Sparks High School, Carson
Valley Chamber Lunch
Meeting, NV Energy
Employee High Bill Training

628

628
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NV Energy Major Acct Rep
Training, Black Rock Solar
Luncheon, Renewable Energy
Workshop for Contractors,
Senior Center, Nevada Rural
Water Technical Conference,
Renewable Energy Workshop
– Dairy Farmer’s Rural
Roadshow, Renewable Energy
workshop in Dayton,
Renewable Energy Workshop
in Yerington, Renewable
Energy Workshop in Elko,
Renewable Energy Workshop
in Winnemucca,
RenewableGenerations
Contractors Update, Mariah
Wind Power Meeting,
Education Event for Teachers,
Gardnerville Town Water
Company, NV Energy
Employee Call Center Training

1293

187

889

118

April

Snap on Tools, City of Reno’s
Mira Loma Park Wind
Dedication, Trauma
Intervention Program, Silver
Stage Task Force Wellness
Fair and Sustainability
Workshop, Large Commercial
Customers Presentation

51

51

May

Home Energy Retrofit ForumUNR Business Dept

119

69

June

City of Reno Wind Dedication,
Reno Area Alliance, Chamber
Green Home, NV Energy NEO
for Interns

March
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City of Reno Wind Dedication,
SolarGenerations Solar
Collaborative, Education for
Corporate Records, JC Penney
Logistics, NV Energy
Employee High Bill Training
for Interns, JC Penney Brown
Lag Lunch, Women of Wind
Energy Meeting, Pyramid
Lake Tribal, US Green
Building Council Meeting

379

162

August

Renewable Energy Industry
Task Force Meetings, NW
Wind Conference

172

0

September

Renewable Energy
Roundtable, Truckee Meadows
Water Authority, Storey
County School District

77

0

October

Costco Safety and Energy
Conservation, NV Energy
Employee High Bill Training,
Head Start

337

25

November

Profits with Home
Performance, Retired Teachers
Meeting, Church Presentation,
Nevada’s Energy Future: The
Role of the State Legislature,
State Energy Commissioner’s
2009 IECC Stakeholder
Meeting, Head Start

115

56

December

Hug High School, State
Energy Commissioner’s 2009
IECC Stakeholder Meetings

88

60

4,434

1,466

July

TOTAL CONTACTS
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An outreach survey was conducted at four events: Earth Day festivals in Reno and Lake Tahoe,
the Candy Dance in Genoa, and the Hispanic Heritage Festival held in Reno. Sierra staff
volunteers made available a brief one-page survey printed in English on one side and Spanish on
the other side. The survey was completed by 77 attendees. The survey found the following:
•

62% of participants have an ENERGY STAR® appliance in their home.

•

62% of participants have compact fluorescent lights installed in their home with the
average number of 9 CFLs.

•

Heating, air conditioning and lighting were the top three areas of interest among
participants.

•

Prior to visiting the Sierra exhibit, survey participants were most aware of the ENERGY
STAR® Lighting program (52%) followed by Sierra’s Home Energy Audit program
(36%) and the Refrigerator Recycling program (35%).

•

After reviewing the material received from Sierra, survey participants most often planned
to participate in the Home Energy Audit program (34%), the ENERGY STAR® Lighting
program (34%), and the Comfort Savings program (30%).

•

After reviewing the Sierra material at the Sierra exhibits, 44% of the survey participants
indicated that they now knew a lot more about saving electricity in the home; 49% said
they now knew a little more about saving electricity in the home.

Small Commercial Customer Education
The 2010 FOCUS curriculum included an increased emphasis on LEED Building Concepts with
a four-hour instructional segment devoted to the topic and a performance approach used to
demonstrate compliance with ASHRAE 90.1-2004 for LEED certification. The training on
ASHRAE 90.1-2004 included discussion on the building envelope, and mechanical and lighting
system requirements for commercial buildings.
Receiving the completion certificate is a significant accomplishment based on the length and
intensity of the training. The classes were held at the Truckee Meadows Community College in
Reno with interactive videoconferencing at locations throughout northern Nevada. Some
employers are now including the FOCUS certification as a preferred criterion for hiring and
promoting employees. Examples include the Grand Sierra Resort and Casino, City of Reno, and
Washoe County. Washoe County School District Energy Manager Bruce Deetken stated,
“Washoe County School District is fine, chipping away at the districts energy use any way I can.
You have helped this community out immensely towards energy conservation awareness. I do
not know anybody in our field that has not taken your course. Keep up the good work.”
A course evaluation survey was completed in the final workshops by 22 students in the fall
session. 86% of students were consistently satisfied with the course. Approximately 18% of
students were not satisfied with the instruction on LEED. Student comments suggested that a
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greater emphasis on return on investment and energy saving technologies and more hands-on
application of theory would be beneficial. Table C-7 summarizes 2010 participation in the
program.
Table C-7: Northern Nevada FOCUS Program Implemented in 2010
Indicator

Northern Nevada

Participants

87

Total Class Hours

6,152

Mean Class Hours

83

FOCUS Certification

74

Certification Rate

85%

Electric Projects

122

Gas Projects

11

Data Source: Bob Bricca, Project Manager and Instructor, Nevada Industry Excellence
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Table C-8 summarizes the number of completion certificates and total number of participants in
this training for the period 2005 through 2010. This information was obtained from the report
entitled “NVFOCUS, Facility Operator Certification for Utility Systems.”
Table C-8: Small Commercial Customer Education Results for 2010
Program Year

Participants

Certification
Rate

Certified

2005

14

4

28.6%

2006

53

17

32.1%

2007

43

32

74.4%

2008

55

50

90.9%

2009

94

97

103%

2010

131

119

90.8%

Irrigation Customer Education
An annual agricultural seminar was held on March 17, 2010. The seminar provided information
on how to better manage the energy usage of their irrigation systems to water their crops. There
were 114 irrigation customers who attended. There were 394 customers on the Irrigation Tariff
(IS-1 or IS-2) in 2010.

Program Evaluation Report
The 2010 Energy Education and Consultation Program Evaluation Report was prepared by ADM
Associates, Inc. (“ADM”) and is provided in the Technical Appendix 4. The 2010 evaluation of
the Energy Education program focused on portraying the implementation and outcomes by
collecting data through revised surveys that had been redesigned and improved for 2010 and by
analyzing program data collected through program records and updated management information
systems. The major conclusions and recommendations for each program component are
incorporated in the following section of this report.
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Program Variance Analysis
Table C-1 summarized the overall performance of the program. The delivery of the program was
effective when comparing actual expenditures to program results. Actual expenditures were 82.1%
of budget and total individuals educated reached 285.9% of target and the number of individuals
impacted with energy conservation literature reached 122.6% of its goal. The following sections
discuss the results by project.
Residential and Commercial Builder Support/ENERGY STAR® Homes
•

This program expended 97% of the approved budget and achieved 471% of the target of
69 for individuals educated. However, only 6 plan reviews occurred instead of the
anticipated 25 and only 148 ENERGY STAR® new home certifications were completed
instead of the targeted 300 home certifications.

•

The downturn in the construction industry in Nevada continues to make it difficult to
attract builders to participate in technical assistance activities that promote energy
efficient building practices. The level of technical assistance provided to northern
Nevada builders in 2010 was down 63% from 2009 (declining from 525 new dwellings in
2009 to 194 new dwellings in 2010).

•

The project’s focus on verifying ENERGY STAR® compliance in residential building
construction decreased by 29% in 2010 over 2009 levels (from 209 inspections to 148
inspections).

•

The number of builder training sessions doubled in 2010 compared to 2009 (increasing
from 10 to 21 training sessions).

•

The number of builders participating in training seminars increased by 264% in 2010
compared to 2009 (increasing from 91 to 240 participants).

Trade and Home Show Support
•

The program expended 84% of its budget to reach 123% of the targeted impacted
customer count, almost 46,000 people, with energy conservation literature. However,
only 4,434 customers, 59% of the 7,500 targeted individuals, attended energy
conservation presentations.
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Small Commercial Customer Education
•

The north FOCUS program enrolled 87 students in 2010, 85% of whom achieved FOCUS
certification by the end of the course.

•

The FOCUS survey indicated that 86% of the FOCUS students were consistently satisfied
overall with the north FOCUS course.

Irrigation Customer Education
•

The program expended 21% of its budget to achieve 175% of its target to educate 114
customers.

2011 Program Execution
1. Residential and Commercial Builder Support /ENERGY STAR® for New Homes
The Residential and Commercial Builder Support project continues to provide builder education
and assistance to increase the efficiency of housing built in Northern Nevada. Specific classes
include the “The ICC National Green Building Standard” offered with the Construction
Specifications Institute in Reno. Technical assistance and training has been provided to the
Building Trades and Computer Assisted Design classes at the Academy for Career Education in
Reno. These classes seek to enhance the job skills and employability of those employed or
seeking employment in the construction and retrofit industries and increase energy literacy in
these fields.
2. Public Outreach
A selection of Public Outreach events, formerly Trade and Home Show Support, is provided in
Table C-9.
Table C-9: Selection of 2011 Public Outreach
Date
Name of Event
2/23/11 Kiwanis Club Presentation
5/1/11 Cinco de Mayo Event
6/1/11 Pine Middle School Presentation
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Attendance
20

Impacted
20

5,000

1,800

270

270
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3. Small Commercial Customer Education
The spring session of the FOCUS training, with 36 students in attendance, is complete. The
class size allowed more one-on-one time between students and instructors for questions and
discussion. More time was afforded to greater instructor feedback and iterative development of
the students’ project proposals leading to greater variety and complexity of project proposals
with higher ROIs and shorter payback periods. One project provided for extensive daylighting in
a large factory.
Nevada Industry Excellence has proposed a Nevada Focus Level II Certification Program to be
offered in the fall. Registration would be limited to 50 FOCUS Level I graduates who have
implemented one or more energy saving projects. The course would consist of a single 8-hour
refresher and a presentation of the best-project examples. A certification exam and feedback
survey would be administered. The objective of this course is to motivate and recognize trainees
and their employers who are putting this training into practice and to further institutionalize the
energy efficiency knowledge these sessions provide. Sierra is considering the proposal and
would absorb the cost within the existing budget.
4. Irrigation Customer Education
Irrigation Customer Education is once again offered with the Renewable Generations Nevada
Rural Roadshow to reduce costs and educate customers on both renewable and energy efficiency
options. A survey will be offered to obtain feedback on the training. The education program will
partner with Commercial Customer Incentives to market energy efficiency measures. In addition,
educational and program marketing materials will be mailed to all IS-1 and IS-2 customers and
provided via the website.

Conclusions and Recommendations
Residential and Commercial Builders Support, and ENERGY STAR® for Homes
Sierra will continue to advance the ENERGY STAR® rated homes activity. ENERGY STAR®
home certification remains an area that holds continued opportunity for increased energy efficiency
gains. Sierra continues to work with regional and national ENERGY STAR® leaders to promote
this project. In 2010, builders continued to decline the invitation to participate in the ENERGY
STAR® New Construction program due to increasing pressure on home prices and the issue of
thermal barrier treatment, which builders see as effective cost barrier in a difficult market.
The change from the 2006 to 2009 IECC standard will significantly increase the requirements to
qualify as an ENERGY STAR® rated home. Sierra is working with appropriate organizations to
assist with adoption of the code update. New and much more stringent requirements have been
proposed by ENERGY STAR® which will be based on 15% energy savings compared to the
2009 IECC. The proposed requirements, which will take effect in 2011, present a significant
challenge for keeping builders in the program or recruiting new builders. Sierra is planning
builder outreach and training to assist with the understanding of the requirements to help lead to
the acceptance of the proposed changes.
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Energy Rated Homes will assess the development of a more advanced Green Building seminar for
2011 and will continue to champion ENERGY STAR® rated homes in northern Nevada.
Trade and Home Show Support
The Public Outreach efforts continue to reach a large volume of customers with energy efficiency
literature. The CFL often included in the literature bag in the past few years provided motivation
for event attendees to take a literature bag. Since the CFL will no longer be provided as part of the
Lighting Program, there is concern that event attendees will not be as motivated to take and read
the literature. Greater emphasis will be placed on providing an educational presentation at public
outreach events.
Small Commercial Customer Education
A 2011 survey will be conducted to assess the effectiveness of the Nevada FOCUS program in
bringing energy efficiency from the classroom to the workplace as viewed from the perspective
of the participants. The survey will attempt to provide a qualitative review of the program and
the participants’ engagement in energy efficiency projects.
Student ratings and comments indicate that participants desire a more hands-on application, a
greater concentration on energy improvement, and that LEED certification should receive greater
treatment. The instructors will take these results into consideration when preparing for the 2011
course.
Irrigation Customer Education
Energy Savings opportunity exists for this customer segment as evidenced by the largest 2010
Commercial Customer Incentives project for the retrofit of energy efficiency measures at Peri and
Sons Farms. A student survey will be conducted to drive continuous improvement for this
training. Educational and marketing materials will also be mailed to target these customers in
geographically disperse areas.
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2012 Recommended Budget and Targets
Sierra recommends that this program be continued in 2012 at the Base Budget scenario as listed in
Table C-10. Table C-10 also provides a comparison of the 2010 actual results, the approved 2011
and 2012 budget and targets, and the budgets and targets for the 2012 low scenario and the 2012
high scenario.
Table C-10: 2012 Recommended Base Budget and Targets

Actual
Results
2010

Budget
Individuals
Educated
Impacted
Individuals

Approved Approved
2012 High
2011
2012
Budget
Budget
Budget
and
and
and
Targets
Targets
Targets

Recommended
2012 Base
Budget and
Targets

2012 Low
Budget
and
Targets

$279,201

$340,000

$340,000

$ 340,000

$ 250,000

$150,000

526

415

415

415

192

91

45,965

37,500

37,500

37,500

37,500

20,000

High Scenario
The high scenario maintains the plan approved in the 2010 Sierra Integrated Resource Plan,
Docket No. 10-07003. The measures and targets would be retained as follows: Irrigation
Customer Education for 65; Small Commercial Customer Education under the FOCUS Program
for 50 students with a certification target of 40; Public Outreach for 50,000 event attendees with
37,500 impacted with literature and 2,500 attending a presentation; and Residential and
Commercial Builder Support for 300.
Base Scenario
The base scenario recommendation provides for a scaled back version of Sierra’s current
Education Program. It maintains the measures approved in the 2010 Sierra Integrated Resource
Plan, Docket No. 10-07003 with reduced targets for a proportionately scaled budget. The
measures and targets would be reduced as follows: Irrigation Customer Education for 12; Small
Commercial Customer Education under the FOCUS Program for 50 students with a certification
target of 40; Public Outreach for 50,000 event attendees with 37,500 impacted with literature and
2,000 attending a presentation; and Residential and Commercial Builder Support for 130.
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Low Scenario
The low scenario recommendation provides for a further reduced version of Sierra’s current
Education Program. It maintains the measures approved in the 2010 Sierra Resource Plan,
Docket No. 10-07003, but target goals for some measures are reduced as much as 75% or 90%
but left in place to maintain continuity and the ability to restore these measures to greater
numbers in the future. The measures and targets would be reduced as follows: Irrigation
Customer Education for 6; Small Commercial Customer Education under the FOCUS Program
for 20 students with a certification target of 15; Public Outreach for 25,000 event attendees with
20,000 impacted with literature and 1,200 attending a presentation; and Residential and
Commercial Builder Support for 65.

Results of 2012 Cost Benefit Analysis
The Energy Education and Consultation program does not result in easily quantifiable savings;
therefore, no cost benefit analysis can be completed for this program. However, the program
does play a contribution role in achieving the savings across the entire DSM portfolios described
in previous sections of this annual report.

2012 Estimated NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement 18
The Energy Education and Consultation program for Sierra will not contribute to the incremental
NRS 704.785 revenue requirement for calendar year 2012.

18

For the purpose of this report, the “NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement” refers to the energy efficiency
implementation rate revenue requirement.
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Section D. Electric Low Income Weatherization
Program Description
The electric Low Income Weatherization program, marketed as “Comfort Savings” by Sierra, is
a demand side management program offering home weatherization services to low income
residential customers.
In 2010, the Low Income Weatherization program provided weatherization assistance and energy
conservation measures for customers with incomes above 150% poverty guidelines and below
80% of the county median income living in single-family, multifamily, and mobile homes. The
program contracted with a third-party implementation contractor who performed the
weatherization work, including health and safety measures, installing energy efficiency measures
and energy conservation education at no cost to qualifying customers.
Customers are solicited through a variety of approaches including a comprehensive direct mail
marketing campaign (used to recruit the majority of customers), program information
disseminated through bill inserts and the Sierra website, and a variety of community outreach
events. The implementation contractor performs screenings to ensure that customers meet
income guidelines.
This program is implemented in conjunction with the gas Low Income Weatherization program
to enhance program cost-effectiveness, since all homes in Sierra’s gas service territory are both
gas and electric customers. Enrolled customers (homeowners and renters) schedule convenient
appointment times for a weatherization audit which is conducted to determine which energy
efficiency measures are appropriate to be installed in each home weatherized. This program also
provides energy education to customers who receive weatherization assistance. Instruction is provided
on-site at the time weatherization crews are installing weatherization improvements. Educational
materials are provided to customers and each measure to be installed is fully explained by the on-site
auditor. Operation of a new programmable thermostat is fully explained and demonstrated to the
homeowner. The weatherization crew also programs the settings of the new thermostat, with customer
concurrence, to achieve optimal energy savings.
Health and safety measures are provided in addition to and in conjunction with energy efficiency
measures. These measures include a combustion gas test, a carbon monoxide (CO) test, and CO2
detector. A CO2 detector is installed if a working detector is not found at the time of the audit.
Through this program feature, customers receive health and safety benefits, as well as energy
conservation improvements.
Typical electric weatherization energy efficiency measures delivered included:


CFLs



Duct Sealing



Attic Insulation
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Faucet Aerators and Low-Flow Showerheads



Pipe Wrap



Water heater blankets



Weather-stripping including caulking and door and window sealing measures

For 2011-2013, the qualified income lower limit has been raised from 150% of Federal Poverty
Level to 200%. This change eliminates any overlap with the Nevada Housing Division’s
Weatherization program

Program Result Summary
The 2010 Low Income Weatherization program results and the TRC cost benefit ratio calculated based
on these results are summarized in Table D-1. The total dollars spent for the 2010 program were
97.8% of the approved budget and the energy savings (kWh) was approximately 576.7% of 2010
target.
Table D-1: 2010 Total Electric Low Income Weatherization Results
Target
Budget
Units
Demand Savings (kW)
Energy Savings (kWh)
TRC

Actual

% of Target

$600,000

$586,894

97.8%

258

553

214.3%

20

76

380.0%

80,976

466,974

576.7%

0.21

0.20

95.2%
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The 2008-2010 historical Electric Low Income Weatherization program results are summarized below
in Table D-2.
Table D-2: Actual Results 2008 through 2010
2008

2009

2010

$616,172

$594,986

$586,894

Units

332

343

553

Demand Savings (kW)

839

151

76

Energy Savings (kWh)

748,353

582,988

466,974

Budget

Program Measurement and Verification Results
The measurement and verification (“M&V”) report was prepared by Sierra’s M&V contractor,
ADM Associates, Inc. (“ADM”). The complete M&V report is provided in Technical Appendix
5. This section highlights specific results and findings from the M&V report.
A total of 553 income-qualified households participated in the 2010 Sierra’ Low Income
Weatherization program focused on the conservation of electricity. Verified annual savings were
466,974 kWh with 245,516 kWh saved during the 2010 calendar year. System peak demand
savings provided by this program is 76 kW. A sample size was determined for the electric
savings population that provides savings calculations with 9.224% precision at the 90%
confidence level.
Table D-3 provides a summary of gross annual energy savings (kWh) and system peak demand
savings (kW) for the electric portion of the program.
Table D-3: Energy Impact Summary – Electric

Unit Type
Electric

First-Year (2010)
Energy Savings
(kWh)
Verified
245,516

Annual Energy
Savings (kWh)
Ex ante

Verified

711,911

466,974

Lifetime Energy
Savings (kWh)
Ex ante

Verified

6,529,510 3,766,915

The lighting measures that were installed through the Low Income Weatherization program were
mainly compact fluorescent lamps (“CFLs”) of different wattages that were directly installed.
For each CFL measure, total kWh savings and total peak demand savings for that measure were
determined as a product of the number of measures verified as being installed and the savings per
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measure. The quantities of CFLs installed through the Low Income Weatherization Program
were verified through field visits to a randomly-selected sample of households that participated
in the Low Income Weatherization Program during 2010. Savings per bulb were determined by
a CFL runtime methodology developed by ADM, which utilized data from ENERGY STAR®
and KEMA sources described further below.
Non-lighting measures installed through the 2010 Low Income Weatherization program included
attic insulation, weather stripping, water heater and pipe wraps, low flow showerheads and faucet
aerators. For each such non-lighting measure, total kWh savings and total peak demand savings
were equal to the product of the verified quantity of measures installed and the calculated
savings per measure. The installed quantity per measure was verified through field visits to a
randomly-selected sample of participating households. Per-unit savings for non-lighting
measures were determined using values from the State of Ohio Energy Efficiency Technical
Reference Manual (“TRM”) 19, Joint Utility Comments to the Ohio TRM 20, State of Pennsylvania
TRM 21, and other M&V reports that have been provided to Sierra and/or ADM engineering
calculations and related documentation previously provided to Sierra.
Table D-4 provides the measure level ex ante and verified annual electric savings for the
program.

19

Vermont Energy Investment Corporation (VEIC), State of Ohio Energy Efficiency Technical Reference Manual,
Prepared for Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, Draft of August 6, 2010.
20

The draft Ohio TRM was comprehensively reviewed by: ADM for FirstEnergy utilities; Cadmus for Dayton
Power and Light; Navigant for AEP utilities; and TecMarket Works for Duke Energy. In October 2010, resultant
comments and recommendations were submitted jointly by the four Ohio utilities to the Public Utilities Commission
of Ohio. The PUCO has not yet provided a ruling related to either the Joint Utility Comments or the draft TRM
itself.

21

State of Pennsylvania Technical Reference Manual, revised June 2011
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Table D-4: Summary of Ex Ante versus Verified Energy Savings, Electric Measures

Measure Category

Measure Subcategory

Quantity
Installed
(Reported),
Ex Ante

Total Ex Ante
Energy Savings Total Ex
In-Service Quantity
Annual
Ratio (i.e., Ex Post Annual
Realization
Rate (i.e., Installed
Energy
Energy
Post Calculated
Rate
Percent (Verified),
Savings
Savings
Savings / Ex
Installed) Ex Post
(kWh)
(kWh)
Ante Savings)

HVAC
Prog Thermostat
Total HVAC

51.0

5,633
5,633

83.3%

43

80.5%

3,781
3,781

67.1%
67.1%

68,550.0
2,720.0

89,710
544
90,254

96.6%
100.0%

66,219
2,720

19.4%
100.0%

16,783
544
17,327

18.7%
100.0%
19.2%

8,949.0
225.0

455,980
5,724
461,704

92.6%
100.0%

8,258
225

78.7%
56.6%

332,489
3,237
335,726

72.9%
56.6%
72.7%

222.0
126.0
6.0
45.0

35,355
85,104
226
20,475
141,161

100.0%
100.0%
33.3%
100.0%

222
126
2
45

51.6%
71.6%
100.0%
91.6%

18,251
60,947
75
18,764
98,037

51.6%
71.6%
33.3%
91.6%
69.5%

37,639.0
17,470.0

6,297
2,900

84.5%
100.0%

31,798
17,470

100.0%
100.0%

5,320
2,900

84.5%
100.0%

911.0

3,111

97.9%

892

100.0%

3,044

97.9%

61.0

826

88.9%

54

100.0%

734

88.9%

105

100.0%

659

100.0%

Insulation
Ceiling
Foam Sealant
Total Insulation
Lighting
Energy Star CFL/Torch
LED Night Light
Total Lighting
Water Heating
Faucet Aerators
Low-Flow Showerhead
Pipe Wrap
Water Heater Blanket
Total Water Heating
Weatherstripping
Caulking
Door
Door Sweep
Whole Attic Door
Window
Total Weatherstripping
ALL MEASURES

659.0

105

100.0%

13,239

12,104

91.4%

711,991

466,974

65.6%
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Weatherization measures offered by the program are listed in Table D-5.
Table D-5: Measures That Could Be Installed through Low Income Weatherization
Energy Efficiency Measures:
Lighting

Energy Efficiency Measures:
Non-Lighting
HVAC
Programmable Thermostat
AC Filter Replace
AC Coil Cleaning
AC Tune-up

4W, non-ENERGY STAR
7W, non-ENERGY STAR
9W, ENERGY STAR qualified
13W, ENERGY STAR qualified
16W, ENERGY STAR qualified
18W, ENERGY STAR qualified
19W, ENERGY STAR qualified
20W, ENERGY STAR qualified
22W, ENERGY STAR qualified 3way bulb
(wattages of 12/22/33)
23W, ENERGY STAR qualified

Insulation
Ceiling
Foam Sealant
Water Heating
Faucet Aerators
Low-Flow Showerhead
Pipe Wrap
Water Heater Blanket
Weather Stripping
Caulking
Door
Door Sweep
Whole Attic Door
Window

For all measures, ADM employed engineering analyses to verify savings. For the evaluation of
CFL savings, ADM utilized engineering calculations that correlate average CFL runtime to the
number of CFLs that were verified to have been direct-installed in each site reviewed by the
M&V contractor. For the population of 8,922 (i.e. the verified or ex post quantity) that were
direct-installed by the program in 2010, the ex post weighted-average CFL runtime is 2.2 hours
per day, based on:
•
•

Data procured during M&V site visits to participant homes, and
Runtime hours per room that were reported in the KEMA residential lighting study
published in 2010. 22

22

KEMA, Inc. and The Cadmus Group, Inc., Final Evaluation Report: Upstream Lighting Program Volume 1,
CALMAC Study ID CPU0015.01, Prepared for California Public Utilities Commission, Energy Division, February 8,
2010.
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Table D-6 indicates CFLs per room and daily runtimes per room that ADM used to determine ex
post weighted average hours of operation per day per CFL. Hours of operation were determined
to average 2.2 hours per day per CFL, or 803 hours per year per CFL.
Table D-6: Determination of CFL Runtimes

Room

Kitchen
Living/family rooms
Porch/outdoor
Garage
Bedroom
Bathroom
Hall/entry
Laundry room
Dining room
Office/den
Closet
Other
TOTAL

Number of
CFLs installed
per room (i.e.,
ADM data
from M&V
sites)
85
135
84
23
96
106
65
6
85
9
3
2
699
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Hours per day per
room (i.e., runtime Weighted
hours per KEMA
Hours
2010)
2.5
2.9
3.9
1.2
1.7
1.4
1.2
1.4
1.9
1.6
1.4
1.2

0.30
0.56
0.47
0.04
0.23
0.21
0.11
0.01
0.23
0.02
0.01
0.00
2.2
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Table D-7 shows the quantities of the measures that were installed for these participants through
the electric measures of Sierra’s Low Income Weatherization program. Multiplying the quantity
per measure in Table D-6 by the per-measure savings calculations provides the program-level
determinations of annual energy savings (kWh) reported in Table D-8.
Table D-7: Quantities Installed, Electric Measures
Energy Efficiency Measures:
Lighting

Total

CFL – Energy Star®
Energy Star Fixture – Torchiere
Energy Star Fixture – Night Light

8,259
13
225

Energy Efficiency Measures: Non-Lighting
HVAC – Programmable Thermostat
Insulation – Ceiling
Insulation – Foam Sealant
Water Heating – Pipe Wrap
Water Heating – Water Heater
Blanket
Water Heating – Low Flow
Showerhead
Water Heating – Faucet Aerators
Weather-Stripping – Caulking
Weather-Stripping – Door
Weather-Stripping – Door Sweep
Weather-Stripping – Whole Attic
Door
Weather-Stripping – Window
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43
66,219
2,720
2
45
126
222
31,799
17,470
892
54
659
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Table D-8: Verified Annual kWh Savings by Measure
Energy Efficiency Measures:
Lighting
CFL and Torch – Energy Star®
Energy Star Fixture – Night Light

Total
332,489
3,237

Energy Efficiency Measures: Non-Lighting

HVAC – Programmable Thermostat
Insulation – Ceiling
Insulation – Foam Sealant
Water Heating – Pipe Wrap
Water Heating – Water Heater
Blanket
Water Heating – Low Flow
Showerhead
Water Heating – Faucet Aerators
Weather-Stripping – Caulking
Weather-Stripping – Door
Weather-Stripping – Door Sweep
Weather-Stripping – Whole Attic
Door
Weather-Stripping – Window
Total Annual kWh Savings, All
Measures

3,781
16,783
544
75
18,764
60,947
18,251
5,320
2,900
3,044
734
105
466,974

Program Variance Analysis
This section discusses how and why the actual results varied from the program plan.
The 2010 actual expenditure was $586,894 or 97.8% of the $600,000 budget. The M&V
analysis determined that this program provided annual kWh savings totaling 466,974, which is
576.7% more energy savings than the approved target. The variance in energy savings is due to
changes that were previously made to the mode of delivery of the program. Previously this
program was delivered utilizing a sub grantee that was also delivering the Nevada Housing
Division’s Weatherization program. Sierra changed the delivery of the program to use a
competitive process to select an implementation contractor. The targets were set based on the
prior mode of delivery. The mode of delivery utilizing the competitively bid implementation
contractor has archived significantly improved results.
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The achieved TRC for this program was 0.20 or 95.2% of the 0.21 target. The reduced TRC
reflects in the estimated avoided capacity and energy costs for future years.

2011 Program Execution
Sierra delivered the program as originally designed for the first six months of 2011. Following the
receipt and evaluation of the 2010 M&V report, Sierra initiated a comprehensive review of the
program. Currently, the implementation contractor and Sierra are working collaboratively to
assess the 2010 program results and determine how to improve the 2011 program implementation
and TRC. Measures being implemented to improve the cost effectiveness of the program, as
defined by the TRC cost benefit ratio, are described in the following sections.

Lessons Learned
In this section, Sierra presents a discussion of key lessons learned based on program delivery
experience and M&V Report feedback:
•

It will be necessary to refocus the program on low income homes that will yield greater
energy savings for the measures implemented to improve the cost effectiveness of the
program in light of decreased savings per measures and reduced estimated avoided
generation and energy costs.

•

Baseline assumptions must reflect existing conditions of a home in order to calculate
savings of energy efficient measure installed to improve the accuracy of ex ante savings by
measure. An assumption of an average condition and the assignment of an average savings
to each measure installed have not yielded reliable savings projections. An example would
be considering the existing R-value of attic insulation of a home in order to calculate the
savings of additional attic insulation being installed. The existing level of insulation will
greatly impact the energy savings gained by any insulation placed over the top of that
existing insulation.

Conclusions and Recommendations
This section discusses conclusions and recommendations based on Sierra’s experience and
observations regarding the low income weatherization program. The changes being implemented
or evaluated will improve the program design and execution.
•

This program provides social and cost benefits, which are not quantified in the financial
analysis.

•

Only homes built on or before 1991 that are occupied by a qualified low income customer
will qualify to participate in the program to increase the energy savings yield per measure
of the program.
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•

With the new lighting standards set forth in AB 178 of the 2007 Legislature taking effect
on January 2012 general purpose lighting sold in Nevada must provide 25 lumens per watt.
The standard CFL has therefore been eliminated as a measure provided by the program.
The program will offer fluorescent reflector bulbs. Reflector bulbs are normally in
recessed canned lighting. It is anticipated that the new limitations on the age of homes
described in the previous bullet will mean that the number of applications will be limited as
recessed canned lighting is less common in older homes.

•

The initial inspection to determine what measures will be installed in a home will be
modified as an additional step to improve the TRC cost benefit ratio for the program. The
program previously required that a blower door test be conducted for every home. The
blower door test will be discontinued and a visual inspection will determine where weather
stripping is warranted and to determine if there is broken HVAC ducting.

•

The assumptions included in the projected kWh savings were different than the conditions
that were experienced during the delivery of the program. Savings for each measure
delivered by the program have been adjusted to conform to the verified results provided in
the M&V report. Savings will be revised to reflect the conditions found at each home.

•

Sierra conducted an RFP in 2010 for the 2011-2013 program years and awarded the
contract based on a thorough analysis of the bids received. The initial award is for one year
with options to extend the contract one year at a time for the remaining two years. Sierra
will negotiate the changes being incorporated in the program with the current
implementation contractor. Following those negotiations Sierra will determine if it might
be advantageous to issue a new RFP for 2012.
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2012 Recommended Budget and Targets
Sierra recommends that this program be continued in 2012 at the Base Budget scenario as listed in
Table D-9. Table D-9 also provides a comparison of the 2010 actual results, the approved 2011 and
2012 budget and targets, and the budgets and targets for the 2012 low scenario and 2012 high
scenario.
Table D-9: 2011 Recommended Base Budget and Targets

Actual
Results
2010

Total
Demand
Savings (kW)
Energy
Savings
(kWh)
TRC

Approved Approved
2011
2012
Budget
Budget
and
and
Targets
Targets

2012
High
Budget
and
Targets

Recommended
2012 Base
Budget and
Targets

2012
Low
Budget
and
Targets

$586,894

$600,000

$600,000

$600,000

$350,000

$200,000

76

84

66

1,721

1,311

1,289

466,974

466,000

0.20

0.31

178,000 3,140,000
0.31

0.49

2,340,000 2,244,000
0.49

0.54

High Scenario
The high scenario continues the program at the budget level approved in Sierra’s 2010 Integrated
Resource Plan (“IRP”), Docket No. 10-07003. However, the energy savings (kWh) is increased
because of the direct installation of residential reflector lighting.
Base Scenario
Under the proposed base scenario in 2012, the budget is reduced to 50% of the budget level
approved in Sierra’s 2010 IRP, Docket No. 10-07003. The budget reduction reflects the decrease
in the cost effectiveness of this program as demonstrated by the 2010 results. The steps being
taken to improve the cost effectiveness of the program will improve the results but the impact of
the changes will not bring it in alignment with the TRC as determined in the 2010 IRP due to the
reduced estimated avoided capacity and energy costs.
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Low Scenario
Under the low scenario recommendation in 2012, the budget is 30% of the budget level approved
in Sierra’s 2010 Sierra IRP, Docket No. 10-07003. The budget reduction reflects a brand new
implementation of the program. This redesign will provide mailed letters to a select number of low
income customers. These letters will educate and bring awareness to the customers on their
individual energy usage as well as provide simple recommended actions to reduce their overall
energy consumption.

Results of 2012 Cost Benefit Analysis
The following Tables D-10, D-11, and D-12 summarize the results of the financial analysis for
the 2012 recommended base scenario, the proposed low scenario, the proposed high scenario. A
copy of the input data sheets and financial models used to determine the results are provided in
Technical Appendix 2. The cost benefit analysis was calculated based upon the core information
contained in this annual report.
Table D-10: Base Scenario Cost Test Results 2012
Cost Test
Total Resource
Utility
Participant
Ratepayer
Societal cost

B/C
0.49
0.49
0.28
0.60

Benefits (NPV)

Costs (NPV)

$170,531
$170,531
$266,521
$170,531
$209,830

$350,000
$350,000
$0
$616,521
$350,000

Net Benefits
($179,469)
($179,469)
$266,521
($445,990)
($140,169)

CCE
$/KWh
$0.10
$0.10
$0.00
$0.17
$0.10

Table D-11: Low Scenario Cost Test Results 2012
Cost Test
Total Resource
Utility
Participant
Ratepayer
Societal cost

B/C
0.54
0.54
0.27
0.69

Benefits (NPV)

Costs (NPV)

$108,915
$108,915
$201,960
$108,915
$138,694

$200,000
$200,000
$0
$401,960
$200,000
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Net Benefits
($91,085)
($91,085)
$201,960
($293,045)
($61,306)

CCE
$/KWh
$0.08
$0.08
$0.00
$0.17
$0.08
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Table D-12: High Scenario Cost Test Results 2012
Cost Test
Total Resource
Utility
Participant
Ratepayer
Societal cost

B/C

Benefits (NPV)

0.49
0.49
0.29
0.60

Costs (NPV)

$294,427
$294,427
$426,564
$294,427
$357,326

$600,000
$600,000
$0
$1,026,564
$600,000

Net Benefits
($305,573)
($305,573)
$426,564
($732,137)
($242,675)

CCE
$/KWh
$0.10
$0.10
$0.00
$0.17
$0.10

2012 Estimated NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement 23
Table D-13 provides the estimated incremental kWh savings and the associated NRS 704.785
revenue requirement for calendar year 2012 attributable to the Low income Weatherization
program in 2012 at the program level recommended in this report. The incremental kWh savings
do not include the effects of the delivery of this program in prior years. Stated differently for the
sake of clarity, Table D-13 only reflects the incremental kWh savings and NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement associated with the 2012 program. First Year kWh savings and the attendant NRS
704.785 revenue requirement would occur in 2012 only. The Full Year 2013 kWh savings and
attendant NRS 704.785 revenue requirement are expected to begin in 2013 and continue until the
effect of the 2012 program is fully reflected in Sierra’s billing determinants.
Table D-13: 2012 Estimated Incremental kWh Savings and NRS 704.785 Revenue
Requirement 24

Incremental Energy Savings
Incremental Lost Revenues

$

Measures Installed in 2012
First Year 2012
Full Year Beginning 2013
1,271,633
2,340,000
74,409 $
136,924

Table D-14 provides the estimated cumulative kWh savings and attendant NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement for calendar year 2012 for the Low Income Weatherization program. The 2012
cumulative energy savings are total savings to be realized in 2012 from the Low Income
23

For the purpose of this report, the “NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement” refers to the energy efficiency
implementation rate revenue requirement.

24

Demand savings and the associated NRS 704.785 revenue requirement were calculated in a manner consistent
with the Commission’s order in docket numbers 10-10024 and 10025. Specifically, the NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement was calculated using separate energy and demand savings calculations. The demand revenue
requirement was calculated using an equivalent energy factor and a weighted average demand rate. For 2010, ADM
measured and verified demand savings by month and by rate class. The results of the 2010 M&V report therefore
provide additional information that facilitates the calculation of a more appropriate NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement using monthly demand savings and actual demand rates. Using this information, Sierra’s request for
recovery pursuant to NRS 704.785 in March 2012 could seek a revenue requirement that exceeds the amount shown
in Tables D-13 and D-14.

115

Page 127 of 390

Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy
2011 Annual Demand Side Management Update Report
Weatherization program from implementation actions taken between June 1, 2010 and December
31, 2012, including the delivery of the program in 2012 at the level recommended in this report.
Table D-14: 2012 Estimated Cumulative kWh Savings and NRS 704.785 25

Cumulative Energy Savings
Cumulative Lost Revenues

Measures Installed in Cumulative Years
1,997,873
$
116,840

The supporting data for Tables D-13 and D-14 are provided in Technical Appendix 14.

25

See footnote 24, supra.
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Section E. Market and Technology Trials Program
Program Description
The Market and Technology Trials program focuses on the assessment and testing of innovative
and energy-efficient technologies with applications in the residential, small-commercial, and
industrial markets in Nevada. The trials allow small scale tests of products that potentially have
energy savings benefits to the customer and Sierra. An extensive product evaluation is
conducted once a product is accepted into the program. A measure that demonstrates reliable
and cost effective savings during the trial may be adopted as a measure in an existing program
or, if the scale of savings warrants, may form the basis for a new energy efficiency program.
This program is designed to help customers reduce their energy consumption through the
identification of new energy efficiency measures or conversely demonstrate that a measure is not
a wise investment.
Under this program, Sierra first conducts a due diligence review as part of the evaluation process
for determining which energy efficient products are selected for testing and evaluation. The due
diligence review is based on the following criteria:
a. The product proposed for testing has been demonstrated, preferably conducted by an
independent third party evaluation, that it will save energy or demand in a customer
setting and includes science and/or technology beneficial to Sierra’s electric customers.
b. The proposed energy efficiency measure is market ready or close to being market ready
and is not a concept model.
A copy of the program screening document can be found in Technical Appendix 6.
At the conclusion of each field evaluation a detailed report documenting the testing protocols,
measured data results, and the conclusions and recommendations for further is produced. These
reports support the dissemination of related test performance data and lessons learned.

Program Result Summary
As shown in Table E-1, no trials were completed in 2010. Although several energy efficiency
products were brought forward for potential trials, only one of the products evaluated resulted in
an energy efficiency measure that passed the screening process.
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Table E-1: 2010 Total Market and Technology Trials Results
Target
Budget

Actual

% of Target

$100,000

$36,733

36.7%

5

0

0%

Units

Table E-2 provides a summary of the program results for the period 2008 through 2010.
Table E-2: Actual Results 2008 through 2010
2008
Expenditures
Units

2009

2010

$114,928

$18,318

$36,733

1

1

0

The following section describes the product that was evaluated in 2010 and continues to be
evaluated in 2011.
LED Lighting Retrofits at the Carson City State Capitol Complex
This market trial replaces the incandescent canned lighting and exterior landscape lighting with
LED lighting at the Legislative Building in Carson City. The trial began in the fall of 2010. Due
to a long lead time on some of the specialty lighting, the project will be completed when the
Legislative session ends in June. The location has high visibility and therefore lighting is left on
24 hours as it illuminates the American Flag and the foyer of the building. After completion, the
lighting will be evaluated by ADM Associates, Inc. (“ADM”) for measurement and verification
(“M&V”) results.

Program Measurement and Verification Results
No M&V evaluations were completed in 2010. ADM is monitoring and reporting on the Carson
City State Capitol Complex LED retrofit lighting fixtures. ADM is quantifying the energy
savings and demand savings by retrofitting existing lamp fixtures with LED lighting. The
evaluation is also measuring lighting levels and the hours of operation of lights in the designated
areas. This evaluation report will be completed in 2011.

Program Variance Analysis
One trial was started in the 2010 program year and will be completed in 2011. The product
screening process limits program expenditures to only those technologies that exhibit potential
for market success. This has increased the effectiveness of the selection process by not
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expending program funds for technologies and products that do not appear to have promising
opportunities and ensures that Sierra will evaluate only those “new” technologies that warrant a
trial. Technical Appendix 6 provides the forms used in this screening process.

2011 Program Execution
The LED Lighting evaluation is being continued into 2011. Sierra has received several inquiries
about the trials which will be pursued if they show potential. Projects that are being evaluated in
2011 are as follows:
•

New Lighting Technologies
New technologies are constantly evolving that will need to be examined every year.
They include LED lights, fiber optic lighting and induction lighting. Both LED and fiber
optic lighting have significant energy savings potential compared to a CFL. Induction
lighting for use in street lighting and outdoor lighting will also being explored.

•

Radiant Attic Barriers
Radiant attic barriers have the potential to significantly reduce the cooling load on a
home. There are many new technologies on the market with the potential for energy
savings at a relatively low cost to the customer.

Conclusions and Recommendations
This section provides a discussion of lessons learned that will be evaluated to improve the
program design and execution.
•

This program enables Sierra to evaluate new technologies to determine if they have the
potential to deliver cost effective energy savings and the market acceptance in a cost
effective test environment.

The screening process that ensures that only measures that demonstrate promising potential will
be evaluated has been effective in managing program expenditures and will be continued.
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2012 Recommended Budget and Targets
Sierra recommends that this program be continued in 2012 at the Base Budget scenario as listed in
Table E-3. Due to the fact that this is a research and development type of program, the base
scenario reflects the funds required to conduct such activities. Table E-3 also provides a
comparison of the 2010 actual results, the approved 2011 and 2012 budget and targets, and the
budgets and targets for the 2012 low scenario and the 2012 high scenario.
Table E-3: 2012 Recommended Base Budget and Targets
Approved Approved
2012 High
2011
2012
Actual
Budget
Budget
Budget
Results
and
and
and
2010
Targets
Targets
Targets
Budget
Units

Recommended
2012 Base
Budget and
Targets

2012 Low
Budget
and
Targets

$36,733

$100,000

$100,000

$100,000

$100,000

$0

0

5

5

5

5

0

High Scenario
The Market and Technology Trials program has the potential to find the next technology that
would add significant savings to the energy efficiency portfolio. Sierra believes that keeping the
base budget as approved in the 2010 Sierra Integrated Resource Plan (“IRP”) Docket No. 1007003 of $100,000 would be most beneficial to the program at this time.
Base Scenario
The Market and Technology Trials program has the potential to find the next technology that
would add significant savings to the energy efficiency portfolio. Sierra believes that keeping the
base budget as approved in the IRP Docket No. 10-07003 of $100,000 would be the most
prudent way to spend funds.
Low Scenario
The low scenario would be a complete shutdown of the program as a budget of less than
$100,000 does not allow for the time and money needed to implement successful trials.
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Results of 2012 Cost Benefit Analysis
The Market and Technology Trials program provides a systematic process for evaluating the
potential of technologies, which is necessary in order to develop and implement new programs.
However, the objective of this program is not to establish energy savings targets, therefore no
cost benefit analysis will be completed for this program.

2012 Estimated NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement 26
Sierra does not intend to request recovery pursuant to NRS 704.785 for the 2012 Market and
Technology Trials program.

26

For the purpose of this report, the “NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement” refers to the energy efficiency
implementation rate revenue requirement.
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Section F. ENERGY STAR® LIGHTING
Program Description
The ENERGY STAR® Lighting Program is a market-based residential Demand Side Management
program that provides upstream incentives to consumers for the retail purchases of energy efficient
lighting products. Incentives are typically delivered to Sierra’s customers through discounted
retail pricing for energy efficient compact fluorescent lights (“CFLs”) as well as through direct
distribution, community outreach events and builder model homes. Product discounts and rebates
are provided for specific lighting products that have earned the national ENERGY STAR® rating
and logo.
ENERGY STAR® is a voluntary labeling program that is administered by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency in partnership with the U.S. Department of Energy. The label
is recognized around the U.S. as a trusted energy efficiency standard. ENERGY STAR®
establishes energy efficiency specifications and standards that identify and promote qualifying
energy efficient products.
In Sierra’s service territory, the distribution of CFLs by an implementation contractor is achieved
through a combination of retail channels, direct distribution, and community outreach events.
Through this program, Sierra has participated in the transformation of consumer markets by:
•

Moving more ENERGY STAR® lighting products into the retail marketplace,

•

Making energy efficient lighting products more affordable for customers,

•

Providing customers valuable energy efficiency education and guidance through various
outreach events, and

•

Increasing overall customer awareness of energy efficiency measures.

The 2011 program year is a year of great transformation and transition for this program. Nevada
will move into a position of national leadership for lighting efficiency beginning on or about
January 1, 2012. Assembly Bill (“AB”) 178 from the 2007 Nevada Legislative session
established the requirement that general purpose light bulbs that are sold in the State of Nevada
after January 1, 2012 must meet a minimum energy efficiency threshold of 25 lumens per watt.
The primary measure delivered by this program for the past eight years has been the standard
CFL, the bulb with the twisted glass top. With the new 25 lumens per watt standard the standard
CFL becomes the “base” upon which future lighting savings will be calculated until such time
that enhanced incandescent bulb become generally commercially available. Sierra initiated the
re-evaluation of this program in January 2011 in response to the coming changes to the minimum
energy efficiency standard. The Commission, in its order issued on May 23, 2011 in Dockets
Nos. 10-100024 and 10-100025, directed Sierra to re-evaluate the program for 2012 given the
new lighting standards and the potential rate impacts on its customers. This program report
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provides the results of the re-evaluation and proposes a modified program for 2012 in terms of
the measures to be delivered.
As presented in Sierra’s 2010 Integrated Resource Plan (“IRP”), Docket No. 10-07003, the goal
for the ENERGY STAR® Lighting program was expanded beyond promoting standard CFLs to
include the introduction of the next-generation of CFLs, light-emitting diode (“LEDs”) and
potentially super-efficient incandescent bulbs to customers and to encourage them to install these
new lighting technologies in their residences. The program concept was to capitalize on the
success and momentum of the ENERGY STAR® Lighting program by introducing the new
lighting technologies through a phased approach to transition to the post 2012 Nevada lighting
standard change. The upstream buy-down program model of the ENERGY STAR® Lighting
program provides an ideal avenue to encourage both market push and pull for the new
technologies, allowing for modifications to the measure mix as the technologies achieve market
acceptance and production volume increases.
As in previous program delivery, the
implementation contractor will coordinate all manufacturer and retailer recruitment, marketing,
training and incentive payment activities for the program. The program scope would include the
following activities:










Manufacturer Recruitment.
The implementation contractor will leverage its
relationships to recruit leading manufacturers to participate in the ENERGY STAR®
Lighting program. Manufacturers will be solicited to provide marketing materials and
lighting products at a reduced cost to the end user.
Marketing. The implementation contractor will work with manufacturers to develop
marketing materials to draw consumers to program information at the point of purchase.
Outreach Events. Outreach events will be conducted to engage targeted market
segments and provide opportunities for consumer education.
Invoicing. All invoicing and incentive processing for participating manufacturers will be
handled by the implementation contractor.
Reporting. The implementation contractor will furnish monthly, quarterly and annual
reports, as appropriate.

There have been tremendous advances in new technology lighting since Sierra’s 2010 IRP was
filed. The color and brightness of LED lighting has shown massive improvements such that they
provide attractive alternatives to both incandescent lighting and CFLs. New advances are
providing brighter LED bulbs that will be attractive substitutes for the bulbs with wattages at or
above 75 watts. There have also been major advances in enhanced incandescent light bulbs with
some enhanced incandescent light bulbs now in the market. Cost remains a problem for LED
lighting technologies with the good quality bulbs running in excess of $30 each. The enhanced
incandescent light bulbs are just entering the market and their acceptance by consumers remains
unknown. Neither of these technologies has advanced in terms of product quality, cost and
market acceptance to be viable measures to carry this program at this time. Prices are expected
to fall and quality to continue to increase for the LEDs. It is clear that it is just a matter of when
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they will become fully competitive with other lighting options in the residential segment of the
market for other than special applications.
As an alternative to moving to a program mix of measures centered on new lighting technology,
this program will focus for an interim basis on the areas of residential lighting that are not
anticipated to be included in Nevada’s new lighting standards. This segment of lighting is not
included in the Federal Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (“EISA”) standards that
are scheduled to phase in over the next three years. The program will therefore focus on
reflector bulbs and specialty bulbs such as there-way bulbs and candelabra bulbs. Both threeway lamps and candelabras are currently exempt from the EISA standards for general purpose
lighting and represent a solid energy savings opportunity. The result will be a program that is
scaled back from the major energy savings that were generated by the standard CFL but a
program that continues to provide strong energy savings opportunities for residential customers.
While the “Big-Box” retailers such as Costco and Home Depot have been the major focus of the
program in moving large quantities of standard CFLs, the revised program will move forward
with lower volumes in the big box stores and put more program emphasis on the non-traditional
channels, such as hardware stores, 99 cent stores, pharmacies and grocery stores. In addition, the
revised program will continue to expand its product offering in stores such as Goodwill and
Salvation Army to continue reaching what is believed to be a previously underserved market
segment.

Program Result Summary
The 2010 ENERGY STAR® Lighting program was primarily directed at distributing highefficiency lighting to the residential sector, through retailers including Home Depot, Costco,
Lowes, and Walmart. Including the outreach CFL component, a total of 983,931 CFLs and
fixtures were distributed to customers.
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Table F-1 represents a summary of the 2010 ENERGY STAR® Lighting Results.
Table F-1: 2010 Total ENERGY STAR® Lighting Results
Target

Actual

$2,546,000

$2,290,157

90.0%

880,400

983,931

111.8%

Demand Savings (kW)

2,422

3,076

127.0%

Energy Savings (kWh)

49,900,000

24,671,212

49.4%

3.22

1.00

31.1%

Budget
Units

TRC

% of Target

Based on the completed M&V report Sierra has identified a potential discrepancy between the number
of light bulbs that were included in the billings from the implementation contractor which have been
paid by Sierra and the number of light bulbs that the M&V work recognized. Sierra determined the
value of the potential discrepancy to be $128,129. Sierra has asked ADM to continue measurement
and verification efforts. The program expenditures shown in Table F-1 have been reduced by
$128,129.
Table F-2 provides the actual results for the program years 2008 through 2010. The decrease in energy
savings from program year 2009 to 2010 was primarily attributed to a reduction in the number of
operating hours used in the calculation of the energy savings from 2.5 to 1.9. This change is further
described in the Program Measurement & Verification Results section of this report.
Table F-2: Actual Results 2008 through 2010
2008

2009

2010

$1,769,637

$1,970,838

$2,290,157

886,351

914,429

983,931

6,830

3,561

3,076

Energy Savings (kWh) 34,368,915* 31,618,652*

24,671,212

Actual Expenditures
Units
Demand Savings (kW)

* Adjusted to reflect 1.9 hours of use per day to be consistent with the Commission’s order in
Docket Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025.
The 2010 results reflect Sierra’s focus on growth in a number of channels aimed at developing
creative methods of achieving energy savings. Sierra continued to expand its existing
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relationships with big box retailers and grocery store chains in addition to developing new
partnerships with local employers in order to reach as many customers as possible. As more
customers become aware of the presence of energy efficiency lighting, the program delivery of
the program focused on reaching those who were still unfamiliar with ways of saving electricity.
In Sierra’s service territory this was achieved through a combination of retail channels, direct
distribution, and outreach events.

Program Measurement & Verification Results
The measurement and verification (“M&V”) report was performed by ADM Associates, Inc.
(“ADM”) and can be found in the Technical Appendix 7. As shown in Table F-3 the M&V
analysis reported verified annual savings of 24,671,212 kWh and a peak demand reduction of
3,076 kW. These M&V results were determined using a sampling methodology that achieved
±9.14% precision at the 90% confidence interval.
Table F-3: Energy Savings (kWh) Summary
First-year kWh savings
Measure
Type
Retail
CFLs
Outreach
CFLs
CFL
Fixtures
Total

Ex Ante

Verified
2010

Annual kWh savings (2011-2013)
Verified
2011

Verified
2012

Verified
2013

Ex Ante

12,857,695

7,809,185

19,249,733

20,946,492

21,512,264

35,419,592

2,755,508

1,416,682

4,926,115

5,409,189

5,597,901

10,888,163

420,620

253,172

495,364

530,774

541,570

899,763

16,033,823

9,479,039

24,671,212

26,886,456

27,651,735

47,207,518

ADM’s M&V approach was aimed at verifying the quantity of CFLs distributed as a result of the
program, determining the percentage of CFLs installed, and the timing of their installation, and
identifying where customers installed CFLs and calculating resultant average hours of use.
The retail component of the program, distributed through partners such as Home Depot, Lowes,
Costco, etc, makes up 80% of the CFLs that were distributed. Outreach CFLs, which make up
the other 20% of the program, were distributed to Sierra’s customers at community events,
partner employee fairs (MGM, Harrahs) and in conjunction with the Advanced Service Delivery
transition.
ADM developed a sampling plan to a review of a sample of ex ante records to determine the
level of correlation between those records and the associated invoices that the implementer had
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received from participating CFL manufacturers and associated invoices that the implementer had
issued to Sierra.
At the ex ante record or transaction level, the coefficient of variance for the entire population of
retail CFLs was 3.76. Given the skewness of that population, Dalenius-Hodges’ stratification
methodology was employed to achieve relative precision requirements.
To mitigate sampling bias, the stratified transaction sampling plan required sampling a minimum
of three transactions per participating retailer, including at least one small, one medium and one
large transaction. For the highest volume participating retailers such as The Home Depot and
Costco, numerous small, medium and large transactions were sampled to account for the
significant weighting of those large retailers. It was determined that a total of 124 transactions
for the program needed to be reviewed. Additionally, 100% of invoices for outreach CFLs and
direct-installed CFLs were checked.
Customer Surveys
To collect the data needed to verify 2010 ENERGY STAR® Lighting program activity,
customer rate classes and CFL installation locations in participating customers’ homes, in-store
intercept interviews with CFL purchasers were conducted. Participating retailers that were
selected for the retail store intercepts are listed in the complete M&V report.
At the selected stores, purchasers of either CFLs or non-CFLs were identified and asked for a
brief (two to four minutes) interview. In the interview, purchasers were asked questions
pertaining to the quantity of light bulbs purchased, the expected location of installation, and the
replacement strategy employed (i.e., immediate replacement vs. replacement at burnout).
Following the preliminary questions, the respondents were recruited for a follow-up telephone
survey that was used to assess key inputs to energy savings calculations (e.g., installation rates,
hours of use and delta-Watts).
The sampling approach for survey activities was designed to achieve a relative precision of ±
10% at the 90% confidence interval for follow-up telephone surveys. This required completion
of 68 follow-up telephone surveys.
Watts per CFL
Every CFL model number in the implementer’s ex ante data set was checked against ENERGY
STAR® databases (www.energystar.gov) to verify that each CFL was, a) ENERGY STAR®
qualified and b) assigned the correct Watts per CFL by the implementer. Of approximately 240
model numbers reported in the implementer’s ex ante data set, six were determined to be invalid
model numbers: Lowes model numbers 72938, 102642, 111018, 302257, 302424 and 302597.
For those six CFL models, ex post verified energy savings is 0.0 kWh for northern Nevada,
compared to ex ante expected energy savings of 56,001 kWh annually.
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During the check of ex ante data in ENERGY STAR® databases, the configuration of each CFL
(i.e., spiral, reflector, globe, A-line or other) was documented to enable the assignment of the
correct delta-Watts ratio for each CFL model.
Hours of Use (“HOU”)
Through surveys of a sample of customers that participated in the 2010 ENERGY STAR®
Lighting program (“M&V customers”), CFL quantities installed in specific rooms or usage areas
were determined. For example, 36 of 283 CFLs were installed in kitchens. The survey
methodology is described in detail in the complete M&V report.
The distribution of CFLs installed per room as determined by the survey is provided below in
Table F-4. In that table, the second column provides CFL daily hours of use per room or usage
area, which are values provided in the 2010 report of residential CFL programs implemented by
California’s investor owned utilities (the “KEMA 2010” study). 27 ADM correlated the KEMA
2010 daily hours of use per room to the quantity of CFLs which, through surveys of M&V
customers, ADM verified to have been installed by the Sierra M&V customers.
The calculations determined ex post weighted average CFL runtimes to be 1.9 hours. Table F-4
also provides the determination of average CFL Hours of Use per Day and per Year.

27

KEMA, Inc. and The Cadmus Group, Inc., Final Evaluation Report: Upstream Lighting Program Volume 1,
CALMAC Study ID CPU0015.01, prepared for the California Public Utilities Commission, Energy Division.
February 8, 2010.
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Table F-4: Determination of Average CFL Hours of Use (HOU) per Day and per Year

CFL Hours of Use by Room

ENERGY STAR®
Lighting
Sierra

Room

Hours/Day
(HOU
from
KEMA
2010) 28

CFL
quantity/ Weighted
room
Hours
(Qi)

Kitchen

2.5

36

0.32

Living/family
rooms

2.9

43

0.44

Porch/outdoor

3.9

9

0.12

Garage

1.2

23

0.10

Bedroom

1.7

58

0.35

Bathroom

1.4

56

0.28

Hall/entry

1.2

28

0.12

Laundry room

1.4

3

0.01

Dining room

1.9

22

0.15

Office

1.6

1

0.01

Closet

1.4

3

0.01

Other

1.2

1

0.00

Total CFLs in M&V Sample:

283

Average Daily Runtime/CFL:

1.9

Average Annual
Runtime/CFL:

694

Program Variance Analysis
28

Ibid. Daily runtime hours per room are referenced from Table 39, KEMA 2010.
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In 2010 this program achieved 49.4% of the energy savings target while expending 90% of the
program budget. There were three main contributors to variance between ex ante projected
savings and ex post verified energy savings. First, the ex ante projected savings were calculated
using a larger hours-of-use variable. The ex ante projections were based on the best hours-of-use
data available at the time the projections were made. However, after the Company developed,
obtained approval of, and launched the 2010 program, KEMA released a new study. Moreover,
the Commission concluded that the lower hours-of-use figure (1.9 HOU) should be used for
calculating 2008 and 2009 savings. These recent developments resulted in a reduction in the
HOU figure from 2.5 hours to 1.9 hours. This change reduced energy savings by 22.1%.
Second, ADM verified a lower Delta-Watts figure. The reduction in the Delta-Watts figure
resulted in a 17.7% variance between the ex ante projected savings and the ex post verified
savings. Third, the ex ante projections did not account for bulb installation dates. The verified
savings thus varied from ex ante projections as savings were reduced by 5.6%.

2011 Program Execution
Sierra began 2011 with a major strategy session with the implementation contractor to revise the
program and phase out the standard CFL in 2011. The strategy session resulted in three actions.
The first was to schedule periodic reviews with the implementation contractor’s experts on
lighting and new lighting technologies to gain a better understanding of advances in new lighting
technologies and how they might fit into this program. Of particular interest were LED lighting
and enhanced incandescent lighting. The second action was to initiate a market study of both
lighting manufactures and customers. Information was sought from manufacturers regarding
lighting products that will be brought to market. Customer feedback was sought to determine
interest and knowledge regarding new lighting technologies. In addition data was sought on
what the price points for these new technologies would be for customers. The third action was to
develop a midyear phase out of standard CFLs from program offerings.
In the second quarter of 2011 Sierra began the phase out of the standard CFL from the program
and the transition to specialty light bulbs including reflector bulbs, three-way bulbs and
candelabra base bulbs.
The following section provides a summary of the program re-evaluation and redesign.

Program Reevaluation and Redesign for 2011 and 2012
Nevada will be on the forefront for lighting efficiency beginning in 2012. AB 178 from the 2007
Nevada Legislative session, established a requirement that general purpose light bulbs that are
sold in the State of Nevada after January 1, 2012 must meet a minimum energy efficiency
threshold of 25 lumens per watt. AB 178 tasks the Nevada State Office of Energy to develop the
regulations to implement the 25 lumens per watt requirement. Although the regulations have not
yet been adopted it is anticipated that they will be in place by January 1, 2012. In anticipation of
this sweeping change to the lighting standards Sierra directed the implementation contractor for
this program, ECOS Consulting, to reevaluate the program. Further, in Docket Nos. 10-10024
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and 10-10025, the Commission anticipated the new lighting regulations and ordered Sierra to
reevaluate its program (Paragraph 60 of the Order). ECOS Consulting is uniquely positioned to
provide this reevaluation of the program as the ECOS staff includes nationally and
internationally recognized experts on lighting with broad lighting industry contacts.
The revaluation of the program began in January 2011 with a presentation of the status of the
development of next generation lighting products by the ECOS staff that covered the upcoming
Nevada lighting standards, the EISA standards which phase in the setting of efficacy
requirements by wattage over a three-year period beginning in 2012, lighting products that were
available in the market place as of January 2011 and new lighting products that were anticipated
to be introduced into the market during the remainder of 2011. Lighting products reviewed
included enhanced CFLs, new incandescent bulbs that will meet the new standards and LEDs. A
key point noted was that the lighting products being developed were designed to comply with the
EISA Standards and the timelines contained in the new Federal standards. It was noted that there
will be several incandescent bulbs that will comply with Nevada’s 25 lumens per watt standard
but it is unknown if they will be generally commercially available in 2012.
Since the new standards for lighting will introduce the requirement for significant market
changes in terms of lighting products and the newer lighting products will be more expensive
than the incandescent bulb currently being sold that do not meet the coming lighting standards,
Sierra determined that was important to understand initial customer concerns and price point
acceptance for lighting products as a part of a meaningful program reevaluation. Sierra therefore
directed ECOS to conduct customer research in the work it was conducting to reevaluate the
program.
Market Research
Work to identify products that would meet the new standards was conducted in parallel with the
customer research work. This work included gathering information from lighting manufacturers
regarding what lighting products will be entering the market place and at what general
timeframes they will be generally commercially available. Potential products included enhanced
CFLs, new incandescent bulbs that will meet the new standards and LEDs. In addition, the
projected cost to the customer information was investigated to serve as input to determine the
viability of including each identified product as an offering in the Lighting program.
The first result was the identification a new baseline light bulb for lighting efficiency that would
become effective on January 1, 2012. Sierra determined that there will be at least one enhanced
incandescent light bulb that will be available in the market place on or before that date that will
just meet the 25 lumens per watt standard for Nevada. After exploring this bulb further Sierra
determined that it is not certain that it will be generally commercially available. To be generally
commercially available Sierra has set the standard that the bulb must be widely available in
stores and generally demonstrate some level of acceptance by customers. With the uncertainty
about the enhanced incandescent bulb Sierra chose the CFL, which is a more efficient light
source as the standard to use for setting the baseline for energy efficiency for standard purpose
light bulbs. This is a conservative approach as there is a possibility that the enhanced
incandescent bulbs may become generally commercially available in 2012.
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Nevada is expected to follow the federal definition of “general service incandescent lamp” as
defined in EISA. This would mean that the lighting regulations promulgated pursuant to AB 178
will not cover a number of specific lighting types – including reflector lamps (usually coneshaped light bulbs most typically used in track lighting and recessed can light fixtures), threeway specialty bulbs and candelabra based lamps This would mean that the energy efficiency
baseline for the light bulbs that do not fit the “general service incandescent lamp” definition will
continue to be the incandescent bulb currently in the market place. Therefore, Sierra has
identified opportunities to expand reflector lamps and specialty bulbs as part of the 2011 - 2013
lighting program design.
Sierra continues to monitor the development of LED lighting in the residential market place.
There have been a number of new LED light bulbs introduced in the last year in the 60 watt
incandescent equivalent range that have largely overcome past problems with poor lighting
color. Most of these bulbs, however, are directional in terms of the lighting pattern such that
they have limited applicability in terms of lighting applications. The directional issues are being
addressed in some of the newer LED light bulbs. The LED bulb lighting characteristics have
improved rapidly in the last year and are expected to continue to improve. While LED lighting
demonstrates great future potential, inclusion in this program in large quantities is not feasible at
this time because of the high cost of the quality LED light bulbs which is about $30 per bulb.
Other than specialty bulbs, LED lighting falls short of meeting the financial tests for being cost
effective for the program. The lone exception identified to date is the MR-16 bulb. Sierra will
continue to monitor the progress of LED lighting as the cost of the LED bulbs is forecasted to
drop significantly in the next year even as the quality of the LED bulbs increases.
In consideration of the expected Nevada specific lighting standards that will take effect in 2012
and the current cost issues for LED lighting the Program will feature the reflector CFL bulbs for
the 2012 program year. These reflector lamps present an opportunity due to the large number of
recessed can lights in homes built after 1990 in the state of Nevada. Based on research from the
KEMA 2010 Lighting Impact Study and the 2010 US Census, Nevada currently has more than
64 million light sockets in residential homes, an average of about 58 sockets per home. Of those
64 million sockets, approximately eight million are reflector-lamp based sockets, or 7.5 per
home. Sierra and Nevada Power have provided rebates for 680,000 reflector lamps as part of the
2009 and 2010 programs to customers in Nevada, leaving more than 7,000,000 reflector lamp
sockets as a market opportunity for the program.
Sierra discovered that consumers have increasingly requested specialty lamps, such as threeways and candelabra base bulbs, as part of the portfolio of lighting included in the program.
Responding to customer demand is an important step in remaining responsive and proactive
towards market changes. Both three-way lamps and candelabra base bulbs are currently exempt
from the EISA standards for general purpose lighting and represent a solid energy savings
opportunity. Increased rebate amounts coupled with an expanded number of specialty bulb
models and a greater number of retail locations will be the key to moving a larger number of
specialty bulbs through the retail channel.
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Retail channels have been highly successful for the Program since it began in 2003. Larger,
“Big-Box,” retailers have historically comprised a large percentage of the residential lighting
savings portfolio, allowing Sierra to meet and exceed its aggressive kWh savings goals in
previous years. However, the focus for the revised program changes this direction with lower
volumes in the big box stores and more effort to expand into non-traditional channels, such as
hardware stores, 99 cent stores, pharmacies and grocery stores. In addition, the program will
continue to grow its product offering in stores such as Goodwill and Salvation Army to continue
reaching what is believed to be a previously underserved market segment.
Sierra will adapt key marketing materials to reflect changes to the program design and product
focus. Due to this major change of direction away from the standard CFL bulbs marketing
materials and education to retailers and customers will be important to the continued success of
the program. The marketing will be adapted to begin educating both customers and retail
partners regarding the advantages of the new products included in the Program, as well as
upcoming changes to the marketplace as a result of new standards being enacted in Nevada in
2012.
The 2011-2012 lighting program will continue to utilize retail markets, financial incentives,
consumer education and promotional events to encourage sales of specific ENERGY STAR®qualified lighting products. The primary objective of this Program design is to achieve costeffectively energy savings and begin to transform the marketplace to next generation lighting.
While featuring the reflector bulbs the complete slate of bulbs offered through the Program will
include the following.
o CFL Reflector Lamps
o LED Reflector Lamps
o LED MR16
o Three-way CFLs
o Candelabra base CFLs

Lessons Learned
Following is a recap of lessons learned in 2010 which have been implemented to improve the
program design and execution.
•

A simplified estimation of energy savings resulted in the ex ante energy savings being
significantly overstated.
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Conclusions and Recommendations
This section discusses conclusions and recommendations based on Sierra’s experience and
observations regarding the Residential Energy Efficient Lighting program. The changes being
implemented or evaluated will improve the Program design and execution.
•

The energy savings calculations for determining the ex ante energy savings have been
updated to incorporate the results of the M&V report.

•

A periodic sampling process has been initiated to validated data store inputs on an
ongoing basis.

•

The quality of 60 watt incandescent equivalent LEDs has developed in terms of quality
and light pattern but the costs remain well above those projected in Sierra’s 2010 IRP. It
is not likely that LED bulbs prices will drop quickly enough to enable them to be a major
component of the 2012 lighting program.

•

AB 178 from the 2007 Nevada Legislative session established the requirement that
general purpose light bulb that are sold in the State of Nevada after January 1, 2012 must
meet a minimum energy efficiency threshold of 25 lumens per watt. The program has
been revised to include lighting measures that are not anticipated be covered by the
implementing regulations that are to be developed by the Nevada State office of Energy.
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2012 Recommended Budget and Targets
Sierra recommends that this program be continued in 2012 at the base budget scenario as listed in
Table F-5. Table F-5 also provides the 2010 results, the approved 2011 and 2012 budget and
targets, and the budgets and targets for the 2012 low scenario and high scenario.
Table F-5: 2012 Recommended Base Budget and Targets

Actual
Results
2010

Total

Approved
2012
Budget
and
Targets

2012 High Recommended
Budget
2012 Base
and
Budget and
Targets
Targets

$2,290,157 $2,330,000 $2,155,000 $2,155,000

Units
Demand
Savings
(kW)
Energy
Savings
(kWh)

Approved
2011
Budget
and
Targets

$1,800,000

$1,200,000

983,931

895,000

200,000

647,000

587,500

434,500

3,076

2,374

259

2,357

2,128

1,571

4,200,000 21,191,680

19,134,014

14,118,820

1.97

2.42

24,671,212 38,300,000

TRC

2012 Low
Budget and
Targets

1.00

2.21

2.21

1.68

High Scenario
The high scenario continues this program at the same level approved in Sierra’s 2010 Integrated
Resource Plan (“IRP”), Docket No. 10-07003.
Base Scenario
The recommended base scenario reduces the budget to $1,800,000. The budget reduction does
not represent a simple scaling back of the Program (i.e., a reduction in the number of distributed
products); rather, the reduction represents a different approach to the program. At this budget
level, a narrower range of products are distributed, the number of units distributed are reduced
and certain LED measures are removed from the Program because those measures generally cost
more per kWh than the other measures. The base budget allows for the program to have smaller
number of SKUs in each retail location with multiple retail channels. The SKUs retained will be
those that are the most cost effective.
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Sierra believes that the base scenario represents a sound approach to meeting Nevada’s RPS and
promoting energy efficiency for residential customers. At least 50% of the kWh savings from
energy efficiency that is used to comply with the RPS requirements must come from residential
sources. The residential energy efficiency measures for Sierra for 2012 will generate less than
half of the energy savings as compared to commercial energy efficiency measures deployed in
2012. Each kWh saved in this program therefore generates two portfolio credits when the
matching commercial kWh is considered.
Low Scenario
At the low scenario, unit numbers are greatly reduced and all LED measures essentially are
eliminated as they generally cost more per kWh than the other measures. Additional impacts
include reducing the incentive budgets by reducing the number of SKUs in each retail location,
and reducing the number of retail channels participating with the program. The SKUs retained
will be those that are the most cost effective.
Similar to the base scenario, the low scenario also represents an appropriate approach to meeting
a portion of the Nevada RPS. At least 50% of the kWh savings from energy efficiency that is
used to comply with the RPS requirements must come from residential sources. The residential
energy efficiency measures for Sierra for 2012 will generate less than half of the energy savings
as compared to commercial energy efficiency measures deployed in 2012. Each kWh saved in
this program therefore generates two portfolio credits when the matching commercial kWh is
considered.

Results of 2012 Cost Benefit Analysis
The following Tables F-6, F-7, and F-8 summarize the results of the financial analysis for the
2012 recommended base scenario, the low scenario, the high scenario. A copy of the input data
sheets and financial models are provided in Technical Appendix 2. These figures were
calculated based upon the information contained in this annual report.
Table F-6: Base Scenario Cost Test Results 2012
Cost Test

B/C

Total Resource
Utility
Participant
Ratepayer
Societal cost

1.97
1.99
298.85
0.44
2.49

Benefits (NPV)

Costs (NPV)

$3,590,638
$3,590,638
$6,402,066
$3,590,638
$4,534,646

$1,821,422
$1,800,000
$21,422
$8,202,066
$1,821,422
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Net Benefits
$1,769,216
$1,790,638
$6,380,644
($4,611,427)
$2,713,224

CCE
$/KWh
$0.02
$0.02
$0.00
$0.08
$0.02
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Table F-7: Low Scenario Cost Test Results 2012
Cost Test

B/C

Total Resource
Utility
Participant
Ratepayer
Societal cost

2.42
2.10
116.21
0.44
3.07

Benefits (NPV)

Costs (NPV)

$2,525,500
$2,525,500
$4,593,762
$2,525,500
$3,202,867

$1,043,509
$1,200,000
$39,529
$5,793,762
$1,043,509

Net Benefits
$1,481,991
$1,325,500
$4,554,233
($3,268,262)
$2,159,358

CCE
$/KWh
$0.02
$0.02
$0.00
$0.09
$0.02

Table F-8: High Scenario Cost Test Results 2012
Cost Test
Total Resource
Utility
Participant
Ratepayer
Societal cost

B/C
1.68
1.92
23.50
0.44
2.11

Benefits
(NPV)
$4,130,960
$4,130,960
$7,252,617
$4,130,960
$5,200,385

Costs (NPV)
$2,463,590
$2,155,000
$308,590
$9,407,617
$2,463,590

Net Benefits
$1,667,371
$1,975,960
$6,944,028
($5,276,657)
$2,736,795

CCE
$/KWh
$0.02
$0.02
$0.00
$0.08
$0.02

2012 Estimated NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement 29
Table F-9 provides the estimated incremental kWh savings and associated NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement for calendar year 2012 attributable to the Residential Energy-Efficient Lighting
program in 2012 at the program level recommended in this report. The incremental kWh savings
do not include the effects of the delivery of this program in prior years. Stated differently for the
sake of clarity, Table F-9 only reflects the incremental kWh savings and NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement associated with the 2012 program. First Year 2012 kWh savings and the attendant
NRS 704.785 revenue requirement would occur in 2012 only. The Full Year 2013 kWh savings
and attendant NRS 704.785 revenue requirement are expected to begin in 2013 and continue
until the effect of the 2012 program is fully reflected in Sierra’s billing determinants.

29

For the purpose of this report, the “NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement” refers to the energy efficiency
implementation rate revenue requirement.

138

Page 150 of 390

Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy
2011 Annual Demand Side Management Update Report
Table F-9: 2012 Estimated Incremental NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement 30

Incremental Energy Savings
Incremental Lost Revenues

$

Measures Installed in 2012
First Year 2012
Full Year Beginning 2013
5,830,314
12,800,655
341,955 $
750,775

Table F-10 provides the estimated cumulative kWh savings and attendant NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement for calendar year 2012 for the Residential Energy-Efficient Lighting program. The
2012 cumulative energy savings are total savings to be realized in 2012 from Residential EnergyEfficient Lighting program from implementation actions taken between June 1, 2010 and
December 31, 2012, including the delivery of the program in 2012 at the level recommended in
this report.
Table F-10: 2012 Estimated Cumulative NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement 31

Cumulative Energy Savings
Cumulative Lost Revenues

Measures Installed in Cumulative Years
50,762,822
$
2,979,564

The supporting data for Tables F-9 and F-10 are provided in Technical Appendix 14.

30

Demand savings and the associated NRS 704.785 revenue requirement were calculated in a manner consistent
with the Commission’s order in docket numbers 10-10024 and 10025. Specifically, the NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement was calculated using separate energy and demand savings calculations. The demand revenue
requirement was calculated using an equivalent energy factor and a weighted average demand rate. For 2010, ADM
measured and verified demand savings by month and by rate class. The results of the 2010 M&V report therefore
provide additional information that facilitates the calculation of a more appropriate NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement using monthly demand savings and actual demand rates. Using this information, Sierra intends request
for recovery pursuant to NRS 704.785 in March 2012 will request a revenue requirement that exceeds the amount
shown in Tables F-9 and F-10.
31

See footnote 30, supra.
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Section G. Second Refrigerator Collection and Recycling Program
Program Description
The Second Refrigerator Collection and Recycling program is designed to help customers reduce
their energy consumption by removing a functional second refrigerator/freezer from their home
and permanently removing that unit from the market place. Overall electric consumption is
reduced because the second refrigerator usually operates inefficiently (e.g., is an older less
efficient refrigerator; cools a small thermal load; and is often located in an unconditioned air
space such as a garage). Any residential customer can take advantage of this program. The
second refrigerator is dismantled and recycled and therefore is permanently removed from the
electric system. The recycling process safely disposes of all potentially environmentally harmful
materials.
Sierra, in conjunction with its implementation contractor solicits customers through bill inserts
and media ads, and also leverages Sierra’s retail network to promote the program. Potential
customers call the implementation contractor to schedule the appliance pick up. The contractor
calls the customer the day before the pickup as a reminder of the appointment, fills out a
customer fact sheet while at the home, checks to ensure it is a working unit, defaces the
refrigerator, and recycles it at their EPA approved de-manufacturing facility. Alternatively, the
customer can be enrolled by a retailer at the time of the sale of a new appliance; the retailer
collects the old unit when delivering the new unit to the customer’s home. The contractor
subsequently picks up retailer-collected units from the retailer’s distribution facility.

Program Result Summary
The 2010 program results are summarized in Table G-1. Actual expenditures were 55.5% of
budget. Actual energy savings were 57.4% of targeted goals.
Table G-1: 2010 Total Second Refrigerator Collection and Recycling Program Results
% of
Target

Target

Actual

$700,000

$388,757

55.5%

4,510

2,514

55.7%

Demand Savings (kW)

678

386

56.9%

Energy Savings (kWh)

5,096,300

2,923,536

57.4%

2.53

1.89

74.7%

Budget
Units

TRC

Table G-2 provides a summary of the program results for the period 2008 through 2010. This table
highlights the decrease in the number of units recycled and energy savings for 2010 when compared to
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the 2008 and 2009. The decrease in 2010 unit volumes from 2008 and 2009 was a direct result of the
recent recession and the slow recovery.

Table G-2: Actual Results 2008 through 2010
2008

2009

2010

$516,247

$546,691

$388,757

3,537

4,160

2,514

Demand Savings (kW)

466

2,781

386

Energy Savings (kWh)

5,404,000

5,577,683

2,923,536

Budget
Units

Program Measurement & Verification Results
The measurement and verification (“M&V”) report was performed by ADM Associates, Inc.
(ADM). This section of the annual report provides a summary of ADM’s evaluation, which can
be found in the Technical Appendix 8.
The M&V plan for the Second Refrigerator Recycling program was developed to be in
conformance with the Commission’s order, which required in pertinent part that “Sierra, as part
of its monitoring and verification (“M&V”) activities, will develop mechanisms to verify a
number of assumptions related to energy savings in this program....” (See Docket No. 06-08020,
Commission’s Order issued December 12, 2006, Stipulation at paragraph 2.3.)
The 2010 load impact results are provided in Table G-3. The total verified energy savings were
lower than the ex ante value in part because per unit verified savings of 1,162 kWh and 1,169
kWh for refrigerators and freezers, respectively, were lower than the initially assumed per-unit
savings of 1,372 kWh for both refrigerators and freezers that was used as the baseline goal for
the implementation contractor. The program achieved 90% confidence and ±5.2% relative
precision by sampling 80 refrigerators and 64 freezers.
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Table G-3: 2010 Second Refrigerator Collection and Recycling Energy Impact Summary
Verified Gross Energy Savings, kWh

Verified
Critical
Peak
Demand
kW

Number
of Units

First Year 2010

Recycled
Refrigerator/
Freezer
Units

2,514

1,443,342

2,923,536

23,388,288

386

TOTAL

2,514

1,443,342

2,923,536

23,388,288

386

Annual

Lifetime

Estimated Environmental Impact
The collected refrigerators were processed at JACO’s EPA approved de-manufacturing facility
in Las Vegas where refrigerants, oils, PCBs, insulation, metal, plastics, and glass were removed.
The material recycling results are summarized in the following sections.
Refrigerants
•

Total refrigerant weight = 20,312 oz (1,270 lbs)

•

Units Containing CFC-12 = 2,128 (78% of all units)

•

Units Containing CFC-22 = 1 (<1% of all units)

•

Units Containing HFC-134a = 590 (22% of all units)
Metals, glass, plastic, insulation

•

Metals totaling 273,420 lbs

•

Glass totaling 4,080 lbs

•

Plastic totaling 54,400 lbs

•

Units Containing CFC-11 Foam: 1,995 units (73% of all units)

•

CFC-11 Foam totaling 18,953 lbs
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Oils
•

Compressor oils totaling 32,834 oz. The oil is collected in drums, transported for
cleaning, and ultimately is recycled and sold as fuel.
PCBs

•

Units Containing PCBs: 48 units (2% of all units). All such capacitors are removed,
stored in EPA approved 5-gallon drums, and transported/destroyed by a subcontractor
using retort incinerators designated for hazardous waste.

Unit Analysis – Industry Standard
The implementation contractor provided data entered in Data Store for the 2,719 units collected
in Sierra’s service territory. The data included brand, model number, volume (cubic feet), year
of manufacture, and annual kWh consumption when new. Energy savings were determined from
a detailed analysis of program data extracted from the Data Store. Analysis of this data by ADM
included a census of model numbers; unit ages; Department of Energy data on kWh annual
energy consumption when new; and equipment-degradation models that have been utilized to
evaluate similar recycling programs.
ADM’s review of available literature and data showed that the degradation coefficients applied
by the implementer were at the upper-end of the range of coefficients observed in other similar
studies. Based on the large amount of metered data analyzed and its comprehensive nature,
ADM determined that a more appropriate equipment-degradation factor could be developed
using data and analysis prepared by The Cadmus Group in a 2009 study on refrigerator
degradation for the California Public Utilities Commission.32 For its study, Cadmus used data on
refrigerator / freezer energy use obtained through two in situ monitoring efforts:
•

A dual monitoring study that ADM conducted in support of the evaluation of the
(California) 2004-2005 Statewide Residential Appliance Recycling Program; and

•

Additional in situ monitoring that Cadmus conducted as part of its study.

Telephone Survey
All 144 respondents indicated that they had in fact recycled a refrigerator or freezer through the
program. Of the 80 customers who recycled a refrigerator, 74 (92.5%) indicated that the
refrigerator was in working condition. Of the 64 customers who recycled a freezer, 59 (92.2%)
indicated that the freezer was in working condition.

32

The Cadmus Group, Inc. “Residential Retrofit High Impact Measure Evaluation Report”, prepared for the
California Public Utilities Commission. February 7, 2010.
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Based on the results from the telephone survey and ride-along visits, ADM determined that it is
appropriate to apply the following verification rates for the refrigerators and freezers recycled
through the program during 2010.

Program Variance Analysis
The original 2010 budget allocation for this program was $700,000. Actual expenditures were
$388,757 or approximately 55.5% of budget. The program fell short of the target number of
units, 4,510, as 2,514 recycled refrigerators and freezers were processed.
Energy savings of 2,923,536 fell short of the energy savings goal of 5,096,300 kWh. The
program achieved 57.4% of the annual target kWh savings.
The main reason for the program not achieving the targeted energy savings was the recent
recession and the lingering effects of that recession. As customers “tightened their belts”,
customers frequently bought food in bulk amounts (e.g., at supermarket sales, from warehouse
stores), which increased customer interest in maintaining secondary unit capacity. Additionally,
the housing/mortgage banking crisis dampened new home sales and home remodeling activities
(both of which often result in kitchen upgrades and replacement of old, working appliances).

2011 Program Execution
In light of the program’s inability to meet goals in 2010, the implementation contractor reviewed
customer feedback regarding marketing tactics and has suggested a few changes to
implementation in 2011. The first change will focus on more cost-effective marketing channels
in each territory. The implementation contractor’s research revealed decreased penetration from
television and newspaper advertising, which are also the most expensive forms of marketing.
Instead, the implementation contractor will target customers through drive time radio ads,
targeted direct mailers, earned media through public events and a trial “summer sale” where a
limited number of rebates will be offered at $50. The current rebate level of $30 has been in
place for several years and it is the implementation contractor’s experience in other markets that
customers will respond positively to the increase. Such a trial will gauge customers’ sensitivity
to price thresholds and the overall cost effectiveness of shifting dollars from marketing tactics
towards an increased rebate. If the trial proves successful, Sierra will redirect program funds
from marketing to incentives to support a larger rebate. .

Conclusions and Recommendations
This section provides a discussion of lessons learned that will be used to improve the program
design and execution for 2011 and beyond.
•

In response to the recessionary economic conditions, (which cause secondary units to be
valued more highly because of increased consumer bulk food purchases), program
advertising will focus on the high cost of operating older units and the no-cost collection
service.
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•

Media channel usage should focus on bill inserts (efficient reach; very cost-effective),
retail point of sale materials (very cost-effective), direct mail postcards (initiated
elsewhere around the United States by JACO during 2010 with effective response rates),
and “advertorial” style general market newspaper ads (high readership among the
program’s core audience of homeowners aged 35-60).

2012 Recommended Budget and Targets
Sierra recommends that this program be continued in 2012 at the Base Budget scenario as listed in
Table G-4. In 2010, the program, demonstrated its effectiveness by the TRC results. This program
also provides associated environmental and customer service benefits. Table G-4 also provides a
comparison of the 2010 actual results, the approved 2011 and recommended 2012 budget and
targets, and the budgets and targets for the 2012 low scenario and high scenario.
Table G-4: 2012 Recommended Base Budget and Targets

Actual
Results
2010

Approved Approved
2011
2012
Budget
Budget
and
and
Targets
Targets

2012 High
Budget
and
Targets

Recommended
2012 Base
Budget and
Targets

2012 Low
Budget
and
Targets

Total

$388,757

$700,000

$700,000

$ 700,000

$575,000

$575,000

Units

2,514

4,645

4,645

4,645

3,734

3,734

386

2,943

2,943

2,929

2,355

2,355

2,923,536

5,100,000

5,100,000

5,100,000

4,100,000

4,100,000

1.89

5.11

5.11

2.38

2.33

2.33

Demand Savings
(kW)
Energy Savings
(kWh)
TRC
High Scenario

The high scenario recommendation is the same as the previously approved base budget and
targets in the 2010 Sierra Integrated Resource Plan Docket No. 10-07003. Under the high
scenario in 2012, the Second Refrigerator Collection and Recycling program will meet the
previously approved 4,645 units using a mix of traditional marketing such as newspaper and
radio ads, direct mailers, and earned media, and the use of non-traditional marketing such as
internet banners and search functions specific to Sierra’s territory. Additionally, based on results
of the 2011 $50 rebate “Summer Sale”, Sierra’s program manager will consider a permanent
rebate increase from $30 to $50 if the change remains cost effective and increases customer
participation in the program.
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Base Scenario
Under the base scenario recommendation in 2012, the Second Refrigerator Collection and
Recycling program will achieve a lower number of units using a mix of traditional marketing
such as newspaper and radio ads, direct mailers, and earned media, and the use of non-traditional
marketing such as internet banners and search functions specific to Sierra’s territory.
Additionally, based on results of the 2011 $50 rebate “Summer Sale”, Sierra’s program manager
will consider a permanent rebate increase from $30 to $50 if the change remains cost effective
and increases customer participation in the program.
Low Scenario
Under the low scenario recommendation in 2012, the Second Refrigerator Collection and
Recycling program will target the same results as the previously discussed base scenario
recommendation.

Results of 2012 Cost Benefit Analysis
A copy of the input data sheets and financial models are provided in Technical Appendix 2.
These figures were calculated based upon the information contained in this annual report. The
following Tables G-5, G-6, and G-7 summarize the results of the financial analysis for the 2012
recommended base scenario, the proposed low scenario, the proposed high scenario.
Table G-5: Base Scenario Cost Test Results 2012
Cost Test
Total Resource
Utility
Participant
Ratepayer
Societal cost

B/C
2.33
2.33
0.65
2.71

Benefits (NPV)

Costs (NPV)

$1,340,203
$1,340,203
$1,494,312
$1,340,203
$1,560,545

$575,000
$575,000
$0
$2,069,312
$575,000
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Net Benefits
$765,203
$765,203
$1,494,312
($729,109)
$985,545

CCE
$/KWh
$0.02
$0.02
$0.00
$0.09
$0.02
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Table G-6: Low Scenario Cost Test Results 2012
Cost Test
Total Resource
Utility
Participant
Ratepayer
Societal cost

B/C
2.33
2.33
0.65
2.71

Benefits (NPV)

Costs (NPV)

$1,340,203
$1,340,203
$1,494,312
$1,340,203
$1,560,545

$575,000
$575,000
$0
$2,069,312
$575,000

Net Benefits
$765,203
$765,203
$1,494,312
($729,109)
$985,545

CCE
$/KWh
$0.02
$0.02
$0.00
$0.09
$0.02

Table G-7: High Scenario Cost Test Results 2012
Cost Test
Total Resource
Utility
Participant
Ratepayer
Societal cost

B/C
2.38
2.38
0.65
2.77

Benefits (NPV)

Costs (NPV)

$1,667,178
$1,667,178
$1,858,886
$1,667,178
$1,941,278

$700,000
$700,000
$0
$2,558,886
$700,000

Net Benefits
$967,178
$967,178
$1,858,886
($891,707)
$1,241,278

CCE
$/KWh
$0.02
$0.02
$0.00
$0.09
$0.02

2012 Estimated NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement 33
Table G-8 provides the estimated incremental kWh savings and the associated NRS 704.785
revenue requirement for calendar year 2012 attributable to the Second Refrigerator Collection
and Recycling program in 2012 at the program level recommended in this report. The
incremental kWh savings do not include the effects of the delivery of this program in prior years.
Stated differently for the sake of clarity, Table G-8 only reflects the incremental kWh savings
and NRS 704.785 revenue requirement associated with the 2012 program. First Year kWh
savings and the attendant NRS 704.785 revenue requirement would occur in 2012 only. The Full
Year 2013 kWh savings and attendant NRS 704.785 revenue requirement are expected to begin
in 2013 and continue until the effect of the 2012 program is fully reflected in Sierra’s billing
determinants.

33

For the purpose of this report, the “NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement” refers to the energy efficiency
implementation rate revenue requirement.
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Table G-8: 2012 Estimated Incremental kWh Savings and NRS 704.785 Revenue
Requirement 34

Incremental Energy Savings
Incremental Lost Revenues

$

Measures Installed in 2012
First Year 2012
Full Year Beginning 2013
1,370,507
2,710,100
80,974 $
160,122

Table G-9 provides the estimated cumulative kWh savings and attendant NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement for calendar year 2012 for the Second Refrigerator Collection and Recycling
program. The 2012 cumulative energy savings are total savings to be realized in 2012 from
Second Refrigerator Collection and Recycling program from implementation actions taken
between June 1, 2010 and December 31, 2012, including the delivery of the program in 2012 at
the level recommended in this report.
Table G-9: 2012 Estimated Cumulative kWh Savings and NRS 704.785 35

Cumulative Energy Savings
Cumulative Lost Revenues

Measures Installed in Cumulative Years
5,959,523
$
352,138

The supporting data for Tables G-8 and G9 are provided in Technical Appendix 14.

34

Demand savings and the associated NRS 704.785 revenue requirement were calculated in a manner consistent
with the Commission’s order in docket numbers 10-10024 and 10025. Specifically, the NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement was calculated using separate energy and demand savings calculations. The demand revenue
requirement was calculated using an equivalent energy factor and a weighted average demand rate. For 2010, ADM
measured and verified demand savings by month and by rate class. The results of the 2010 M&V report therefore
provide additional information that facilitates the calculation of a more appropriate NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement using monthly demand savings and actual demand rates. Using this information, Sierra intends request
for recovery pursuant to NRS 704.785 in March 2012 will request a revenue requirement that exceeds the amount
shown in Tables G-8 and G-9.
35

See footnote 34, supra.
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Section H. ENERGY STAR® Manufactured Homes
Program Description
The ENERGY STAR® Manufactured Homes Program is designed to move a substantial share of
manufactured homes sold in Sierra’s service territory from what has been basic energy
construction under the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (“HUD”)
standards, 36 to higher performance ENERGY STAR® standards through the strategic application
of rebates, educational outreach and marketing support. Although the movement from the HUD
standard construction to the ENERGY STAR® requirements represents a significant efficiency
increase (30%), it also increases the cost of the home. A financial incentive is the additional
stimulus needed to move the manufactured housing industry to increased levels of energy
efficiency.
An ENERGY STAR® qualified home is significantly more energy efficient in its heating,
cooling, insulating properties, and water heating than a comparable standard-code home. This
increased level of energy efficiency can be met using standard technologies and manufacturing
practices by successfully integrating three key components:
1. An energy efficient building envelope (e.g., effective insulation, tight construction
and high-performance windows),
2. Improved air distribution (e.g., airtight, well-insulated ducts), and
3. Energy efficient equipment (e.g., space heating, space cooling and hot water heating).
The ENERGY STAR® Manufactured Homes Program was designed to achieve the following:

36

•

Significantly improve the energy efficiency of manufactured homes placed in Sierra’s
service territory by capturing 43% of the market for new ENERGY STAR®
manufactured homes over the previous three-year program period;

•

From energy efficient building envelope improvements, reduce system loads by reducing
cooling equipment capacity.

•

Achieve additional energy savings and demand reduction through the installation of
CFLs in place of incandescent bulbs;

•

For electrically-heated homes, change traditional heating equipment to heat pumps from
the current preference for electric resistance furnaces; and,

Subpart 3280, Manufactured Housing Construction and Safety Standards (“MHCSS”) regulate the factory
construction of manufactured homes. The MHCSS is nationally preemptive. State and local building and energy
codes have no bearing on the construction of manufactured homes.
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•

Educate key industry participants—particularly the retail community, who educate
homebuyers regarding the benefits of ENERGY STAR® and energy efficient
construction, thereby sustaining program gains into the future.

Program Result Summary
The 2010 ENERGY STAR® Manufactured Homes program results and TRC are summarized in
Table H-1. The decline in the housing market and stringent mortgage lending requirements
continue to affect program results. While 18.9% of the targeted 270 units were achieved, only
22.4% of the budget was expended. This resulted in 22.3% of the targeted goal of 310,500 kWh
savings being attained.
Table H-1: ENERGY STAR® Manufactured Homes 2010 Results
Target

Actual

% of Target

$290,000

$65,018

22.4%

Participants

270

51

18.9%

Demand Savings (kW)

61.2

58

94.8%

Energy Savings (kWh)

310,500

69,194

22.3%

1.05

1.15

109.5%

Budget

TRC

The historical results for the ENERGY STAR® Manufactured Homes program are summarized
in Table H-2.
Table H-2: Actual Results 2008 through 2010
2008

2009

2010

$98,936

$106,468

$65,018

60

73

51

Demand Savings (kW)

222

56

58

Energy Savings (kWh)

228,000

158,841

69,194

Expenditures
Units
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Program Measurement & Verification Results
The 2010 program provided incentives resulting in the purchase of 51 energy efficient
manufactured homes, with anticipated ex-ante energy savings of 193,800 kWh annually. The
measurement and verification (“M&V”) evaluations performed by ADM Associates, Inc.
(“ADM”) have concluded that the 2010 ENERGY STAR® New Manufactured Homes program
achieved firm verified annual energy savings of 69,194 kWh for the 2010 program year. Critical
peak demand reduction is 58 kW. Table H-3 summarizes the firm annual energy and demand
savings for the 2010 program year. A copy of the Manufactured Homes M&V Report is provided
in Technical Appendix 9.
Table H-3: Summary of Energy and Demand Impacts
Program
Component

Annual
Energy
Savings
(kWh)

First Year
(2010) Energy
Savings (kWh)

ENERGY STAR®
Manufactured Homes

36,138

Effective
Useful Life
(EUL)
years

69,194

Lifetime
Energy
Savings
(kWh)

20

Coincident
Demand
Reduction
(kW)

1,383,879

58

In 2010, the proportion of gas heated homes rebated under the program was higher than
anticipated which resulted in a lower energy savings per home than what was anticipated in the
program design.

Program Variance Analysis
This section discusses how and why the actual budget and goal results varied from the program
plan.
Table H-4 below shows the steady decline in new manufactured homes being sold in Nevada
over the past several years. Although the number of sales in 2010 was slightly higher than 2009,
this is not statistically significant, and suggests that the Nevada manufactured housing market
remains, similar to the housing market in general, depressed.
Table H-4: Summary of Sales in Nevada
2005
New home shipments
Percent change year over year

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

1,342

979

502

350

159

164

—

- 27%

- 49%

- 30%

- 55%

3.1%

The 2010 program year saw fewer home sales than projected, mainly as a result of the slow
housing market. Expressing the percent of total sales that qualified for the ENERGY STAR®
label is difficult, as statistical information about manufactured home sales is available at the state
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level and Sierra’s service territory covers only a portion of the state. The Energy Star®
Manufactured Housing Program achieved 51 homes, which is 31% of total statewide new
manufactured home sales. The 270 homes originally targeted (based on market projections made
in 2007) exceeded the number of manufactured homes sold in the state in 2010 (164). This
reflects the continuing lack of demand for new manufactured homes as the industry struggles to
recover from the recession that has a surplus in home inventory.
The slowdown in new home sales in Nevada was particularly acute for the manufactured housing
market. The number of new manufactured homes sold in Sierra’s service territory in 2010
remained roughly level with 2009 (see Table H-4), and down approximately 87% when
compared to 2005.
Two other factors weighed against sales of ENERGY STAR® manufactured homes in Sierra’s
service territory. Lenders increased lending qualification requirements, reducing a buyer’s
ability to purchase optional features, such as the ENERGY STAR® option. As a result, retailers
in all markets reported a drop in the average home cost. Many buyers simply could not qualify
for an ENERGY STAR® home. Secondly, the extension of the $1,000 per home federal tax
credit for manufacturers of ENERGY STAR® homes was delayed until December 2010.
Manufacturers, uncertain about the passage of the extension, slowed their efforts to promote the
ENERGY STAR® brand.
At the lower end of the market, this combination of factors moved manufacturers to increase
production of code-minimum construction, in some instances stalling prior gains in moving this
segment of the market to ENERGY STAR® standards. Offsetting these losses, to some degree,
was the continued strength of ENERGY STAR® with higher income buyers. The net result is a
growing disparity in home performance between the two ends of the market. However, this
bodes well for the future, when liquidity returns to home sales and upper-end products set the
pace for home energy efficiency.
Variances between ex-post and ex-ante savings were primarily caused by an anticipated mix of
33.3% electrically heated and 66.7% gas heated homes for the 2010 program. The actual
implementation resulted in just 12% electrically heated homes. Consequently, electric energy
savings were lower than anticipated.

2011 Program Execution
The current contract expires at the end of June, 2011. The program will be discontinued after
that date.
ENERGY STAR® manufactured home sales continue to be flat in Sierra’s service territory.
Through the end of April 2011, 16 of Energy Star manufactured homes have received rebates
from the program. Projecting this rate through the end of 2011 would result in about 51 homes
participating in this program year, about the same rate as in 2010. As a result of this flat demand
and a depressed home market, it is anticipated that 2011 program goals will not be met, but that
actual results will be similar to the 2010 program year results.
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Conclusions and Recommendations
This section provides a discussion of conclusions and recommendations based on Sierra’s
experience and observations regarding the implementation and execution of the ENERGY
STAR® Manufactured Homes program.
•

The number of manufactured homes with heat pumps sold has been lower than projected
which has resulted in ex ante savings that exceed actual results. The ex ante estimating
process is being changed to align with the mix of heating sources experienced in the two
prior years.

•

It is important to educate customer regarding the efficient use of heat pumps. If the
thermostat is raised too quickly, especially during near freezing temperatures, the
auxiliary heat strips will activate because the customer has called for heat faster than the
heat pump can provide. This can result in a higher than expected electric bill. In
addition, a new program feature will be to provide educational information with new
homes using heat pumps.

2012 Recommended Budget and Targets
Sierra recommends that this program be cancelled for 2012. Table H-5 also provides a comparison
of the 2010 actual results, the approved 2011 and 2012 budget and targets, and the budgets and
targets for the 2012 low scenario and the 2012 high scenario.
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Table H-5: 2012 Recommended Base Budget and Targets
Approved Approved
2012 High
2011
2012
Actual
Budget
Budget
Budget
Results
and
and
and
2010
Targets
Targets
Targets

Recommended
2012 Base
Budget and
Targets

2012 Low
Budget
and
Targets

Total

$65,018

$110,000

$200,000

$0

$0

$0

Units

51

92

160

0

0

0

58

92

160

0

0

0

69,194

160,000

278,000

0

0

0

1.15

1.70

1.70

N/A

N/A

N/A

Demand Savings
(kW)
Energy Savings
(kWh)
TRC
High Scenario

Due to the lack of demand for newly constructed housing in the Sierra’s service territory it is
difficult to provide a cost effective program when the demand for this product and the
participation level is so low. Therefore, based on the results of the 2010 program year, Sierra
recommends cancelling the program in 2012.
Base Scenario
Due to the lack of demand for newly constructed housing in the Sierra’s service territory it is
difficult to provide a cost effective program when the demand for this product and the
participation level is so low. Therefore, based on the results of the 2010 program year, Sierra
recommends cancelling the program in 2012.
Low Scenario
Due to the lack of demand for newly constructed housing in the Sierra’s service territory it is
difficult to provide a cost effective program when the demand for this product and the
participation level is so low. Therefore, based on the results of the 2010 program year, Sierra
recommends cancelling the program in 2012.

Results of 2012 Cost Benefit Analysis
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Sierra recommends that this program be cancelled, therefore there is no budget or cost benefit
analysis for 2012. 2012 Estimated NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement 37
Sierra recommends that this program be cancelled. Accordingly, the Company has not assessed
the incremental NRS 704.785 revenue requirement and therefore there is no estimated lost sales
and revenue analysis for 2012.
Table H-6 provides the estimated cumulative kWh savings and attendant NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement for calendar year 2012 for the ENERGY STAR® New Manufactured Homes
program. The 2012 cumulative energy savings are total savings to be realized in 2012 from the
ENERGY STAR® New Manufactured Homes program from implementation actions taken
between June 1, 2010 and December 31, 2012, including the delivery of the program in 2012 at
the level recommended in this report.
Table H-6: 2012 Estimated Cumulative NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement 38

Cumulative Energy Savings
Cumulative Lost Revenues

Measures Installed in Cumulative Years
141,289
$
8,413

The supporting data for Table H-6 are provided in Technical Appendix 14.

37

For the purpose of this report, the “NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement” refers to the energy efficiency
implementation rate revenue requirement.
38

Demand savings and the associated NRS 704.785 revenue requirement were calculated in a manner consistent
with the Commission’s order in docket numbers 10-10024 and 10025. Specifically, the NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement was calculated using separate energy and demand savings calculations. The demand revenue
requirement was calculated using an equivalent energy factor and a weighted average demand rate. For 2010, ADM
measured and verified demand savings by month and by rate class. The results of the 2010 M&V report therefore
provide additional information that facilitates the calculation of a more appropriate NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement using monthly demand savings and actual demand rates. Using this information, Sierra intends request
for recovery pursuant to NRS 704.785 in March 2012 will request a revenue requirement that exceeds the amount
shown in Table H-6.
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Section I. Commercial New Construction
Program Description
The primary objective of the Sure Bet Commercial New Construction program (“Program”),
renamed the Commercial New Construction program for 2011, is to take an integrated approach
in developing building designs that reduce electricity use and peak demand relative to the current
baseline building energy code. Incorporating energy efficiency in new buildings or at the time of
major renovations achieves sustainable long-term energy savings. The alternative to this
program is retrofitting the facility at a later date which likely would be at a substantially higher
cost than incorporating the energy efficient technology at the time of construction. This program
provides an opportunity to capture energy savings and reduce the number of potential lostopportunities in the construction of new commercial buildings and the renovation of existing
buildings. This program incorporates an analysis of “whole building” packages including
lighting, HVAC motors, shell design, window treatments, and shading. The Program offers
effective energy-saving solutions that reduce incremental costs and result in more energy
efficient new buildings.
A secondary goal of the Program is to influence building owners, project managers, architects,
engineers, contractors and others to realize the benefits of incorporating energy efficiency in
future new construction projects to ultimately transform the market. Long-term sustainable
energy savings can be achieved if this program is successful in changing the behavior of the
market participants including the new construction community who have an impact on the
construction industry in northern Nevada.
Incentives are available through two program components. The first is a set of prescriptive
measures. The second component is a performance-based incentive which pays incentives on the
basis of energy savings achieved through higher building performance or through achieving
Leadership in Energy and Environmental and Design (“LEED”) energy related points.
Total Incentive limits per customer were divided into four tiers. Any combination of prescriptive
and custom projects was applied to the calculated incentive limits of the project.
o Tier 1: 100% of the cost of energy efficiency measures paid up to $100,000 per
calendar year.
o Tier 2: 50% of the cost of energy efficiency measures paid between $100,001 and
$500,000 per calendar year.
o Tier 3: 25% of the cost of energy efficiency measures paid between $500,001 and
$1,000,000 per calendar year.
o Tier 4: 10% of the cost of energy efficiency measures paid for values greater than
$1,000,000 per calendar year.
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Incentive payments were also capped at the incremental cost of the energy efficiency measures.
Incentives were paid after construction completion once the measures are verified to be installed
and operative. Incentives are paid for the actual installation of energy efficiency measures as
opposed to paying incentives for the design and engineering efforts required to identify energy
savings opportunities, a practice the company discontinued at the end of 2005.
In prior program years, an upstream incentive for motors and air-cooled air conditioning units
was offered to change the stocking practices at the distributor level to have premium-efficiency
equipment readily available in the local marketplace. In 2010, the Company discontinued the
upstream incentive due to limited participation. The measures were incorporated into the core
prescriptive program to continue to encourage installation of more energy efficient options.

Program Result Summary
Table I-1 represents a summary of the 2010 Commercial New Construction results. The
program expended 42.1% of its budget, while meeting 30.0% of its participant goal, 89.8% of its
demand savings, and 47.0% of its energy savings. The actual results for the Total Resource Cost
Test were 1.96; approximately 62% greater than the target of 1.21.
Table I-1: 2010 Total Commercial New Construction Results
Target

Actual

% of Target

$850,000

$357,456

42.1%

20

6

30.0%

Demand Savings (kW)

450

404

89.8%

Energy Savings (kWh)

3,600,000

1,691,813

47.0%

1.21

1.96

162.0%

Budget
Participants

TRC
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Table I-2 summarizes the Program results for the period 2008 through 2010.
Table I-2: Actual Results 2008 through 2010

Expenditures
Participants
Demand Savings
(kW)
Energy Savings
(kWh)

2008

2009

2010

$757,437

$988,554

$357,456

198

138

6

1,974

1,643

404

4,867,585

6,974,009

1,691,813

The Program did not meet energy savings and participant targets in 2010. Several projects that
applied to participate in the program were cancelled or delayed. It is projected the Program will
continue to feel the impacts of limited program participation until the commercial construction
market rebounds in northern Nevada.

Projects
In 2010, program incentives ranged from prescriptive lighting to very large whole building
incentives. One project, the University of Nevada – Reno (“UNR”), Center for Molecular
Medicine, accounted for nearly 70% of the total verified kWh savings. The following describes
the project:
University of Nevada – Reno, Center for Molecular Medicine.
The new Center for Molecular Medicine (“CMM”) is one of several new buildings at UNR. The
CMM incorporates energy efficiency from the layout and window design to the heating and
cooling systems design. The total energy saved when compared to a building that simply meets
code requirements was verified to be 1,212,522 kWh.
Besides office and classrooms, CMM contains a large vivarium for raising mice for observation
and research. This adds a level of air filtration and ventilation that might not otherwise be
necessary, all while trying to conserve energy use. The building design takes into consideration
sun orientation for maximum natural lighting. Measures for which incentives were received
included: A lighting plan that included occupancy sensors, lighting levels that exceed code
requirements by 10% and high performance window glazing that helps to ensure that light passes
while reducing heat gain. A flat plate heat exchanger was installed to allow for “free cooling”
whenever possible. Variable speed drives on the laboratory hoods, the chilled water pumps and
the cooling tower fans will also help save energy when full cooling levels are not required and
when “free cooling” is used. The two main chillers exceeded the code requirements and were
also eligible for incentives. Building commissioning ensured that all of the systems were
installed and operating as designed.
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Table I-3 provides the quantity and ex ante projected energy savings distribution of measures
installed by measure category for the six projects completed in the 2010 program year.
Table I-3: Commercial New Construction Program Savings by Measure

Measure Category
Custom, HVAC
Custom, Retro-commissioning
Custom, Whole Building Model
Prescriptive HVAC, Flat Plate Heat
Exchanger
Prescriptive HVAC, High Performance
Glazing
Prescriptive Lighting, Lighting Density
Prescriptive Lighting, Occupancy Sensor
Prescriptive Miscellaneous, Commissioning
Prescriptive Miscellaneous, VSD
Fan/Pump

Measure
Ex Ante
Qty
Savings
Unit
1
Unit
4,276
1
Unit
53,226
1
Unit
88,906

Measure
Quantity

Percent
of Total
0.24%
3.03%
5.05%

183

Tons

61,763

3.51%

19,837
335,720
202
140,891

sq ft
W/sq ft
Unit
sq ft

119,022
560,610
30,819
42,267

6.77%
31.87%
1.75%
2.40%

6

HP

798,110

45.37%

Technical Assistance
As in the past, the implementation contractor relied on market actors, including contractors and
suppliers, to promote the Program to their customers. The implementation contractor provides
technical assistance and training to these contractors as a means of encouraging participation in
the Program and adoption of energy efficient construction and equipment installation practices.
These sessions pertain to both the Sure Bet Commercial New Construction and the Sure Bet
Commercial Customer Incentives Programs, as well as to provide an avenue to market other
DSM programs such a Non-Profit Agency Grants.
On January 27, 2010, the implementation contractor held the Program Kickoff Workshop in
Carson City for 118 participants. The kickoff presentation provided instruction on the 2010
measures and application process as well as facilitated a contractor question and answer session.
On June 22, 2010, the 2010 Sure Bet New Construction Overview seminar for commercial
customers was held at Sierra’s main office. The seminar was coordinated with Sierra’s
economic development department. Local contractors and developers were invited to participate
in a forum to collect industry feedback specific to construction trends in northern Nevada due to
the 2010 economic conditions.
On December 15, 2010, the implementation contractor conducted a LEED Building Practices
seminar at Sierra’s main office for 40 participants. Invitations were distributed to Sierra’s major
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accounts customers and to the members of the Builders Association of Northern Nevada and the
Nevada chapter of the Associated General Contractors of America.
The implementation contractor also assists program participants with future year project
planning. In 2010, a series of meeting were held with the Facilities and Planning department of
UNR to discuss the CMM and Math and Science building projects which were completed in
2010 as well as a third project that is pending completion in 2011.

Marketing
In 2010, the implementation contractor added a marketing and contractor outreach for the
program. Implementation contractor staff provided presentations at local Chambers of
Commerce, economic development groups, and trade ally organizations in Reno, Tahoe, and
Elko. The implementation contractor’s staff is actively involved in organizations such as the
Associated General Contractors, the US Green Building Council, the Illuminating Engineering
Society of North America, and the American Society of Heating, Refrigeration, and AirConditioning Engineers.
The implementation contractor works closely with Sierra staff such as the major account
executives and the economic development group to leverage opportunities to best target its
efforts. The Program is also marketed through the Trade and Home Show Support component of
Sierra’s Education Program. In addition, the implementation contractor presented the Sure Bet
Commercial Program to students during a FOCUS training workshop for Small Commercial
Customer Education. The implementation contractor also writes and submits new articles and
press releases for the Program.

Program Measurement and Verification Results
The measurement and verification (“M&V”) studies for 2010 were performed by ADM
Associates (“ADM”). The 2010 M&V report is provided in the Technical Appendix 10. The
following paragraphs summarize the results of the M&V report.
The M&V approach included the following main features:
•

Selection of representative sample of program participants (a census in PY 2010)

•

Review of program data and a sample of participant project documentation

•

On-site data collection and verification of claimed measures at sample site

•

Development and/or verification of whole building thermal building simulation model

•

Calibration of building simulations when billing data were available
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•

Gross savings were estimated using proven techniques.

•

Analysis of lighting savings was accomplished using ADM’s custom-designed Lighting
Evaluation Model with system parameters (fixture wattage, etc.) based on information on
operating parameters collected on-site and, if appropriate, industry standards and code
requirements.

•

For HVAC measures, the ex ante analyses used to calculate the expected savings were
reviewed and the building characteristics, operating schedules, and algorithm parameters
of the analysis were verified. For custom measures or relatively more complex measures,
simulations with the DOE-2 (eQuest) energy analysis model were used to develop
estimates of energy use and savings from the installed and verified measures.

Usually the efficacy of different allocations of sample points across strata would have been
examined by considering the precision with which total kWh savings could be estimated at the
90% confidence level, with ±10% precision being the target. For the 2010 program year in
Northern Nevada, the small number of projects meant that a census of the participants was a
more appropriate approach. Accordingly, all projects were included in the sample and were
subject to direct on-site measurement and verification.
The verified energy savings are 613,507 kWh for the first year of 2010 and 1,691,813 kWh
annually as of 2011. The verified critical peak demand reduction, based on an engineeringbased evaluation of the project impacts is 404 kW. ADM calculated natural gas impacts of –
754.5 therms per year savings. The gross realization rate for the Program’s electric savings
(kWh) is 96.2% as shown in Table I-4 below.
Table I-4: Comparison of Program and Evaluation Impacts
Ex Ante
Program Name

Commercial New
Construction
North

Electric
Savings
(annual
kWh)
1,759,000

Verified

Demand
Reduction
(kW)

291

Electric
Savings
(annual
kWh)
1,691,813
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Realization Rates

Demand
Reduction
(kW)

For
Electric
(kWh)
Savings:

For
Demand
(kW)
Reduction:

404

96.2%

139%

Page 176 of 390

Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy
2011 Annual Demand Side Management Update Report

Program Variance Analysis
Presented in this section is a discussion of how and why the actual budget and results varied from
the program plan.
In 2010, the Program paid incentives for six projects, resulting in a 404 peak kW reduction
compared to a goal of 450 kW (89.8%) and energy savings of 1,691,813 kWh compared to a goal
of 3,600,000 kWh (47.0%). Total expenditures were $357,456 (42.1%). The budget amount
spent was proportionately less than the resulting demand reductions and energy savings,
surpassing the expected values by at least the same percentage. The low participation rate is a
reflection of the continuing impact of the recent recession. The savings realized from the UNR
project resulted in savings that are disproportionally greater than the dollars spent due to the
large scale of this project. The program results were also impacted as several projects that
originally were anticipated to complete construction in 2010 were delayed or cancelled.
Although the energy savings goals were not achieved, additional projects that were incomplete as
of December 31, 2010 were carried over into the 2011 program year and will qualify for an
incentive when construction is completed. Savings for those projects will be included in Sierra’s
annual report for the 2011 program year.
In the new construction industry, many projects will not be completed within one calendar year.
Therefore, even though the project shows a lower than anticipated savings for 2010, the savings
do not reflect the full amount of work that was completed. In fact, there is a high potential for
additional savings in future years based on the foundational work that was completed with
participants who initiated building planning or design work in 2010.

2011 Program Execution
The 2011-2013 program was contracted to KEMA Services Inc. after a lengthy RFP process at
the end of 2010. The Program will continue to operate similar to the 2009-2010 program by
offering incentives paid to customers upon completion and verification of the energy efficiency
measures incorporated into new buildings. The Program is expected to achieve targeted 2011
kWh goals while spending at or below the approved budget.
With the continued downturn in the northern Nevada economy, the New Construction market
continues to be hit hard and the lack of capital spending on new projects has affected the
program. Projects that started in 2009 and 2010 are in the pipeline to be completed in 2011 and
2012; however, this number has been consistently lower than in previous years.
Several changes to the program design, including an early design incentive to customers who
involve KEMA Services earlier in the project design phase, have been made to increase the cost
effectiveness as well as attempt to reduce freeridership.
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Lessons Learned
In this section, Sierra presents a discussion of key lessons learned based on program delivery
experience and M&V Report feedback:
•

As a result of current economic conditions in building and new construction, a more
aggressive and specifically targeted effort to market the Program is required to increase
program participation.

•

It remains important to continue to include/begin any seminar with an overview of the
Program, its structure, the application process, qualifying measures, and an explanation
regarding the difference between prescriptive and custom measures.

•

It is particularly valuable to be involved during the design phase on large projects, such
as the 2010 UNR buildings. Program staff can work to influence the value-engineering
process to minimize risk to energy conservation measures as projects are faced with
budgetary constraints. The Program staff continues to seek ways to become involved
earlier, yet it is difficult to get to projects in the beginning stages of planning. As more
contractors and customers become aware of the Program and its benefits, the Program
can more effectively work to transform the new construction market place to make
energy efficiency a standard practice.

•

The market place saw fewer and smaller-scale projects in 2010. As the lull in the
economy and new construction continues in the state of Nevada, the incentives offered by
the Program will become more valuable, but the Program will have a smaller base of
projects to approach.

Conclusions and Recommendations
This section provides a discussion of conclusions and recommendations based on Sierra’s
experience and observations regarding the Program. The changes being implemented or
evaluated will improve the Program design and execution.
•

The new construction market in northern Nevada, in all phases of development, has
waned considerably compared to prior years and is not expected to recover in 2012.

•

Prescriptive levels will generally be maintained at the same levels as deployed in 2010,
with exceptions for measures like commercial kitchens where incentives will be
decreased to a target range of 20-30% of incremental costs.

•

The custom incentives for peak and non-peak savings will be maintained at the same
levels as 2010.

•

The 2010 incentive tiers and caps will be maintained.
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•

The Program will introduce a rebate for buildings that achieve 25% or higher savings
than code to attempt to create interest in very high levels of energy efficiency.

•

Introduce an early participation “whole building” incentive where KEMA’s technical
support will be incorporated during the project’s design/schematic phase.

2012 Recommended Budget and Targets
Sierra recommends that this Program be continued in 2012 at the Base Budget scenario as listed in
Table I-5. The budget reduction at the base scenario reflects Sierra’s expectation of the
continuation of the weakened commercial new construction market in 2012. Table I-5 also
provides a comparison of the 2010 actual results, the approved 2011 and 2012 budget and targets,
and the budgets and targets for the 2012 low scenario and the 2012 high scenario.
Table I-5: 2012 Recommended Base Budget and Targets

Approved
2011
Budget
and
Targets

Actual
Results
2010

Total
Participants
Demand
Savings
(kW)
Energy
Savings
(kWh)
TRC

Approved
2012
Budget
and
Targets

2012 High Recommended
Budget
2012 Base
and
Budget and
Targets
Targets

$357,456 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000

2012
Low
Budget
and
Targets

$750,000

$500,000

6

5,500

5,500

5,500

4,125

2,750

404

1,767

1,767

1,758

1,410

935

1,691,813

4,400,000

4,400,000

4,400,000

1.96

2.60

2.60

1.71

3,300,000 2,200,000
1.79

1.77

High Scenario
The high scenario continues the program at the budget level approved in Sierra’s 2010 Sierra
Integrated Resource Plan, Docket No. 10-07003.
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Base Scenario
The recommended base scenario reduces the budget to $750,000. This level of budget assumes
that the construction market will not improve in 2012 and would provide program services at
essentially the same level as was provided in 2010. It is possible that the Program could “sell
out” later in the year and not be able to accept additional participants.
Low Scenario
The low scenario reduces the budget to $500,000. This level of budget is not anticipated to meet
market for this program in 2010. It is likely that the program could “sell out” early in the year
and not be able to accept additional participants.

Results of 2012 Cost Benefit Analysis
A copy of the input data sheets and financial models are provided in Technical Appendix 2.
These figures were calculated based upon the information contained in this annual report. The
following Tables I-6, I-7, and I-8 summarize the results of the financial analysis for the 2012
recommended base scenario, the proposed low scenario, the proposed high scenario.
Table I-6: Base Scenario Cost Test Results 2012
Cost Test
Total Resource
Utility
Participant
Ratepayer
Societal cost

B/C
1.79
2.87
4.45
0.78
2.04

Benefits (NPV)

Costs (NPV)

$1,833,765
$1,833,765
$1,718,099
$1,833,765
$2,087,104

$1,023,961
$638,267
$385,693
$2,356,366
$1,023,961

Net Benefits
$809,804
$1,195,497
$1,332,405
($522,602)
$1,063,144

CCE
$/KWh
$0.03
$0.02
$0.01
$0.06
$0.03

Table I-7: Low Scenario Cost Test Results 2012
Cost Test
Total Resource
Utility
Participant
Ratepayer
Societal cost

B/C
1.77
2.88
4.32
0.78
2.02

Benefits (NPV)

Costs (NPV)

$1,225,129
$1,225,129
$1,147,142
$1,225,129
$1,394,279

$690,967
$425,512
$265,456
$1,572,654
$690,967
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Net Benefits
$534,161
$799,617
$881,686
($347,525)
$703,311

CCE
$/KWh
$0.03
$0.02
$0.01
$0.06
$0.03
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Table I-8: High Scenario Cost Test Results 2012
Cost Test
Total Resource
Utility
Participant
Ratepayer
Societal cost

B/C

Benefits (NPV)

1.71
2.76
4.37
0.75
1.96

Costs (NPV)

$2,350,616
$2,350,616
$2,273,367
$2,350,616
$2,685,832

$1,370,916
$851,023
$519,893
$3,124,391
$1,370,916

Net Benefits
$979,700
$1,499,593
$1,753,475
($773,775)
$1,314,916

CCE
$/KWh
$0.03
$0.02
$0.01
$0.06
$0.03

2012 Estimated NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement 39
Table I-9 provides the estimated incremental kWh savings and associated NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement for calendar year 2012 attributable to the Commercial New Construction program in
2012 at the program level recommended in this report. The incremental kWh savings do not
include the effects of the delivery of this program in prior years. Stated differently for the sake
of clarity, Table I-9 only reflects the incremental kWh savings and NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement associated with the 2012 program. First Year 2012 kWh savings and the attendant
NRS 704.785 revenue requirement would occur in 2012 only. The Full Year 2013 kWh savings
and attendant NRS 704.785 revenue requirement are expected to begin in 2013 and continue
until the effect of the 2012 Program is fully reflected in Sierra’s billing determinants.
Table I-9: 2012 Estimated Incremental NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement 40

Incremental Energy Savings
Incremental Lost Revenues

$

Measures Installed in 2012
First Year 2012
Full Year Beginning 2013
2,100,668
2,653,200
103,655 $
130,920

39

For the purpose of this report, the “NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement” refers to the energy efficiency
implementation rate revenue requirement.
40
Demand savings and the associated NRS 704.785 revenue requirement were calculated in a manner consistent
with the Commission’s order in docket numbers 10-10024 and 10025. Specifically, the NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement was calculated using separate energy and demand savings calculations. The demand revenue
requirement was calculated using an equivalent energy factor and a weighted average demand rate. For 2010, ADM
measured and verified demand savings by month and by rate class. The results of the 2010 M&V report therefore
provide additional information that facilitates the calculation of a more appropriate NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement using monthly demand savings and actual demand rates. Using this information, Sierra’s request for
recovery pursuant to NRS 704.785 to be filed in March 2012 likely will ask the Commission to establish a revenue
requirement that exceeds the amount shown in Tables I-9 and I-10.
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Table I-10 provides the estimated cumulative kWh savings and attendant NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement for calendar year 2012 for the Commercial New Construction program. The 2012
cumulative energy savings are total savings to be realized in 2012 from the Commercial New
Construction program from implementation actions taken between June 1, 2010 and December
31, 2012, including the delivery of the program in 2012 at the level recommended in this report.
Table I-10: 2011 and 2012 Estimated Cumulative NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement

Cumulative Energy Savings
Cumulative Lost Revenues

41

Measures Installed in Cumulative Years
6,630,718
$
313,661

The supporting data for Tables I-9 and I-10 are provided in Technical Appendix 14.

41

See footnote 40, supra.
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Section J. Sure Bet Schools
Program Description
The Sure Bet Schools program, which was renamed the Energy Smart Schools program beginning
in 2011, was designed to facilitate energy efficiency and peak demand reduction in K-12 public
schools and charter schools. The program offers incentive funding to offset the first cost
associated with energy efficiency investments. Perhaps more importantly, Technical Support
Services are also provided to help the school districts identify qualifying projects, provide
assessment of project viability, calculate energy and cost savings provide energy savings
verifications, and assist with internal management reporting and communications. Areas of
technical support that are offered include the following categories: Energy Benchmarking, Energy
Master Planning, New Construction Design and Plan Review, Technical and Analytical
Assistance, Building Inspections and Surveys, Assistance with Funding, Financing, Performance
Contract Decision Making, Assistance with Project Procurement, Assistance Evaluating Vendors
and Proposals, and Assistance Accelerating Decision Making Processes.
The Sure Bet Schools program targeted school districts and charter schools located in Sierra’s
service territory to promote energy efficiency in northern Nevada. The program was assisted by
local contractors that implement energy efficiency retrofits for the schools. All K-12 public and
charter schools located in Sierra’s service territory are eligible (“qualified participants”). The
primary objective of the Sure Bet Schools program is to achieve cost-effective energy savings
that result in improved learning environments and cost savings for participating school districts
and charter schools.
Cash incentives were offered for all projects resulting in kWh savings in order to provide the
maximum flexibility for energy-saving retrofits. The following summarizes the 2010 incentives
and requirements.
•

Incentives were offered at $0.035 per kWh for retrofit projects,

• Incentives were offered at $0.015 per kWh for new construction & major renovation
projects,
•

Incentives were not allowed to exceed project costs, and

•

Pre-notification was recommended on larger projects to reserve funding.

The Sure Bet Schools program incentives are structured to encourage and accelerate the
installation of energy efficiency measures. Higher incentives were set for improvements to
existing buildings than for new construction because:
•

Improving efficiency in new construction is already more cost-effective in that added
costs for efficiency are only incremental – the only difference in cost is between the
previously-planned technology and the new technology.
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•

Identifying and specifying retrofit projects requires more effort, and the districts
generally must replicate that effort at each facility.

•

Retrofit projects are more challenging to get funded and approved within the school
district than new construction.

Technical support was offered to qualified participants by Sierra through the Sure Bet Schools
Technical Support Services. Although the need for and value of these tools varies, all of these
tools were available to any qualified participants; however, the Energy Smart team considered
whether the individual service was applicable for the size of the school district or charter school.
As an example, in the past, the Energy Master Planning service was only offered in Clark and
Washoe County school districts because of the number of schools within the school district and
the number of staff dedicated to energy conservation within each district. Budget constraints
were also considered in whether an individual service was promoted to the individual school
district. In providing this technical support, Sierra also considered the potential savings
achievable by each school district based on the appropriate mix of tools needed to optimize the
cost/benefit for the project.

Program Result Summary
In 2010, the Sure Bet Schools program did not meet the energy and demand savings targets. As
shown in Table J-1 the program achieved 69.3% of its energy savings target and 37.8% of its
demand target. Energy savings were proportionate with expenditures as only 65.7% of the
budget was expended to achieve these results. 69.3% of the energy savings goal was achieved
despite the difficult economic circumstances of the school districts in Northern Nevada.
Table J-1: 2010 Total Sure Bet Schools Results
% of
Target

Target

Actual

$375,000

$246,376

65.7%

30

47

156.7%

Demand Savings (kW)

532

201

37.8%

Energy Savings (kWh)

2,700,000

1,870,398

69.3%

1.06

2.43

229.2%

Budget/Expenses
Participants

TRC

Table J-2 provides a summary of the program results for the period 2008 through 2010.
Table J-2: Actual Results 2008 through 2010
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2008
Expenses

2009

2010

$564,815

$367,440

$246,376

48

50

47

Demand Savings (kW)

2,057

1,923

201

Energy Savings (kWh)

3,264,958

3,260,647

1,870,398

Units

Program Offerings
Sierra offers a suite of services as discussed in the program description. For 2010, Energy
Benchmarking and Technical and Analytical Assistance were the primary services providing the
greatest benefit to the school districts located in Sierra’s service territory. The following
provides a more detailed description of these technical services.
Energy Benchmarking
Through the Energy Benchmarking process the Energy Smart team provides a graphical
report that uses empirical data from the school district’s utility bills to compare the
energy use of each school to other schools within the district, other benchmarked schools
within Nevada, and thousands of schools nationally. The metrics for comparison are:
energy use and cost per square foot; energy use and cost per student; and score on the
EPA Portfolio Manager system. The benchmarks are adjusted with respect to climate
conditions. The results of Energy Benchmarking are often eye-opening and useful. For
example, it may identify or confirm the overall energy performance of the district and
highlight which schools have the highest energy costs. It helps school administrators
understand both the magnitude of the problem and the opportunities present. Also, it
helps school districts assign which priorities they should address first.
For the 2010 program year, six school districts in the Sierra service territory participated
(either for the first time or in the form of an updated report) in the Energy Benchmarking
process. Additionally, the Sierra Schools Team, in conjunction with the Nevada State
Office of Energy, participated in an unprecedented effort to combine all of the Nevada
school data from 2006 to present in order to produce a benchmarking report that covers
nearly every school in the state of Nevada. This report is included in Technical Appendix
11.
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Technical and Analytical Assistance
The Energy Smart for Schools team provided the school districts within Sierra’s service
territory with direct access to individual technical support for specific projects,
technologies, and opportunities. The objective of these services is to ensure that districts
received access to hands-on technical expertise when needed to overcome important
challenges. Although the issues can vary, the common thread is that the districts have the
opportunity to request individual expert advice or technical analysis to solve a specific
challenge that offers a significant contribution to energy savings and improved school
comfort and learning conditions.
Marketing and Promotional Activities
The Sure Bet Schools team continued to focus its marketing efforts on maintaining ongoing communication with the school districts and working with their representatives to
identify potential projects. The team continued to promote opportunities associated with
energy efficiency improvements along with efforts to educate personnel on technologies
and practices to manage energy use.
For 2010, as a result of regular visits with school district staff members and
corresponding technical assistance, the Sure Bet Schools program was successful in
strengthening its relationship with all thirteen school districts located in Sierra’s northern
service territory. As an example of this, and despite challenging economic times, nine
school districts and one charter school completed EEMs this program year.
An additional benefit of the time spent with the school districts was the opportunity to
learn about new activities and projects in which the program team can assist and can
encourage additional energy efficiency projects. As an example, while in Elko, team
members became aware of a new building the school district was purchasing which
provided an immediate opportunity to provide technical support for the resulting building
renovation project.

Program Measurement & Verification Results
The 2010 M&V study was performed by ADM Associates, Inc. (“ADM”) and is provided in
Technical Appendix 11. A total of 47 projects were completed at nine school districts and one
charter school. The EEMs included; controls, high efficiency HVAC, lighting, and new
construction projects.
Data used to estimate the gross savings achieved through the Sure Bet Schools Program in
northern Nevada were collected for a sample of sites at which projects were completed during
2010. Data provided by the implementation contractor showed that during 2010, there were
projects implemented at 47 sites in northern Nevada, which were expected to provide savings of
1,603,424 kWh annually.
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Inspection of data on kWh savings for individual sites provided by the implementation contractor
indicated that the distribution of savings was generally positively skewed, with a relatively small
number of sites accounting for a high percentage of the estimated savings. A sample design for
selecting projects using stratified random sampling was used that took such skewness into
account and allowed estimates of savings to be determined with ±10% precision at the 90%
confidence level. The actual precision for the sample is ±5.7%. For sites included in the M&V
sample, each of the associated projects implemented at the site were included in the M&V
impact analysis.
Sampling for the collection of program M&V data accounted for the M&V effort occurring in
real time during program implementation. Completed projects accumulate over time as the
program is implemented, and sample selection was thus spread over the entire program year.
ADM used a near real-time process whereby a portion of the sample was selected periodically as
projects in the program were completed. The timing of sample selection was contingent upon
the timing of the completion of projects during the program year.
Table J-3 shows the number of sites and expected energy savings of the northern Nevada Sure
Bet Schools Program sample by stratum.
Table J-3: Population Statistics Used for Sample Design for Northern Nevada Sure Bet
Schools Program
Stratum 1

Stratum 2

Stratum 3

Stratum 4

< 7,080

7,080 –
17,389

17,390 –
59,109

> 59,110

15

10

14

8

47

35,161

123,587

369,109

1,075,567

1,603,424

Average kWh Savings

2,344

12,359

26,365

134,446

34,115

Standard deviation of
kWh savings

1,269

2,907

6,250

108,548

63,302

0.54

0.24

0.24

0.81

1.86

1

1

3

8

13

Strata boundaries
(kWh)
Number of sites
Total kWh savings

Coefficient of variation
Final design sample
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The gross kWh savings of the northern Nevada Energy Smart Schools Program during 2010 are
summarized by sampling stratum in Table J-4. Overall, the achieved gross savings of 1,870,398
kWh was equal to approximately 117% of expected savings.
Table J-4: Summary of kWh Savings by Site
Expected kWh
Savings

Realized kWh
Savings

4

1,075,567

1,301,246

121%

3

369,109

371,549

101%

2

123,587

138,792

112%

1

35,161

58,811

167%

Total

1,603,424

1,870,398

117%

Stratum
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Table J-5 shows the expected and realized kWh savings for sampled projects.
Table J-5: Expected and Realized kWh Savings for Sampled Projects

Facility Name
Seeliger Elementary
School

Expected
kWh
Savings

Realized
kWh
Savings

Project
Realization
Rate

124,496

196,817

158%

Virginia City High
School

25,351

26,130

103%

Elmcrest Elementary
School

27,487

27,401

100%

Lemmon Valley
Elementary School

33,237

33,113

100%

Desert Heights
Elementary School

61,950

61,950

100%

Van Gorder
Elementary School

59,108

59,108

100%

Northside Elementary
School

110,238

110,240

100%

Elko High School

392,268

489,839

125%

Silverland Middle
School

68,559

97,346

142%

Mark Twain
Elementary School

129,474

133,487

103%

John Fremont
Elementary School

129,474

152,459

118%

727

1,216

167%

12,387

13,911

112%

428,668

467,381

109%

1,603,424

1,870,398

117%

Carson Middle School
Empire Elementary
School
Non-Sample Sites
Total
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Program Variance Analysis
This section presents a discussion of how the actual 2010 results varied from the program plan in
terms of budget and proposed goals, and the lessons learned that will be used to improve the
project. The program achieved 69.3% of its energy savings target and 37.8% of its demand
target. Correspondingly, 65.7% of the budget was expended to achieve these results. Ten
different entities participated by way of completing energy efficiency projects. These included
the school districts of Carson City, Douglas, Elko, Humboldt, Lander, Lyon, Pershing, Storey,
Washoe, and the ACE charter school. The Nye County School District, which did not participate
in the 2010 Sure Bet Schools program, delayed the initiation of new projects in anticipation of
receiving federal funding for their energy efficiency upgrade projects.
The Sure Bet Schools program worked with school district financial and facility management
staffs to provide support and to enhance their efforts. This support and assistance included the
following: provided training on the financial opportunities associated with efficiency
improvements, dispel the perception regarding the funding requirements for energy efficient
projects, educate personnel on technologies and practices to manage energy use, and address the
perception that energy costs are fixed.

2011 Program Execution
Though not a guarantee, as of May, 2010, early estimates of program participation and ability to
meet 2011 targets are positive. Key to achieving targets for 2011 is the Energy Services
Company project for Lyon CSD. Involving the state’s third largest school district, and
anticipated to begin during the school summer recess, this project should bring in approximately
two-thirds of the kWh goal for Sierra in 2011.
Similarly, Elko County School District, the state’s fourth largest district, is also preparing to
begin an ESCO project as well. Timelines indicate this project will likely not begin until yearend limiting the amount of kWh that will be captured in 2011.
As with past program years, ongoing identification of energy savings opportunities and close
coordination with schools and school districts is critical to the ongoing success of the program.
School districts are in the worst financial situation they have seen in years and this will continue
to represent the most significant challenge faced by these entities and the program.

Lessons Learned
The following lessons were learned that from the 2010 implementation of the program.
•

As schools continue to trim budgets and staff, on-going energy efficiency education and
technical assistance from the Sure Bet Schools program continues to be critical to the
success of their efforts.
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•

Federal stimulus (ARRA) funding for school efficiency projects brings additional
challenges to the schools in terms of grant requirement compliance. The Sure Bet
Schools team played a significant role in assisting the schools understand and comply
with these new mandates.

•

The federal stimulus funding has also created additional challenges for the Nevada State
Office of Energy which administers these funds. As a result, the schools team has
become a partner in assisting this agency with the successful implementation of the
schools efficiency upgrade program particularly in terms of benchmarking energy usage.
This will continue to be an issue in 2011.

Conclusions and Recommendations
This section provides a discussion of conclusions and recommendations based on Sierra’s
experience and observations regarding the Sure Bet Schools program.
•

Continued emphasis on technical assistance will help the school districts identify and
develop project proposals that are more financially inviting. This will generate a higher
project adoption rate and put less pressure on incentives covering more of the project
costs.

•

Cooperation with Sierra’s other programs is essential. Any energy related conversations
with school district personnel will almost certainly require knowledge of renewable
energy projects as well as other energy efficiency projects. The program team is
uniquely qualified to assist in both areas.

•

At present, northern Nevada school districts are fiscally challenged and have very little, if
any, discretionary funds to use for energy efficiency measures. Each district is
encouraged to participate on an ongoing basis.

•

Ongoing direct involvement with school district decision makers is critical. Many
schools are facing significant reductions in budgets and resources, both personnel and
technical. The Sure Bet Schools program can help mitigate these challenges by
continuing its’ direct, ongoing interaction with the districts and schools.

2012 Recommended Budget and Targets
Sierra recommends that this program be continued in 2012 at the Base Budget scenario as listed in
Table J-6. Table J-6 provides a comparison of the 2010 actual results, the approved 2011 and 2012
budget and targets, and the budgets and targets for the 2012 low scenario and high scenario.
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Table J-6: 2012 Recommended Base Budget and Targets

Actual
Results
2010

Approved Approved
2012 High
2011
2012
Budget
Budget
Budget
and
and
and
Targets
Targets
Targets

Recommended
2012 Base
Budget and
Targets

2012 Low
Budget
and
Targets

Total

$246,376

$400,000

$400,000

$ 400,000

$320,000

$250,000

Units

47

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

201

1,875

1,875

1,865

1,453

1,171

1,870,398

2,600,000

2,600,000

2,600,000

2,050,000

1,624,750

2.43

2.99

2.99

1.84

1.82

1.77

Demand
Savings (kW)
Energy
Savings
(kWh)
TRC
High Scenario

The high scenario is derived from the previously approved base scenario in the Sierra’s 2010
Integrated Resource Plan (“IRP”), Docket No. 10-07003. This is a continuation of the current
level of activity. Current indications are that this level of work is achievable in northern Nevada
in 2012 and that there is interest from schools and school districts within the service territory to
participate.
Base Scenario
The base scenario is a reduced budget from the previously approved base scenario in the Sierra’s
2010 IRP. The current indications are that there is interest from schools and school districts
within the northern Nevada service territory to continue participating in this program.
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Low Scenario
The low scenario budget is reduced to be a little more half the budget of the previously approved
base scenario in the Sierra’s 2010 Sierra IRP. Due to the indications that there is interest from
schools and school districts within the service territory to participate, the program resources will
be exhausted very quickly.

Results of 2012 Cost Benefit Analysis
The following Tables J-7, J-8, and J-9 summarize the results of the financial analysis for the
2012 recommended base scenario, the low scenario, the high scenario. The cost benefit analysis
was calculated utilizing the information contained in this annual report. A copy of the input data
sheets, cost benefit model outputs and a description financial model are provided in Technical
Appendix 2.
Table J-7: Base Scenario Cost Test Results 2012
Cost Test
Total Resource
Utility
Participant
Ratepayer
Societal cost

B/C
1.82
6.03
1.94
1.10
2.02

Benefits (NPV)

Costs (NPV)

$1,928,308
$1,928,308
$1,431,256
$1,928,308
$2,139,352

$1,058,827
$320,000
$738,827
$1,751,256
$1,058,827

Net Benefits
$869,481
$1,608,308
$692,429
$177,051
$1,080,524

CCE
$/KWh
$0.04
$0.01
$0.03
$0.06
$0.04

Table J-8: Low Scenario Cost Test Results 2012
Cost Test
Total Resource
Utility
Participant
Ratepayer
Societal cost

B/C
1.77
6.06
1.86
1.10
1.97

Benefits (NPV)

Costs (NPV)

$1,515,779
$1,515,779
$1,124,753
$1,515,779
$1,681,628

$854,939
$250,075
$604,864
$1,374,828
$854,939
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Net Benefits
$660,841
$1,265,704
$519,890
$140,951
$826,689

CCE
$/KWh
$0.04
$0.01
$0.03
$0.06
$0.04
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Table J-9: High Scenario Cost Test Results 2012
Cost Test
Total Resource
Utility
Participant
Ratepayer
Societal cost

B/C

Benefits (NPV)

1.84
6.11
1.95
1.11
2.04

Costs (NPV)

$2,445,966
$2,445,966
$1,810,946
$2,445,966
$2,712,996

$1,327,084
$400,000
$927,084
$2,210,946
$1,327,084

Net Benefits
$1,118,882
$2,045,966
$883,862
$235,020
$1,385,913

CCE
$/KWh
$0.04
$0.01
$0.03
$0.06
$0.04

2012 Estimated NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement 42
Table J-10 provides the estimated incremental kWh savings and associated NRS 704.785
revenue requirement for calendar year 2012 attributable to the Sure Bet Schools program in 2012
at the program level recommended in this report. The incremental kWh savings do not include
the effects of the delivery of this program in prior years. Stated differently for the sake of clarity,
the Table J-10 only reflects the incremental kWh savings and NRS 704.785 revenue requirement
associated with the 2012 Sure Bet Schools program. First Year 2012 kWh savings and the
attendant NRS 704.785 revenue requirement would occur in 2012 only. The Full Year 2013
kWh savings and attendant NRS 704.785 revenue requirement are expected to begin in 2013 and
continue until the effect of the 2012 Sure Bet Schools program is fully reflected in Sierra’s
billing determinants.
Table J-10: 2012 Estimated Incremental kWh Savings and NRS 704.785 Revenue
Requirement 43

Incremental Energy Savings
Incremental Lost Revenues

$

Measures Installed in 2012
First Year 2012
Full Year Beginning 2013
469,438
1,830,650
22,075 $
86,085

42

For the purpose of this report, Sierra refers to the energy efficiency implementation revenue requirement as the
“NRS 704.785 revenue requirement.”
43

Demand savings and the associated NRS 704.785 revenue requirement were calculated in a manner consistent
with the Commission’s order in docket numbers 10-10024 and 10025. Specifically, the NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement was calculated using separate energy and demand savings calculations. The demand revenue
requirement was calculated using an equivalent energy factor and a weighted average demand rate. For 2010, ADM
measured and verified demand savings by month and by rate class. The results of the 2010 M&V report therefore
provide additional information that facilitates the calculation of a more appropriate NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement using monthly demand savings and actual demand rates. Using this information, Sierra’s 2012 request
for recovery pursuant to NRS 704.785 will exceed the amounts shown in Tables J-9 and J-10.
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Table J-11 provides the estimated cumulative kWh savings and attendant NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement for calendar year 2012 for the Sure Bet Schools program. The 2012 cumulative
energy savings are total savings to be realized in 2012 from Sure Bet Schools program from
implementation actions taken between June 1, 2010 and December 31, 2012, including the
delivery of the program in 2012 at the level recommended in this report.
Table J-11: 2011 and 2012 Estimated Cumulative kWh Savings and NRS 704.785 Revenue
Requirement 44

Cumulative Energy Savings
Cumulative Lost Revenues

44

Measures Installed in Cumulative Years
4,905,176
$
227,004

See footnote 43, supra.
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Section K. Sure Bet Commercial Customer Incentives
Program Description
The objective of the Sure Bet Commercial Customer Incentives Program, renamed the
Commercial Retrofit Incentive program for 2011, is to cost effectively achieve electrical energy
and peak demand savings by facilitating the implementation of energy-efficiency measures in
commercial, industrial, and institutional facilities by offering financial incentives and technical
services. The program offers prescriptive incentives for lighting, cooling, motors, refrigeration,
commercial kitchen equipment, vending machine controls and other energy efficiency retrofits.
In addition, custom incentives are offered for most measures not covered under the prescriptive
program that results in verifiable energy savings. This program also offers building optimization
and small commercial direct install incentives and services.
Another goal of this program is to influence building owners and tenants, project managers,
architects, engineers, contractors and others to realize the benefits of incorporating energy
efficiency in future retrofit projects to ultimately transform the market. Long-term sustainable
energy savings can be achieved if this program is successful in changing the behavior of the
market participants including the new construction community who have an impact on the
construction industry in northern Nevada.
Program incentives are paid on a one-time basis upon installation and verification of the energy
efficiency measures. In general, the prescriptive measure incentive levels were derived with the
objective of buying down payback periods to approximately two years. In 2010, custom
measures were paid at the rate of $0.10/kWh for on-peak energy reduction and $0.05/kWh for
non-peak energy reduction based on the estimated one-year energy savings.
In 2010, the following tiered incentive levels applied:
•

Total incentive limits per customer were divided into five tiers. Any combination of
prescriptive and custom projects was applied to the calculated incentive limits for a
customer.
o Tier 1: 100% of the cost of energy efficiency measures paid up to $25,000 per
calendar year.
o Tier 2: 75% of the cost of energy efficiency measures paid between $25,001 and
$50,000 per calendar year.
o Tier 3: 50% of the cost of energy efficiency measures paid between $50,001 and
$100,000 per calendar year.
o Tier 4: 20% of the cost of energy efficiency measures paid between $100,001 and
$1,000,000 per calendar year.
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o Tier 5: 10% of the cost of energy efficiency measures paid above $1,000,001 per
calendar year.
•

Incentive payments are also limited to 50% of project cost.

The program team worked with customers to facilitate program development and completion,
and to verify that the estimated savings were achieved. Documentation of program completion,
actual measure costs, and specification sheets defining equipment performance factors were
required for custom projects. Pre and post inspections by the implementation contractor were
completed for custom and prescriptive projects receiving incentives greater than $7,500.
Energy savings were verified through energy savings calculation and modeling, review of
supporting documents, pre and post inspections, and/or direct project monitoring. Pre and post
site verifications included documentation of equipment performance, operating hours, and
operating conditions. Several prescriptive projects that received incentives totaling less than
$7,500 were also verified on-site; especially when the efficiency measures were installed by a
contractor who was new to participation in the program.
In addition to the implementation contractor verifications, Sierra’s Measurement and
Verification (“M&V”) contractor, ADM Associates, Inc. (“ADM”), performed site inspections
and savings analysis to confirm the actual program savings using a sample of projects to obtain
energy savings results with an actual precision of ±8.3% at a 90% confidence level.
Other activities offered within this program included technical presentations to customer groups,
walk-through energy efficiency assessments, preparation of case studies and marketing materials.

Program Result Summary
Table K-1 presents the results for the 2010 program year. The program was effective in its
implementation as demonstrated by the high level of energy savings achieved and a strong TRC
cost benefit ratio of 2.27. Actual expenditures exceeded budget by 33.3% but the program
exceeded its demand savings goal by 82.8%, and its energy savings goal by 51.6 %.
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Table K-1: 2010 Total Sure Bet Commercial Retrofit Incentives Results
Target
Budget

Energy Savings (kWh)
TRC

% of Target

$2,300,000

$3,064,782

133.3%

105

192

182.9%

2,352

4,298.88

182.8%

20,000,000

30,316,479

151.6%

1.95

2.27

116.4%

No. of Participants
Demand Savings (kW)

Actual

Table K-2 provides a summary of the program results for the period 2008 through 2010.
Table K-2: Actual Results 2008 through 2010
2008
Budget
No. of Participants
Demand Savings (kW)
Energy Savings (kWh)

2009

2010

$2,310,067

$3,244,885

$3,064,782

248

369

192

15,294

5,596

4,298.88

31,279,658

39,939,224

30,316,479

Projects
During 2010, there were 377 projects implemented by 192 participants in the program. Of these,
39 projects were subject to the on-site measurement and verification process to achieve a
statistical validity of 8.3% precision at the 90% confidence level. A synopsis of projects with
savings greater than 500,000 kWh is provided in the following paragraphs.
Peri and Sons Farm received incentives from Sierra for the installation of variable frequency
drives (“VFD”), low pressure regulators, and efficient sprinkler heads. The realization rate for
this project is 100%. The annual savings that the project will provide are 1,229,699 kWh,
making this the largest project in the 2010 Sure Bet Commercial Incentives Program. Savings
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for the VFD part of the project were established through an analysis of the last 4 years of billing
usage data. This project is an example of the opportunity for large energy savings within the
irrigation customer segment and an impetus for the implementation contractor to continue to
administer incentives for irrigation projects in the future.
Three other projects had expected annual energy savings of approximately 500,000 kWh:
Redemtech, Club Cal Neva, and Aramark Distribution Services.
•

Redemtech received incentives for retrofit of HID (“High Intensity Discharge”), T12HO,
and T8 light fixtures with T5HO light fixtures in the Redemtech distribution warehouse.
The project realization rate was 90% due to lower than expected lighting operating hours
for a verified energy savings of 451,688 kWh annually.

•

Club Cal Neva received incentives for retrofit of exterior signage lighting. The project
realization rate was 96% due to a section with lower than expected duty cycle for a
verified energy savings of 581,483 kWh annually.

•

Aramark Distribution Services received incentives for the retrofit of high bay metal
halide lighting with energy efficient T8 fixtures with some occupancy sensors. The
lighting operation characteristics resulted in higher than expected verified energy savings
of 790,327 kWh annually, or a realization rate of 108%.

Technical Assistance
The implementation contractor relies on market participants, including contractors and suppliers,
to promote the program to their customers. The implementation contractor provides technical
assistance and training to these contractors as a means of encouraging participation in the
program and promoting their adoption of energy efficient construction and equipment
installation practices. These sessions pertain to both the Sure Bet Commercial New Construction
and the Sure Bet Commercial Customer Incentives Programs, as well as provide an avenue to
market other Demand Side Management programs such as Non-Profit Agency Grants.
On January 27, 2010, the implementation contractor held the program Kickoff Workshop in
Carson City for 118 participants. The Kickoff presentation provided instruction on the 2010
measures and application process as well as facilitated a contractor question and answer session.
On June 22, 2010, the 2010 Sure Bet New Construction Overview seminar for commercial
customers was held at Sierra’s main office. The seminar was coordinated with Sierra’s
economic development department. Local contractors and developers were invited to participate
in a forum to collect industry feedback specific to construction trends in northern Nevada due to
the 2010 economic conditions.
On December 15, 2010, the implementation contractor conducted a LEED Building Practices
seminar at Sierra’s main office for 40 participants. Invitations were distributed to Sierra’s major
accounts customers and to the members of the Builders Association of Northern Nevada and the
Nevada chapter of the Associated General Contractors of America.
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The implementation contractor also assists program participants with current and future year
project planning. The implementation contractor maintains a goal to provide one-on-one training
to one customer and one trade ally each month; the goal was met in 2010. Presentations were
made to Harrah’s, the Peppermill, Incline Village, and Starbucks Roasting Plant, among others.

Marketing
In 2010, the implementation contractor added a marketing and contractor support coordinator for
the program. Implementation contractor staff provided presentations at local Chambers of
Commerce, economic development groups, and trade ally organizations in Reno, Tahoe, and
Elko. The implementation contractor’s staff is actively involved in organizations such as the
Associated General Contractors, the US Green Building Council, the Illuminating Engineering
Society of North America, and the American Society of Heating, Refrigeration, and AirConditioning Engineers.
The implementation contractor works closely with Sierra staff including the major account
executives and the economic development group to leverage opportunities to best target its
efforts. The program is also marketed through the Trade and Home Show Support component of
Sierra’s Education program. In addition, the implementation contractor presented the program to
students during a FOCUS training workshop for Small Commercial Customer Education. The
implementation contractor also writes and submits new articles and press releases for the
program.

Program Measurement & Verification Results
The 2010 M&V report, which was prepared by ADM, is provided in Technical Appendix 12.
The following paragraphs summarize the results of the M&V report.
The overall objective for the impact evaluation of the Sure Bet Commercial Retrofit
Incentive Program in northern Nevada was to determine the gross energy savings and peak
demand (kW) reductions resulting from the program during 2010.
The approach for the impact evaluation had the following main features.
Available documentation (e.g., audit reports, savings calculation work papers, etc.) was
reviewed for a sample of projects, with particular attention given to the calculation
procedures and documentation for savings estimates.
On-site data collection was conducted for a sample of projects to provide the information
needed calculate energy savings and demand reductions. Monitoring was also conducted at
some sites to obtain additional information on measure operating characteristics.
Gross savings were determined using proven techniques:
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o Analysis of lighting savings was accomplished using an evaluation model
using information on operating parameters collected on-site and, if
appropriate, industry standards.
o For HVAC measures, the original analyses used to calculate the expected
savings were reviewed and the operating and structural parameters of the
analysis were verified. For custom measures or relatively more complex
measures, simulations with the DOE-2 energy analysis model were used to
develop estimates of energy use and savings from the installed measures.
Data used to determine the gross savings achieved through the Sure Bet Commercial Retrofit
Incentive Program in northern Nevada were collected for a sample of projects completed
during 2010. Data provided by the implementation contractor showed that during 2010,
there were 377 program projects implemented in northern Nevada, which were expected to
provide savings of 34,372,002 kWh annually.
The M&V contractor reviewed data on kWh savings for individual projects provided by the
implementation contractor, which data indicated that the distribution of savings was
generally positively skewed, with a relatively small number of projects accounting for a high
percentage of the estimated savings. A sample design for selecting projects using stratified
random sampling was used that took such skewness into account and allowed estimates of
savings to be determined with ±10% precision at the 90% confidence level. The actual
precision for the sample is ±8.3%.
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Table K-3 shows the number of projects and expected energy savings of the northern Nevada
Sure Bet Commercial Retrofit Incentive Program sample by stratum.
Table K-3: Population Statistics Used for Sample Design

Strata boundaries
(kWh)

Stratum 1

Stratum 2

Stratum 3

Stratum 4

< 27,060

27,060 –
76,339

76,340 –
288,199

> 288,200

Totals

163

107

73

34

377

2,078,200

5,296,460

10,704,917

16,292,425

34,372,002

Average kWh Savings

12,750

49,500

146,643

479,189

91,172

Standard deviation of
kWh savings

6,722

14,824

50,652

180,574

144,244

0.53

0.30

0.35

0.38

1.58

3

6

16

14

39

Number of projects
Total kWh savings

Coefficient of
variation
Final design sample

The kWh savings of the program during 2010 are summarized by sampling stratum in Table K-4.
Overall, the achieved gross savings of 30,316,479 kWh were equal to 88% of the expected
savings.
Table K-4: Summary of kWh Savings for Sampled Projects by Stratum
Stratum

Expected kWh
Savings

Realized kWh Realization
Savings
Rate

4

16,292,425

16,503,544

101%

3

10,704,917

8,268,103

77%

2

5,296,460

4,356,880

82%

1

2,078,200

1,187,952

57%

Total

34,372,002

30,316,479

88%
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Program Variance Analysis
In 2010, the 377 projects completed resulted in a 4,298.88 peak kW reduction compared to a goal
of 2,352 kW, or 182.8% of the goal, and energy savings of 30,316,479 kWh compared to a goal of
20,000,000 kWh, or 151.6% of the goal. Total expenditures were $3,064,782, or 133.3% of the
budget. Additional budget dollars were reallocated to this program from other DSM programs due
to high demand and good energy savings results. The program was able to achieve savings above
goal due to several large projects that were subject to tiered incentives, producing greater energy
savings for the incremental increase in incentive. The variance in demand savings results primarily
from a demand savings based on load curves.

2011 Program Execution
The 2011-2013 program was contracted to KEMA Services Inc. after a lengthy RFP process at
the end of 2010. The program will continue to operate similar to the 2009-2010 program by
offering program incentives paid on a one-time basis to customers upon installation and
verification of the energy efficiency measure(s). The program is expected to achieve targeted
kWh savings in 2011 while spending at or below the approved budget.
A higher emphasis on program marketing is necessary due to the continued economic downturn
and decreased capital spending in the market. The program, however, continues to succeed, and
as stated above, should exceed its goals again in 2011.
In addition to the increased marketing efforts, changes have been made to the program for 2011
and future years. Most notable of the changes is the elimination of CFLs as a qualifying energy
efficiency measure.

Lessons Learned
Sure Bet Commercial Retrofit Incentives results for 2010 exceeded goals, and there are several
lessons learned that help to explain the 2010 successes, as well as provide information useful for
future improvement and success. The following list of lessons learned was developed based
upon a look back at the year 2010.
•

Even on a year of economic downturn, customers continued to do retrofit projects as a
means to control energy consumption and annual expenses. With limited facility
improvement budgets, saving energy is still viewed as a prudent expenditure.



There continues to be a steady increase in the replacement of HID, primarily metal halide
fixtures with fluorescent options. Contributing factors include the quick return on
investment and the large warehousing and manufacturing industry in northern Nevada.



Customers continue to report that the incentives from the program help convince their
management to invest in energy saving retrofits, especially with the downturn in the
economy.
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•

LED lights are decreasing in price and increasing in availability and Sierra is seeing more
retrofits to LED lighting. LED lighting will continue to be a growing part of the overall
lighting portfolio, suggesting additional prescriptive LED measures in the future.

•

This Program continues to see repeat customers and repeat contractors and vendors
demonstrating that the program is influencing the market and customers.

•

Taking time to talk with customers, help them with their applications, and providing them
energy savings information and product clarifications using a "personal touch" has
proven to be a highly effective approach in furthering program goals. Customers have
expressed appreciation for the direct assistance filling out application forms and getting
reliable information.

•

Public presentation of incentive checks to customers broadcast through local media
continues to generate interest in the program.

•

Property management firms and property owners continue to be a key target in the market
outreach activities of contractors.

•

Smaller projects continued to be important as larger projects experienced a significant
number of cancellations due to economic issues.
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2012 Recommended Budget and Targets
Sierra recommends that this program be continued in 2012 at the Base Budget scenario as listed in
Table K-5. The Sure Bet Commercial Customer Incentives program provides northern Nevada
commercial businesses significant energy savings benefits. Table K-5 provides a comparison of
the 2010 actual results, the approved 2011 and 2012 budget and targets, and the budgets and targets
for the 2012 low scenario and the 2012 high scenario.
Table K-5: 2012 Recommended Base Budget and Targets

Actual
Results
2010

Approved
2011
Budget
and
Targets

Approved
2012
Budget
and
Targets

2012 High
Budget
and
Targets

Recommended
2012 Low
2012 Base
Budget and
Budget and
Targets
Targets

Total

$3,064,782

$4,000,000

$4,000,000

$4,000,000

$ 3,000,000

$ 2,000,000

Units

192

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

4,298.88

7,591

7,591

11,084

9,389

7,642

30,316,479

23,300,000

23,300,000

21,932,700

17,840,000

13,600,000

2.27

2.60

2.60

2.68

2.78

3.18

Demand
Savings
(kW)
Energy
Savings
(kWh)
TRC

High Scenario
The high scenario continues the program at the budget level approved in Sierra’s 2010 Sierra
Integrated Resource Plan, Docket No. 10-07003.
Base Scenario
The recommended base scenario reduces the budget to $3,000,000. At this budget level the
niche market measure is eliminated and the direct install measure is reduced as they generally
cost more per kWh than the other measures. It is possible that the program could “sell out” later
in the year and not be able to accept additional participants.
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Low Scenario
The low scenario reduces the budget to $2,000,000. At this budget level the niche market
measure and the direct install measures are eliminated as they generally cost more per kWh than
the other measures. Additional impacts include reducing the incentive budgets for the core
portion of the program by trimming higher cost per kWh measures and closing the program to
new projects when the incentive budget is fully subscribed.
Results of 2012 Cost Benefit Analysis
The cost benefit analysis was calculated utilizing the information contained in this annual report.
A copy of the input data sheets, cost benefit model outputs and a description financial model are
provided in Technical Appendix 2. The following Tables K-6, K-7, and K-8 summarize the
results of the financial analysis for the 2012 recommended base scenario, the proposed low
scenario, and the proposed high scenario.
Table K-6: Base Scenario Cost Test Results 2012
Cost Test
Total Resource
Utility
Participant
Ratepayer
Societal cost

B/C
2.78
4.26
6.78
0.92
3.12

Benefits (NPV)

Costs (NPV)

$12,778,530
$12,778,530
$10,876,445
$12,778,530
$14,382,301

$4,604,120
$3,000,000
$1,604,120
$13,876,445
$4,604,120

Net Benefits
$8,174,410
$9,778,530
$9,272,325
($1,097,915)
$9,778,181

CCE
$/KWh
$0.02
$0.02
$0.01
$0.07
$0.02

Table K-7: Low Scenario Cost Test Results 2012
Cost Test
Total Resource
Utility
Participant
Ratepayer
Societal cost

B/C
3.18
5.14
6.77
0.99
3.56

Benefits (NPV)

Costs (NPV)

$10,270,003
$10,270,003
$8,363,712
$10,270,003
$11,503,262

$3,234,520
$2,000,000
$1,234,520
$10,363,712
$3,234,520
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Net Benefits
$7,035,483
$8,270,003
$7,129,192
($93,709)
$8,268,742

CCE
$/KWh
$0.02
$0.01
$0.01
$0.07
$0.02
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Table K-8: High Scenario Cost Test Results 2012
Cost Test
Total Resource
Utility
Participant
Ratepayer
Societal cost

B/C
2.68
3.80
7.95
0.88
3.02

Benefits (NPV)

Costs (NPV)

$15,181,616
$15,181,616
$13,285,113
$15,181,616
$17,140,553

$5,671,952
$4,000,000
$1,671,952
$17,285,113
$5,671,952

Net Benefits
$9,509,664
$11,181,616
$11,613,161
($2,103,497)
$11,468,601

CCE
$/KWh
$0.02
$0.02
$0.01
$0.07
$0.02

2012 Estimated NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement 45
Table K-9 provides the estimated incremental kWh savings and associated NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement for calendar year 2012 attributable to the Sure Bet Commercial Retrofit Incentives
program in 2012 at the program level recommended in this report. The incremental kWh savings
do not include the effects of the delivery of this program in prior years. Stated differently for the
sake of clarity, the Table K-9 only reflects the incremental kWh savings and NRS 704.785
revenue requirement associated with the 2012 Sure Bet Commercial Retrofit Incentives. First
Year 2012 kWh savings and the attendant NRS 704.785 revenue requirement would occur in
2012 only. The Full Year 2013 kWh savings and attendant NRS 704.785 revenue requirement
are expected to begin in 2013 and continue until the effect of the 2012 Sure Bet Commercial
Retrofit Incentives is fully reflected in Sierra’s billing determinants.
Table K-9: 2012 Estimated Incremental kWh Savings and NRS 704.785 Revenue
Requirement 46

Incremental Energy Savings
Incremental Lost Revenues

$

Measures Installed in 2012
First Year 2012
Full Year Beginning 2013
7,339,551
15,056,961
318,064 $
652,502

45

For the purpose of this report, Sierra refers to the energy efficiency implementation revenue requirement as the
“NRS 704.785 revenue requirement.”
46

Demand savings and the associated NRS 704.785 revenue requirement were calculated in a manner consistent
with the Commission’s order in docket numbers 10-10024 and 10025. Specifically, the NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement was calculated using separate energy and demand savings calculations. The demand revenue
requirement was calculated using an equivalent energy factor and a weighted average demand rate. For 2010, ADM
measured and verified demand savings by month and by rate class. The results of the 2010 M&V report therefore
provide additional information that facilitates the calculation of a more appropriate NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement using monthly demand savings and actual demand rates. Using this information, Sierra’s request for
recovery pursuant to NRS 704.785 to be filed in March 2012 will seek recovery of a revenue requirement that
exceeds the amount shown in Tables K-9 and K-10.
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Table K-10 provides the estimated cumulative kWh savings and attendant NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement for calendar year 2012 for the Sure Bet Commercial Retrofit Incentives program.
The 2012 cumulative energy savings are total savings to be realized in 2012 from Sure Bet
Commercial Retrofit Incentives Program from implementation actions taken between June 1,
2010 and December 31, 2012, including the delivery of the program in 2012 at the level
recommended in this report.
Table K-10: 2011 and 2012 Estimated Cumulative kWh Savings and NRS 704.785 Revenue
Requirement 47

Cumulative Energy Savings
Cumulative Lost Revenues

47

Measures Installed in Cumulative Years
44,645,904
$
1,968,703

See footnote 46, supra.
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Section L. In Home Displays
Program Description
The In Home Display program was designed to expand the use of household energy management
technology. In Home displays (“IHDs”) are counter-top, wall-mounted, or plug in devices which
provide consumers with real-time information about energy usage, pricing, and costs. Unlike
home thermostats (which are designed for direct control of heating, ventilating, and air
conditioning systems) and home computers (which are designed to provide online access to
information), IHDs are designed for information display. By catching the attention of energy
users and indicating the expense of energy use, IHDs motivate energy users to take immediate
action to reduce their energy consumption. In effect, the IHD provides the consumer a primary
feedback tool to enable them to take control of their energy usage.
In Home Displays have the potential to provide benefits for both customers and Sierra that may
extend beyond simple energy savings. Sierra initiated an IHD Trial in 2009 to study the
magnitude of potential benefits and customer responses to IHDs that might be achieved through
the wider deployment of IHDs. The information gained from this Trial provided Sierra with the
needed customer feedback to examine customer responses to IHDs and guide Sierra on how to
assist customers to maximize energy and demand savings from future deployments of IHDs.
IHDs also provide customers data that will enable them to leverage the savings opportunities
inherent in time of use rate schedules. The trial also provided valuable data to quantify the
potential energy savings for IHDs in Sierra’s service territory. The data gathered will be a key
input to guide the design of and deployment of future programs that incorporate IHDs.
The trial activities in 2010 included customer research including focus groups, customer surveys,
and billing data analyses. The Boice Dunham Group conducted the customer research part of the
trial. ADM Associates, Inc. (“ADM”), Sierra’s third-party M&V contractor, conducted the
energy savings study portion of the trial.

Program Result Summary
The majority of the IHDs were installed in the fourth quarter of program year 2009 with installations
completed in the first quarter of 2010. The year following installation was used as a market test period
for Sierra with the primary objectives being to (1) better understand what would be involved in a largescale Sierra rollout of IHDs, and (2) to estimate the scale and timing of energy savings available to
customers and Sierra through the deployment of IHDs. The Boice Dunham group facilitated a number
of surveys, focus groups, and in-home interviews in late 2009 and in 2010 to determine how customers
interfaced with the device, their experiences with IHDs and their perceptions of the devices. These
results included not only participant recruitment and device installation, but also participant energy use
and participant satisfaction with the program. ADM provided estimates of savings using billing
analysis of pre- vs. post- installation energy consumption. There were 812 participants in the program
at Sierra. Ex post verified first year energy savings for 2009 were 32,948 kWh with 304,263 of
full year energy savings in 2010. System peak demand savings provided by this program are 81
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kW. The regression modeling procedure utilized a census of program participants and yielded
calculated savings with ±2% precision at the 99% confidence level.
The 2010 In Home Display program results are summarized in Table L-1.
Table L-1: 2010 Total In Home Displays Results
Target
Budget

Actual

% of Target

$1,000,000

$109,712

11.0%

3,000

812

27.1%

576

81

14.1%

2,600,400

304,263

11.7%

Participants
Demand Savings
(kW)
Energy Savings
(kWh)

Table L-2 provides a summary of the program results for the period 2008 through 2010.
Table L-2: Actual Results 2008 through 2010
2008
Budget

2009

2010

$151

$424,832

$109,712

Cumulative Units

0

0

812

Demand Savings (kW)

0

0

81

Energy Savings (kWh)

0

0

304,263

Market Research Results
Market survey results as reported in the IHD Customer Experience: Sierra Market Test report, which is
provided in Technical Appendix 13, identified overall positive customer responses to the program’s
concept, yet yielded mixed results with respect to the pilot’s deployment and educational support of the
device. The following paragraphs summarize key results from the report.
A total of 812 Sierra residential customers participated in the test which employed L+G meters
equipped with a Trilliant communications chip and firmware and an AzTech home energy display.
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Customer recruitment began in August 2009 with the quota for the test being filled in three weeks. The
market test period ran through December 31, 2010.
One element of the IHD market test results assessment was a review of the experiences the test
provided to Sierra’s residential customers. These results included not only participant recruitment and
device installation, but also participant energy use and participant satisfaction with the program. To
evaluate the customer IHD experiences in Southern and Northern Nevada, the Boice Dunham Group
conducted surveys, focus groups, and in-home interviews in January-February 2010, and December
2010. Individual research participants were assured their individual research contributions would
remain confidential.
Recruitment success was followed by a number of installation challenges. In Northern Nevada,
recruiting and installation proceeded more smoothly than in Southern Nevada, but delays between
recruiting and installation were still a concern. Many customers installed their own devices. Although
almost none of the participants were familiar with home energy displays prior to the test, nearly 94% of
participants found the installation convenient, and over 84% said the instructions were easy to
understand.
The instructions that Sierra supplied with the devices indicated what some of the device readings
meant. These instructions may have been easy to understand, but for many participants, they served
neither as a quick-start guide nor as training materials. According to survey respondents, on-site
installers did not provide enough guidance on how to operate the device. In interviews and focus
groups, test participants described the technician installation process as brief; in a few cases installation
included a demonstration, but installation almost never included customer training. Participants said
they learned how to use the devices by test, trial and error -- by playing with the devices.
Some customers began with learning behavior (i.e., 17% read the manual, tried the buttons, or set up
the device), and a few customers left the device alone (i.e., 10% who left it alone or didn’t use it), but
more than half jumped directly to an application (i.e., monitoring usage or appliances, checking the bill
or usage). As a result, some participants figured out how to use the devices, many figured out what one
or two displays meant, and some didn’t figure anything out about the device. While 79% of
respondents reported that they understood how to use the home energy display, only 48% of
respondents stated that everyone in the household understood how to use the home energy display.
Participants who had developed any kind of a successful routine involving the device tended to be
proud of that routine, and wedded to it. More than 82% of participants said the home energy display
had met the expectations they had upon recruitment. More than 88% said the home energy display had
performed well. More than 89% of survey respondents were satisfied with the energy display at the
time of the initial interview, and were advocates, as they said they would recommend this device to
friends and family.
Nearly a year later after the first survey the participants who had responded to the initial survey were
surveyed again. At that time, about half of those who initially responded completed the second survey.
Usage of home energy displays appeared to decrease since the first survey. Only 59% of respondents
to the second survey reported that their household had used the home energy display during the last
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week, down from 77% in the initial survey. More than 26% of respondents to the second survey
reported that it had been at least several months since their household had used the home energy
display, or they had never used it at all. Twenty-two percent of respondents to the second survey
believed their home energy displays were no longer working. Of this group, 74% of these test
participants said the device had stopped working at least two months ago, and 32% said the device had
not been working for six months or longer. Over 56% of these test participants without working
devices had not called the utility or the installer for service. Either servicing the device was not a
priority for these participants, or when they sought service they were disappointed with the service they
received. In either case, the energy display was no longer part of their life.
The set of participants, that was still active after nearly a year, had generally established IHD routines
and were satisfied with them. Across the interval between the two surveys, this set remained
reasonably stable in some respects: the percentage of respondents who said that they understood how to
use the home energy display stayed almost the same between the two surveys (78% initially and 77%
later), while the percentage of survey respondents who said that their home energy display had
performed well dropped across the year-long interval between surveys from 86% to 80%. More than
80% of the second survey respondents who used their display reported using it at least weekly, and
19% claimed to use it several times a day. 75 % of them were monitoring usage, 42% of them were
checking their bills, and 42% of them were monitoring appliances. In the second survey, 61% of
respondents said that having their home energy display helped them save money, and 64% said it
helped save energy; 26% of second survey respondents disagreed about saving money and 23%
disagreed about saving energy.
In connection with advocacy, the percentage of respondents who agreed that they would recommend
the home energy display to friends and family dropped from 86% to 79% between the two surveys.
The number of respondents who disagreed with recommending the device increased from 6% to 14%.
Those who would believe that Sierra should supply home energy displays to residential consumers for
free or at their regular price decreased from 63% to 58%, while the number who believe that Sierra
should not supply devices rose from 9% to 13%.
In verbatim comments, many participants appreciated the energy display and found it valuable. These
participants had a satisfactory experience in the program. They figured out how to use their devices,
their devices were working, and their devices provided benefits to them.
The second category of verbatim comments came from participants who sought improvements in the
display and the program. They were generally satisfied but would have preferred a different
experience. These participants had ideas for a better program. Their experience in the test led them to
think about improvements and consequences.
The third category of verbatim comments came from participants who believed the energy display
caused problems. These participants were not satisfied and would have preferred a different
experience. These participants experienced problems they attributed to the home energy display test.
Many of these problems were related to the expectations that the participants had for lower bills as a
result of having the energy display in the home. Comments suggested that some of these participants
believed the energy display would itself control energy use and lead to lower bills without any behavior
changes in the household.
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The device did not always work for all participants, but even when it did, the device alone was not
enough for a successful experience. A capable customer was also required. Some customers were able
to become capable through their own efforts, but others were not.
The IHD Customer Experience: Sierra Market Test report made three recommendations as follows:
1. Sierra should deploy suitable external and internal resources to assure that the recipients are
motivated and able to report service problems, and that IHDs are serviced properly.
2. Sierra should supply IHD customers with suitable instructions, training, practice, and the
perception that they have received benefits.
3. Sierra should continue to investigate a range of solutions for customer energy management.
The customer feedback that has been integrated under the Lessons Learned section that follows will
directly contribute to the design, deployment and education for IHD devices going forward.

Program Measurement and Verification Results
The measure and verification (“M&V)” report for the In Home Displays Market Trial was
performed by ADM and is provided in Technical Appendix 13. This section highlights specific
results and findings from the report.
ADM’s evaluation determined ex post annual energy savings estimate of 304,263 kWh, ex post
verified first-year energy savings for 2009 were 32,948 kWh. Summer system peak demand
savings provided by this program are 81 kW. The regression modeling procedure utilized a
census of program participants and provided a savings determination with ±2% precision at the
99% confidence level. Key indicators of program impact are presented in Table L-3 below.
Table L-3: Summary of Annual Energy and Demand Savings Impact

Program Name
In Home
Displays

2009 First
Year
Savings
(kWh)
32,948

Ex Ante
Annual
Energy
Savings
(kWh)

Verified
Annual
Energy
Savings
(kWh)

725,928

304,263

Natural
Gas
Savings
(Therms)

Average
Percent
Reduction
in Monthly
kWh

740

3.5%

The savings values in Table L-3 were derived from a billing analysis using the statistical
technique of least squares regression modeling. ADM used results from that analysis to estimate
electricity savings associated with participation in the IHD program. The results of the billing
analysis shown in Table L-3 indicate that IHD program participants used 3.5% less electricity
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during 2010 compared to similar Sierra customers in northern Nevada who did not participate in
the IHD program.

2011 Program Execution
The In Home Displays Trial has been discontinued as a stand-alone program. Currently, Sierra
is analyzing kW factors in Sierra’s service territory in order to understand the economics of
establishing direct load control programs where IHDs could be offered as part of those future
direct load control program.

Conclusions and Recommendations
Market survey results of the trial were completed in 2010 providing lessons learned in the
procurement, deployment, marketing and installation of IHDs.
•

Customers are generally interested in using a device that provides them the opportunity to
save energy but want a firm projection on how much energy they will save. However,
due to the behavioral aspect of the device, Sierra could not give customers a firm number
on how much they could save. This was one barrier to participation in the trial and will
need to be addressed in future IHD deployments.

•

The trial demonstrated that two levels of training and encouragement are needed for
participants. The trial demonstrated that the first block of training is needed when the
IHD is delivered to the customer’s home. The first level of training needs to occur at the
time the installer is at the home or when the IHD is delivered. If an installer is utilized,
the installer should be both technically qualified to do the installation and qualified to
instruct customers how to use the IHD. Proper training at the time the IHD is installed or
delivered appears to result in higher levels of engagement by Sierra’s customer. The
initial training will become more important as the devices become more sophisticated.
A second level of training would be beneficial some time after the IHD is installed. This
will not only enhance the skills of those customers using the IHD but will also work to
reengage others who may not be using the IHD or who are not using it very much. In
essence the second training would need to include “marketing” material to “re-recruit”
participants who have the devices in place but are not taking full advantage of the
information provided by the IHD. The second wave of education should include success
stories of other participants.

•

A strong customer support process is needed to respond to participant questions. Some
level of participant follow-up may be warranted to ensure the IHDs are functioning
properly and to encourage use of the device. The trial could have benefitted from a more
proactive customer service as evidenced by the number of devices that were inoperative
or believed by the participant to be inoperative.
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•

Some participants in the test did not save any energy. Deployment efforts should target
customers who have demonstrated some level of interest and action in managing energy
usage, such as participants in the Cool Share program, until it can be better determined
how to engage non-participants.

•

The deployment IHD devices and the associated meters required to transmit usage data in
the test was done in geographically scattered locations, which added to technical
difficulties with meters and their ability to communicate effectively. Future installations
will be deployed through NV Energize infrastructure, to provide a more robust and
effective network platform to communicate with the IHDs.

2012 Recommended Budget and Targets
The In Home Display Market program began in 2009 and was completed in 2010 with the M&V
report and the market response study. The program has been discontinued as a stand-alone
program.

Results of 2012 Cost Benefit Analysis
The program has been discontinued and therefore there is no budget or cost benefit analysis for
2012.

2012 Estimated NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement 48
The In Home Displays program for Sierra will not contribute to the incremental NRS 704.785
revenue requirement for the calendar year 2012.

48

For the purpose of this report, the “NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement” refers to the energy efficiency
implementation rate revenue requirement.
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Section M. Consumer Electronics and Plug Loads
Program Description
The Consumer Electronics and Plug Loads program is a midstream and upstream incentive
program that targets the transition of the plug load market to more energy efficient devices. The
program initially targeted televisions, desk top PCs, and monitors but will incorporate additional
plug load devices that fit within the program parameters as necessary to meet program goals in
the quickly evolving consumer electronics market.
The Consumer Electronics and Plug Loads program provides Sierra with an innovative, costeffective, and viable approach to address these challenges and achieve energy savings in the
residential and commercial sectors. The program is structured as a midstream and upstream
incentive program because it is the most cost-effective mechanism to capture a high volume of
sales. A key reason for offering the incentive to retailers and Original Equipment Manufacturers
(“OEMs”) is because they have direct connections to “downstream” end-use customers.
Retailers can influence customer purchases by stocking more efficient products and by
identifying those products to customers through in-store signage and other marketing collateral.
The retailers can also send signals “upstream” to supply chain vendors and manufactures by
purchasing a larger percentage of high efficiency products. The goal is that these signals
influence the manufactures to offer more qualified plug load devices at lower price points, thus
spurring a market transformation.
Electronics are at the forefront of today’s energy efficiency challenge. While innovation is
leading to lower energy use for a given level of service provided by electronics, the level of
service, the range of features and functionality, and the market of consumer electronics are
rapidly increasing. Electronics are recognized as a prominent and growing energy consuming
end-use. Studies by Lawrence Berkley Nation Laboratory, Natural Resources Defense Council,
and others organizations, show utility system-wide energy use attributable to electronics is
growing at a rate that tends to counteract the impacts of the overall energy efficiency program
portfolio efforts.
This program addresses the increase in technology within Sierra’s service territory, caused by the
rapid proliferation of electronics—both consumer electronics such as, televisions, and office
equipment such as, computers and monitors. The program provides midstream and upstream
incentives to retailers such as Best Buy and Wal-Mart or to original equipment manufacturers
such as Dell and HP to increase the production, stocking, promotion, and sale of the highest
efficiency products on the market. Sierra leverages the work being completed by other utilities
to achieve economies of scale.
Due to hundreds of thousands of individual sales transactions and the number of expected
participating retailers, the use of a streamlined online incentive processing system that integrates
seamlessly with retailers and OEM data systems is necessary to ensure cost effective program
operations. An online application processing system has been successfully employed by other
electronic programs because of the quick and easy-to-use interface, and consistent reliability of
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the system. The online application system also provides the benefit of having a transparent
auditing trail. Similar to other utility programs, Sierra uses a system that automates incentive
processing, starting with either a file upload from the applicant or a direct Electronic Data
Interchange (“EDI”) connection. EDI allows for the automated transfer of data between the
retailer’s database and the online incentive processing system. Once the EDI connection is made
with a retailer, their system will automatically transfer the necessary information on qualifying
product sales to the online system and they will then move through the incentive and tracking
processes validating the imported data, sending the completed applications for approval and
batching the applications for payment by the utility.

Program Measurement & Verification Results
The program was launched in 2011, therefore there is no measurement and verification report for
2010.

2011 Program Execution
Through the Consumer Electronics and Plug Load Program, Sierra currently works with a
combination of the major nationwide retailers and local retailers to promote energy efficient
electronic sales. The program consists of Sierra branded signage on qualifying efficient models,
retailer changes in product mix and in some cases sales representative training. The program is
currently incenting 2 levels of TVs (EnergyStar 5.0 and 5.0+20%), Monitors and Desktop
Computers. Sierra does not anticipate any major changes in the program’s implementation for
the remainder of 2011.
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2012 Recommended Budget and Targets
Sierra recommends that this program be continued in 2012 at the Base Budget scenario as listed in
Table M-1. Table M-1 also provides the 2010 actual results, the approved 2011 and 2012 budget
and targets, and the budgets and targets for the 2012 low scenario and high scenario.
Table M-1: 2012 Recommended Base Budget and Targets
Approved Approved
2012 High
2011
2012
Actual
Budget
Budget
Budget
Results
and
and
and
2010
Targets
Targets
Targets

Recommended
2012 Base
Budget and
Targets

2012 Low
Budget
and
Targets

Total

$0

$400,000

$400,000

$400,000

$400,000

$400,000

Units

0

18,300

18,300

21,000

21,000

21,000

0

816

816

1,041

1,041

1,041

0

1,415,000

1,415,000

1,812,500

1,812,500

1,812,500

N/A

2.36

2.36

2.45

2.45

2.45

Demand Savings
(kW)
Energy Savings
(kWh)
TRC
High Scenario

The high scenario continues this program as approved in Sierra’s 2010 Integrated Resource Plan
(“IRP”), Docket No. 10-07003.
Base Scenario
The base scenario is unchanged from the high scenario because this highly cost effective
program works to contribute balance between the commercial DSM program investments and the
residential DSM program investments. In addition, this residential measure is a sound
investment in terms of portfolio credits to meet the RPS. At least 50% of the kWh savings from
energy efficiency that is used to comply with the RPS requirements must come from residential
sources. The residential energy efficiency measures for Sierra for 2012 will generate less than
half of the energy savings as compared to commercial energy efficiency measures deployed in
2012. Each kWh saved in this program therefore generates two portfolio credits when the
matching commercial kWh is considered.
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Low Scenario
The low scenario is unchanged from the high scenario because this highly cost effective program
works to contribute balance between the commercial DSM program investments and the
residential DSM program investments. In addition this residential measure is a sound investment
in terms of portfolio credits to meet the RPS. At least 50% of the kWh savings from energy
efficiency that is used to comply with the RPS requirements must come from residential sources.
The residential energy efficiency measures for Sierra for 2012 will generate less than half of the
energy savings as compared to commercial energy efficiency measures deployed in 2012. Each
kWh saved in this program therefore generates two portfolio credits when the matching
commercial kWh is considered.
Summary
Put simply, this program is an important element of Sierra’s strategy of cost effectively
producing portfolio energy credits through DSM programs. Funding the program at the
recommended level is necessary because the program produces kWh savings for the residential
customer classes.
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Results of 2012 Cost Benefit Analysis
The following Tables M-2, M-3, and M-4 summarize the results of the financial analysis for the
2012 recommended base scenario, the proposed low scenario, the proposed high scenario. The
cost benefit analysis was calculated utilizing the information contained in this annual report. A
copy of the input data sheets, cost benefit model outputs and a description financial model are
provided in Technical Appendix 2.
Table M-2: Base Scenario Cost Test Results 2012
Cost Test
Total Resource
Utility
Participant
Ratepayer
Societal cost

B/C
2.45
2.06
0.68
2.81

Benefits (NPV)

Costs (NPV)

$824,865
$824,865
$810,073
$824,865
$944,313

$336,118
$400,000
$0
$1,210,073
$336,118

Net Benefits
$488,747
$424,865
$810,073
($385,209)
$608,195

CCE
$/KWh
$0.03
$0.03
$0.00
$0.09
$0.03

Table M-3: Low Scenario Cost Test Results 2012
Cost Test
Total Resource
Utility
Participant
Ratepayer
Societal cost

B/C
2.45
2.06
0.68
2.81

Benefits (NPV)

Costs (NPV)

$824,865
$824,865
$810,073
$824,865
$944,313

$336,118
$400,000
$0
$1,210,073
$336,118

Net Benefits
$488,747
$424,865
$810,073
($385,209)
$608,195

CCE
$/KWh
$0.03
$0.03
$0.00
$0.09
$0.03

Table M-4: High Scenario Cost Test Results 2012
Cost Test
Total Resource
Utility
Participant
Ratepayer
Societal cost

B/C
2.45
2.06
0.68
2.81

Benefits (NPV)

Costs (NPV)

$824,865
$824,865
$810,073
$824,865
$944,313

$336,118
$400,000
$0
$1,210,073
$336,118
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Net Benefits
$488,747
$424,865
$810,073
($385,209)
$608,195

CCE
$/KWh
$0.03
$0.03
$0.00
$0.09
$0.03
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2012 Estimated NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement 49
Table M-5 provides the estimated incremental kWh savings and associated NRS 704.785
revenue requirement for calendar year 2012 attributable to the Consumer Electronics and Plug
Loads program in 2012 at the program level recommended in this report. The incremental kWh
savings do not include the effects of the delivery of this program in prior years. Stated
differently for the sake of clarity, Table M-5 only reflects the incremental kWh savings and NRS
704.785 revenue requirement associated with the 2012 program. First Year 2012 kWh savings
and the attendant NRS 704.785 revenue requirement would occur in 2012 only. The Full Year
2013 kWh savings and attendant NRS 704.785 revenue requirement are expected to begin in
2013 and continue until the effect of the 2012 program is fully reflected in Sierra’s billing
determinants.
Table M-5: 2012 Estimated Incremental Lost Sales (kWh) and Revenues 50
Measures Installed in 2012
First Year 2012
Full Year Beginning 2013
Incremental Energy Savings
873,677
1,319,500
Incremental Lost Revenues
$
51,118 $
77,203
Table M-6 provides the estimated cumulative kWh savings and attendant NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement for calendar year 2012 for the Consumer Electronics and Plug Loads program. The
2012 cumulative energy savings are total savings to be realized in 2012 from the Consumer
Electronics and Plug Loads program from implementation actions taken between June 1, 2010
and December 31, 2012, including the delivery of the program in 2012 at the level recommended
in this report.
Table M-6: 2012 Estimated Cumulative Lost Sales (kWh) and Revenues 51
Measures Installed in Cumulative Years
Cumulative Energy Savings
1,903,797
Cumulative Lost Revenues
$
111,389
The supporting data for Tables M-5 and M-6 are provided in Technical Appendix 14.

49

For the purpose of this report, the “NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement” refers to the energy efficiency
implementation rate revenue requirement.
50
Demand savings and the associated NRS 704.785 revenue requirement were calculated in a manner
consistent with the Commission’s order in docket numbers 10-10024 and 10025. Specifically, the NRS 704.785
revenue requirement was calculated using separate energy and demand savings calculations. The demand revenue
requirement was calculated using an equivalent energy factor and a weighted average demand rate. For 2010, ADM
measured and verified demand savings by month and by rate class. The results of the 2010 M&V report therefore
provide additional information that facilitates the calculation of a more appropriate NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement using monthly demand savings and actual demand rates. Using this information, Sierra intends request
for recovery pursuant to NRS 704.785 in March 2012 will request a revenue requirement that exceeds the amount
shown in Tables M-5 and M-6.
51
See footnote 50, supra.
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Section N. Demand Response
Program Summary
This program includes a Direct Load control Trial and a Dynamic Pricing Trial. Following the
successful implementation of a Demand Response (“DR”) Program at Nevada Power, Sierra
evaluated the opportunities that might be available to help temper its summer and/or winter
peaks. Other than irrigation pump load control, Sierra has not previously offered or tested
demand response measures. This program contains both a Direct Load Control Trial and a
Dynamic Pricing Trial with an estimated installed demand response reduction capacity of
approximately 5.2 MW in 2011. This program includes total installed demand reduction capacity
of 5.2 MW in the residential and small commercial sectors and 4.0 MW in the large commercial
and industrial sectors over the 2011-2013 three year action plan period.
The program integrates with and leverages the Advanced Service Delivery (“ASD”) initiative,
NV Energize. The combined goal of the integration of these two major undertakings is to
enhance the customer’s ability to control their energy consumption and costs and to promote
much wider scale participation in energy efficiency and demand response initiatives that increase
electrical system efficiency and reliability while lowering production costs. The trials will
determine if demand response goals can be achieved through deployment of enabling
technologies (e.g., smart meters, in-home displays, programmable communicating thermostats,
the delivery of educational material and the implementation of dynamic pricing) that are
facilitated by the infrastructure to be installed by the ASD Initiative.
As part of the Smart Grid Investment Grant (“SGIG”) program, administered by the Department
of Energy (“DOE”), Nevada Power and Sierra, the Companies will receive $138 million for their
ASD initiative. Not only will this ASD smart grid infrastructure support the DR Program but a
portion of the grant funding will offset a portion of the Dynamic Pricing Trial costs.
This Program will explore the potential for low cost generation equivalent peak load resources
via advanced technology and communications systems. The Program has been designed to
provide residential and commercial customers participating in the tests technology that will allow
them greater control over their energy consumption patterns and choices about to what extent
they may wish to participate in Sierra’s peak load management trials. The Demand Response
Program offers a technology package to customers that will allow them to participate in the
following two trials:
Direct Load Control – This trial consist of two components. This trial will be based on an Air
Conditioning Load Management (“ACLM”) measure similar to the program at Nevada Power.
The first component will also investigate installing load control switches on water heaters. The
second component will combine demand reduction and energy efficiency initiatives to provide
demand response capabilities to large commercial and industrial customers.
Nevada Dynamic Pricing Trial – As a requirement of the ASD grant, Sierra will conduct a
dynamic pricing trial that will assess the individual and cumulative impacts of rates, technology,
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and enhanced education within a dynamic pricing regime. As an outcome to this trial the
Company will be able to measure the extent to which customers have received the insight, skills,
and tools to manage their energy use. Information from the Nevada Dynamic Pricing Trial
(“NDPT”) will be used to help refine pricing policy, rates and potential demand response
programs.
In addition to providing the information necessary to formulate better rate designs and
ratemaking policy, the Direct Load Control Trial and the NDPT have the potential to identify
demand response tools which will provide a reliable and predictable means of reducing peak
demand while providing technology and program choices to Sierra customers. A full
deployment of demand response could create a better alignment between energy supply costs and
consumption patterns, while promoting conservation behaviors and energy efficiency
investments.

Demand Response Summary of 2012 Recommended Budget and Targets
Sierra recommends that the Demand Response program be continued in 2012 at the base budget
scenario as listed in Table N-1. There has been a delay to the NDPT component of the program as
compared to budget approved in Sierra’s 2010 IRP (Docket No. 10-07003). The result is an
increase of the overall proposed budget for 2012. The program budget dollars are brought forward
from 2011 to coordinate with the delay. Table N-1 provides a summary of the Direct Load Control
Trial, the NDPT and the total Demand Response 2010 expenditures, the approved 2011 and 2012
budgets, and the budgets for the 2012 low scenario and the 2012 high scenario.
Table N-1: 2012 Total Demand Response Recommended Base Budgets

Trials

Direct Load
Control
Trial

Actual
Expenditures
2010

Approved
2011
Budgets

Approved
2012
Budgets

2012 High
Budgets

Recommended
2012 Base
Budgets

2012 Low
Budgets

$0

$174,440

$734,105

$734,000

$734,000

$100,000

Dynamic
Pricing Trial

$85,470

$995,560

$465,895

$901,889

$901,889

$901,889

Demand
Response
Total

$85,470

$1,170,000

$1,200,000

$1,635,889

$1,635,889

$1,001,889
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Table N-2 provides a summary of the Direct Load Control Trial 2010 actual results, approved 2011
and 2012 targets, and the targets for the 2012 low scenario and the 2012 high scenario. Additional
information regarding this trial can be found under the section called Direct Load Control Trial.
Table N-2: Direct Load Control Targets 2012 Recommended Base Targets

Direct Load
Control Trial

Actual
Results
2010

Approved
2011
Targets

Approved
2012
Targets

2012 High
Targets

Recommended
2012 Base
Targets

2012 Low
Targets

Annual No. of
Devices
Installed

0

300

40

40

40

0

Incremental
Demand
Reduction
(MW)

0

0.5

2.0

2.0

2.0

0

Annual
Energy
Savings (kWh)

0

0

TBD

TBD

TBD

TBD

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

TRC
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Table N-3 provides a summary of the NDPT 2010 actual results, approved 2011 and 2012 targets,
and the targets for the 2012 low scenario and the 2012 high scenario. Additional information
regarding this trial can be found under the section called Nevada Dynamic Pricing Trial.
Table N-3: Nevada Dynamic Pricing Trial Targets 2012 Recommended Base Targets
Nevada
Dynamic
Pricing Trial

Actual
Results
2010

Approved
2011
Targets

Approved
2012
Targets

2012 High
Targets

Recommended
2012 Base
Targets

2012 Low
Targets

Incremental
Demand
Reduction
(MW)

0

4.70

0

4.70

4.70

4.70

Annual
Energy
Savings (kWh)

0

0

0

0

0

0

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

TRC

High, Base, and Low Scenarios
This report includes a separate section and recommendation for each of the two major
components of the Demand Response program. The budget recommendations for high, base and
low scenarios and the supporting data for each scenario of each component are provided in the
section that addresses that component.

Results of 2012 Cost Benefit Analysis
The Demand Response program was proposed to determine what demand and energy savings
might be achieved with the deployment of a direct load control trial and for the deployment of
the Dynamic Pricing Trial required by the SGIG administered by the DOE. Although savings
data is suggested for each, no cost benefit analysis has been conducted.

216

Page 228 of 390

Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy
2011 Annual Demand Side Management Update Report

Direct Load Control Trial
In 2011, the Company is launching a pilot with a focus on determining the average demand drop
per residential customer for A/C load control. The pilot will include a sample size of 80 residential
customers and should achieve results to the 90/10 confidence interval level. The Company will
leverage customer broadband communications and broadband to Zigbee SEP 1.0 protocol
gateways to reduce the communications expenses of the trial. The technology will include the
provision of an Internet gateway and a programmable communicating thermostat.
The Company is also evaluating the inclusion of small commercial customers in the pilot, again
using broadband communications, but leveraging the OpenADR communications protocol and the
OpenADR server component of its Demand Response Management System.
Based upon current cost projections, 2011 budget targets should be achieved with the inclusion of
small commercial customers in the pilot and should fall short of budget targets without the
inclusion of the small commercial component.

2010 Program Measurement & Verification Results
The program is still in the initial stages and therefore no Measurement and Verification activities
were conducted in 2010.

2011 Program Execution
Sierra is continuing to work in 2011 to prepare the components and systems necessary to
successfully implement the Direct Load Control Trial.
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2012 Recommended Budget and Targets
Sierra recommends that the Direct Load Control Trial be continued in 2012 at the Base Budget
scenario as listed in Table N-4. Table N-4 also provides a comparison of the 2010 actual results,
the approved 2011 and 2012 budget and targets, and the budgets and targets for the 2012 low
scenario and 2012 high scenario.
Table N-4: 2012 Recommended Base Budget and Targets – Direct Load Control Trial
Approved
2011
Budget
and
Targets

Approved
2012
Budget
and
Targets

2012 High
Budget
and
Targets

Recommended
2012 Base
Budget and
Targets

2012 Low
Budget and
Targets

$0

$174,440

$734,105

$ 734,000

$ 734,000

$ 100,000

0

300

40

40

40

0

0

0.5

2.0

2.0

2.0

0

0

0

TBD

TBD

TBD

TBD

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Actual
Results
2010

Total
Annual No. of
Devices
Installed
Demand Savings
(MW) Annual
Incremental
Energy Savings
(kWh)
TRC
High Scenario

The high scenario continues the Direct Load control trial as approved in Docket No. 10-07003,
Sierra’s 2010 IRP.
Base Scenario
The base scenario continues the Direct Load control trial as approved in Docket No. 10-07003,
Sierra’s 2010 IRP.
Low Scenario
The low scenario for the Direct Load Control trial completely removes the large C&I pilot
activities that had been proposed to start in 2012. The residential and small commercial load
control pilots started in 2011 would be continued. The large C&I activities would be delayed until
2013.
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Nevada Dynamic Pricing Trial
Program Description
In August 2009, Nevada Power and Sierra submitted a SGIG Application to the DOE under the
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (“ARRA”) requesting funding support for our ASD
Project. The Grant Application was selected for potential funding by DOE in October, 2009 and
DOE provided a grant agreement to the Company on December 24, 2009. An Assistance
Agreement executed by the Company on March 12, 2010 under DOE Award Number DEOE0000205 required the submittal of a Consumer Behavior Study Plan (“CBSP”), describing
NDPT component of the ASD Project. A draft CBSP was submitted to the DOE on March 24,
2010. The revised CBSP was submitted to, and accepted by, the DOE on July 30, 2010. The
CBSP was amended on October 26, 2010 to reflect the delay in the northern NDPT by one year,
to start January 1, 2013. The Companies received approval from the DOE on May 23, 2011 for a
delay in the southern NDPT by one year, to start January 1, 2013.
The later start date for the northern NDPT has significant benefits to the trial. The modification
will allow for the installation of more than double the amount of smart meters in northern
Nevada. This will lead to a larger trial area and provide a larger pool of customers to which the
trial can be marketed. This should lead to more trial participants and greater statistical validity.
The modified start date also allows Sierra to collect pre-trial interval data for a longer period of
time than originally planned.
The NDPT demonstrates the value of rates, technology, and education in delivering customer
benefits through the Smart Grid. The trial involves controlled randomized experimental design,
in which treatment groups are created to test consumer response to combinations of advanced
dynamic rates, enhanced education and in-home technology. Nevada Power and Sierra will
measure the response in both consumers’ electricity consumption behavior and their attitudes
toward using advanced pricing to take ownership of their electricity consumption patterns.
In each of the Company’s two service territories (Nevada Power and Sierra), similar experiments
will be conducted for each of three rate classes: Single Family Residential, Multi-Family
Residential and Small Commercial. In each rate class, stratified random samples of eligible
customers will be selected to create one control group (or “Cell”) and six advanced rate
treatment groups; Nevada Power will have an additional flat rate treatment group for the Single
Family Residential class. Customers in the trial area can be classified into two fundamental
classifications: sampled customers and non-sampled customers. Sampled customers are those
customers in control samples or treatment samples.
The NDPT has three technology/education packages for each of two advanced rate treatments
and a separate control group (with no technology/education package) for the Single Family
Residential, Multi-Family Residential, and Small Commercial classes. Nevada Power will have
an additional flat rate treatment for its RS class only. The southern NDPT includes eight RS,
seven RM, and seven GS samples that must be filled. The northern NDPT includes seven D-1,
seven DM-1, and seven GS-1 samples that must be filled.
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The sample populations for the northern NDPT will be randomly selected from an estimated total
population of approximately 75,000 active and inactive RS, RM, and GS customers at Sierra.
All of these customers will be equipped with interval meters that are qualifying SGIG
investments. The tariffs necessary to implement the NDPT at Sierra were filed and approved in
AL 513-E, Docket No. 10-08015.
The primary objective of the NDPT is to learn how customers respond to different advanced
TOU rate structures and how their response is affected by the availability of technology and
educational resources. The trial will provide empirical evidence to revise and improve pricing
policy, rates and programs in the future. The trials will provide researchers with access to
individual household daily load shapes, to estimate, validate, and quantify behavior. The
Company will also be able to measure the extent to which customers have received the insight,
skills, and tools to manage their energy use.
Providing customers with pricing information that reflects cost variations by TOU period or
Critical Peak Period has been demonstrated in other utility studies to produce behavioral changes
which result in energy and demand reductions during high cost periods. The California
Statewide Pricing Pilot, PSE&G myPower pricing pilot, and BGE Smart Energy Pricing Pilot are
a few such studies.

2010 Program Result Summary
Sierra worked in 2010 preparing numerous components and systems necessary to successfully
implement the trial.
Table N-5 presents a summary of project variances for 2010. The budgeted costs for Sierra are
the net of grant matching funds.
Table N-5: Program Year 2010 Nevada Dynamic Pricing Trial Variances
Target

Actual

% of Target

$0

$85,470

100%

Expected Sample Size

0

0

N/A

Annual No. of Installed Devices

0

0

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Budget

Incremental Demand Reduction
(MW)
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2010 Program Measurement & Verification Results
The program is still in the pretrial stage and therefore, no Measurement and Verification
activities were conducted in 2010. The Nevada Dynamic Pricing Trial will begin January 1,
2013.

Program Variance Analysis
This section presents a discussion of how the actual results varied from the program plan in
terms of budget and proposed goals. There was no budget for the NDPT at Sierra for 2010
however there were trial development costs that were appropriately shared with Sierra resulting
in expenditures that exceeded the budget.

Lessons Learned
The January 1, 2013 start date for the northern NDPT has significant benefits to the trial. The
modification will allow for the installation of more than double the amount of smart meters in
northern Nevada. This will lead to a larger trial area and provide a larger pool of customers to
which the trial can be marketed. This should lead to more trial participants and greater statistical
validity. The modified start date also allows Sierra to collect pre-trial interval data for a longer
period of time than originally planned.

2011 Program Execution
Sierra is continuing to work in 2011 to prepare the components and systems necessary to
successfully implement the Nevada Dynamic Pricing Trial. The following paragraphs highlight
the main activities in progress.
Technology
Technology development is continuing in 2011 in three main areas: 1) HAN technology testing
and deployment; 2) DRMS testing and deployment; and 3) education delivery platform
development and testing. With respect to HAN technology and the DRMS, the NDPT will
benefit from the same base platforms as the next generation direct load control/automation
services platforms discussed in detail above. Hence, the bulk of the HAN and DRMS testing and
deployment for the trial is scheduled to be completed in 2011. Remaining customizations to
HAN and DRMS technologies to accommodate special needs of the trial—e.g. upgrades to
enrollment and call handling processes, integration testing to commercial meters with Zigbee,
and the addition of advanced rate processing components—will take place in 2012. The NDPT
education team will launch development and testing in 2011 of novel software platforms
designed to actively engage customers in the delivery of an enhanced education curriculum.
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Education
In 2011, the education treatment is being designed, developed, and tested across three major
elements. First, a team including industry experts and Sierra staff are creating the energy
education curriculum (i.e., the information, skills, and attitudes to be imparted to NDPT
participants). The curriculum is intended to educate all participants receiving it to a specific
level, and then to maintain that level through the NDPT. Second, Sierra is completing contracts
with vendors for the energy education delivery platform. The energy education delivery
platform will provide the curriculum through online, telephone, print, and Sierra support
channels. Third, a team including the platform vendors, Sierra staff, and evaluation contractors
is establishing the framework for verifying the participants’ energy education levels before and
during the NDPT
Market Research
The NDPT team is designing a market research program with three objectives. The first
objective is to complete customer acceptance tests prior to the operation of the NDPT
demonstrating that potential NDPT participants perceive the rates, technology, and education
treatment as effective and valuable, so they would join and complete the NDPT. The second
objective is to collect baseline and NDPT data about Sierra’s residential and small commercial
customers to support the creation of new rates and new programs. The third objective is to
collect the baseline and NDPT data that the filed and approved Sierra’s Consumer Behavior Plan
requires to be delivered to the U.S. Department of Energy.
Systems Integration
During 2011 and 2012, the NDPT will identify and implement systems and data integrations that
are necessary to facilitate the timely and efficient conduct and reporting of the forthcoming
analysis requirements for the NDPT. Such integrations are required between the NDPT and
other DR activities, between the NDPT and other ASD activities, and among the several
components of the NDPT.
Trial Management
In 2011, NDPT management has assembled a team to manage the trial through completion of the
final evaluation stage in early 2015. The team includes Sierra staff, outside contractors, and
advisors assigned by the Department of Energy. Later in 2011 and throughout the trial, NDPT
management will reach out to PUCN and BCP staff for their input and perspectives, particularly
regarding market research, customer experiences, customer communications, and evaluation.

Conclusions and Recommendations
This section provides a discussion of conclusions and recommendations based on Sierra’s
experience and observations regarding the NDPT. Sierra believes that the proposed changes will
improve the program design and execution.
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•

The preparations for the NDPT are progressing and the Company anticipates having the
systems and components in place necessary to conduct a successful trial. The Company
will continue to finalize the systems and components during 2011 and 2012 necessary to
implement the trial beginning January 1, 2013.

NDPT Budget Revisions
The delay in the start of the southern portion of the NDPT until January 1, 2013 will result in a
delay in some of the expenditures for the trial. The delay requires a reallocation of the trial
budget between program years. In addition, the budget for the overall trial has been revised to
reflect an increase to Sierra’s share of the planning costs for the NDPT for 2010 and 2011. The
budget for the Companies’ NDPT remains unchanged at $11,800,000. The following Table N-6
provides the updated five year budget for Sierra’s portion of the costs for the NDPT that reflects
the reallocation of trial budget dollars.
Table N-6: Sierra’s Revised NDPT Five Year Budget
2010
Proposed Budget
$ 85,470
Original Budget
$
Increase (Decrease) $ 85,470

2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
Total
$ 370,230 $ 1,803,776 $ 838,897 $ 838,897 $ 127,180 $ 4,064,450
$
49,522 $ 1,595,930 $ 935,872 $ 1,028,634 $ 238,042 $ 3,848,000
$ 320,708 $ 207,846 $ (96,975) $ (189,737) $(110,862) $ 216,450

Table N-7 provides the revised budget for Nevada Power’s share of the NPDT. The revised
budget for Nevada Power reflects the delay in the start of the southern trial and a decrease in the
budget to reflect an increase in Sierra’s share for the NDPT planning costs in 2010 and 2011.
Table N-7: Nevada Power’s Revised NDPT Five Year Budget
2010
2011
2012
2013
Proposed Budget
$ 326,043 $ 658,437 $ 3,021,042 $ 1,733,603
Original Budget
$ 486,998 $ 3,765,327 $ 1,815,517 $ 1,498,955
Increase (Decrease) $ (160,955) $ (3,106,890) $ 1,205,525 $ 234,648

2014
$ 1,733,603
$ 385,203
$ 1,348,400

2015
$ 262,820
$ 262,820

Total
$ 7,735,550
$ 7,952,000
$ (216,450)

Table N-8 provides the overall budget for the NDPT. The changes in the annual budget amounts
reflect the delay in the implementation of the southern trial. The total budget remains unchanged
at $11,800,000.
Table N-8: Overall NDPT Five Year Budget
2010
2011
2012
2013
Proposed Budget
$ 411,513 $ 1,028,667 $ 4,824,818 $ 2,572,500
Original Budget
$ 486,998 $ 3,814,849 $ 3,411,447 $ 2,434,827
Increase (Decrease) $ (75,485) $ (2,786,182) $ 1,413,371 $ 137,673
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2014
$ 2,572,500
$ 1,413,837
$ 1,158,663

2015
$ 390,000
$ 238,042
$ 151,958

Total
$11,800,000
$11,800,000
$
(0)
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2012 Recommended Budget and Targets
Sierra recommends that this program be continued in 2012 at the base budget level as listed in
Table N-9. The base scenario funding level provides the necessary resources to meet the
requirements of the SGIG. Table N-9 also provides the 2010 actual results, the approved 2011
budget and targets, the 2010 IRP approved budget and targets for 2012, and the budgets and
targets for the 2012 low scenario and the 2012 high scenario. Sierra’s budget for the NDPT as
shown in Table N-9 represents Sierra’s cost net of DOE funding.
Table N-9: 2012 Recommended Base Budget and Targets
Approved
2011
Budget
and
Targets

Approved
2012
Budget
and
Targets

$85,470

$995,560

$465,895

$901,889

$901,889

$901,889

Demand
Savings
(kW)

0

4.70

0

4.70

4.70

4.70

Energy
Savings
(kWh)

0

0

0

0

0

0

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Actual
Results
2010

Total

TRC

2012 High Recommended
2012 Base
Budget
Budget
and
and
Targets
Targets

2012 Low
Budget
and
Targets

High Scenario
The high budget scenario continues the NDPT component of the DR Program in 2012 at a
budget level that is increased from that approved by the Commission in Docket No. 10-07003,
Sierra’s 2010 IRP to recognize the delay in expenditures for the southern trial from 2011 into
2012 and changes in cost allocations between the years of the trial. This trial is required to
comply with the requirements of the SGIG from the DOE under the ARRA.
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Base Scenario
The base budget scenario continues the NDPT component of the DR Program in 2012 at a
budget level that is increased from that approved by the Commission in Docket No. 10-07003,
Sierra’s 2010 IRP to recognize the delay in expenditures for the southern trial from 2011 into
2012 and changes in cost allocations between the years of the trial. This trial is required to
comply with the requirements of the SGIG from the DOE under the ARRA and therefore, the
base budget scenario is not reduced from the high budget scenario.
Low Scenario
The low budget scenario continues the NDPT component of the DR Program in 2012 at a budget
level that is increased from that approved by the Commission in Docket No. 10-07003, Sierra’s
2010 IRP to recognize the delay in expenditures for the southern trial from 2011 into 2012 and
changes in cost allocations between the years of the trial. This trial is required to comply with
the requirements of the SGIG from the DOE under the ARRA and therefore, the low budget
scenario is not reduced from the high budget scenario.

225

Page 237 of 390

Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy
2011 Annual Demand Side Management Update Report

226

Page 238 of 390

Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy
2011 Annual Demand Side Management Update Report

Section O. Electric Solar Thermal Water Heating
Program Description
The Residential Solar Thermal Water Heating Program provides incentives to residential
customers with electric water heaters who install qualifying solar thermal water heating systems.
The Residential Solar Thermal Water Heating Program complies with Nevada’s SB 437, Section
43.5, Paragraph 3 which states “The Commission shall require the utility to include in its plan:
(a) An energy efficiency program for residential customers which reduces consumption of
electricity or any fossil fuel, and which includes without limitation, the use of new solar thermal
energy sources.”
The goals of this program are to encourage the widespread installation of solar thermal water
heaters which would reduce electric consumption used for water heating.
The program encourages the installation of solar thermal water heating systems by providing
financial incentives to customers to assist with installation costs and by providing training for
contractors, building inspectors, and other state and local building officials. Approximately 12%
of single family homes in Sierra’s service territory with electric water heaters are targeted by this
program.
This program is delivered to customers as a part of the Solar Water Heating Program which is
the name used for marketing this program, a nearly identical program for Nevada Power, and the
Gas Solar Thermal Water Heating Demonstration Program. Bundling this program provides cost
savings in administration costs, marketing costs and education costs as materials and systems
developed can generally be deployed for the benefit of all three programs. Additional economies
are obtained as these programs have been bundled with the Solar Energy Systems Incentive
Program, the Wind Energy Demonstration Program and the Waterpower Energy Demonstration
Program.
The program design is based on key input from stakeholders in the solar thermal water heating
industry. Work was initiated in designing this program by inviting interested parties to join
Sierra and Nevada Power in an all day workshop which was held in December 2008. In
attendance at the workshop were contractors, distributors, Bureau of Consumer Protection,
Commission Staff, elected officials, and other interested. The attendees were very interested in
creating a solar thermal market in Nevada due to the economic downturn in the State which has
severely impacted the building market. Contractors believe that a utility incentive program
would be helpful in marketing a technology that has a relatively high initial investment. The
initial investment is substantially more costly than replacing or upgrading a traditional water
heater. A reduced payback period and the desire to be “green” would help overcome these
factors.
Key points discussed at the workshop included:
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•

The need of the current initiative to overcome the “black eye” stereotype in the solar
market due to shoddy installations in the early 1980’s.

•

Solar Rating and Certification Corporation (“SRCC”) OG-300 standards should be the
starting point for eligibility, but it was noted that there is a backlog of units waiting to be
tested by SRCC.

•

Compliance to building codes and manufacturers installation instructions is critical for
proper roof mounting and structural engineering due to high winds in the State.

•

Annual training sessions for building officials and contractors should be held to go over
best practices, code compliance issues, and key installation issues.

•

Program capacity should grow with the industry while being balanced with the fact that
rate payers will be subsidizing the program.

•

To be accepted into the program an applicant should be required to provide a signed
contract with a certified contractor and remove projects from the program that are not
completed within 5-6 months.

A Solar Hot Water Program Stakeholder’s Collaborative was held on June 10th, 2011 to discuss
the 2012 Programs’ Annual Plan. The purpose of the meeting was to gain valuable feedback on
the work completed and the experience of the stakeholders with the program in the months
following the program launch in early 2011. In attendance at the collaborative were Commission
Staff, local contractors, product distributors and a solar hot water customer. Discussion topics
were broken into sections. The Application Process discussion included the matter of reducing
collection of redundant data and an the addition of an electronic application submittal process
were discussed. The Contractor Training, Eligibility and Other process discussion included
license requirements as effected by SB 182, permitting inconsistency among local jurisdictions,
and the need for additional building inspector training were all notable concerns.; The Incentive
Claim Process discussion included a recommendation to increase the incentive value even if it
means decreasing the number of incentives available and discussion on what a “sellable” return
on investment (ROI) for most customers.; The Customer Feedback discussion included further
discussion regarding the importance of the ROI and a target value that would move the program
(5-7 years or fewer), the need for additional rural outreach, and contractor high level of interest
in cooperative advertising.. Below is a summary of the topics discussed with the stakeholders
and their preferences based on the consensus of the group.
Application:
•

First Come – First Served.

•

Applications can be submitted via Fax, Email, Mail and Hand Delivered.
o Mailed applications will be dated by the postmark
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o Hand delivered applications will be date stamped at the security counter
•

Six month reservation period.

Status Updates:
•

Weekly emails at the beginning of the program.

•

Emails may be more frequent depending on customer participation.

•

Updates will be available online.

•

Outreach manager will communicate regularly with contractors and customers.

Installation Criteria:
•

Initially many of the installations will be inspected prior to paying incentives.

•

No incentive if the installation criteria are not met.

•

Building inspectors will be offered training at the same time as contractors.

•

2-day training.

Training:

o Intensive installation training
•

Ongoing resources.

•

Quarterly refresher courses.

•

Must have at least one person trained within the company to participate in the
program. At a minimum, the trained contractor must oversee the installation.

•

Eventually the goal is to have all installers trained.

•

After inspection, incentive checks should be received within 4 weeks.
program goal is 1 week.

•

A customer assignment form will be required for customers to allow contractors
to receive the incentive check.

Incentives
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Marketing
•

Sierra will provide marketing collateral such as brochures and leave behinds.

Market Barriers
•

Cost – Installed systems costs are in excess of $6,000

•

Long ROI.

With information gathered from industry participants, prospective customers, and the
Collaborative group, it was advised that the incentive needs to be raised to $2,500 to help
motivate customers and give contractors additional sales tools. Stakeholders agreed that, to get
the industry moving, they would rather have fewer incentives at higher dollar amount to aid them
in selling the systems.

Program Result Summary
The program is new for 2011 and therefore there are no results to report.

Program Measurement & Verification Results
The program was launched in 2011 and therefore there is no measurement and verification report
for 2010.

2011 Program Execution
In the first six months of the program, 31 contractors were trained and meet the requirements to
participate in the program. Sierra continues to identify, solicit, and train potential participating
contractors. Contractor Eligibility Workshops, Contractor Webinars, Contractor Conference
Calls, and numerous in person visits have been utilized to develop and maintain communication
between Sierra and contractors.
As of June 24, 2011, the Solar Hot Water Program had received 19 applications for participation
in the program. The applications represent an annual energy savings of 54,733 kWh with
potential incentives totaling $38,000. Five of the applicants have completed their installations.
Two applicants withdrew from the program citing high system costs. Two of the applications
were under review for program compliance prior to the issuance of reservation notices and there
are 10 applications that have been approved and are still active.
Initiatives to engage the public and provide information in 2011 are ongoing and have included
hosting customer workshops, bill inserts, participation in public gatherings and events, providing
program literature for distribution in public offices, internal employee campaigns, leveraging
major account relationships for local business, internal employee marketing opportunities and

230

Page 242 of 390

Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy
2011 Annual Demand Side Management Update Report
speaking engagements at trade group and business functions. The following provides a listing of
the events and other activities at which the program was promoted.
•

January 6-7, 2011- Northern Nevada Solar Hot Water Technical Workshop for
Contractors

•

January 24, 2011- Northern Nevada Solar Hot Water Customer Mixer

•

January 24, 2011- Solar Hot Water Collaborative Webinar

•

January 2011- Bill Insert featuring the Solar Hot Water Program

•

February 2011-Program Launched: Applications accepted

•

February 9, 2011- IAPMO Monthly Member’s Meeting Solar Hot Water Program
Presentation

•

February 11, 2011- Northern Nevada Logistics Forum

•

March 3, 2011- Solar Hot Water Program Presentation at “What’s New For You In
2011”

•

March 15, 2011- USDA Meeting

•

March 16, 2011- Banff Mountain Film Festival

•

March 17, 2011- RenewableGenerations Contractor Conference Call

•

March 28, 2011- NV Energy Community Roundtable Elko

•

April 18, 2011 – Presentation to Builders Association of Northern Nevada

•

April 18, 2011- Earth Day at Reno Aces Game

•

April 19, 2011- Southwest Gas Contractor Eligibility Seminar

•

April 25, 2011- New Sustainable Energy Resources for Consumers (SERC) Grant
Program
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•

April 26, 2011- NV Energy’s Lunch & Learn

•

May 1, 2011 – Reno’ s Earth Day Event at Idlewild Park

Conclusions and Recommendations
This section provides a discussion of conclusions and recommendations based on Sierra’s
experience and observations regarding the Residential Solar Thermal Water Heating. The
changes being implemented or evaluated will improve the program design and execution.
•

With information gathered from industry participants, prospective customers, and the
Collaborative group, it was decided that the incentive needs to be raised to $2,500 to help
motivate customers and give contractors additional sales tools. Stakeholders agreed that,
to get the industry moving, they would rather have fewer incentives at higher dollar
amount to aid them in selling the systems.
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2012 Recommended Budget and Targets
Sierra recommends that this program be continued in 2012 at the Base Budget scenario as listed in
Table O-1. This program is recommended for continuation in 2012 despite the Total Resource
Cost Test cost benefit ratio of 0.30 to comply with Nevada SB 437, Section 43.5, Paragraph 3 of
the 2009 Legislature which reads as follows: “The Commission shall require the utility to include
in its plan: (a) An energy efficiency program for residential customers which reduces consumption
of electricity or any fossil fuel, and which includes without limitation, the use of new solar thermal
energy sources.” Table O-1 also provides the approved 2011 and 2012 budget and targets, and the
budgets and targets for the 2012 low scenario and the 2012 high scenario.
Table O-1: 2012 Recommended Base Budget and Targets

Actual
Results
2010

Approved Approved
2011
2012
Budget
Budget
and
and
Targets
Targets

2012
High
Budget
and
Targets

Recommended
2012 Base
Budget and
Targets

2012
Low
Budget
and
Targets

Total

$0

$250,000

$350,000

$350,000

$250,000

$50,000

Units

0

55

105

63

45

10

0

16

32

19

13

3

0

99,000

189,000

113,400

81,000

18,000

N/A

0.30

0.30

0.20

0.20

0.21

Demand
Savings (kW)
Energy Savings
(kWh)
TRC
High Scenario

The high scenario is a continuation of the previously budget approved in the Sierra’s 2010
Integrated Resource Plan (“IRP”), Docket No. 10-07003.
Base Scenario
The recommended base scenario provides a budget of $250,000, or approximately 71% of the
program budget previously approved in Sierra’s 2010 IRP, Docket No. 10-07003. The reduced
budget level at the base budget scenario reflects the low level of participation that was
experienced in the program in the first half of 2011 and a reduced effort to market the program
and a reduced level of outreach.
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Low Scenario
The low budget scenario eliminates all program activity except for the payment, processing of
rebate requests and the payment of rebates for program participants who received award letters in
2011.

Results of 2012 Cost Benefit Analysis
The following Tables O-2, O-3, and O-4 summarize the results of the financial analysis for the
2012 recommended base scenario, the low scenario, and the high scenario. The cost benefit
analysis was calculated utilizing the information contained in this annual report. A copy of the
input data sheets, cost benefit model outputs and a description of the financial model are
provided in Technical Appendix 2.
Table O-2: Base Scenario Cost Test Results 2012
Cost Test
Total Resource
Utility
Participant
Ratepayer
Societal cost

B/C
0.20
0.27
0.83
0.21
0.23

Benefits (NPV)

Costs (NPV)

$66,544
$66,544
$74,577
$66,544
$77,540

$340,203
$250,000
$90,203
$324,577
$340,203

Net Benefits
($273,659)
($183,456)
($15,625)
($258,033)
($262,662)

CCE
$/KWh
$0.20
$0.15
$0.05
$0.19
$0.20

Table O-3: Low Scenario Cost Test Results 2012
Cost Test
Total Resource
Utility
Participant
Ratepayer
Societal cost

B/C
0.21
0.30
0.83
0.22
0.25

Benefits (NPV)

Costs (NPV)

$14,788
$14,788
$16,573
$14,788
$17,231

$70,045
$50,000
$20,045
$66,573
$70,045

Net Benefits
($55,257)
($35,212)
($3,472)
($51,785)
($52,814)

CCE
$/KWh
$0.18
$0.13
$0.05
$0.18
$0.18

Table O-4: High Scenario Cost Test Results 2012
Cost Test
Total Resource
Utility
Participant
Ratepayer
Societal cost

B/C
0.20
0.27
0.83
0.21
0.23

Benefits (NPV)

Costs (NPV)

$93,161
$93,161
$104,408
$93,161
$108,557

$476,284
$350,000
$126,284
$454,408
$476,284
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Net Benefits
($383,122)
($256,839)
($21,876)
($361,247)
($367,727)

CCE
$/KWh
$0.20
$0.15
$0.05
$0.19
$0.20
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2012 Estimated NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement 52
Table O-5 provides the estimated incremental kWh savings and associated NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement for calendar year 2012 attributable to the Solar Thermal Water Heating program in
2012 at the program level recommended in this report. The incremental kWh savings do not
include the effects of the delivery of this program in prior years. Stated differently for the sake
of clarity, Table O-5 only reflects the incremental kWh savings and NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement associated with the 2012 program. First Year 2012 kWh savings and the attendant
NRS 704.785 revenue requirement would occur in 2012 only. The Full Year 2013 kWh savings
and attendant NRS 704.785 revenue requirement are expected to begin in 2013 and continue
until the effect of the 2012 program is fully reflected in Sierra’s billing determinants.
Table O-5: 2012 Estimated Incremental Lost Sales (kWh) and Revenues 53
Measures Installed in 2012
First Year 2012
Full Year Beginning 2013
Incremental Energy Savings
35,721
79,380
Incremental Lost Revenues
$
2,139 $
4,754
Table O-6 provides the estimated cumulative kWh savings and attendant NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement for calendar year 2012 for the Solar Thermal Water Heating program. The 2012
cumulative energy savings are total savings to be realized in 2012 from the Solar Thermal Water
Heating program from implementation actions taken between June 1, 2010 and December 31,
2012, including the delivery of the program in 2012 at the level recommended in this report.
Table O-6: 2012 Estimated Cumulative Lost Sales (kWh) and Revenues 54
Measures Installed in Cumulative Years
Cumulative Energy Savings
132,741
Cumulative Lost Revenues
$
7,950
The supporting data for Tables O-5 and O-6 are provided in Technical Appendix 14.

52

For the purpose of this report, the “NRS 704.785 Revenue Requirement” refers to the energy efficiency
implementation rate revenue requirement.
53

Demand savings and the associated NRS 704.785 revenue requirement were calculated in a manner consistent
with the Commission’s order in docket numbers 10-10024 and 10025. Specifically, the NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement was calculated using separate energy and demand savings calculations. The demand revenue
requirement was calculated using an equivalent energy factor and a weighted average demand rate. For 2010, ADM
measured and verified demand savings by month and by rate class. The results of the 2010 M&V report therefore
provide additional information that facilitates the calculation of a more appropriate NRS 704.785 revenue
requirement using monthly demand savings and actual demand rates. Using this information, Sierra intends request
for recovery pursuant to NRS 704.785 in March 2012 will request a revenue requirement that exceeds the amount
shown in Tables O-5 and O-6.
54

See footnote 53, supra.
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1
2
3
4
5

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF NEVADA
Application of Sierra Pacific Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy for Approval of its 2011
Annual Demand Side Management Update
Report as it relates to the Action Plan of its
2011-2030 Triennial Integrated Resource Plan

Sierra Pacific Power Company and Nevada Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy
6100 Neil Rd., P.O. Box 10100
Reno, Nevada 89520-0024

6

Docket No. 11-07____

PREPARED DIRECT TESTIMONY OF ROBERT STEWART PREPARED

7

ON BEHALF OF SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY D/B/A NV ENERGY

8
9

)
)
)
)
)
)

1.

Q.

10

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, JOB TITLE, EMPLOYER AND
BUSINESS ADDRESS?

A.

11

My name is Robert Stewart. I am the Senior Vice President, Customer

12

Relationship for Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a/ NV Energy (“Sierra”

13

or the “Company”) and Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Energy (“Nevada

14

Power” and, together with Sierra, the “Companies”). My business address is

15

6226 West Sahara Avenue in Las Vegas, Nevada.

16
17

2.

Q.

18
19

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR PROFESSIONAL BACKGROUND AND
EXPERIENCE.

A.

I am currently responsible for the direction of our demand side management

20

programs, customer owned renewable generation programs, customer

21

research, customer service operations and the deployment of our advanced

22

service delivery project, which also includes the expansion of residential

23

demand response program and the Nevada Dynamic Pricing Trial.

24

previously had energy efficiency and load control program responsibilities at

25

Florida Power and Light from 1991 to 1996. Between my time at Florida

26

Power and Light and NV Energy, I did some independent consulting work

27

developing new sales channels for health and financial services companies.

28

Stewart-DIRECT

I
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1

After graduating with an MBA from Washington State University in 1972, I

2

spent the first 19 years of my career with GTE in various marketing roles in

3

the telecommunications industry. In my last position with GTE as Vice

4

President- Product Management, I was responsible for managing the

5

marketing functions for all regulated and unregulated products and services

6

for their domestic telephone operations.

7

professional background and experience are set forth in my Statement of

8

Qualifications, included as Attachment-Stewart-Direct-1.

More details regarding my

9
10

3.

Q.

11

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN THIS
PROCEEDING?

A.

12

I am the executive sponsor of this filing; in this regard, I provide policy

13

testimony in support of the filing and generally support the Company’s

14

request for Commission approval of the preferred demand side management

15

(“DSM”) plan for 2012.

16

Commission authorize the base case DSM budget for 2012. The base case

17

DSM budget represents a 17 percentage reduction in approved DSM

18

spending when compared to the 2012 budget approved by the Commission in

19

Docket No. 10-07003.

Specifically, the Company requests that the

20
21
22

4.

Q.

PLEASE DESCRIBE HOW YOUR TESTIMONY IS ORGANIZED.

A.

In Section 1, I introduce each of the witnesses who have provided prepared

23

written testimony in support of the Company’s filing. Section 2 of my

24

testimony provides background information relating to the Company’s

25

response to the economic downturn experienced by all Nevadans, the Nevada

26

Renewable Portfolio Standard (the “RPS”), and the strategic considerations

27

that animate the Company’s DSM planning process.

28
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1

5.

Q.

2

BASE CASE DSM BUDGET FOR 2012.
A.

3

Sierra Pacific Power Company and Nevada Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy
6100 Neil Rd., P.O. Box 10100
Reno, Nevada 89520-0024

PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE REASONS FOR APPROVING THE

The base case proposal meets the Company’s current DSM objectives – it

4

provides sufficient credits to facilitate compliance with the RPS and provides

5

customers ample opportunity to participate in and directly benefit from

6

Company-sponsored DSM programs.

7
8

Section 1:

Introduction of Company Witnesses.

6.

PLEASE

9
10

Q.

IDENTIFY

EACH

OF

THE

WITNESSES

WHO

11

SUBMITTED PREPARED DIRECT TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT OF

12

THE COMPANY’S FILING.

13

A.

There are seven witnesses, including me, who provide prepared direct
testimony in support of the filing.

14
15
16

Lawrence M. Holmes, Manager, Customer Strategy and Programs for the

17

Companies, sponsors and presents Nevada Power’s 2011 Annual Demand

18

Side Management Update Report.

19
20

Laura I. Walsh, Manager of Regulatory Pricing and Economic Analysis for

21

the Companies, addresses two issues: first, Ms. Walsh sponsors the portion

22

of the demand response program update that relates to the Nevada Dynamic

23

Pricing Trial; second, Ms. Walsh sponsors and supports the Company’s

24

estimates of the Energy Efficiency Implementation Rate (“EEIR”) revenue

25

requirement that are contained in the DSM Update Report. Mr. Holmes

26

provides the underlying kilowatt hour savings estimates upon which Ms.

27

Walsh bases her estimates of EEIR revenue requirement.

28
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1

Three employees of ADM Associates, Inc. (“ADM”), Daniel Dohrman,

2

Robert Oliver and Sasha Baroiant, also provide prepared direct testimony in

3

support of the Company’s filing.

4

measurement and verification contractor, provides measurement and

5

verification (“M&V Reports”) documenting the energy and demand savings

6

caused or created by the Company’s energy efficiency programs. Messrs.

7

Dohrman, Oliver and Baroiant sponsor and support the 2010 M&V Reports

8

contained found in the Technical Appendix.

ADM, the Company’s evaluation,

9
10

Finally, Hossein Haeri, an Executive Director at The Cadmus Group, Inc.

11

(“Cadmus”), provides prepared direct testimony explaining the different

12

cost-benefit tests the Company uses to evaluate demand side management

13

programs. In May of this year, the Commission directed the Company to

14

evaluate means of incorporating “the long-term and cumulative” effects of

15

EEIR recovery into the demand side management “cost calculus.”

16

Company retained Cadmus to assist in completing that directive.

The

17
18

Section 2:

Background.

7.

GENERALLY

19
20

Q.

SPEAKING,

HOW

HAS

THE

COMPANY

21

RESPONDED TO THE ECONOMIC DOWNTURN EXPERIENCED

22

BY ALL NEVADANS?

23

A.

The Company responded to the economic downturn with the implementation

24

of cost reduction initiatives, including both contracted and Company

25

resources, in order to reduce both expense and capital outlays to match the

26

new levels of work requirements driven by lower growth. The Company’s

27

cost-reduction initiatives extended to demand side management plans. The

28
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1

Company reduced DSM expenditures in 2010 and 2011.

In this DSM

2

Update, the Company set the “high case” budget approximately at the level

3

approved by the Commission in Docket No. 10-07003. The Company’s

4

preferred option – the base case – represents a reduction of 17 percent in

5

DSM expenditures. In this regard, the Company has attempted to develop a

6

DSM plan that facilitates compliance with Nevada’s Renewable Portfolio

7

Standard (the “RPS”) at a reasonable cost.

8
9

8.

Q.

10

PLEASE PROVIDE A BRIEF EXPLANATION OF NEVADA’S
RENEWABLE ENERGY PORTFOLIO STANDARD (THE “RPS”)?

A.

11

The RPS requires that a portion of retail energy sales be supplied by

12

renewable energy supply-side resources or be offset with qualifying demand-

13

side retail energy reductions. The total percentage for the portfolio standard

14

was met in 2010 at the 12% level. The RPS compliance percentage escalates

15

in the future as follows: 2011 – 2012, 15% of retail sales; 2013 – 2014, 18%

16

of retail sales; 2015 – 2019, 20% of retail sales; 2020 – 2024, 22% of retail

17

sales; and 2025-25%.

18
19

9.

Q.

DO ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAMS PRODUCE RENEWABLE

20

ENERGY CREDITS THAT CAN BE USED TO COMPLY WITH THE

21

RPS?

22

A.

Yes. Energy savings caused by DSM programs produce credits that can be

23

used to meet the RPS. There are, however, very specific rules used to judge

24

compliance with the portfolio standard. As a matter of Nevada’s energy

25

policy, the demand side programs are limited to fulfilling only 25% of the

26

portfolio standard, independent of whether they are the most cost cost-

27

effective option for our customers who must ultimately pay for the cost of

28
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1

fulfilling the portfolio standard mandate. In addition, demand-side portfolio

2

energy credits must also meet an equal mix requirement between residential

3

and non-residential sources.

4

produce energy credits, those credits can only be used to satisfy 25% of the

5

RPS. Of that 25%, at least 50% “must be saved from energy efficiency

6

measures installed at service locations of residential customers of the

7

provider, unless a different percentage is approved by the Commission.”

In summary, while demand side savings

8
9

10.

Q.

DOES RECOVERY UNDER NRS 704.785 OVERSHADOW THE

10

BENEFITS REALIZED BY CUSTOMERS WHO PARTICIPATE IN

11

DSM PROGRAMS?

12

A.

Mr. Holmes provides detailed information about the costs of and benefits

13

produced by the portfolio of DSM programs proposed by the Company.

14

Together with Dr. Haeri, he explains the technical reasons why “lost

15

revenue” recovery does not outweigh the benefits of these programs.

16
17

At a broader level, the Company does not believe that recovery under NRS

18

704.785 eliminates the benefits of DSM programs.

19

participate in the programs enjoy significant reductions in their energy bills.

20

For every kWh of savings a customer realizes, the customer avoids the full

21

retail rate. For instance, D-1 customers avoid approximately $0.10017 per

22

kWh, while the “lost revenue” piece is less than the current BTGR

23

($0.06118). Similarly, GS-1 customers avoid the full retail rate ($0.09493)

24

and the lost revenue recovery again is less than the BTGR rate ($0.05606).

25

The basic point is this – customer bill savings exceed the lost revenue

26

recovery. DSM programs put more money in customer wallets, which can

Customers who

27
28
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1

be used to purchase movie tickets, make mortgage payments, expand

2

businesses and pay employees during these difficult economic times.

3
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4

11.

Q.

ARE

THERE

EQUITABLE

–

OR

DISTRIBUTIVE

–

5

CONSIDERATIONS THAT THE COMMISSION SHOULD TAKE

6

INTO

7

PROGRAMS?
A.

8

CONSIDERATION

WHEN

IT

EVALUATES

DSM

There are equitable considerations that the Commission should take into

9

consideration when it reviews the Company’s proposed DSM plan.

10

Recovery of the EEIR revenue requirement under NRS 704.785 does raise

11

distributional considerations. There is, in other words, a shifting of cost

12

responsibility from those who participate in DSM programs to non-

13

participants. However, the equitable issue does not overshadow the fact that

14

DSM programs provide direct benefits to program participants and non-

15

participants.

16
17

12.

Q.

18
19

WHAT

ARE

THE

STRATEGIC

CONSIDERATIONS

THAT

ANIMATE THE COMPANY’S APPROACH TO DSM PLANNING.
A.

There are three basic principles that animate the Company’s strategy for

20

developing a portfolio of DSM programs. First, programs that have a Total

21

Cost Resource test ratio that exceeds 1.0 provides, as Mr. Holmes explains,

22

benefits that exceed the costs; accordingly, programs that have a TRC below

23

1.0 generally should not be pursued unless the program achieves another

24

important goal.

25
26

Second, DSM energy savings produce cost-effective RPS credits.

27

Accordingly, the Company believes that it should develop a portfolio of

28
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1

DSM programs that recognizes the full potential that demand side

2

management offer in meeting the RPS and Nevada’s energy needs at the

3

lowest cost possible for all Nevadans. The goal of this annual demand side

4

management plan is to continue to contribute to the achievement of future

5

portfolio standard escalations in the most cost effective manner possible.

6

The past DSM efforts have contributed to the achievement of their capped

7

share of the portfolio standard. A bank of portfolio energy credits has been

8

created and when combined with new program credit development they will

9

be used to meet future portfolio standard escalation requirements cost

10

effectively. The credits also create a safety factor against the potential risks

11

of unforeseen events such as changes in market conditions, legislative

12

requirements, actual versus planned technology performance, etc.

13
14

Third, while the demand side programs now yield the EEIR revenue

15

requirement, these programs also have provide tangible and direct benefits to

16

program participants. The Company thus strives to create a portfolio of

17

DSM programs that provide all customers an opportunity to participate in

18

Company-sponsored programs.

19

evaluated its portfolio to provide an opportunity for equal access to DSM

20

programs.

In this regard, the Company carefully

21
22

13.

Q.

NRS 704.785 WAS DESIGNED TO ELIMINATE THE FINANCIAL

23

DISINCENTIVE ASSOCIATED WITH THE IMPLEMENTATION OF

24

DSM PROGRAMS. WHY IS IT IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST FOR

25

THE

26

PROGRAMS WHEN CUSTOMERS ARE CHARGED FOR THE

27

“LOST SALES” CAUSED BY THOSE PROGRAMS?

28
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1

Setting aside the benefits of avoiding or deferring the need for future

2

capacity or maintaining operating reserves, just consider the economics of

3

fulfillment of the portfolio standard requirements. There are two options.

4

The first could be to purchase renewable energy that is generally a higher

5

cost. Customers would continue to pay for the revenue requirement that was

6

approved in the previous general rate case and they would also have to pay

7

for the new higher renewable cost that substituted for the demand side

8

management programs.

9

management that is used to fulfill the portfolio standard provides a savings to

10

the program participants as described previously. All customers share the

11

cost of the program and the replacement of the revenue associated with the

12

previously approved general rate case. The previously approved revenue

13

impacts for customers are the same for these two options. The program costs

14

for cost effective demand side management should be much lower than the

15

renewable energy costs. Finally, demand side management programs that

16

have measurable capacity and operating reserve benefits are superior options

17

to renewable energy options that do not provide such benefits.

On the other hand, cost effective demand side

18
19

14.

Q.

ARE

THERE

ANY

OTHER

CONSIDERATIONS,

SUCH

AS

20

RETAINING FLEXIBILITY IN THE DESIGN OF THE DSM PLAN,

21

THAT INFORMED THE COMPANY’S PROPOSAL?

22

A.

Yes. Numerous risk factors contribute to the need to maintain flexibility in

23

the design of the DSM plan: market adoption risks; technology performance

24

risk; customer education; program design risks; planned versus measured

25

performance; contractor performance risks; and many others. This is why

26

we manage the entire portfolio of programs to achieve the planned objectives

27

for performance and cost. Some programs do better than expected and some

28
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1

do worse. Our goal is to manage the mix to achieve the plan performance

2

goals well within authorized budgets.

3
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4

15.

Q.

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE BASE CASE DSM BUDGET AND

5

PORTFOLIO THE COMPANY PROPOSES TO IMPLEMENT IN

6

2012.
A.

7

Our base case plan has three major components.

We have proposed a

8

reduced investment in a revised portfolio of energy efficiency programs that

9

is intended to support our efforts to continue to comply with future portfolio

10

standard requirements and provide energy savings opportunities for

11

customers. We will be developing the framework to test and support new

12

rate options that are enabled on the advanced service delivery platform. We

13

propose to continue the test of residential and small commercial demand

14

response to determine if there is an opportunity for an economical full or

15

partial deployment of demand response for Sierra.

16
17

The base case proposal meets the Company’s current DSM objectives – it

18

provides sufficient credits to facilitate compliance with the RPS and provides

19

customers ample opportunity to participate in and directly benefit from

20

Company-sponsored DSM programs.

21

jeopardize the availability of Smart Grid Investment Grant funds.

22

Accordingly, the Company respectfully requests Commission approval of the

23

base case.

Also, the base case does not

24
25

16.

Q.

26
27
28

DOES

THIS

CONCLUDE

YOUR

PREPARED

DIRECT

TESTIMONY?
A.
Stewart-DIRECT

Yes, it does.
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STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS
ROBERT STEWART
NEVADA POWER & SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANIES d/b/a NV Energy
6226 W. Sahara Ave.
Las Vegas Nevada 89146
(702) 402-5650
Education
Bachelor of Arts in Business Administration, Washington State University 1970
Masters of Business Administration, Washington State University 1972
Professional Experience
2009 To Date

Senior Vice President, Customer Relationship
NV Energy
Responsible for directing Demand Side Management (DSM) programs, customer owned
renewable programs, customer research, customer service operations and the deployment of the
advanced service delivery project.
2008 through 2009

Vice President. Marketing
NV Energy
Responsible for directing Demand Side Management (DSM) programs, customer owned
renewable programs, customer research, and major accounts customer service.
1997 through 2008
Independent Consultant
Worked with health and financial services organizations to develop new sales channels.
1991 through 1996

Vice President, Marketing
Florida Power & Light
Responsible for directing energy efficiency programs, load management programs, electric
service pricing, new offering development and managing an energy services division to support
customer needs for design, engineering, construction, maintenance, and financing services.
1989 through 1991

Vice President, Product Management
GTE Telephone Operations
Consolidated the marketing functions of seven telephone operating companies into a national
marketing organization responsible for the profitability of all domestic regulated and unregulated
products and services. Responsible for all market research, market planning, product and service
development and life cycle management, pricing, forecasting, product marketing, and marketing
communications.
1988 through 1989

Vice President, Marketing and Business Development
GTE Information Services
Responsible for evaluation of existing and planned information services businesses across the
company and the development of a strategy to pursue value added information services networks
in targeted commercial, institutional, and consumer markets.
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1985 through 1988

Vice President, Marketing
GTE Florida
Responsible for marketing, sales, and customer service for all regulated products and services in
GTE’s Florida territories.
1976 through 1985

Various Positions
GTE Service Corporation
Served in numerous business planning, marketing, and pricing positions ranging from the
manager to the assistant vice president level within the Telephone Operating Group
headquarters. Significant involvement in implementation activities driven by deregulation and
the telecommunications industry restructuring requirements.
1972 through 1976

Marketing Supervisor/Network Planning Administrator
GTE Northwest
Responsible for the development of market research, marketing information systems, pricing,
and forecasting capabilities.
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5

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF NEVADA
Application of Sierra Pacific Power Company
)
d/b/a NV Energy for Approval of its 2011
)
Annual Demand Side Management Update
)
Docket No. 11-07____
Report as it relates to the Action Plan of its
)
2011-2030 Triennial Integrated Resource Plan
)
)

6

PREPARED DIRECT TESTIMONY OF LAWRENCE M. HOLMES

7

ON BEHALF OF SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY D/B/A NV ENERGY

8
9

1.

Q.

10

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, OCCUPATION, AND BUSINESS
ADDRESS.

A.

11

My name is Lawrence M. Holmes. I am the Manager, Customer Strategy

12

and Programs for Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy (“Sierra”

13

or the “Company”) and Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Energy (“Nevada

14

Power” and, together with Nevada Power, the “Companies”). My business

15

address is 6226 West Sahara Avenue in Las Vegas, Nevada.

16
17

2.

Q.

18
19

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR PROFESSIONAL BACKGROUND AND
EXPERIENCE.

A.

I have a Master of Science degree in Electrical Engineering and I am a

20

Registered Professional Engineer in the State of Nevada.

I also am a

21

Certified Energy Manager. Since starting at Sierra in 1981, I have held a

22

variety of positions with both management and technical responsibilities in

23

design, planning, customer operations, new business, economic development

24

and regulatory affairs. More details regarding my professional background

25

and experience are set forth in my Statement of Qualifications, included as

26

Attachment Holmes-Direct-1.

27
28
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1

3.

Q.

2

PROCEEDING?
A.

3

Sierra Pacific Power Company and Nevada Power Company
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WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN THIS

I sponsor and present Sierra’s 2011 Annual Demand Side Management

4

Update Report (the “DSM Update Report”).

The DSM Update Report

5

provides the complete analysis used by Sierra to determine for the 2012

6

program year which energy efficiency and conservation projects it proposes

7

to continue and the programs Sierra proposes to cancel. Pursuant to the

8

Commissions’ order in Dockets Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025, the report

9

provides a high, base and low budget scenario for each program, an estimate

10

of the energy efficiency implementation rate (“EEIR”) revenue requirement

11

for the proposed 2012 portfolio of programs broken down by individual

12

program, and a recommendation for an analysis that considers the long term

13

and cumulative effects of lost revenue on future rates.

14
15

4.

Q.

16
17

PLEASE PROVIDE AN OVERVIEW OF YOUR TESTIMONY FOR
THE COMMISSION?

A.

First, in Section A of this testimony, I describe the analysis used to

18

determine which programs to continue and which programs to cancel for

19

program year 2012. The description includes the basic criteria used, an

20

overview of the development of high, base and low scenarios for each

21

program, a brief discussion of the measurement and verification analysis and

22

a brief description and recommendation for each program.

23
24

My testimony continues with a description of the cost effectiveness

25

evaluation for each program performed by the Company. A description of

26

the five basic cost effectiveness evaluation tests is provided. Section B of

27

my testimony concludes with a brief discussion of the recommendation for a

28
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1

customer rate impact analysis presented in this filing in compliance with the

2

Commission’s order in Docket Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025.

Sierra Pacific Power Company and Nevada Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy
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3
4

In Section C, my testimony addresses the estimate of the EEIR revenue

5

requirement attributable to the portfolio of DSM programs that Sierra

6

proposes to implement in 2012.

7

overview regarding how kilowatt hours (“kWh”) that are used as inputs to

8

determine the EEIR revenue requirement were derived.

This section of testimony provides an

9
10

The next section of my testimony, Section D, addresses the Commission’s

11

directive in the Commission’s order in Docket Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025

12

to assess the transparency in the measurement and evaluation process of

13

DSM programs.

14
15

The last section of my testimony, Section E, supports the following requests

16

for findings by the Commission.

17
18

I also support Sierra’s requests that the Commission find that:

19

a.

Sierra is in compliance with paragraph 102 of the Commission’s

20

Order of August 9, 2006 in Docket Nos. 06-03038 and 06-04018,

21

which provided in pertinent part that “The Commission directs the

22

Companies to conduct their own outreach, as well as coordinate with

23

the Commission’s Consumer Complaint Resolution Division, the

24

BCP and their own Customer Service department to identify and

25

recruit individuals who are potential candidates for the various DSM

26

programs offered.” See Order ¶ 108, Docket Nos. 06-03038 & 06-

27

04018 (issued Aug. 11, 2006).

28
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1

Sierra is in compliance the directive in ordering paragraph 7 of the

2

Commission’s Order of May 23, 2011 in Docket Nos. 10-10024 and

3

10-10025, which provided in pertinent part that “In their Annual

4

DSM Update, the Companies are directed to file an updated impact

5

assessment for the Residential Lighting program and any other

6

residential EE&C program containing a lighting component including

7

any changes to the program’s budget and expected kWh savings by

8

using the most up-to-date information available. The Companies are

9

also directed to provide an analysis of potential state mandated

10

scenarios that the Companies believe are most likely to be adopted by

11

the Director of the Nevada State Office of Energy. The Commission

12

also expects the information to be presented in a manner that builds

13

on the work the Companies have completed to date.” See Order ¶ 65,

14

Docket Nos. 10-10024 & 10-10025 (issued May 23, 2011).
c.

15

Sierra is in compliance with the directive contained in ordering

16

paragraph 8 of the Commission’s Order of May 23, 2011 in Docket

17

Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025, which provided in pertinent part that

18

“Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Energy and Sierra Pacific Power

19

Company d/b/a NV Energy shall include proposed budgets for 2012

20

energy efficiency and conservation programs that include base, high,

21

and low DSM scenarios in their respective Annual Demand Side

22

Management Update.” See Order Ordering ¶ 8, Docket Nos. 10-

23

10024 & 10-10025 (issued May 23, 2011).
d.

24

Sierra is in compliance with the directive contained in ordering

25

paragraph 10 of the Commission’s Order of May 23, 2011 in Docket

26

Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025, which provided in pertinent part that

27

“Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Energy and Sierra Pacific Power

28
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1

Company d/b/a NV Energy shall provide a calculation of expected

2

lost revenues that will be generated from the entire 2012 portfolio,

3

broken down by individual programs on or before their next

4

respective Annual Demand Side Management update report..” See

5

Order Ordering ¶ 10, Docket Nos. 10-10024 & 10-10025 (issued May

6

23, 2011).
e.

7

Find that Sierra has made adequate progress towards compliance with

8

the directive contained in Ordering Paragraph 11 of the

9

Commission’s Order in Docket Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025. That

10

paragraph provides, “Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Energy and

11

Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy shall provide

12

analyses considering the long-term and cumulative effect of lost

13

revenue recovery in the cost calculus in their next respective

14

Integrated Resource Plan and Annual Demand Side Management

15

Update.” See Order Ordering ¶ 11, Docket Nos. 10-10024 & 10-

16

10025 (issued May 23, 2011).
f.

17

Find that Sierra has made adequate progress towards compliance with

18

the directive contained in Ordering Paragraph 12 of the

19

Commission’s Order in Docket Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025. That

20

paragraph provides, “Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Energy and

21

Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy and the Regulatory

22

Operation Staff of the Commission shall provide an assessment of

23

current measurement and verification process and recommend

24

changes if necessary in their next respective Annual Demand Side

25

Management Update regarding the need for an independent

26

measurement and verification process.”

27
28
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5.

Q.

Sierra Pacific Power Company and Nevada Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy
6100 Neil Rd., P.O. Box 10100
Reno, Nevada 89520-0024

2

HAS SIERRA REQUESTED ANY DEVIATIONS FROM EXISTING
REGULATIONS IN THIS FILING?

3

A.

Yes. Sierra has asked that the Commission find that good

4

cause existed for deviating from NAC 704.934(8)’s requirement that

5

Sierra “file with the Commission a copy of the complete analysis that

6

the utility used in determining for the upcoming year which energy

7

efficiency and conservation programs are to be continued and which

8

programs are to be cancelled” by “July 1 of each year following the

9

filing of its resource plan.”

10
11

The Commission should grant this request because the Commission’s

12

order issued on May 23, 2011 in Dockets Nos. 10-10024 and 10-

13

10025 included five directives that the Commission stated were to be

14

included in the Company’s next Annual Demand Side Management

15

Update Report. In the discussion leading up to these directives in the

16

order the Commission cited NRS 704.785(1) in stating that the

17

Commission is statutorily required to consider the effect of the

18

Company’s lost revenue recovery on customer rates. 1

19

Commission continued by stating that the presentations provided in

20

the last approved IRP do not fully reflect rate impacts of proposed

21

DSM programs. 2

The

22
23

In studying the Commission’s order, it was clear to the Companies

24

that the appropriate response to the Commission’s directives required

25

rigorous analysis that would provide the Commission a sound basis in

26
27
28

1

At paragraph 190 in the Commission’s Order in Dockets Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025.

2

At paragraph 191 in the Commission’s Order in Dockets Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025.
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1

evaluating the 2011 Annual DSM Update Report. For the calculation

2

of expected lost revenues that will be generated from the 2012

3

portfolio of DSM programs, the Companies determined that the

4

calculation required the same level of rigor as the annual filing for the

5

establishment of the Energy Efficiency Impact Rates. In addition,

6

although the Companies were not able to develop the longer term rate

7

impacts of lost revenues for this filing, the Companies have included

8

the expected cumulative lost revenues in 2012 that include the

9

contributions from the 2010 and the 2011 program years. Again, this

10

calculation require substantial effort – the same type of effort as the

11

annual filing for the establishment of the Energy Efficiency Impact

12

Rates. Sierra had to construct a complete set of spreadsheets and

13

analysis for both Companies as the periods covered did not coincide

14

with the analysis presented for Dockets Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025.

15
16

The order in Dockets Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025 also required that

17

the Companies recalculate the EEIR revenue requirement for both

18

Companies. To do so, the Companies had to make the adjustments

19

ordered by the Commission. Those adjustments included changes to

20

several programs and changes to dates on which energy savings could

21

be included in the EEIR. The recalculation was required before the

22

tariff sheets could be filed. That work had to be completed before the

23

Companies could begin working on the directives contained in the

24

order.

25
26

In addition, the order in Docket Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025 also

27

required that the Companies include base, high, and low scenarios for

28
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1

each program in this filing. Substantial analysis was involved in

2

creating each scenario by redesigning each program rather than

3

making an across the board percentage reduction to create each

4

scenario level. The Companies created a unique analysis for each

5

program. A complete discussion of the criteria employed to design

6

the base, high and low scenario for each program is presented in the

7

following Section A-2, Summary of Analysis for 2012 Program

8

Results.

9

program which provide the Commission three dynamically different

10

scenarios to choose from either in aggregate or on a project by project

11

basis.

12

calculation the excepted lost revenues that will be generated by

13

programs for the 2012 portfolio as the demand and energy savings

14

were required inputs for the calculation of lost revenues.

The product of this work was three scenarios for each

This comprehensive redesign work again delayed the

15
16

In summary, the delay in the filing of this 2011 Annual Update

17

Report was not caused by a lack of diligence on the part of the

18

Company. The delayed filing was a direct result of the magnitude of

19

work necessary to respond to the Commission’s directives with a

20

level of rigor and depth of analysis that provides the Commission a

21

solid basis on which to make a decision regarding the Company’s

22

recommendations and requests in this filing.

23
24
25

6.

Q.

HOW IS SIERRA’S 2011 DSM UPDATE REPORT ORGANIZED?

A.

Sierra’s DSM Update Report provides three levels of information and data.

26

The first level is provided in the Executive Summary in Volume I. Section

27

A, 2012 Program Year Proposal and Supporting Data, provides Sierra’s

28
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1

recommendations on which programs to continue and discontinue, an Action

2

Plan Budget table, an Action Plan Ranking table, and tables and text that

3

summarize the performance of the portfolio and of each individual program.

4

The second level of data is provided in Sections B though O in Volume I.

5

Those sections provide a more detailed analysis for each program describing

6

how they performed in 2010 and steps being taken to enhance performance

7

for each program in the future. The third level of information and data

8

provided consists of the detailed measurement and verification reports, EEIR

9

revenue requirement calculations and other supporting data for each of the

10

programs where applicable.

This additional information and data are

11

provided in the Technical Appendix..

12
13

SECTION A: ANALYSIS AND PROPOSALS FOR PROGRAM YEAR 2012

14
15

7.

Q.

2011 ANNUAL DSM REPORT?

16
17

PLEASE SUMMARIZE SIERRA’S CONCLUSION REGARDING ITS

A.

Sierra proposes that twelve of the DSM programs approved in the Action

18

Plan of Sierra’s 2010 Integrated Resource Plan (Docket Nos. 10-07003) be

19

continued in 2012 at the base scenario budget levels described in the report.

20

Sierra proposes that one program be cancelled. The execution of these DSM

21

programs will be modified to incorporate the lessons learned as provided in

22

the Conclusion and Recommendation section included in the section of the

23

report devoted to individual DSM programs. The recommended budget of

24

$9,540,889 for 2012 is broken out by program in Table A-1, Proposed

25

Budget for the 2012 Program Year. Table A-1 is provided in Section A-1 of

26

Volume I. The scope and scale of programs supported by the recommended

27

budget will save 50,897,514 kWh and reduce demand by 25,846 kW in 2012

28
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1

with a portfolio level Total Resource Cost test (“TRC”) benefit-to-cost ratio

2

of 1.86. Table A-2, 2012 Recommended Base Scenario kWh, kW and TRC

3

Targets, provides a breakout of projected energy demand savings by

4

program.

5
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6

8.

Q.

WHAT WERE THE FACTORS CONSIDERED IN THE ANALYSIS

7

TO DETERMINE WHICH PROGRAMS SIERRA PROPOSES TO

8

CONTINUE OR CANCEL FOR PROGRAM YEAR 2012?

9

A.

Sierra considered a number of factors in assessing which programs it

10

proposed to continue or cancel for the 2012 Program Year. The following

11

provides a brief description of the more significant factors considered.

12
13

1. The verified energy and demand savings achieved in 2010 were

14

reviewed to determine how those savings compare with the targets

15

for the program and whether they would be sustainable in 2010.

16
17

2. The program expenditures, energy savings and demand savings for

18

2010 were reviewed to evaluate how they compared to budget and

19

targets for 2010 to provide a comparable basis for estimating program

20

performance in 2012

21
22

3. The financial analysis as computed using the PortfolioPro financial

23

analysis model was evaluated for each program based on the program

24

results for 2010. The primary output from PortfolioPro that was used

25

as input for determining how to proceed with a program in the 2012

26

Program Year was the TRC benefit-to-cost ratio. A TRC benefit-to-

27

cost ratio greater than one indicates that the program will provide a

28
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1

net benefit to the communities served by the Company. With the

2

exception of the Low Income Weatherization program which

3

provides benefits that do not get quantified in the TRC analysis and

4

those programs where the TRC is not calculated, a program was

5

required to demonstrate a TRC benefit-to-cost ratio of at least 1.0

6

before it was recommended for continuation.

7
8

4. The Measurement and Verification Reports (“M&V Reports”)

9

provided by the Company’s M&V contractor, ADM & Associates,

10

Inc., frequently contain observations and recommendations regarding

11

the program that are considered in the program evaluation process

12

considered by Sierra.

13
14

5. The implementation contractors that delivered programs for Sierra

15

provide feedback on program performance and areas in which

16

program performance could be enhanced or where the program is

17

experiencing difficulties.

18
19

6. Sierra’s Program Managers provided an assessment of program

20

performance in the previous program year in the form of lessons

21

learned that provided guidance in determining how or if the program

22

should be delivered in the 2012 Program Year.

23
24

7. Freeridership rates and market saturation were considered in how the

25

program will be delivered in the future year, including whether a

26

program should be continued. Program design is evaluated to reduce

27

freeridership impacts.

28
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1

8. All programs were evaluated for potential redesign, modifications, or

2

changes that would enhance the performance of the program in terms

3

of market acceptance, energy or demand savings yield and cost

4

effectiveness.

5
9. Customer demand and market expectations were considered as
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6

indicators of potential program performance the 2012 Program Year.

7
8
9

10. Sierra’s appetite for portfolio credits in 2012 and in the years

10

following was considered. The requirement in NRS 704.7821(2)(b)

11

that 50% of the portfolio credits derived from energy efficiency

12

measures that are used to comply with the Renewable Portfolio

13

Standard (“RPS”) increment must come from residential sources was

14

part of the evaluation process.

15
16

11. Changes or potential changes to energy efficiency standards or

17

statutory or regulatory requirements that may impact energy

18

efficiency program energy savings yields were considered in

19

consideration of programs for the 2102 Program Year.

20
21

12. Feedback from program partners such as contractors and stores that

22

are the customer facing points of delivery of the programs was

23

considered in evaluating programs.

24
25

9.

Q.

26

PLEASE

DESCRIBE

THE

PROCESS

EMPLOYED BY THE

COMPANY TO MEASURE AND VERIFY ENERGY SAVINGS THAT

27
28
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2
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3

A.

FROM

THE

IMPLEMENTATION

OF

ENERGY

To ensure that its measurement and verification (“M&V”) objectives are met,

4

the Company employs a process that is based on generally accepted industry

5

standards and procedures. This work is performed by a third party M&V

6

evaluation contractor with considerable experience.

7
8

The purpose of M&V activities is to collect and analyze data to calculate the

9

energy and demand savings that result from EE&C programs and measures

10

installed at sites that participate in the Company’s energy efficiency

11

program.

12
13

Sierra has committed to using best practice M&V for two key reasons. First,

14

M&V provides systematic measurement of the performance of energy

15

efficiency programs and technologies. Second, engineering methods and

16

technical data provide valid and reliable results.

17
18

A more in depth description of the M&V process is provided by the Direct

19

Testimony of Messrs. Dohrmann, Oliver and Baroiant.

20
21

The M&V Reports for the 2010 programs are provided in Technical

22

Appendices 2 through 13. The M&V Reports provide the key input for

23

determining the performance of Sierra’s portfolio of DSM programs for the

24

2010 Program Year.

25
26
27
28
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Q.

WHAT STEPS HAS THE COMPANIES TAKEN TO PROVIDE M&V

2

RESULTS

3

COMMISSION’S ORDER ISSUED IN DOCKET NO. 09-07016?

4
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10.

A.

THAT

ARE

IN

COMPLIANCE

WITH

THE

The Companies have taken three steps to enhance the M&V process to

5

provide M&V results that are in compliance with the Commission’s order

6

issued in Docket No. 09-07016. The first step taken was to increase the

7

required minimum precision and confidence levels. The requirement prior to

8

2010 was to meet at least a precision level of ±20% at an 80% confidence

9

level. The standard utilized for the 2010 M&V process was changed such

10

that the M&V analysis for each program was required to achieve at a least a

11

precision level of ±10% at a 90% confidence level. Many of the programs

12

achieved a precision level better than 10% because the sample size that was

13

used was greater than that required to achieve the ±10% precision level.

14
15

The second step that the Companies took was to require that the M&V

16

analysis performed by the Company’s M&V contractor include a breakout of

17

the energy savings for each program by month of the year and then further

18

broken out by rate class. This energy savings by month by rate class is

19

required to support the calculation of the energy efficiency implementation

20

rate

21

Requirement”).

revenue

requirement

(“EEIR”

or

“NRS

704.785

Revenue

22
23

The third step that the Companies took was to require the M&V analysis

24

performed by the Company’s M&V contractor include a breakout of the

25

program demand savings by month and then further broken out by rate class.

26

The monthly demand savings are the kW savings that coincides with the

27
28
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1

Company’s monthly system peak calculated using a three-hour window each

2

month.

3
4

11.

Q

PORTFOLIO FOR 2010?

5
A.

6
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PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE PERFORMANCE OF SIERRA’S DSM

Collectively, the portfolio of programs under performed in 2010 as

7

demonstrated by the fact that the portfolio fell short of the target for energy

8

savings in 2010. Overall the portfolio achieved 74.5 % of the kWh savings

9

target and 122.1% of the kW savings target. Program expenditures were less

10

than budgeted at 83.1%. The 2010 portfolio of programs provided a TRC

11

benefit-to-cost of 1.77. Table A-4, Program Year 2010 Financial Results,

12

and Table A-5, Program Year 2010 Demand (kW) and Energy (kWh)

13

Savings Results, found in Section A-3 of Volume I provide the summarized

14

performance for the portfolio and each program.

15
16

The Company has also included Table A-7, which provides an estimate of

17

the environmental impact of the 2010 Program Year results. Even though

18

this information is not required, the Company believes that it is important to

19

provide the Commission with this information because it demonstrates

20

program benefits in addition to those included in the TRC test.

21
22

12.

Q.

DID THE ANALYSIS EMPLOYED BY THE COMPANY TO

23

EVALUATE EACH PROGRAM INCLUDE THE DEVELOPMENT

24

OF HIGH, BASE AND LOW BUDGET SCENARIOS FOR EACH

25

PROGRAM?

26

A.

low scenarios for each program in compliance with the Commission’s order

27
28

The analysis of each program included the development of high, base, and
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1

in Dockets Nos. 10-10024 and 10-100025. The high, base and low scenarios

2

are summarized at the end of Section A-3, Summary of Analysis for the 2012

3

Program Proposals and are provided for each program in Sections B through

4

O of the report.

5
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6

13.

Q.

WHAT CRITERIA WAS EMPLOYED BT THE COMPANY IN

7

DETERMINING

8

SCENARIOS FOR EACH PROGRAM?

9

A.

THE

HIGH,

BASE

AND

LOW

BUDGET

The criteria used to determine the high, base and low budget scenarios for

10

each program was designed to provide the Commission a dynamic set of

11

alternatives for each program that has been thoughtfully crafted on a

12

program-by-program basis.

13

creating the high, base and low scenarios included all of the criteria

14

employed to determine which programs should be continued or cancelled.

15

The primary factors employed to design the high base and low budget

16

scenarios were as follows;

The global factors that were considered in

17
18

1. The High budget scenario was generally set at the budget level

19

that was approved by the Commission in Sierra’s 2010 IRP,

20

Docket No. 10-07003.

21
22

2. The aggregate base budget scenario for all energy efficiency

23

programs was targeted to be 25% below the budget level that was

24

approved by the Commission in Sierra’s 2010 IRP, Docket No.

25

10-07003. The achieved reduction is 24%.

26
27
28
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1

3. The aggregate low budget scenario for all energy efficiency

2

programs was targeted to be 50% below the budget level that was

3

approved by the Commission in Sierra’s 2010 IRP, Docket No.

4

10-07003. The achieved reduction is 48%.
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5
6

4. Programs that that have lower cost effectiveness as determined

7

by the TRC benefit-to-cost ratio were targeted for higher

8

percentage reductions in the base and low budget scenarios.

9
10

5. Projected customer demand and providing program access for

11

all customers was factored into determining the budget levels for

12

the base and low budget scenarios.

13
6. The need for residential renewable portfolio credits was factored

14

into the determination of the base and low budget scenarios.

15
16
17

7. The least cost effective measures within programs were targeted

18

in developing budget reductions in creating the base and low

19

budget scenarios for each program.

20
21

The programs at the base and low budget scenarios were not created by

22

simply scaling programs down from the high case scenario. Instead, the

23

Company reviewed alternative delivery mechanisms, program measures, and

24

other attributes and developed different approaches to each program. For

25

example, the Consumer Electronics and Plug Loads, one of the most cost

26

effective programs in terms of the TRC that also provides residential

27

portfolio credits retains the same budget for all three scenarios. However,

28
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1

the Low Income Weatherization program, a program that has a TRC well

2

below one but provides access to the DSM portfolio for low income

3

customers is reduced by 42% at the base budget scenario level and by 67% at

4

the low budget level scenario. Moreover, the approach to the Low Income

5

Weatherization program changes at the low budget scenario level. At the

6

low budget scenario level the program would be delivered using a product

7

such as those offered by OPower or ACLARA that would focus on customer

8

information and education.

9

alternative at the low scenario level would actually reach a much greater

Although different than past practice this

number of low income customers.

10
11
12

The Commercial Retrofit Incentive program differs between the three

13

scenarios as the least cost effective measures are removed from the program

14

to achieve the lower budget levels. In fact, the niche market and direct

15

install measures are eliminated in the low budget scenario.

16

specific educational measures are eliminated from the Energy Education

17

Program to create the base and low budget scenarios. At the low budget

18

scenario the Solar Thermal Water Heating is reduced to providing incentives

19

for customer projects approved in 2011 and would issue no new award letters

20

in 2012. The Market and Technology program is totally eliminated at the

21

low budget scenario.

Similarly,

22
23

The three scenarios provide

in the DSM Update Report provide the

24

Commission three dynamically different scenarios to choose from either in

25

aggregate or on a project by project basis.

26
27
28
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14.

Q.

2

2012?
A.

3
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WHAT PROGRAMS DOES SIERRA PROPOSE TO CONTINUE IN

Sierra proposes to continue the follow programs in 2012.

4

•

Non Profit Grant

5

•

Energy Education and Consultation

6

•

Low Income Weatherization

7

•

Market and Technology Trials

8

•

Demand Response

9

•

Residential Energy Efficient Lighting

10

•

Second Refrigerator Recycling

11

•

Commercial New Construction

12

•

Energy Smart Schools

13

•

Commercial Retrofit Incentives

14

•

Consumer Electronics and Plug Loads

15

•

Solar Thermal Water Heating

16
17

15.

Q.

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE SCOPE AND SCALE OF THE NON

18

PROFIT GRANTS PROGRAM THAT SIERRA PROPOSES TO

19

CONTINUE IN 2012?

20

A.

The Non-Profit Agency Grants program offers qualifying non-profit

21

organizations financial assistance to implement energy efficiency measures.

22

This program helps charitable organizations reduce their energy consumption

23

and related operating costs by providing incentives to offset the costs of

24

energy efficiency retrofit projects. In order to qualify, an agency must be a

25

501(c)3 entity (IRS recognized non- profit) located within Sierra’s service

26

area. Reducing the cost of energy consumption is important and helpful to

27

many non-profit organizations because the organizations typically work with

28
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limited budgets and rely on private donations and grants to provide their

2

services.
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3
4

Sierra proposes that the Non-Profits Agency Grants program be continued in

5

2012 at the base scenario level. The base scenario budget is $110,000 with

6

estimated annual energy savings of 240,000 kWh. The base scenario equals

7

the budget level approved in Sierra’s 2010 IRP for 2012.

8
9

16.

Q.

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE SCOPE AND SCALE OF THE ENERGY

10

EDUCATION AND CONSULTATION PROGRAM THAT SIERRA

11

PROPOSES TO CONTINUE IN 2012?

12

A.

The Energy Education and Consultation program is designed to educate and

13

assist customers, builders, and developers about the efficient use of

14

electricity. By doing so, the program endeavors to cause customers to pursue

15

energy conservation measures energy efficiency projects in their homes or

16

businesses. The program is comprised of the following four distinct projects.

17
•

18

Residential and Commercial Builder Support /ENERGY STAR® for
New Homes

19
20

•

Trade and Home Shows

21

•

Small Commercial Customer Education

22

•

Irrigation Customer Education

23
24

Sierra proposes that the Energy Education and Consultation program be

25

continued in 2012 at the base scenario level. The base scenario budget is

26

$250,000, which is a reduction from the 2012 budget of $340,000 approved

27

in Sierra’s 2010 IRP.

28

Holmes-DIRECT

20
Page 283 of 390

1

17.

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE SCOPE AND SCALE OF THE LOW

2

INCOME

3

PROPOSES TO CONTINUE IN 2012?
A.

4
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Q.

WEATHERIZATION

PROGRAM

THAT

SIERRA

The Low Income Weatherization program offers home weatherization

5

services to low income residential customers.

Participants receive a

6

weatherization audit to identify appropriate energy efficiency measures for

7

installation. Participants also receive educational materials and each measure

8

to be installed is fully explained by the on-site auditor. The weatherization crew

9

also program the settings of each new thermostat, with customer concurrence, to

10

achieve optimal energy savings. Customers also receive health and safety benefits

11

consisting of a combustion gas test, a carbon monoxide (CO) test, and a CO2

12

detector is installed if a working detector is not found at the time of the audit. The

13

proposed scope of work includes an information/education based component such

14

as that delivered by OPower or ACLARA to determine if such a component can

15

be successfully added to the program to increase cost effectiveness and the reach

16

of the program.

17
18

Sierra proposes that the Low Income Weatherization program be continued

19

in 2012 at the base scenario level. The base scenario budget is $350,000

20

with estimated annual energy savings of 2,340,000 kWh.

21

approved in Sierra’s 2010 IRP for 2012 was $600,000.

The budget

22
23

18.

Q.

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE SCOPE AND SCALE OF THE MARKET

24

AND

25

PROPOSES TO CONTINUE IN 2012?

26

A.

TRIALS

PROGRAM

THAT

SIERRA

The Market and Technology Trials assesses and tests innovative and energyefficient technologies with applications in the residential, small-commercial,

27
28

TECHNOLOGY
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1

and industrial markets in Nevada. The program allows small scale tests of

2

products that potentially have energy savings benefits to the customer and

3

utility. An extensive product evaluation is conducted once a product is

4

accepted into the program. A measure that demonstrates reliable and cost

5

effective savings during the trial may be adopted as a measure in an existing

6

program or, if the scale of savings warrants, may form the basis for a new

7

energy efficiency program. This program is designed to help customers

8

reduce their energy bills though the identification of new energy efficiency

9

measures or conversely identify if a considered a measure is not a wise
investment.

10
11
12

Sierra proposes that the Market and Technology Trials program be continued

13

in 2012 at the base scenario level. The base scenario budget is $100,000.

14

The budget approved in Sierra’s 2010 IRP for 2012 was $100,000.

15
16

19.

Q.

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE SCOPE AND SCALE OF THE DEMAND

17

RESPONSE PROGRAM THAT SIERRA PROPOSES TO CONTINUE

18

IN 2012?

19

A.

Following the successful implementation of a Demand Response (DR)

20

Program at Sierra’s southern counterpart (Nevada Power), this program

21

evaluates the opportunities that may be available to help temper the Sierra’s

22

summer and/or winter peaks. Sierra has not previously offered or tested

23

demand response measures other than irrigation pump load control. This

24

program contains both a Direct Load Control Trial and a Dynamic Pricing

25

Trial.

26
27
28
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1

Direct Load Control – This trial consist of two components. The trial will

2

be based on an Air Conditioning Load Management (“ACLM”) measure

3

similar to the program at Nevada Power.

4

investigate installing load control switches on water heaters. The second

5

component will combine demand reduction and energy efficiency initiatives

6

to evaluate demand response capabilities for large commercial and industrial

7

customers.

The first component will

8
9

Nevada Dynamic Pricing Trial – As a requirement of the ASD grant, Sierra

10

will conduct a dynamic pricing trial that will assess the individual and

11

cumulative impacts of rates, technology, and enhanced education within a

12

dynamic pricing regime. As an outcome to this trial the Company will be

13

able to measure the extent to which customers have received the insight,

14

skills, and tools to manage their energy use. Information from the Nevada

15

Dynamic Pricing Trial will be used to help refine pricing policy, rates and

16

potential demand response programs.

17
18

Sierra proposes that the Demand Response program be continued in 2012 at

19

the base scenario level. The base scenario budget is $1,635,889. The budget

20

approved in Sierra’s 2010 IRP for 2012 was $734,000.

21
22

20.

Q.

PLEASE

DESCRIBE

THE

SCOPE

AND

SCALE

23

RESIDENTIAL ENERGY EFFICIENT

24

THAT SIERRA PROPOSES TO CONTINUE IN 2012?

25

A.

OF

THE

LIGHTING PROGRAM

The Residential Energy Efficient Lighting is a market-based residential DSM

26

program that provides upstream incentives to consumers for the retail

27

purchases of energy efficient lighting products.

28
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1

delivered to Sierra’s customers through discounted retail pricing for energy

2

efficient light bulbs. Product discounts and rebates are provided for specific

3

lighting products that have earned the national ENERGY STAR® rating and

4

logo. Sierra redesigned the program in response to the impending changes to

5

the lighting standards in Nevada that are scheduled to take place on January 1,

6

2012. Sierra dropped the standard CFL as a measure in 2011 and began a

7

transition to new lighting technologies. Beginning in 2011 the program

8

provides upstream incentives exclusively for reflector CFL, three-way CFLs,

9

candelabra lighting and targeted LED lighting.

10
11

Sierra proposes that the Residential Energy Efficient Lighting program be

12

continued in 2012 at the base scenario level. The base scenario budget is

13

$1,800,000 with estimated annual energy savings of 19,134,014 kWh. The

14

budget approved in Sierra’s 2010 IRP for 2012 was $2,155,000.

15
16

21.

Q.

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE SCOPE AND SCALE OF THE SECOND

17

REFRIGERATOR COLLECTION AND RECYCLING PROGRAM

18

THAT SIERRA PROPOSES TO CONTINUE IN 2012?

19

A.

The Second Refrigerator Collection and Recycling program helps customers

20

reduce

energy

consumption

by

removing

a

functional

second

21

refrigerator/freezer from their home and permanently removing that unit

22

from the market place. Any residential customer can take advantage of this

23

program. The second refrigerator is dismantled and recycled and therefore is

24

permanently removed from the electric system. The recycling process safely

25

disposes of all potentially environmentally harmful materials.

26
27
28
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1

Sierra proposes that the Second Refrigerator Collection and Recycling

2

program be continued in 2012 at the base scenario level. The base scenario

3

budget is $575,000 with estimated annual energy savings of 4,100,000 kWh.

4

The budget approved in Sierra’s 2010 IRP for 2012 was $700,000.

5
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6

22.

Q.

PLEASE

DESCRIBE

THE

SCOPE

AND

SCALE

OF

THE

7

COMMERCIAL NEW CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM THAT SIERRA

8

PROPOSES TO CONTINUE IN 2012?
A.

9

The Commercial New Construction program takes an integrated approach to

10

develop building designs that reduce electricity use and peak demand when

11

compared to the current baseline building energy code.

12

provides an opportunity to capture energy savings and reduce the number of

13

potential lost-opportunities in the construction of new commercial buildings.

14

This program incorporates an analysis of “whole building” packages

15

including lighting, HVAC motors, shell design, window treatments, and

16

shading.

This program

17
18

Sierra proposes that the Commercial New Construction program be

19

continued in 2012 at the base scenario level. The base scenario budget is

20

$750,000 with estimated annual energy savings of 3,300,000 kWh. The

21

budget approved in Sierra’s 2010 IRP for 2012 was $1,000,000.

22
23

23.

Q.

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE SCOPE AND SCALE OF THE ENERGY

24

SMART SCHOOLS PROGRAM THAT SIERRA PROPOSES TO

25

CONTINUE IN 2012?

26

A.

demand reduction opportunities for K-12 public schools and charter schools.

27
28

The Energy Smart Schools program provides energy efficiency and peak
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1

The program offers funding to offset costs associated with energy efficiency

2

investments.

3

school districts identify qualifying projects, provide assessment of project

4

viability, calculate energy and cost savings, provide energy savings

5

verifications,

6

communications.

In addition, technical support services are provided to help

and

assist

with

internal

management

reporting

and

7
8

Sierra proposes that the Energy Smart Schools program be continued in 2012

9

at the base scenario level.

The base scenario budget is $320,000 with

10

estimated annual energy savings of 2,050,000 kWh. The budget approved in

11

Sierra’s 2010 IRP for 2012 was $400,000.

12
13

24.

Q.

PLEASE

DESCRIBE

THE

SCOPE

AND

14

COMMERCIAL

15

SIERRA PROPOSES TO CONTINUE IN 2012?

16

A.

RETROFIT

INCENTIVES

SCALE

OF

PROGRAM

THE
THAT

The Commercial Retrofit Incentive program provides electrical energy and

17

peak demand savings opportunities for the commercial and industrial

18

customer sectors. The program facilitates the implementation of energy-

19

efficiency measures in commercial, industrial, and institutional facilities by

20

offering financial incentives and technical services. The program offers

21

prescriptive

22

commercial kitchen equipment, vending machine controls and other energy

23

efficiency retrofits.

24

measures not covered under the prescriptive program that results in verifiable

25

energy savings. This program also offers building optimization and small

26

commercial direct install incentives and services.

incentives

for

lighting,

cooling,

motors,

refrigeration,

In addition, custom incentives are offered for most

27
28
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1

Sierra proposes that the Commercial Retrofit Incentive program be continued

2

in 2012 at the base scenario level. The base scenario budget is $3,000,000

3

with estimated annual energy savings of 17,840,000 kWh.

4

approved in Sierra’s 2010 IRP for 2012 was $4,000,000.

The budget

5
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6

25.

Q.

PLEASE

DESCRIBE

THE

SCOPE

AND

SCALE

OF

THE

7

CONSUMER ELECTRONICS AND PLUG LOADS PROGRAM

8

THAT SIERRA PROPOSES TO CONTINUE IN 2012?

9

A.

The Consumer Electronics and Plug Loads program is a mid-stream and

10

upstream incentive program. The goal of the program is to facilitate market

11

transition to more energy efficient devices. The program initially targeted

12

televisions, desk top PCs, and monitors but will incorporate additional plug

13

load devices that fit within the program parameters as necessary to meet

14

program goals in the quickly evolving consumer electronics market. The

15

program is structured as a mid-stream and upstream incentive program

16

because it is the most cost-effective mechanism to capture a high volume of

17

sales. Retailers can influence customer purchases by stocking more efficient

18

products and by identifying those products to customers through in-store

19

signage and other marketing collateral.

20
21

Sierra proposes that the Consumer Electronics and Plug Loads program be

22

continued in 2012 at the base scenario level. The base scenario budget is

23

$400,000 with estimated annual energy savings of 1,812,500 kWh. The

24

budget approved in Sierra’s 2010 IRP for 2012 was $400,000.

25
26
27
28
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1

26.

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE SCOPE AND SCALE OF THE SOLAR

2

THERMAL WATER HEARTING PROGRAM THAT SIERRA

3

PROPOSES TO CONTINUE IN 2012?
A.

4

Sierra Pacific Power Company and Nevada Power Company
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Q.

The Residential Solar Thermal Water Heating Program provides incentives

5

to residential customers with electric water heaters who install qualifying

6

solar thermal water heating systems.

7

widespread adoption of solar thermal water heaters to reduce electrical

8

consumption used for water heating.

The program encourages the

9
10

Sierra proposes that the Solar Thermal Incentive program be continued in

11

2012 at the base scenario level. The base scenario budget is $250,000 with

12

estimated annual energy savings of 81,000 kWh. The budget approved in

13

Sierra’s 2010 IRP for 2012 was $350,000.

14
15

27.

Q.

16

WHAT PROGRAM DOES SIERRA PROPOSE TO CANCEL FOR
2012?

A.

17

Sierra proposes to cancel the Energy Star Manufactured Homes program for
the Program year 2012.

18
19
20

28.

Q.

21
22

WHY DOES SIERRA RECOMMEND THE CANCELLATION OF
THE ENERGY STAR MANUFACTURED HOMES PROGRAM?

A.

Sierra determined that the continued slow market for manufactured homes,

23

which reflects the new home market, a decrease in the future energy savings

24

for the program due to the new lighting standards and a slower-than-

25

anticipated number of homes with electric heating

26

continuation of this program at a cost effective level.

27

recommends that this program be cancelled for 2012.

28

Holmes-DIRECT

do not support the
Sierra therefore

28
Page 291 of 390

1

SECTION B: EVALUATING THE COST EFFECTIVENESS OF THE PROGRAMS

2
3

29.

WHAT METHODOLOGY HAS THE COMPANY EMPLOYED TO

4

DETERMINE THE COST EFFECTIVENESS OF EACH OF THE

5

PROGRAMS IN EVALUATED IN THIS DSM UPDATE REPORT?
A.

6
Sierra Pacific Power Company and Nevada Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy
6100 Neil Rd., P.O. Box 10100
Reno, Nevada 89520-0024

Q.

The Company utilized the PortfolioPro model to determine the cost

7

effectiveness of each program evaluated in this DSM Update report. The

8

PortfolioPro model, which follows generally accepted industry practices for

9

evaluating the cost effectiveness of EE&C programs, was developed for the

10

Companies by the Cadmus Group. This model has been employed by the

11

Company for determining the cost effectiveness of EE&C programs since

12

2006 although the model has benefited from a number of enhancements in

13

the last five years.

14

effectiveness. These five tests are as follows:

The model provides five tests to evaluate cost

15
16

•

TRC

17

•

Rate Impact Measure (“RIM”)

18

•

Utility-Cost Test (“UCT”)

19

•

Participant Cost Test (“PCT”)

20

•

Societal Cost Test (“SCT”)

21
22

30.

Q.

WHAT IS THE SOURCE OF THE AVOIDED ENERGY AND

23

CAPACITY COSTS THAT ARE USED AS INPUTS TO THE

24

PORTFOLIOPRO MODEL?

25

A.

The source of the avoided energy costs is an output from the Promod model

26

run by the Company’s Resource Planning Department. The output for the

27

Promod model utilized is a marginal hourly energy cost for a twenty year

28
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1

period.

The avoided capacity costs are also created by the Company’s

2

Resource Planning Department. It is noted that as this filing was being

3

finalized that the Company was reevaluating the avoided costs and that

4

updated avoided costs may be included in a contemplated resource plan

5

amendment to be potentially filed in mid to late August.
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6
7

31.

Q.

HAS THE PREVIOUSLY COMMISSION REVIEWED THE FIVE

8

TESTS CALCULATED BY PORTFOLIOPRO TO DETERMINE IF

9

THEY ARE APPROPRIATE FOR DETERMINING THE COST

10
11

EFFECTIVENESS OF DSM PROGRAMS?
A

Yes. The Commission has reviewed these tests to determine if they are

12

appropriate for determining the cost effectiveness of DSM programs. In

13

Docket No. 04-07004, Sierra’s 2004 IRP, the Commission order required

14

Sierra work with the other parties to the docket to develop a new cost/benefit

15

test.

16

Quantec Consulting to develop a model that complied with the

17

Commission’s request. (Quantec was later acquired by the Cadmus Group)

18

The model developed by Quantec is the core of the PortfolioPro model used

19

in the current docket. This model was the first financial analysis provided

20

for DSM program that provided all five tests.

In response to that order the Companies engaged the services of

21
22

The Companies first employed the PortfolioPro model in Sierra’s Eleventh

23

Amendment to its 2004 IRP and Nevada Power’s Tenth Amendment to its

24

2003 IRP. The filings were consolidated as combined Dockets Nos. 06-

25

03038 and 06-04018. The Commission’s order in these combined dockets at

26

paragraph 37 reaffirmed the TRC as the primary measure of cost

27

effectiveness and stated that the other tests should continue to be used as

28
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1

secondary measures to highlight specific aspects of cost effectiveness such s

2

impacts on rates.
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3
4

The PortfolioPro model has been employed to determine the cost

5

effectiveness of each EE&C related IRP and IRP amendment and Annual

6

DSM Update Report filed by the Companies since that date.

7
8

32.

Q.

WHAT CHANGE HAS OCCURRED IN THE DSM PROGRAM COST

9

RECOVERY PROCESS THAT REQUIRES THAT THE COST

10

EFFECTIVENESS TESTS FOR THE EE&C PROGRAMS BE RE-

11

EVALUATED?
A.

12

The change that requires the re-evaluation of the cost effectiveness tests for

13

EE&C programs is the adoption by the Commission of regulations that

14

provide for the EEIR and alter the program cost recovery mechanism. The

15

pertinent part of the new regulations, designated as NAC 704.95225,

16

provides that a utility may recover an amount based on the measurable and

17

verifiable effects on the revenues of the electric utility caused or created by

18

the implementation of energy efficiency and conservation programs. The

19

impacts on revenues caused or created by the implementation of energy

20

efficiency and conservation programs sometimes are referred to as “lost

21

revenues”.

22
23

33.

Q.

WHAT DIRECTION HAS THE COMMISSION PROVIDED IN

24

REGARDS TO THIS NEW LOST REVENUE PROCESS AND THE

25

EVALUATION

26

PROGRAMS?

FO

THE

COST

EFFECTIVENESS

OF

DSM

27
28

Holmes-DIRECT

31
Page 294 of 390

A.

Sierra Pacific Power Company and Nevada Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy
6100 Neil Rd., P.O. Box 10100
Reno, Nevada 89520-0024

1

In October 2010 the Companies each filed requests for the recovery of lost

2

revenues. The filings were designated as combined Docket Nos. 10-10024

3

and 10-10025 by the Commission. There was considerable discussion in

4

testimony and during the hearing regarding how lost revenues should be

5

accounted for in the five cost effectiveness tests that are calculated by the

6

PortfolioPro model. The Commission issued an order in these Dockets on

7

May 23, 2011. In the order the Commission observed that neither the TRC

8

test nor the RIM test adequately reflect the impact of lost revenues on

9

customer bills. The Commission in its order included a directive at ordering

10

paragraph 11 which directed that the Companies shall provide analyses

11

considering the long term and cumulative effect of lost revenue recovery in

12

the cost calculus in their next integrated Resource Plan and Annual Demand

13

Side Management Update.

14
15

34.

Q.

WHAT ACTION HAVE THE COMPANIES TAKEN TO COMPLY

16

WITH THE COMMISSION’S DIRECTIVE THAT THE COMPANIES

17

SHALL PROVIDE ANALYSES CONSIDERING THE LONG TERM

18

AND CUMULATIVE EFFECT OF LOST REVENUE RECOVERY IN

19

THE COST CALCULUS?

20

A.

First, the Companies have included estimates of the cumulative 2012 EEIR

21

revenue requirement in filing. The cumulative estimate shows the total 2012

22

EEIR revenue requirement. For Sierra, the 2012 EEIR revenue requirement

23

reflects partial year savings for measures install in 2010, full year savings for

24

measures installed in 2011, and first year savings for measures installed in

25

2012.

26
27
28
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1

Second, the Companies studied the five cost effectiveness test to determine

2

in what manner that lost revenues could be included in the calculations of

3

each of those tests.

4

effectiveness tests and the subsequent calculations to determine how to

5

integrate the long term and cumulative effect of lost revenue recovery in the

6

cost effectiveness calculations. The inputs for each of the tests are as shown

7

in Table LMH-1.

The Companies studied the inputs to the five cost

8
9

Table LMH-1 Inputs to EE&C Program Cost Effectiveness Tests

10

Elements

11
12

Avoided Power Supply Costs
Avoided T&D Costs
Bill Reductions
Environmental Adder

13
14
15

Direct Utility DSM Costs
Direct Customer DSM Costs
Utility Program Administration
Lost Revenues

16
17

T
R
C
Benefits
√
√

Costs
√
√
√

RIM

U
C
T

√
√

√
√

√

√

√
√

√

P
C
T

√

√

S
C
T
√
√
√
√
√
√

18
19

The Utility Cost Test and the Participant Cost Test were eliminated from

20

further consideration as the computations for each of these tests focus on

21

impacts to utilities and participants and therefore do not support a

22

determination of rate impacts. The Societal Cost Test was reviewed and it

23

was determined that it the environmental inputs are not relevant to rate

24

impacts. The TRC test and the RIM test were isolated for closer review.

25
26

35.

Q.

27
28

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE TRC TEST AND HOW LOST REVENUES
COULD BE INTEGRATED INTO THE TRC TEST?
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1

The TRC can be used to evaluate the effect of demand management on total

2

outlays for utility services (for both participants and non-participants). It

3

also has been defined as a test of not “least cost” but “most value.” 3 As

4

shown in Table LMH-1 the benefits included as inputs for this test are

5

avoided costs for power supply and avoided T&D costs. The costs for this

6

test include the cost experienced by the utility in delivering the program and

7

the incremental additional cost for investing in energy efficient measures

8

experienced by the customer.

9
10

36.

Q.

CAN THE LONG TERM AND CUMULATIVE EFFECT OF LOST

11

REVENUE RECOVERY BE ADDED AS INPUTS TO THE TRC TEST

12

TO IDENTIFY THE IMPACTS OF LOST REVENUE RECOVERY

13

ON CUSTOMER BILLS?
A.

14

No. Since the TRC test determines the cost effectiveness of a DSM program

15

by looking at it from the perspective of the community it is not correct to

16

simply add lost revenues as a cost input for this test. If lost revenues were to

17

be added as a cost it would be necessary to add bill reductions experienced

18

by participants as a benefit in order to retain the perspective of the

19

community benefit. The result would be an increase in the net benefits of

20

each program analyzed; however, the revised test would continue to provide

21

a valuation of cost effectiveness from the perspective of the community but

22

would not provide any guidance regarding bill impacts.

23
24

37.

Q.

25

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE RIM TEST AND HOW LOST REVENUES
COULD BE INTEGRATED INTO THE RIM TEST?

26
27
28

3

Beecher, Janice A, Avoided Cost: An Essential Concept for Integrated Resource Planning, Center for Urban
Policy and the Environment, Indiana University-Purdue University, Indianapolis, 1998.
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1

The RIM test is known as the non-participants or “no-loser” test because it

2

recognizes the potential for lost revenues and the need for non-participants to

3

subsidize participants through higher utility rates. The test emphasizes the

4

distributional (equity) effects of demand-side management. According to

5

this test, demand-side options should be implemented only when the end

6

result is to increase utility revenue requirements by an amount less than the

7

increase in revenue requirements associated with various supply-side

8

options. 4

9

avoided power supply cost and avoided T&D costs. The costs for this test

10

include the cost experienced by the utility in delivering the program and lost

11

revenues.

As shown in Table LMH-1 the benefits for this test include

12
13

The lost revenues used for the RIM test are the full retail rate for the life of

14

the measure installed. The RIM test therefore utilizes a lost revenue values

15

that is much greater than the lost revenue included in the EEIR which

16

incorporates a rate that includes only a portion of the BTGR part of the rate.

17

In addition the lost revenue used for the RIM test is not extinguished by the

18

next general rate case as is the case of the lost revenues represented by the

19

EEIR.

20
21

38.

Q.

CAN THE LONG TERM AND CUMULATIVE EFFECT OF LOST

22

REVENUE RECOVERY BE ADDED AS INPUTS TO THE RIM TEST

23

TO IDENTIFY THE IMPACTS OF LOST REVENUE RECOVERY

24

ON CUSTOMER BILLS??

25
26
27
28

4

Beecher, Janice A, Avoided Cost: An Essential Concept for Integrated Resource Planning, Center for Urban
Policy and the Environment, Indiana University-Purdue University, Indianapolis, 1998.
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1

No.

Although the RIM test could be revised to include lost revenues

2

consistent with the EEIR, the RIM test provides a generalized result that

3

indicates whether there is a positive or negative impact on rates but the

4

magnitude of that impact is not estimated. Instead of providing a direct

5

estimate of rate impact the RIM test provides a benefit to cost ratio that is

6

only indirectly related to rate impacts.

7
8

In summary, including lost revenues in the TRC and RIM does not provide

9

an assessment of the bill impact or magnitude of EEIR recovery.

10
11

39.

Q.

WHY DID THE COMPANIES ENGAGE THE SERVICES OF THE

12

CADMUS GROUP IN RESPONDING TO THE COMMISSION’S

13

DIRECTIVE TO PROVIDE ANALYSES CONSIDERING THE LONG

14

TERM AND

15

RECOVERY IN THE COST CALCULUS IN THEIR NEXT

16

INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLAN AND ANNUAL DEMAND SIDE

17

MANAGEMENT UPDATE?
A.

18

CUMULATIVE

EFFECT

OF LOST

REVENUE

As the creators of the PortfolioPro model and the source of guidance and

19

advice for the Companies on how properly apply the model and the

20

associated five cost effectiveness tests over the last five years, Dr. Hossein

21

Haeri and his team from the Cadmus Group were the logical choice to seek

22

assistance in determining how to comply to the Commission’s directive. Dr.

23

Haeri’s qualifications are included with his testimony.

24
25

40.

Q.

HOW DID CADMUS RECOMMEND RESPONDING TO THE

26

COMMISSION’S DIRECTIVE REGARDING THE PROVISION OF

27

ANALYSES

28
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1

CUMULATIVE EFFECT OF LOST REVENUE RECOVERY IN THE

2

COST CALCULUS TO SUPPORT IRP AND DSM UPDATE REPORT

3

FILINGS?
A.
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4

Dr. Haeri first confirmed the conclusions reached by the Companies

5

regarding the TRC test and the RIM test that they could not reasonably be

6

modified to address estimates of longer term rate impacts and proposed an

7

alternative analysis. Dr. Haeri noted that Cadmus had developed a Rate

8

Impact Analysis for EE&C programs for use in other jurisdictions. The Rate

9

Impact model calculates the estimated impact of EE&C programs on rates

10

over the life of the measures included in the EE&C programs. Dr. Haeri

11

stated that Cadmus had used the Rate Impact Analysis model to provide an

12

EE&C rate impact analysis for other jurisdictions and that the analysis had

13

been reviewed by the Regulatory Assistance Project.

14
15

In this proceeding, the Companies have attempted to comply, at least in part,

16

with the Commission’s recent directive. The Companies have provided an

17

estimated of the first year, fully year and cumulative effects of the EEIR for

18

each program, and for the full 2012 portfolio. In addition, the Companies

19

have retained Cadmus to provide assistance in developing a model, if

20

necessary, to incorporate the long-term effects of lost revenue recovery in the

21

“cost calculus.” Through this proceeding, the Companies would like to

22

obtain additional guidance and input from the Commission, Staff and BCP

23

regarding the directive contained in ordering paragraph 11 of the

24

Commission’s order in Docket No. 10-10025.

25
26

41.

Q.

27
28

WHY DIDN’T THE COMPANY INCLUDE THE RATE IMPACT
ANALYSIS IN THIS FILING?
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1

The Company worked to complete this Rate Impact Analysis for inclusion in

2

this filing but was not able to complete that task in the limited time available

3

from the time of the Commission’s order in Dockets Nos. 10-10024 and 10-

4

10025. There was not adequate time due the complexity of the lost revenues

5

processes and the Company’s rate structures in the Rate Impact Model. The

6

Company will continue with the development of the Rate Impact Model but

7

will take a step back to include the feedback of the Commission Staff and the

8

BCP before incorporating the model in the next EE&C related filing. The

9

feedback of Staff and BCP will be sought in a technical workshop setting in

10

which Cadmus will present the underlying theory and calculations on which

11

the model is based.

12
13

SECTION C:

14

CAUSED BY THE PROPOSED 2012 DSM PORTFOLIO

CALCULATION OF THE LOST REVENUE THAT WILL BE

15
16

42.

Q.

HOW

HAS

THE

COMPANY

RESPONDED

TO

THE

17

COMMISSION’S

18

PARAGRAPHS 10 AND 11 OF THE COMMISSIONS’ ORDER

19

ISSUED IN DOCKET NOS. 10-10024 AND 10-10025 THAT THE

20

COMPANIES SHALL PROVIDE A CALCULATION OF EXPECTED

21

LOST REVENUES THAT WILL BE GENERATED FROM THE

22

ENTIRE 2012 PORTFOLIO, BROKEN DOWN BY INDIVIDUAL

23

PROGRAMS ON OR BEFORE THEIR NEXT RESPECTIVE

24

ANNUAL DEMAND SIDE MANAGEMENT UPDATE?

25

A.

DIRECTIVE

FOUND

AT

ORDERING

The Company has included a calculation of expected lost revenues in this

26

filing. The expected lost revenue has been calculated individually for each

27

program for the proposed base scenario and tabulated to show the expected

28
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1

lost revenue at the portfolio level.

Expected lost revenues have been

2

estimated for (a) the incremental lost revenue that will be generated in 2012

3

by the programs that the Company proposes to deliver in 2012, (b) the

4

incremental lost revenue that will be generated in 2013 by the programs that

5

the Company proposes to deliver in 2012, and (c) the cumulative lost

6

revenue for 2012 for each program for program measures installed from June

7

1, 2010 through December 31, 2012.

8
9

The Company’s DSM group provided energy and demand savings projection

10

to the Company’s Rates and Regulatory Department. Ms. Walsh explains

11

and supports the estimates of the EEIR revenue requirement.

12
13

43.

Q.

14
15

HOW DO THE COMPANIES DEFINE THE TERM FIRST YEAR
ENERGY SAVINGS?

A.

The Companies define the term first year savings as those energy savings

16

that would be achieved by installed energy efficiency measures during the

17

program year in which the energy efficiency measures are installed. The first

18

year savings are less than the full year savings because measures installed as

19

the year progresses are not in place for a full year and do not achieve a full

20

year of savings in that first year. This is demonstrated by examining the

21

installation of a MR-16 LED light bulb with an estimated annual savings for

22

24 kWh. If the light bulb is installed on January 1, 2012 it will essentially be

23

in place for all of 2012 and will contribute savings each month of the year for

24

a first year savings of 24 kWh. If the light bulb is installed instead on July 1,

25

2012 it will contribute only one half of the annual savings in 2012 for a first

26

year savings of 12 kWh. Similarly, if the same light bulb is installed in

27

December 1, 2012 it will contribute only approximately one twelfth of the

28
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1

annual savings in 2012 for a first year savings of 2 kWh. The first year

2

savings accounts for the reduced savings experienced in the first year as

3

measures are installed throughout the year.

4
5

44.

Q.
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6

HOW DO THE COMPANIES DEFINE THE TERM FULL YEAR
ENERGY SAVINGS?

A.

7

The Companies define the term full year energy savings as those energy

8

savings that would be achieved by a program if all measures installed in one

9

program year were in operation for a full calendar year. The full year energy

10

savings is first achieved in the year following the program year in which the

11

measures are installed. Full year savings occur in the following year and all

12

subsequent years until the final year of the expected useful life of the

13

installed energy efficiency measures.

14
15

45.

Q.

16

HOW DO THE COMPANIES DEFINE THE TERM PARTIAL YEAR
ENERGY SAVINGS?

A.

17

The Companies define the term partial year energy savings for this filing as

18

the portion of the full year savings that are accounted for by energy

19

efficiency measures installed for the period June 1, 2010 through December

20

31, 2010.

21
22

46.

Q.

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE PROCESS THAT COMPANY USED TO

23

CALCULATE THE EXPECTED KWH FOR CALCULATING LOST

24

REVENUES FOR 2010 PARTIAL YEAR SAVINGS.

25

A.

The process that Company used to calculate the expected kWh for

26

calculating lost revenues for 2010 partial year savings began with the 2010

27

M&V Reports and the 2010 Data Store. The 2010 M&V Reports provided

28
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1

the first year kWh savings and the full year kWh savings each broken out by

2

rate class by month. The input used from the Data Store was the percentage

3

of the kWh savings achieved for the year as reflected in the M&V report that

4

was installed from June 1, 2010 through December 31, 2010.

5

percentage installed during this period was calculated individually for each

6

program for each rate class. The percentage installed for each rate class for

7

this period was then multiplied times the kWh savings by rate class for each

8

program. The product is the energy savings for measures installed in 2010

9

during the period from June 1, 2010 through December 31, 2010. These are

10

the 2010 Partial year savings for each program broken out by rate class. The

11

Partial Year kWh savings were then allocated out by month using the same

12

distribution as provided in the M&V Report. The result was the 2010 Partial

13

Year savings by program by rate class by month.

The

14
15

47.

Q.

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE PROCESS THAT COMPANY USED TO

16

CALCULATE THE EXPECTED KWH FOR CALCULATING LOST

17

REVENUES FOR 2011 FULL YEAR SAVINGS

18

A.

The process that Company used to calculate the expected kWh for

19

calculating lost revenues for 2011 Full year savings began with the portfolio

20

of program as approved by the Commission in Sierra’s 2010 IRP (Docket

21

No. 10-07003). That document provided energy savings by program. The

22

energy savings were first broken out by rate class by using the weighted

23

average breakout by rate class based on the data provided in the M&V

24

reports for each program for 2009 and 2010.

25

program by rate class were then allocated per month by using the average

26

percentage for each month for each rate class derived from the 2009 and

The energy savings per

27
28
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2010 M&V reports. The final product of this calculation is the 2010 Full

2

year Savings broken out program by rate class by month.

3
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4

48.

Q.

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE PROCESS THAT COMPANY USED TO

5

CALCULATE THE EXPECTED KWH FOR CALCULATING LOST

6

REVENUES FOR 2012 FIRST YEAR SAVINGS
A.

7

The process that Company used to calculate the expected kWh for

8

calculating lost revenues for 2012 First Year savings began with the portfolio

9

of program as proposed in the Base Budget Scenario in this filing. The

10

energy savings are initially provided as total energy savings by program.

11

The 2012 First Year Savings by program were determined by multiplying the

12

average percentage of First Year to Full Year energy savings for each

13

program from the 2009 and 2010 M&V reports by the proposed energy

14

savings for each program for 2012. The energy savings were then broken

15

out by rate class by using the weighted breakout by rate class based on the

16

data provided in the M&V reports for each program for 2009 and 2010. The

17

First Year energy savings per program by rate class was then allocated per

18

month by using the average percentage for First Year savings for each month

19

by rate class as derived from the 2009 and 2010 M&V reports. The final

20

product of this calculation is the 2012 Full Year savings broken out by rate

21

class by month.

22
23

49.

Q.

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE PROCESS THAT COMPANY USED TO

24

CALCULATE THE EXPECTED KWH FOR CALCULATING LOST

25

REVENUES FOR 2012 FULL YEAR SAVINGS

26

A.

calculating lost revenues for 2012 Full year savings began with the portfolio

27
28

The process that Company used to calculate the expected kWh for
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1

of programs as proposed in the Base Budget Scenario in this filing. The

2

energy savings are initially provided as total energy savings by program.

3

The energy savings were first broken out by rate class by using the weighted

4

breakout by rate class based on the data provided in the M&V reports for

5

each program for 2009 and 2010. The energy savings per program by rate

6

class was then allocated per month by using the average percentage for each

7

month by rate class derived from the 2009 and 2010 M&V reports. The final

8

product of this calculation is the 2010 Full year Savings broken out by rate

9

class by month.

10
11

50.

Q.

HOW DID THE COMPANY INCLUDE THE FREERIDERSHIP

12

RATES FOR EACH PROGRAM IN THE DETERMINATION OF

13

LOST REVENUE VALUES?
A.

14

The Company calculated the net energy savings for each program for each of

15

the three scenarios provided by applying the freeridership factors specified

16

by the Commission’s order in Dockets Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025.

17
18

SECTION D TRANSPARENCY IN THE M&V PROCESS

19
20

51.

Q.

21

WHAT

DIRECTION

HAS

THE

COMMISSION

PROVIDED

REGARDING TRANSPARENCY IN THE M&V PROCESS?
A.

22

The Commission stated that it believes that the long-term viability of EE&C

23

programs relies on public perception, legislative support, and the fact that

24

these programs perform as planned and provide value to ratepayers and the

25

public. 5 The Commission, at ordering paragraph 12 of its order issued may

26
27
28

5

At paragraph 200 in the Commission’s May 23, 2011 order in Dockets Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025.
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1

23, 2011 in Dockets Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025 directed that the

2

Companies and the Regulatory Operations Staff of the Commission shall

3

provide an assessment of current measurement and verification process and

4

recommend changes if necessary in their next respective Annual Demand

5

Side Management Update report regarding the need for an independent

6

measurement and verification process

7
8

52.

Q.

9

HOW ARE THE COMPANIES WORKING TO COMPLY WITH THE
COMMISSION’S DIRECTIVE TO ASSESS THE TRANSPARENCY

10

OF THE M&V PROCESS?
A.

11

The Companies are working on three initiatives to respond to the

12

Commission’s directive. The first initiative is to schedule topical workshops

13

with Staff and BCP. The second initiative is an internal review of M&V

14

processes to identify potential transparency issues and put revised practices

15

in place to address any transparency issues identified. The third initiative is

16

to review the Companies’ M&V contractor contracting practices for potential

17

transparency issues and put in place revised practices to address any

18

transparency issues found

19
20

53.

Q.

21
22

PLEASE

DESCRIBE

THE

COMPANIES

INITIATIVE

TO

SCHEDULE TOPICAL WORKSHOPS WITH STAFF AND BCP?
A.

The Companies have contacted Staff with the purpose of scheduling a topical

23

workshop to begin a review and dialogue about ensuring the transparency of

24

the M&V process. The Companies believe it is important for Staff and BCP

25

to be presented the details of the M&V process as a first step. This first step

26

is important for two reasons. The first reason is that a thorough knowledge

27

of the M&V process will help equip Staff and BCP to be able to make a

28
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1

comprehensive assessment of the transparency of the M&V process and

2

identify steps that can enhance transparency. The second reason is that a

3

thorough knowledge of the M&V process will enable Staff and BCP to be

4

able to provide a more comprehensively review of M&V activities and

5

processes in future filings which will enhance transparency. The following

6

provides an outline of the topics that will be proposed for the initial

7

workshop. Additional items will be added at the request of Staff or the BCP.

8

•

Development of the request for proposals

9

•

Required qualifications for potential bidders

10

•

Identifying potential bidders

11

•

Posting of the RFP for optimum exposure

12

•

Evaluating the RFP responses

13

•

Selecting the M&V contractor

14

•

Transition to the new contract

15

•

M&V Plans

16

•

Coordination with Implementation contractors

17

•

Evaluating estimated energy savings

18

•

M&V assessments of projects during the program year

19

•

Data Store access

20

•

Field measurement discrepancies

21

•

Data Store Discrepancies

22

•

Draft M&V Report Review

23

•

Invoice processing

24

Each topic will be presented by the Companies and be discussed to ensure

25

the current practices are clearly understood.

26

evaluated to identify how the transparency of that topical area can be

27

enhanced. Subsequent workshops will be scheduled as needed to review all

28
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of the topics or as determined by the participants as the assessment

2

continues.

3
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4

54.

Q.

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE COMPANIES INITIATIVE TO CONDUCT

5

AN INTERNAL REVIEW OF M&V PROCESSES TO IDENTIFY

6

POTENTIAL TRANSPARENCY ISSUES AND PUT REVISED

7

PRACTICES IN PLACE TO ADDRESS ANY TRANSPARENCY

8

ISSUES IDENTIFIED?
A.

9

The internal review of M&V processes has been initiated with two goals.

10

The first is to identify opportunities to enhance M&V transparency and take

11

action to realize those opportunities and implement opportunities. While this

12

may ultimately be duplicative of the joint effort with Staff and the BCP it is

13

clear to the Companies that based on the discussions in the hearing and the

14

order issued that this is an important issue to the Commission and merits

15

such an effort. In addition, the internal review of transparency has the

16

potential to identify opportunities for enhanced transparency that may not be

17

identified in the joint assessment as processes will be examined as they are

18

occurring.

19
20

55.

Q.

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE COMPANIES’ INITIATIVE TO REVIEW

21

THE M&V CONTRACTOR CONTRACTING PRACTICES FOR

22

POTENTIAL TRANSPARENCY ISSUES AND PUT IN PLACE

23

REVISED PRACTICES TO ADDRESS ANY TRANSPARENCY

24

ISSUES FOUND?

25

A.

The Companies first identified that a change to the existing M&V contract

26

with ADM would help facilitate work to increase the transparency of the

27

M&V process. The contracts issued for energy efficiency programs are

28
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1

generally for a one year term with two options to extend the contract for one

2

additional year with each option.

3

intentionally structured differently. The contract with ADM is for a three

4

year term with one option to extend the contract for an additional three years.

5

The purpose of the three year contract is to support the notion of an

6

independent third party measurement and verification of DSM program by

7

providing the M&V contractor some certainty of a continuity of the contract

8

for an extended period of time. The current three year term ends at the end

9

of 2011. The Companies are concerned that exercising the option for an

10

additional three year period at this time would not support a joint assessment

11

by Staff, BCP and the Companies of transparency of the M&V process. On

12

the other hand, it is necessary to move forward at this time to ensure the

13

M&V contractor is in place and on the job to start 2012. The Companies

14

will therefore negotiate a change in the contract with ADM to extend the

15

contract for one year to be able to be reasonably responsive to a change in

16

the M&V contracting requirement that may be necessitated by the results of

17

the assessment of the transparency of the M&V process and any subsequent

18

directive from the Commission. In addressing this change to the contract

19

with ADM the Companies will also review the contract for opportunities to

20

increase the transparency of the contracting process.

The contract with ADM has been

21
22

56.

Q.

23
24

DO THE COMPANIES HAVE CONCERNS ABOUT MAKING
MAJOR CHANGES TO THE M&V PROCESS?

A.

The Companies do have concerns about making major changes to the M&V

25

processes. Currently the M&V work completed throughout the year is not

26

only used to verify energy savings on an annual basis, but also provides the

27

program managers real-time indicators of how the energy efficient measures

28
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1

within programs are performing in the field. This feedback is essential for

2

the Companies to make program adjustments quickly and accurately while

3

the program is running and not after the fact when it is too late to address

4

program problems or seize program opportunities. In addition, the M&V

5

contractor provides an expert resource with which to vet the energy savings

6

claims made by implementation contractors from time to time.

7

important to the efficient delivery of the programs that these facets of the

8

M&V process are not lost.

It is

9
10

The current M&V process call for the M&V contractor to develop an M&V

11

plan which provides the scope and mechanics of the verification process for

12

each program. The request for proposals issued by the Companies for M&V

13

services requests that the EM&V services be provided in accordance with

14

accepted industry practices. The Companies do not specify the M&V plans

15

for individual programs. The Companies require, in contracts with the M&V

16

contractor, that M&V plans are developed by the M&V contractor in

17

accordance with International Performance Measurement and Verification

18

Protocol (IPMVP). Adherence with the IPMVP requires preparation of a

19

project specific M&V Plan that is consistent with IPMVP requirements. It

20

must name the IPMVP Option(s) to be used, sampling methodologies,

21

metering, monitoring and analysis methods to be used, quality assurance

22

procedures to be followed, and person(s) responsible for the M&V. The

23

EM&V plans for each program are developed independently by the EM&V

24

contractor to achieve the precision and confidence levels specified by the

25

Companies. The M&V plans are generally developed early in the program

26

year.

27

reports from the M&V contractor.

28
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1

reputation and ability to continue in the M&V business on the quality and

2

independence of the analysis submitted. It is noted that this process is very

3

similar to the one of the alternatives to address the concerns about

4

transparency in the M&V process suggested by Staff’s witness on Dockets

5

Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025. The process suggested by Staff was one in

6

which the M&V contractor would be required to develop, independent of the

7

companies, its own scope and mechanics of a verification process and certify

8

its M&V work as most auditing companies are required to do.

9
10

It is important that any change to the M&V process not lose the current

11

aspects of feedback that result in improved program performance.

12
13

SECTION E COMPLIANCE ITEMS AND DIRECTIVES

14
15

57.

Q.

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE COMPLIANCE ITEM FROM THE

16

COMMISSION’S ORDER IN CONSOLIDATED DOCKET NOS. 06-

17

03038 AND 06-04018 THAT REQUIRED THE COMPANIES TO

18

CONDUCT THEIR OWN OUTREACH, AS WELL AS COORDINATE

19

WITH

20

RESOLUTION

21

CUSTOMER

22

RECRUIT INDIVIDUALS WHO ARE POTENTIAL CANDIDATES

23

FOR THE VARIOUS DSM PROGRAMS OFFERED.

24

A.

THE

COMMISSION’S

CONSUMER

DIVISION,

BCP

SERVICE

THE

DEPARTMENT

AND
TO

COMPLAINT
THEIR

OWN

IDENTIFY

AND

The Commission directed that the Companies to conduct their own outreach,

25

as well as coordinate with the Commission’s Consumer Complaint

26

Resolution Division, the BCP and their own Customer Service department to

27
28

Holmes-DIRECT

49
Page 312 of 390

1

identify and recruit individuals who are potential candidates for the various

2

DSM programs offered
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3
4

The Companies met with the Commission’s Consumer Complaint Resolution

5

Division and BCP on June 9, 2011 and described the objective of the

6

meeting as being a way to collaboratively work together to identify and

7

recruit individuals who are potential candidates for various DSM programs

8

offered. The Companies provided the attendees a presentation that included

9

how the Companies’ energy education teams educates customers on the top

10

energy users in the home, no cost tips, low cost tips, and added cost tips.

11

The Companies also provided a short description of each residential and

12

commercial energy efficiency program as well as the details about how to

13

sign-up for the programs online or by telephone. A copy of the presentation

14

can be found in Technical Appendix 1.

15
16

The Commission’s Consumer Complaint Resolution Division suggested the

17

best way for them to work with the Companies regarding high bill

18

complaints and DSM programs would be to meet and work directly with the

19

Companies’ energy education teams and energy auditors. It was observed

20

that if the Commission’s Consumer Complaint Resolution Division has a

21

direct working relationship with the energy auditors, that it will make it

22

easier for them work together to help customers that call and get these

23

customers referred to the energy auditors for follow-up action.

24

Companies scheduled a meeting on June 30, 2011 with the Commission’s

25

Consumer Complaint Resolution Division and BCP to meet The Companies’

26

energy education team and energy auditors

The

27
28

Holmes-DIRECT

50
Page 313 of 390

Sierra Pacific Power Company and Nevada Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy
6100 Neil Rd., P.O. Box 10100
Reno, Nevada 89520-0024

1

After some discussion it was determined that quarterly meetings would be

2

beneficial to coordinate activities, provide program updates and work to

3

respond to customer issues.

4

meetings to meet with the Commission’s Consumer Complaint Resolution

5

Division and BCP to continue the coordination initiated at the initial meeting

6

and to work to identify and recruit individuals who are potential candidates

7

for various DSM programs offered.

The Companies will schedule quarterly

8
Based on the information provided, Sierra requests that the Commission find

9
10

that Sierra has complied with Paragraph 102 of the Commission’s order in

11

consolidated Docket Nos. 06-03038 and 06-04018.

12
13

58.

Q.

PLEASE

DESCRIBE

THE

DIRECTIVE

FROM

THE

14

COMMISSION’S

15

NUMBERED 10-10024 AND 10-10025 WHICH REQUIRES THAT

16

THE COMPANY SHALL INCLUDE PROPOSED BUDGETS FOR

17

2012 ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND CONSERVATION PROGRAMS

18

THAT INCLUDE BASE, HIGH, AND LOW DSM SCENARIOS IN

19

THEIR RESPECTIVE ANNUAL DEMAND SIDE MANAGEMENT

20

UPDATE.

21

A.

ORDER

IN

CONSOLIDATED

DOCKETS

The Commission directed the Companies to incorporate base, high, and low

22

scenarios in the next Annual Demand Side Management Report. Sections B

23

though O of this report includes base, low and high scenarios for each of the

24

program proposed for continuation in 2012. In addition the base, high and

25

low scenarios are summarized in Section A-4 of the in budget, energy

26

savings and demand savings tables.

27
28
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Based on the information provided, Sierra requests that the Commission find

2

that Sierra has complied with the Commission’s order at Directive paragraph

3

8 in consolidated Docket Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025

4
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5

59.

Q.

PLEASE

DESCRIBE

THE

CONSOLIDATED

THE

COMMISSION’S

7

NUMBERED 10-10024 AND 10-10025 WHICH REQUIRES THAT

8

THE COMPANIES FILE AN UPDATED IMPACT ASSESSMENT

9

FOR THE RESIDENTIAL LIGHTING PROGRAM AND AN

10

ANALYSIS OF POTENTIAL STATE MANDATED SCENARIOS

11

THAT THE COMPANIES BELIEVE ARE MOST LIKELY TO BE

12

ADOPTED BY THE DIRECTOR OF THE NEVADA STATE OFFICE

13

OF ENERGY.
A.

IN

FROM

6

14

ORDER

DIRECTIVE

DOCKETS

The Commission directed the Companies to file an updated impact

15

assessment for the Residential Lighting program and any other residential

16

program containing a lighting component including any changes to the

17

program’s budget and expected kWh savings by using the most up-to-date

18

information available. The Companies were also directed to provide an

19

analysis of potential state mandated scenarios that the Companies believe are

20

most likely to be adopted by the Director of the Nevada State Office of

21

Energy. The Commission also expects the information to be presented in a

22

manner that builds on the work the Companies have completed to date.

23
24

The Companies have determined that Nevada is expected to follow the

25

federal definition of “general service incandescent lamp” as defined in the

26

Energy Independence Security Act of 2007 (“EISA”). This would mean that

27

the lighting regulations promulgated pursuant to Assembly Bill (“AB”) 178

28
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1

from the 2007 Legislative Session will not cover a number of specific

2

lighting types – including reflector lamps (usually cone-shaped light bulbs

3

most typically used in track lighting and recessed can light fixtures), three-

4

way specialty bulbs and candelabra based lamps. This would mean that the

5

energy efficiency baseline for the light bulbs that do not fit the “general

6

service incandescent lamp” definition will continue to be the incandescent

7

bulb currently in the market place. Therefore, the Companies have identified

8

opportunities to feature reflector lamps and specialty bulbs as part of the

9

redesigned 2011 - 2013 lighting program

10
11

In addition to following the progress of the development of regulations by

12

the Nevada State Office of Energy the Companies completed market

13

research that focused on identifying customer attitudes towards next

14

generation lighting such as LEDs and finding the price points that would be

15

acceptable to customers.

16

development of LED lighting in terms of the quality of the light, light

17

patterns and pricing. Based on this work the Company is proposing a revised

18

lighting program that features reflector CFLs, includes specialty lighting

19

such as three-way CFLs and candelabra base bulbs. The proposed program

20

includes a small component of LED light bulbs.

21

evaluation considering the pending regulations and incorporating the revised

22

program measures has been performed in support of the redesigned program.

23

A complete discussion of the redesign process is included in Section F of the

24

report, ENERGY STAR® LIGHTING.

The Companies have also been tracking the

An updated impact

25
26

The results of the re-evaluation and redesign of the ENERGY STAR®

27

LIGHTING program have been incorporated in the impact evaluations of the

28
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1

Low Income Weatherization program and the Energy Star Manufacture

2

Homes program provided in Sections D and H of the report. The design of

3

the Low Income Weatherization program for 2012 has been revised to

4

incorporate the updated slate of lighting measures from the Residential

5

Energy Efficient Lighting program.

Sierra Pacific Power Company and Nevada Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy
6100 Neil Rd., P.O. Box 10100
Reno, Nevada 89520-0024

6
7

Based on the information provided, Sierra requests that the Commission find

8

that Sierra has complied with Directive paragraph 7 in Dockets Nos. 10-

9

10024 and 10-10025.

10
11

60.

Q.

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE DIRECTIVE FROM THE ORDER IN

12

CONSOLIDATED DOCKETS NUMBERED 10-10024 AND 10-10025

13

WHICH REQUIRES THAT THE COMPANIES PROVIDE A

14

CALCULATION OF THE EXPECTED LOST REVENUES THAT

15

WILL BE GENERATED FROM THE ENTIRE PORTFOLIO.

16

A.

The Commission directed that the Companies to provide a calculation of

17

expected lost revenues that will be generated from the entire 2012 portfolio,

18

broken down by individual programs on or before their next respective

19

Annual Demand Side Management update report.

20
21

The Company has completed the calculation of the lost revenues that will be

22

generated by each program. These results are included in Sections B through

23

O of the Report. Each of these sections of the report presents the Company’s

24

assessment of the past performance of that program, an assessment of the

25

program for the 2012 Program Year and a recommendation for the 2012

26

program year. Included in the assessment of the 2012 Program Year for each

27

program are the lost revenue calculation results for that program. The results

28
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1

of the lost revenue calculations for each program are summarized in Section

2

A-4 of the report, Financial Analysis.

Sierra Pacific Power Company and Nevada Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy
6100 Neil Rd., P.O. Box 10100
Reno, Nevada 89520-0024

3
4

Based on the information provided, Sierra requests that the Commission find

5

that Sierra has complied with at Directive paragraph 10 in Dockets Nos. 10-

6

10024 and 10-10025.

7
8

61.

Q.

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE DIRECTIVE FROM THE ORDER IN

9

CONSOLIDATED DOCKETS NUMBERED 10-10024 AND 10-10025

10

WHICH REQUIRES THAT THE COMPANIES PROVIDE AN

11

ANALYSES

12

CUMULATIVE EFFECT OF LOST REVENUE RECOVERY IN THE

13

COST CALCULUS IN THEIR NEXT RESPECTIVE INTEGRATED

14

RESOURCE PLAN AND ANNUAL DEMAND SIDE MANAGEMENT

15

UPDATE.

16

A.

CONSIDERING

THE

LONG-TERM

AND

The Commission directed that the Companies to provide an analysis

17

considering the long-term and cumulative effect of lost revenue recovery in

18

the cost calculus in their next respective integrated resource plan and annual

19

demand side management update.

20
21

In Q&A 32 through Q&A 41 I delineated analysis performed by the

22

Companies to determine if the five cost effectiveness tests to determine if

23

they could be modified to respond to this directive. I further described why

24

the five tests were could not be modified to respond to this directive. I

25

concluded by stating that the Companies have engaged the services of the

26

Cadmus Group to customize a model for DSM program rate impacts that

27

they have utilized in other jurisdictions. I conclude by noting that the time

28
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1

between the order in Dockets Nos. 10-0024 and 10-10025 and this filing was

2

not sufficient to complete the customization of the model and therefore work

3

on this directive is not complete.

Sierra Pacific Power Company and Nevada Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy
6100 Neil Rd., P.O. Box 10100
Reno, Nevada 89520-0024

4
5

As noted, the Companies have provided estimates of cumulative lost revenue

6

for 2012 in accordance with the directive contained in ordering paragraph 11

7

of the order in Dockets No. 10-10024 and 10-10025.

8
9

Based on the information provided, Sierra requests that the Commission that

10

Sierra has made adequate progress towards compliance with the directive

11

contained in Ordering Paragraph 11 of the Commission’s Order in Docket

12

Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025.

13
14

62.

Q.

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE DIRECTIVE FROM THE ORDER IN

15

CONSOLIDATED DOCKETS NUMBERED 10-10024 AND 10-10025

16

WHICH REQUIRES THAT THE COMPANIES THE REGULATORY

17

OPERATION STAFF OF THE COMMISSION SHALL PROVIDE AN

18

ASSESSMENT

19

VERIFICATION PROCESS AND RECOMMEND CHANGES IF

20

NECESSARY IN THEIR NEXT RESPECTIVE ANNUAL DEMAND

21

SIDE MANAGEMENT UPDATE REGARDING THE NEED FOR AN

22

INDEPENDENT MEASUREMENT AND VERIFICATION PROCESS.

23

A.

OF

CURRENT

MEASUREMENT

AND

The Commission directed that the Companies and the Regulatory Operation

24

Staff of the Commission shall provide an assessment of current measurement

25

and verification process and recommend changes if necessary in their next

26

respective Annual Demand Side Management Update regarding the need for

27

an independent measurement and verification process..

28
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1

In my Q&A 51 through Q&A 56 I provide the Commission with the actions

2

the Companies have initiated to comply with this directive. These actions

3

include steps the Companies have taken to insure the transparency of the

4

M&V process and the topical workshop that the Companies are working

5

with Staff to organize and schedule.

Sierra Pacific Power Company and Nevada Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy
6100 Neil Rd., P.O. Box 10100
Reno, Nevada 89520-0024

6
7

Based on the information provided, Sierra requests that the Commission find

8

that Sierra has made adequate progress towards compliance with the

9

directive contained in Ordering Paragraph 12 of the Commission’s Order in
Docket Nos. 10-10024 and 10-10025.

10
11
12

63.

Q.

13
14

DOES

THIS

CONCLUDE

YOUR

PREPARED

DIRECT

TESTIMONY?
A.

Yes, this concludes my prepared direct testimony.

15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
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STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS
LAWRENCE M. HOLMES
NEVADA POWER & SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANIES d/b/a NV Energy
6226 W. Sahara Ave.
Las Vegas Nevada 89146
(702) 402-5845
Education
Bachelor of Science in Electrical Engineering, San Jose State University 1971
Masters of Science in Electrical Engineering, Georgia Institute of Technology 1979
Professional Experience
2005 To Date

Manager, Customer Strategy and Programs
NV Energy
Responsible for the planning, development and evaluation of Demand Side Management (DSM)
programs including program selection and development, financial analysis, preparation of the DSM portion
of the resource plan, measurement and verification of program results, analysis of results of programs,
associated reporting and stakeholder collaborative. Participate in the development of customer owned
renewable annual plans for photovoltaic, solar thermal, wind and water resources.

1999 through 2004

Senior Tactical Planning Consultant
NV Energy
Responsibilities and accomplishments included updating the line extension and parallel
generation rules, development and negotiation of line extension agreement for large projects,
support of economic development activities, support of the development and implementation of
new standby tariffs, perform facilities cost studies in support of regulatory filings and special
projects.
1996 through 1998

Project Manager, New Business Activities
Sierra Pacific Power Company
Responsibilities and accomplishments included updating the line extension and parallel
generation rules, business process improvements for the line extension processes, planner
training, budgeting and management tracking, and special projects as assigned.
1994 through 1995

Director, Customer Services Support
Sierra Pacific Power Company
Responsibilities and accomplishments included system planning for electric, gas and water
distribution systems and non interstate transmission lines, preparing and monitoring the budgets
for the Operations Division, development and maintenance of standards, development and
operation of apprenticeship training programs and participation in the development of customer
satisfaction strategies.
1991 through 1993

Director, Customer Operations
Sierra Pacific Power Company
Responsibilities and accomplishments included the construction, operations, maintenance, and
emergency repairs of the electric distribution facilities in the Truckee Meadows District
including associated customer relations.
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1989 through 1992

Manager, Customer Services Engineering
Sierra Pacific Power Company
Responsibilities and accomplishments included the design and planning of distribution facilities
required to serve expanding loads and new customers, the development and execution of line
extension agreements and for the customer relations surrounding these processes.
1984 through 1988

Supervisor, Substation Design
Sierra Pacific Power Company
Responsibilities and accomplishments included supervising the design of substations,
transmission lines, minor power plant improvements (electrical), and water system additions
(electrical).
1981 through 1984

Associate Engineer and Engineer
Electrical Engineering Department
Sierra Pacific Power Company
Responsibilities and accomplishments included the design of substations, transmission lines,
minor power plant improvements (electrical), and water system additions (electrical).
1971 through 1981
United States Navy Civil Engineer Corps
Responsibilities and accomplishments included construction management and facilities
management. Responsibilities for construction management included design and specification
review, contractor management, budget management, onsite inspection services, and client
relations. Responsibilities for facilities management included planning, budgeting, operations,
maintenance, minor construction, energy efficiency, and client relations for shore facilities
including the buildings, grounds, and utility systems.
Professional Certifications
Registered Professional Engineer in the State of Nevada
Certified Energy Manager - Association of Energy Engineers.
Boards and Honors
Southwest Energy Efficiency Project (SWEEP), Board of Directors, Chairman
Association of Energy Service Professional, member
Association of Energy Engineers, member
National Society of Professional Engineers, past member
Institute of Electrical and Electronic Engineers, past member
City of Reno Board of Adjustments, past Board Member and Chairman
Reno South Kiwanis, past Board Member, President and Secretary/Treasurer
2009 SWEEP Leadership in Energy Efficiency Award
U.S. Navy EEO Award for Outstanding Achievements as a Supervisor 1981
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF NEVADA

1
2
3
4

Application of Sierra Pacific Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy for Approval of its 2011
Annual Demand Side Management Update
Report as it relates to the Action Plan of its
2011-2030 Triennial Integrated Resource Plan

5

Sierra Pacific Power Company and Nevada Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy
6100 Neil Rd., P.O. Box 10100
Reno, Nevada 89520-0024

6

Docket No. 11-07____

PREPARED DIRECT TESTIMONY OF LAURA I. WALSH
ON BEHALF OF SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY D/B/A NV ENERGY

7
8

)
)
)
)
)
)

1.

9

Q.

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, TITLE AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.

A.

My name is Laura I. Walsh. I am the Manager of Regulatory Pricing and

10

Economic Analysis for Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Energy (“Nevada

11

Power” or the “Company”) and Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a/ NV

12

Energy (“Sierra” and, together with Nevada Power, the “Companies”). My

13

primary business address is 6100 Neil Road in Reno, Nevada.

14
15

2.

Q.

DOES

THE

EXHIBIT

DIRECT-WALSH-1

16

DESCRIBE

17

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE?

18

YOUR

EDUCATIONAL

ACCURATELY

BACKGROUND

AND

A.

Yes, it does.

Q.

PLEASE BRIEFLY DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATION AND RELATED

19
20

3.

21
22

EXPERIENCE.
A.

I have a Bachelor of Science Degree in Electrical Engineering and a graduate

23

degree in Secondary Education. I have over twenty-three years of utility

24

experience in regulatory and tariff related matters, cost of service and rate

25

design for electric, gas and water services, and in transmission planning.

26

Prior to coming to work for the Company, I worked as an Engineering

27

Assistant for Lawrence Livermore Laboratory and EG&G Energy

28
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1

Measurements.

My training includes marginal cost of service and rate

2

design classes from NERA Economic Consulting, rate and regulatory

3

training from Edison Electric Institute, Transmission Planning from Power

4

Transmission Industries and various other courses related to engineering,

5

utility issues, and computer techniques.

6

studies and testimony before the Public Utilities Commission of Nevada (the

7

“Commission”) and the California Public Utilities Commission on many

8

occasions in both formal hearings and informal workshops.

I have prepared and presented

9
10

4.

11

Q.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY?

A.

I support portions of the 2011 Annual Demand Side Management Update

12

Report for Sierra. Specifically, I sponsor the Nevada Dynamic Pricing Trial

13

(“NDPT”) portion of Section N and the estimates of Energy Efficiency

14

Implementation Rate revenue (“EEIR”) found in Table A-35 and the

15

estimates of EEIR revenue for each program found in each of Sections B

16

through O. In addition, I will discuss briefly the potential impact a change in

17

available demand savings information will have on future lost revenue

18

filings.

19
20

5.

Q.

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE INFORMATION CONTAINED WITHIN

21

THE

22

SECTION N.

23

A.

NEVADA

DYNAMIC

PRICING

TRIAL

PORTION

OF

The Nevada Dynamic Pricing Trial portion of Section N contains a program

24

description, as well as, information directly related to the 2010 program

25

results, 2011 program execution, a revised budget for years 2010 through

26

2015, and 2012 recommended budget and targets for Sierra’s Nevada

27

Dynamic Pricing Trial.

28
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1

6.

ARE THERE ANY CHANGES TO THE NEVADA DYNAMIC

2

PRICING TRIAL IN THIS DEMAND SIDE MANAGEMENT

3

UPDATE COMPARED TO PREVIOUS DOCKETS?
A.

4

Sierra Pacific Power Company and Nevada Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy
6100 Neil Rd., P.O. Box 10100
Reno, Nevada 89520-0024

Q.

Yes, while the overall budget of $11,800,000 for the combined NDPT has

5

not changed, Sierra’s overall budget has been increased to reflect an increase

6

in its portion of the planning costs in 2010 and 2011. There has also been a

7

reallocation of the trial budget between program years to better reflect

8

expected NDPT expenses.

9

provided in Table N-6.

An updated five- year budget for Sierra is

10
11

7.

Q.

12
13

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE METHOD USED TO ESTIMATE LOST
REVENUE FOR THE PURPOSES OF THIS UPDATE REPORT.

A.

Table A-35 shows the estimated first year and full year EEIR revenue

14

requirement for each of the proposed 2012 Energy Efficiency &

15

Conservation (“EE&C”) Programs. The calculations are program specific,

16

independent of all other EE&C measures, and were done applying the

17

Commission-approved methodology from Docket No. 10-10025. There are

18

three scenarios for each program: First Year Savings for 2012 programs, Full

19

Year Savings for 2012 programs, and Cumulative 2012 calendar year EEIR

20

revenue requirement by program for measures implemented in 2010, 2011

21

and 2012. Cumulative Savings estimate the 2012 EEIR for program actions

22

taken in June through December 2010, the full year of 2011, and first year

23

savings from programs to be implemented in 2012.

24
25

In accordance with the Commission-approved methodology, lost demand

26

sales are estimated using an Equivalent Energy Factor based upon the

27

demand savings during the system peak hour of the year. For the program

28
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1

specific lost revenue calculations, the Equivalent Energy Factor used is also

2

program specific, i.e. only demand and energy savings from the program,

3

and scenario (Cumulative, First Year 2012, Full Year 2012) in question is

4

used. The results are shown in the discussion of each EE&C program, as

5

well as in the filing’s executive summary. In addition, the Workpapers used

6

to calculate the lost revenue based on EE&C savings figures can be found in

7

the technical appendices.

8
9

The estimated EEIR revenue requirement for all 2012 EE&C programs is

10

also provided and includes savings from the full suite of EE&C programs. In

11

this case, calculation of the Equivalent Energy Factor was calculated in the

12

same manner as that approved for the calculation of estimated demand

13

savings for the interim base rate in Docket No. 10-10025 and reflects all

14

savings from all programs for appropriate years. As the Equivalent Energy

15

Factors will differ between program specific calculations and the factor for

16

all programs, the result will not equal the sum of program specific EEIR.

17

The results are shown in the filing’s executive summary, with Workpapers

18

provided in the attached technical appendices.

19
20

8.

Q.

21
22

HAS

THE

COMPANY

PROVIDED

ANY

ALTERNATIVE

CALCULATIONS OF EEIR IN THIS FILING?
A.

Yes. An alternative demand related EEIR calculation is provided using the

23

full year data for 2010 programs that have been measured and verified by the

24

ADM Associates, Inc. The 2010 Measurement & Verification (“M&V”)

25

Reports provide demand (kW) savings by class for the system peak hour of

26

each month. This information was not previously available, as such it could

27

not be considered in the interim base rate filing, Docket No. 10-10025.

28
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1

For informational purposes, the Company calculated the lost demand sales

2

and resulting lost revenue using both the EEIR estimation method approved

3

for the interim base rates to the actual peak demand related savings from the

4

M&V Reports multiplied by the applicable on-peak demand rates currently

5

in place.

6

equivalent energy factor to estimate kW savings from kWh energy savings

7

and weighted average demand rates that average all demand rates rather than

8

using those that would have actually been applied. This Equivalent Energy

9

Factor is based on the annual system peak.

The method approved in the interim base rate filing uses an

The Commission-approved

10

method then takes this estimated kW savings amount and applies a weighted

11

average demand rate resulting in a lost demand revenue estimate.

12
13

Since we now have M&V demand savings for each monthly peak period in

14

2010, we first applied the appropriate free ridership rate to the demand (kW)

15

savings that was also applied to the energy (kWh) savings, and then

16

multiplied those on-peak kW savings by the applicable on-peak demand rate

17

by month and class. The resulting demand lost revenue amount for the full

18

year of M&V savings from 2010 was $93,480. Although additional demand

19

lost revenue exists in the other periods each month, there is not a measure of

20

that so none was calculated. Therefore, the above amount only reflects the

21

demand revenue that would have resulted during the peak period and is

22

therefore conservative.

23

Docket No. 10-10025, the estimated demand lost revenue was $8,743.

Using the Commission-approved method from

24
25
26

9.

Q.

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?

A.

Yes it does.

27
28
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STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS
LAURA I. WALSH
MANAGER, REGULATORY PRICING & ECONOMIC ANALYSIS
SIERRA PACIFIC POWER & NEVADA POWER COMPANIES d/b/a NV Energy
6100 Neil Road
Reno, Nevada 89511-1137
(775) 834-5821
Ms. Walsh became an employee of Sierra Pacific Power Company twenty-three years
ago. Her expertise and experience for the past twenty-four years have been concentrated on
electric cost of service and rate design issues, including the preparation and presentation of
studies and testimony for general rate cases, deferred filings, investigations into restructuring of
the electric utility industry and various other regulatory dockets. Ms. Walsh has been involved
in resolving issues related to the implementation of tariffs both in-house and with regulators
and has provided support to contract negotiations with large customers at both utilities. She has
substantial experience with issues relating to cost of service, rates, tariffs, load research,
unbundling, and open access. Ms. Walsh has prepared numerous statements, reports, data
responses and studies on these issues for regulators and intervenors. She has testified before
the Public Utilities Commission of Nevada (PUCN) and the California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC). She was also previously responsible for water and gas cost of service
filings for Sierra Pacific Power Company.
In addition to her regulatory experience, Ms. Walsh has an Electrical Engineering
degree and held a position within the Company’s Transmission Planning department. She also
had a utility consulting business for a short time to assist the Company and large customers on
rate related matters. Prior to joining the Company she worked as an Engineering Assistant for
Lawrence Livermore Laboratory and EG&G Energy Measurement. Ms. Walsh also has a
graduate degree in secondary education and taught high school math and computer science.

Employment History
Sierra Pacific Power & Nevada Power Companies d/b/a NV Energy
May 1987 to Present
Manager, Regulatory Pricing & Economic Analysis
March 1998 to Present
• Developing technical and theoretical support for various rate and tariff filings for
the PUCN, the CPUC, and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)
• Support management and other divisions of the Company regarding regulatory
filings, practices and rate and tariff interpretation concerning cost of service and
rate design issues
• Direct senior analysts and economists in the development of :
- Rate design proposals
- Marginal and embedded costing
- Load research
- Expert testimony and related analyses
- Business and regulatory strategies affecting electric, and gas divisions
(previously water)
- Support for contract administration, and related regulatory activities
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•

Merger team member: identified systems, processes, and resources for integration
of two separate utilities into one for Regulatory Accounting, Rates and
Regulatory; Load Research, FERC areas.

Supervisor, Rates and Economic Analyses
April 1993 to August 1995
• Directed senior analysts in the development and presentation of financial,
regulatory and economic analyses.
• Provided expert testimony and related Analyses
Senior Engineer, Pricing (8/97 to 2/98); Senior Engineer (5/91 to 4/93), Engineer
(1/90 to 5/91), Associate Engineer (11/88 to 1/90), Cost of Service & Rate Design
• Working with finance, engineering, legal, accounting, and planning staffs:
- Prepared marginal and embedded cost studies for development of rates and
provided expert testimony.
- Supported negotiations with large customer contracts and established
methods for contract administration.
Associate Engineer (1/88 to 12/88), Engineering Intern (5/87 to 1/88), Transmission
Planning
• Developed engineering and economic studies on Sierra's transmission system.
• Designed, planned for, and coordinated transmission additions for new business
customers
• Developed IPS mapping software for electric system load flow maps. Created
associated documentation and training material. Assisted Engineers with
transmission planning cases.
Non-Sierra Employment:
Hug High School, Reno
August 1996 to July 1997
Math & Computer Science Teacher
• Taught classes in Algebra and Computer Science Skills.
Mentor Consulting, Reno
May 1996 to July 1997
Principal
• Provided consultation on utility regulation, planning and engineering matters for
utilities and commercial customers.
Lawrence Livermore Laboratory, Las Vegas
June 1986 to January 1987
EG&G Energy Measurements, Las Vegas
June 1983 to January 1985 (Summer/Christmas break)
Engineering Assistant
• Installed and maintained a local area network and developed network manager
software.
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•
•

Designed digital circuitry used in shaping video camera signals and
manipulating resulting display to monitors.
Assisted engineers in the design of electronic instrumentation unique to the
high-speed nuclear diagnostics effort.

Prior Testimony Before Public Utilities Commissions
PUCN Docket Nos.: 90-524, 91-7079, 92- 12020, 94-1020, 97-8001, 97-8002, 98-2036, 985034, 98-2036, 99-4001, 01-10001, 01-11029, 01-11030, 02-2002, 02-5044, 02-1031, 0211021, 03-1014, 03-6040/03-6041, 05-10003, 06-01016, 06-05007, 06-06007, 06-11022, 0709009, 07-12001, 08-12002, 08-03025, 09-2029, 09-06028, 09-07014, 09-07016, 09-0818, 0908020, 09-0920, 10-10024/10-10025, 10-10031/10-10035, 10-02009, 10-02009/10-03022/1003023, 10-03023, 10-06001, 10-06021, 10-0814, 10-0815
CPUC Application Nos.: 92-05-040, 93-08-049, 00-07-001, 01-06-041, 04-05-004, 05-06-018,
06-04-002, 08-08-004, Rulemaking/Investigatory R.94-04-031/I.94-04-037
Education
University of Nevada, Reno
Bachelor of Science in Electrical Engineering, December 1987
Sierra Nevada College, Incline
Secondary Education Graduate Program, May 1996
Honors: Tau Beta Pi, Eta Kappa Nu, Phi Kappa Phi, Who’s Who in American College Students
Continuing Education Courses
PTI Transmission Planning Techniques
EEI Rate Fundamentals course
NERA Marginal Cost Ratemaking in a Competitive World
NERA Marginal Cost Methodology for Electric Utilities
University of Nevada-Reno, Power Electronics
Seminars on costing, supervision, computers & utility matters
Community Activities & Committees
ACE Charter High School Board Member
NWF Professional Development Series Graduate
Presenter/participant - professional seminars
Member of IEEE
MATHCOUNTS Committee Member
HS Student Government Advisor
Three year Junior Achievement Advisor
UNR Alumni Association Member
Corporate Challenge
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3
4
5

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF NEVADA
Application of Sierra Pacific Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy for Approval of its 2011
Annual Demand Side Management Update
Report as it relates to the Action Plan of its
2011-2030 Triennial Integrated Resource Plan

)
)
)
)
)
)

Docket No. 11-07____

Sierra Pacific Power Company and Nevada Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy
6100 Neil Rd., P.O. Box 10100
Reno, Nevada 89520-0024

6
DIRECT TESTIMONY OF DONALD R. DOHRMANN, ROBERT R. OLIVER
AND SASHA S. BAROIANT PREPARED ON BEHALF OF SIERRA PACIFIC
POWER COMPANY D/B/A NV ENERGY

7
8
9

A.

Introduction of Panel

10

1.

Q.

11

DR. DOHRMANN, PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, OCCUPATION,
AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.

12

A.

13

My name is Donald R. Dohrmann. My business address is 4755 Caughlin
Parkway, in Reno, Nevada.

14
15

2.

Q.

16

PLEASE STATE BY WHOM AND IN WHAT CAPACITY YOU ARE
EMPLOYED.

17

A.

I am employed by ADM Associates, Inc., as Principal and Director of

18

Economics. In that capacity, I am responsible for directing the work of

19

ADM’s staff on M&V projects involving economic and statistical analyses.

20
21

3.

Q.

22
23

PLEASE

BRIEFLY

SUMMARIZE

YOUR

EDUCATIONAL

BACKGROUND AND EMPLOYMENT EXPERIENCE.
A.

I have a M.A. and Ph.D. in economics from Yale University. I have been

24

employed at ADM Associates since 1979.

Additional detail about my

25

educational

provided

26

Dohrmann/Oliver/Baroiant-Direct-1.

and

employment

history

is

in

Attachment

27
28
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1

4.

2

Q.

ARE YOU SPONSORING ANY OTHER EXHIBITS?

A.

I, jointly with Robert Oliver and Sasha Baroiant, am sponsoring the

3

Technical Appendix 3 through Technical Appendix 13.

4
5

5.

Q.

Sierra Pacific Power Company and Nevada Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy
6100 Neil Rd., P.O. Box 10100
Reno, Nevada 89520-0024

6

MR. OLIVER, PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, JOB TITLE,
EMPLOYER AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.

7

A.

My name is Robert R. Oliver. I am employed by ADM Associates, Inc., as

8

Director/Project Manager. My business address is 4755 Caughlin Parkway,

9

in Reno, Nevada.

10
11

6.

Q.

12

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR PROFESSIONAL BACKGROUND AND
EXPERIENCE.

13

A.

I have a Bachelor of Science in agricultural economics and business

14

management from Cornell University.

15

Associates since January of 2010. Previously I worked with NV Energy in

16

various consulting assignments since 2005, and provided consulting services

17

for the Nevada Task Force for Renewable Energy and Energy Conservation

18

during 2004 and 2005. More details regarding my professional background

19

and experience are set forth in my Statement of Qualifications, included as

20

Attachment Dohrmann/Oliver/Baroiant-Direct-2.

I have been employed at ADM

21
22

7.

Q.

23
24

DR. BAROIANT, PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, JOB TITLE,
EMPLOYER AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.

A.

My name is Sasha S. Baroiant. I am employed by ADM Associates, Inc., as

25

Senior Associate/Project Manager. My business address is 3239 Ramos

26

Circle, in Sacramento, California.

27
28
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1

8.

Q.

2

EXPERIENCE.

3

Sierra Pacific Power Company and Nevada Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy
6100 Neil Rd., P.O. Box 10100
Reno, Nevada 89520-0024

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR PROFESSIONAL BACKGROUND AND

A.

I have a Bachelor of Science in Physics and a Ph.D. in Experimental High

4

Energy Physics from the University of California, Davis.

5

employed at ADM Associates since 2007. More details regarding my

6

professional background and experience are set forth in my Statement of

7

Qualifications, included as Attachment Dohrmann/Oliver/Baroiant-

8

Direct-3.

I have been

9
10

9.

Q.

11
12

GENTLEMEN, PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR TESTIMONY IN
THIS PROCEEDING.

A.

Our testimony addresses the following topics:

13

1. Standards for M&V work

14

2. Energy savings calculations

15

3. Models

16

4. Statistics

17

5. Sampling Plans for each M&V report

18

6. Engineering and modeling support of gross savings

19
20

In Section B, we address the relationship between ADM and NV Energy,

21

explaining that ADM work is not influenced by NV Energy. Section C

22

generally describes the standards that govern measurement and verification

23

work, the work that ADM performed to measure and verify savings for

24

Sierra’s 2010 DSM portfolio, and explains that ADM complied with

25

applicable standards. In Section D, we then discuss the M&V process that

26

ADM used to verify savings for four programs. Three of those programs

27

(the ENERGY STAR® Lighting Program, the Sure Bet Commercial New

28
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1

Construction Program, and the Sure Bet Commercial Incentives Program)

2

provide significant savings. We specifically discuss the fourth program – the

3

Low Income Weatherization Program – because the Commission identified

4

specific concerns with the savings created by this program in Docket No. 10-

5

10024 and Docket No. 10-10025. Section E addresses statistical sampling

6

and background information, and explains that ADM generally sought to

7

provide M&V results at a 90 percent confidence level and 10 percent

8

precision level. Section F describes the sampling approach that ADM used

9

for specific programs. Section G describes the engineering calculations and

10

modeling that ADM employed to verify savings for specific programs.

11

Section H of this testimony contains our conclusions.

12
13

10.

Q.

14

PLEASE

EXPLAIN

WHY

YOUR

TESTIMONY

IS

BEING

PRESENTED AS A PANEL?

15

A.

The M&V process is a cross-discipline effort. ADM assembles a cross-

16

discipline team to complete M&V projects. These teams include economists,

17

statisticians, engineers and other professionals.

18

prepared joint testimony so that we can provide information to the

19

Commission in an efficient and clear manner.

Accordingly, we have

20
21

B.

ADM Operates Independently when Measuring and Verifying kWh Savings

22

11.

Q.

DR. DOHRMANN, PLEASE DESCRIBE ADM ASSOCIATES INC.

A.

ADM Associates, which began business in 1979, provides research, analysis,

23
24

evaluation, and consulting services on energy efficiency and demand

25

response.

26

economists, statisticians, psychologists, and architects. Although ADM’s

ADM’s

staff

is

multi-disciplinary,

including

engineers,

27
28
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1

headquarters are in California, ADM provides its services to utilities and

2

government agencies throughout the United States and Canada.

3
4

12.

Q.

5

WITH SIERRA.

6
Sierra Pacific Power Company and Nevada Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy
6100 Neil Rd., P.O. Box 10100
Reno, Nevada 89520-0024

DR. DOHRMANN, PLEASE DESCRIBE ADM’S RELATIONSHIP

A.

NV Energy contracted with ADM to provide an independent assessment of

7

the energy savings and demand reductions for NV Energy’s DSM programs.

8

At the start of each year, ADM prepares M&V plans for all of the programs

9

to be assessed for that year. These M&V plans are reviewed with NV

10

Energy and its implementation contractors, but final decisions on approaches

11

and procedures are made by ADM acting as an independent agent. ADM

12

then performs the M&V work for the programs according to these plans.

13
14

ADM’s relationship with Sierra for the M&V work is in accord with how the

15

M&V process works for utility energy efficiency programs in other states.

16
17

13.

Q.

DR. DOHRMANN, WITH RESPECT TO THIS FILING, WHAT

18

SPECIFIC SERVICE DID SIERRA ASK ADM ASSOCIATES TO

19

PROVIDE?

20

A.

NV Energy requested that ADM Associates ensure that the M&V work that

21

ADM was performing for DSM programs be in compliance with the

22

Commission’s regulations.

23
24

14.

Q.

25
26

DR.

DOHRMANN,

WHAT

ROLE

DID

ADM

FULFILL

IN

CREATING THESE M&V REPORTS?
A.

ADM prepared all of the M&V reports.

27
28
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1

15.

Q.

2

DR.

DOHRMANN,

PLEASE

DESCRIBE

WHAT

WORK

IS

COMPLETED IN CREATING THE M&V REPORTS.

3

A.

ADM’s M&V work for NV Energy is an on-going process of data collection

4

and analysis to independently determine energy savings and demand

5

reductions for the DSM programs that NV Energy implements.

Sierra Pacific Power Company and Nevada Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy
6100 Neil Rd., P.O. Box 10100
Reno, Nevada 89520-0024

6
7

Data collection begins with inspection of data entered into the DataStore by

8

program implementers. Primary data collection includes due-diligence on-

9

site audit visits, telephone interviews, and inspections of a sample of project

10

documentation and sites to verify that measures claimed to be installed

11

through a program have been properly installed and are being utilized. Data

12

are also collected that are needed to analyze and calculate energy savings and

13

demand reductions. All data collection activities are guided by appropriate

14

statistical sampling procedures.

15
16

Using the data we collect, we calculate and validate annual and monthly

17

kWh savings and peak kW reductions for each program that NV Energy has

18

implemented during a given year.

19

engineering calculations and statistical analysis, as appropriate.

This analysis is performed using

20
21

We provide annual reports on the results of our M&V work that NV Energy

22

uses to evaluate programs and make budget decisions, and submits to the

23

Commission for review and acceptance.

24
25
26

16.

Q.

DR. DOHRMANN, PLEASE DESCRIBE IN MORE DETAIL THE
GENERAL

INDUSTRY

STANDARDS

AND

SPECIFICATIONS

27
28
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1

THAT GOVERN THE MEASUREMENT AND VERIFICATION OF

2

ENERGY AND DEMAND SAVINGS.

Sierra Pacific Power Company and Nevada Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy
6100 Neil Rd., P.O. Box 10100
Reno, Nevada 89520-0024

3

A.

The industry standards and specifications that guide ADM’s M&V work for

4

NV Energy’s DSM programs is set out in several guidebook documents that

5

have been published over the past several years.

6

following:

7

•

These include the

American Society of Heating, Refrigeration and Air Conditioning

8

Engineers (ASHRAE). Measurement of Energy and Demand Savings,

9

Guideline 14. June 2002.

10

•

11

California Public Utilities Commission. The California Evaluation
Framework. June 2004.

12

•

Federal Energy Management Program (FEMP). Federal Energy

13

Management Program M&V Guidelines: Measurement and Verification

14

for Federal Energy Projects. September 2000.

15

•

International Performance Measurement and Verification Protocol.

16

IPMVP Volume I: Concepts and Options for Determining Energy and

17

Water Savings. 2007.

18

•

National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency. Model Energy Efficiency

19

Program Impact Evaluation Guide. Prepared by Steven R. Schiller,

20

Schiller Consulting, Inc., December 2007.

21
22

17.

Q.

DR.

DOHRMANN,

DO

THE

M&V

REPORTS

AND

THE

23

METHODOLOGIES CONDUCTED TO CREATE THEM COMPLY

24

WITH THE INDUSTRY STANDARDS YOU JUST DESCRIBED?

25
26

A.

Yes, all of the M&V work that we perform for NV Energy’s programs is
done in compliance with general industry standards.

27
28
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1

C.

General Approaches to the Measurement and Verification of kWh Savings

2

18.

Q.

3

THAT ADM USED TO MEASURE AND VERIFY SAVINGS FOR

4

SIERRA’S 2010 PROGRAMS.

5

Sierra Pacific Power Company and Nevada Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy
6100 Neil Rd., P.O. Box 10100
Reno, Nevada 89520-0024

DR. DOHRMANN, PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE APPROACHES

A.

There is a taxonomy presented in the Model Energy Efficiency Program

6

Impact Evaluation Guide that identifies three major approaches for

7

calculating estimates of energy savings and demand reductions.

8

•

A deemed savings approach involves using stipulated savings for energy

9

conservation measures for which savings values are well-known and

10

documented. For example, this approach may be acceptable for lighting

11

retrofits for customers’ spaces (e.g., offices) where there is general

12

agreement on the hours of use for such spaces.

13

•

A site-specific M&V approach involves (1) selecting a representative

14

sample of customers or sites that participated in a project; (2)

15

determining the savings for each customer or site in the sample, usually

16

by using one or more of the M&V Options defined in the International

17

Performance Measurement and Verification Protocol (“IPMVP”); and (3)

18

applying the results of estimating the savings for the sample to the entire

19

population in the project.

20

•

A large-scale data analysis approach involves estimating energy savings

21

and demand reductions by applying one or more statistical methods to

22

measured energy consumption, utility meter billing data and independent

23

variable data. This approach usually (1) involves analysis of a census of

24

project sites versus a sample and (2) does not involve on-site data

25

collection for model calibration. However, a sample of customers or

26

sites may be selected and visited to confirm that the energy conservation

27

measures were properly installed and are still operating.

28
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1

In performing the M&V work for NV Energy’s programs, we examined

2

documentation for the programs to identify the types of energy efficiency

3

measures from which savings are expected to be realized and which of these

4

three types of analyses is most appropriate for estimating savings for a

5

particular program. We take account of several factors.

6

•

The magnitude of expected savings from program measures affects the

7

choice of savings estimation approach. In particular, analysis of billing

8

data may not be sufficient to detect savings of small magnitude for some

9

measures.

10

•

The number and complexity of the measures and technologies being

11

promoted through a project is a factor in determining the savings

12

estimation approach. For example, if multiple measures can be installed

13

at a single customer site, there may be overlapping and/or interactive

14

effects among the measures.

15

measures therefore requires using a savings estimation approach that can

16

account for the impact of interrelated measures.

17

•

18

Identifying the effects of individual

Costs associated with the approaches differ and therefore are also
considered in choosing the savings estimation approach.

19
20

19.

Q.

21

DR. DOHRMANN, PLEASE DESCRIBE THE DEEMED SAVINGS
APPROACH AS IT WAS APPLIED TO SIERRA’S PROGRAMS.

22

A.

The deemed savings approach was not used for NV Energy programs.

Q.

DR. DOHRMANN, PLEASE DESCRIBE THE SITE-SPECIFIC M&V

23
24

20.

25

APPROACH

AND

THE

LARGE

26

APPROACH

AS

THEY

WERE

27

PROGRAMS.

28
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1

A.

A major consideration in choosing which approach to use in determining

2

savings for a program is whether the program targets residential customers

3

versus commercial/industrial customers.

4

residential and commercial/industrial programs in the numbers and

5

characteristics of participants. Programs for residential customers usually

6

have larger numbers of participants, who can be expected to show a fair

7

degree of homogeneity. For such programs, the large scale data analysis

8

approach is often feasible and appropriate.

There are differences between

9
10

On the other hand, programs for commercial/industrial customers usually

11

have smaller numbers of participants, and some of the customers who do

12

participate can be relatively large with unique operations, making it difficult

13

to perform meaningful statistical comparisons across participating customers.

14

The site-specific M&V approach is therefore often more appropriate for

15

commercial/industrial programs, with more reliance placed on using site-

16

specific engineering analysis and end-use metering as methods to estimate

17

savings.

18
19

D.

M&V Efforts for the ENERGY STAR Lighting Program, the Low Income

20

Weatherization Program, the Sure Bet Commercial Incentives Program and

21

the Sure Bet Commercial New Construction Program

22

21.

Q.

MR. OLIVER, PLEASE DESCRIBE THE M&V PROCESS FOR

23

DETERMINING THE VERIFIED ENERGY SAVINGS FOR THE

24

ENERGY STAR LIGHTING PROGRAM.

25
26

A.

The process used for the M&V of the ENERGY STAR Lighting program
had the following major steps.

27
28
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1

In the first major step, the numbers of CFLs distributed by the program were

2

verified by reviewing tracking data in NV Energy’s DataStore and by

3

interviewing customers who participated in the 2010 program (i.e.,

4

customers who purchased or received program-sponsored CFLs).

5

percentage of CFLs actually installed was determined through a follow-up

6

telephone survey of the CFL purchasers interviewed through the intercept

7

survey.

8

installation rates for program-discounted CFLs and (2) locations in the

9

residence where CFLs were installed.

The

In the follow-up survey, information was collected on (1)

10
11

The DataStore review included checking source documentation for a sample

12

of transactions.

13

specific source documentation, led the implementer to discover specific

14

errors in tracking data that had been previously submitted to the DataStore.

15

The implementer subsequently provided NV Energy and ADM a new data

16

set that replaced the original program data in the DataStore. ADM utilized

17

the new data set (not the DataStore) for our final analysis and determination

18

of ex post verified kWh savings.

Our spot checking of transactions, and our request for

19
20

The second major step was to check every CFL model distributed by the

21

program in ENERGY STAR databases (www.energystar.gov) to verify that

22

it is (1) ENERGY STAR qualified and (2) assigned correct wattage.

23
24

In the third major step, the hours of use for installed CFLs was determined

25

using data from a 2010 study of CFL use in California (the “KEMA 2010”

26

study). In that study, CFL use was monitored in statistically significant

27

samples by room type. ADM compiled the information from 68 follow-up

28
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1

surveys on the numbers of program-discounted CFLs installed in different

2

types of rooms. The resulting analysis led to a runtime figure of 1.9 hours per

3

day, which was applied to the data for the 2010 program year.

Sierra Pacific Power Company and Nevada Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy
6100 Neil Rd., P.O. Box 10100
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4
5

In the fourth major step, annual savings were calculated by summing the

6

wattage reduction multiplied by the daily hours of operation, adjusted by (1)

7

heating and cooling interaction factor (HCIF), which ADM determined from

8

energy simulations and (2) in-service rate (ISR) to account for the

9

installation of CFLs over time. These calculations are consistent with the

10

KEMA 2010 study and methodology used in other states such as Ohio.

11
12

First-year savings were determined based upon the ISR dates. For example,

13

a portion of the program sponsored CFLs were installed immediately after

14

purchase, while additional, smaller portions were installed at later intervals.

15
16

Demand reduction was determined by allocating the annual kWh savings to a

17

normalized 8760-hour load shape for residential CFLs, then determining the

18

maximum average hourly demand during the three consecutive hours per

19

month that are defined as the peak demand period per month.

20
21

22.

Q.

MR. OLIVER, PLEASE DESCRIBE THE M&V PROCESS FOR

22

DETERMINING THE VERIFIED ENERGY SAVINGS FOR THE

23

LOW INCOME WEATHERIZATION PROGRAM.

24

A.

Energy savings for the Low Income Weatherization program were verified

25

through the following M&V process.

26

depending on whether or not a measure was a lighting measure.

Different procedures were used

27
28
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1

Lighting measures installed through the Low Income Weatherization

2

program were mainly CFLs of different wattages that were directly installed.

3

For each CFL measure, total kWh savings was determined using similar

4

methodology as was used to determine savings for the CFLs that NV Energy

5

distributed through the 2010 ENERGY STAR Lighting program.

Sierra Pacific Power Company and Nevada Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy
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6
7

The quantities of CFLs directly installed through the Low Income

8

Weatherization program were verified by reviewing tracking data in NV

9

Energy’s DataStore and by conducting on-site audits at a randomly-selected

10

sample of households that participated in the Low Income Weatherization

11

program during 2010.

12
13

During the on-site audits, ADM documented the locations in the residences

14

where bulbs were installed.

15
16

Hours of use was determined using data from the KEMA 2010 study,

17

combined with ADM’s on-site audit data on the numbers of direct-installed

18

CFLs per room type. The resulting analysis led to a runtime figure of 2.2

19

hours per day for CFLs installed as part of the Low Income Weatherization

20

program, which was applied to CFL data for the 2010 program year.

21
22

The runtime figure of 2.2 hours per day is specific to this program, based on

23

a sample of 699 program-installed CFLs for which ADM identified the

24

specific installation location in the house during our on-site inspections. The

25

2.2 hour average runtime figure is higher than the separately determined 1.9

26

hour average runtime for the ENERGY STAR Lighting program.

27

reason is that the M&V sample of CFLs direct installed through the Low

28
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1

Income Weatherization program were installed in higher-usage areas than

2

were the M&V sample of CFLs distributed through the ENERGY STAR

3

Lighting program.

Sierra Pacific Power Company and Nevada Power Company
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4
5

Finally, annual savings were calculated by summing the wattage reduction

6

multiplied by the daily hours of operation, adjusted by (1) heating and

7

cooling interaction factor (HCIF), which ADM determined from energy

8

simulations and (2) in-service rate (ISR), which ADM determined from on-

9

site audit data.

10
11

The demand reduction was determined by allocating the annual kWh savings

12

to a normalized 8760-hour load shape for residential CFLs, then determining

13

the maximum average hourly demand during the three consecutive hours per

14

month that are defined as the peak demand period per month.

15
16

Non-lighting

17

Weatherization program included attic insulation, weather stripping, water

18

heater and pipe wraps, low flow showerheads and faucet aerators. For each

19

such non-lighting measure, total kWh savings and total peak demand savings

20

were calculated as the product of the verified quantity of measures installed

21

and the calculated savings per measure. The installed quantity per measure

22

was verified through on-site audits at a randomly-selected sample of

23

households that participated in the Low Income Weatherization program

24

during 2010. Per-unit savings for non-lighting measures were determined

25

using values from the California Database for Energy Efficiency Resources

26

(“DEER”), State of Ohio Energy Efficiency Technical Reference Manual

measures

installed

through

the

2010

Low

Income

27
28
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1

(“TRM”), Joint Utility Comments to the Ohio TRM, State of Pennsylvania

2

TRM and other M&V reports that have been provided to NV Energy.

3

Sierra Pacific Power Company and Nevada Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy
6100 Neil Rd., P.O. Box 10100
Reno, Nevada 89520-0024

4

23.

Q.

DR. DOHRMANN, PLEASE DESCRIBE THE M&V PROCESS FOR

5

DETERMINING THE VERIFIED ENERGY SAVINGS FOR THE

6

SURE BET COMMERCIAL INCENTIVES PROGRAM.

7

A.

The overall objective for the impact evaluation of the Sure Bet Commercial

8

Incentives Program in northern Nevada was to determine the gross energy

9

savings and the corresponding peak kW reductions resulting from program

10

during 2010.

11
12

The approach for the impact evaluation had the following main features.

13
14

Available documentation (e.g., audit reports, savings calculation work

15

papers, etc.) was reviewed for a sample of projects, with particular attention

16

given to the calculation procedures and documentation for savings

17

calculations.

18
19

On-site data collection was conducted for a sample of projects to provide the

20

information needed for calculating savings and demand reductions.

21

Monitoring was also conducted at some sites to obtain more accurate

22

information on measure operating characteristics.

23
24

Gross savings were determined using industry standard and proven

25

techniques.

26

evaluation model that used information on operating parameters collected on

27

site and, if appropriate, industry standards.

28

For lighting measures, savings were determined using an
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1

original analyses used to calculate the expected savings were reviewed and

2

the operating and structural parameters of the analysis were verified. For

3

custom measures or relatively more complex measures, simulations with the

4

DOE-2 (eQuest) energy analysis model were used to develop energy use

5

values and savings from the installed measures.
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6
7

24.

Q.

DR. DOHRMANN, PLEASE DESCRIBE THE M&V PROCESS FOR

8

DETERMINING THE VERIFIED ENERGY SAVINGS FOR THE

9

SURE BET COMMERCIAL NEW CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM.

10

A.

The M&V procedures to determine verified savings for the Sure Bet

11

Commercial New Construction program were based upon standard technical

12

references, such as the IPMVP and the National Action Plan Model Energy

13

Efficiency Program Impact Evaluation Guide. The procedures were refined

14

using the program implementation plan and information collected during

15

discussions with staff from NV Energy and the implementation contractor.

16
17

The major steps in the M&V approach were as follows:

18

•

19

Select a representative sample of program participants (for the 2010
program, ADM conducted a census of program participants).

20

•

Review program data and a sample of participant project documentation.

21

•

Verify installation of claimed measures and collect data for analysis

22
23

purposes through on-site visits to sample sites.
•

Develop and/or verify energy use and savings with computerized whole

24

building energy use simulation model. Building simulations were

25

calibrated when billing data were available.

26
27
28

•

Calculate gross savings using proven techniques. For lighting measures,
savings were determined through analysis with ADM’s custom-designed
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1

Lighting Evaluation Model, with system parameters (fixture wattage,

2

etc.) based on information on operating parameters collected on site and,

3

if appropriate, industry standards and code requirements. For HVAC

4

measures, the ex ante analyses used to calculate the expected savings

5

were reviewed and the building characteristics, operating schedules, and

6

algorithm parameters of the analysis were verified. For custom measures

7

or relatively more complex measures, simulations with the DOE-2

8

(eQuest) energy analysis model were used to develop energy use values

9

and savings from the installed and verified measures.

10
11

25.

Q.

DR. BAROIANT, PLEASE PROVIDE A GENERAL DESCRIPTION

12

OF

13

ALLOCATE

14

PROGRAMS ON A “BY MONTH AND RATE SCHEDULE” BASIS.

15

A.

THE

METHODOLOGY
kWh

SAVINGS

THAT

ADM

FOLLOWED

ATTRIBUTABLE

TO

TO
DSM

For the majority of DSM programs evaluated by ADM, the methodology

16

used to allocate kWh savings by month and rate scheduled involved applying

17

an appropriate hourly or daily “energy savings profile” to each of the

18

program participants’ verified energy savings and aggregating the savings for

19

each month. The energy savings profile distributes a participant’s energy

20

savings over time. Its shape is therefore dependent on not only the measure

21

installed (e.g., lighting vs. HVAC), but also on the building’s type and

22

sometimes its location.

23
24

The overall process by which ADM calculated monthly energy savings was

25

to (1) extract relevant program tracking data (i.e. ex ante savings, measure

26

type, measure start date, rate tariff, etc) from the NV Energy DataStore, (2)

27

assign the program’s realization rate, as found in its M&V report, to each

28
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1

participant, (3) assign a saving profile to each participant’s verified savings

2

and (4) aggregate program verified savings and present by month and rate

3

class.
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4
5

First year savings were calculated for each program by combining the

6

measure startup date (as found in the NV Energy DataStore) with the above

7

described process.

8
9

E.

Statistical Sampling and Extrapolation

10

26.

Q.

DR. DOHRMANN, PLEASE DESCRIBE STATISTICAL SAMPLING.

A.

Statistical sampling allows a population to be studied by gathering and

11
12

analyzing information for a sample (i.e., subset) of the population. That is,

13

rather than using a census approach in which values for desired variables are

14

measured for every element of the population being studied, statistical

15

sampling requires collecting and analyzing data only for a selected set of

16

elements in the population. Results from the analysis of the sample are

17

generalized to the population according to established procedures.

18

Generally, the larger the sample size, the better the results.

19
20

A statistical sampling process begins with a definition of the population to be

21

studied and of the variables that need to be measured. Once the population,

22

variables being measured, and methods of measurement have been defined,

23

statistical sampling techniques are applied to accurately sample elements

24

from the population so that the data collected for these sample elements is

25

representative of a larger group.

26
27
28
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1

There are various approaches to statistical sampling, examples of which

2

include simple random sampling, stratified random sampling and cluster

3

sampling. The choice of which statistical sampling approach to use for

4

M&V work depends on the characteristics of the energy savings for

5

customers participating in the program, the uncertainty about these savings,

6

and the variability on energy savings estimates.

7
8

27.

Q.

9
10

DR. DOHRMANN, WHY IS STATISTICAL SAMPLING APPLIED IN
M&V WORK?

A.

M&V work to assess the savings impacts of energy efficiency projects is

11

performed under a budget constraint that creates the need for a trade-off

12

between measurement accuracy and statistical precision. That is, within a

13

given budget collecting more – or more detailed – data to give greater

14

accuracy of measurement for individual sites may mean collecting data for

15

fewer sites, thus decreasing the statistical precision of the results.

16

Accordingly, in considering the sampling requirements for each project, the

17

M&V contractor considers sampling approaches that balance these

18

measurement and statistical considerations.

19
20

For some programs, particularly those that are targeted at commercial and

21

industrial customers and facilities, it is often found that a small number of

22

sites account for a large percentage of total program savings. In such cases,

23

stratified random sampling can be more appropriate.

24

effective sampling plan is to select sites with large savings with certainty and

25

to take a probability (i.e., simple random) sample of the other sites that

26

participated in the project.

For example, one

27
28
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1

The sampling approach also takes into consideration that the M&V effort is

2

occurring in real time while projects are being implemented.

3

participating in a program accumulate over time as a project is implemented.

4

The sampling is therefore designed to have a predetermined sample size

5

requirement for achieving certain analytical goals but with adjustments made

6

over time as data for additional participants become available.

Sites

7
8

28.

Q.

9

DR. DOHRMANN, PLEASE IDENTIFY INDUSTRY STANDARDS,
GUIDELINES, OR PRACTICES THAT APPLY TO STATISTICAL

10

SAMPLING FOR M&V EVALUATIONS.

11

A.

Industry standards, guidelines and/or standard practices that apply to

12

statistical sampling for M&V and evaluations are provided in the following

13

documents.

14

•

15

California Public Utilities Commission. The California Evaluation
Framework. June 2004.

16

•

California Public Utilities Commission, California Energy Efficiency

17

Evaluation Protocols: Technical, Methodological, and Reporting

18

Requirements for Evaluation Professionals. April 2006.

19

•

National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency. Model Energy Efficiency

20

Program Impact Evaluation Guide. Prepared by Steven R. Schiller,

21

Schiller Consulting, Inc., December 2007.

22
23

29.

Q.

DR. DOHRMANN, PLEASE DESCRIBE HOW THE M&V WORK

24

PROVIDED BY ADM COMPLIES WITH INDUSTRY STANDARDS,

25

GUIDELINES, OR INDUSTRY STANDARD PRACTICES.

26
27
28

A.

Besides the M&V work that ADM is performing for NV Energy, ADM is
also performing EM&V work for utilities in several states across the United
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1

States, including California, Idaho, New Mexico, Missouri, Ohio,

2

Pennsylvania, and West Virginia. Thus, we are completely familiar with

3

industry standards and guidelines and with standard industry practices. All

4

of the M&V work that ADM provides for NV Energy is in accordance with

5

industry standards, guidelines, and practices.
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6
7
8

30.

Q.

DR. DOHRMANN, PLEASE EXPLAIN “CONFIDENCE INTERVAL”.

A.

A confidence interval is a range of values around a measurement value that

9

conveys the precision of the measurement value. The purpose of taking a

10

sample from a population and computing a statistic from the data, such as the

11

mean value of a variable, is to approximate the value of the mean of the

12

population.

13

population value is always an issue. A confidence interval addresses this

14

issue because it provides a range of values that is likely to contain the

15

population parameter of interest. Confidence intervals essentially have two

16

elements: the confidence level and the precision level.

How well the sample statistic estimates the underlying

17
18

Confidence intervals are constructed at a confidence level selected by the

19

user. Confidence level is essentially a level of significance, which is a

20

statistical term for how willing you are to be wrong. For example, with a 90

21

percent confidence interval, you have a 10 percent chance of being wrong.

22

With a 95 percent confidence interval, you have a 5 percent chance of being

23

wrong.

24
25

A confidence level of 95 percent thus means that if the same population is

26

sampled on numerous occasions and interval estimates are made on each

27
28
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1

occasion, the resulting intervals would bracket the true population parameter

2

in approximately 95 percent of the cases.
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3
4

In technical terms, confidence intervals are calculated based on the standard

5

error of a measurement. Generally, the larger the number of measurements

6

made (i.e., the larger the sample), the smaller the standard error and narrower

7

the resulting confidence intervals.

8
9
10

31.

Q.

DR. DOHRMANN, PLEASE EXPLAIN “PRECISION LEVEL”.

A.

In statistics, precision level refers to how closely a set of values cluster about

11

a given value (e.g., the mean). Precision refers to the dispersion of the

12

observations about the mean whether or not the mean value around which the

13

dispersion is measured approximates the “true” value.

14
15

Note that precision is not the same as accuracy, which is the property of

16

being close to some target or true value. Target shooting can be used to

17

illustrate the difference between precision and accuracy. Suppose arrows are

18

fired at a target and measurements are taken. For a number of arrows being

19

fired, precision would be the size of the arrow cluster. When all arrows are

20

grouped tightly together, the cluster is considered precise since they all

21

struck close to the same spot, even if not necessarily near the bullseye at the

22

target center. Accuracy describes the closeness of the arrows to the bullseye;

23

arrows that strike closer to the bullseye are considered more accurate. The

24

closer a system's measurements to the accepted value, the more accurate the

25

system is considered to be.

26
27
28
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1

Q.

DR. DOHRMANN, WHAT WAS THE MINIMUM PRECISION

2

LEVEL AND CONFIDENCE LEVEL THAT WAS EMPLOYED IN

3

THE M&V REPORTS PROVIDED TO SIERRA?

4
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32.

A.

Statistical sampling for the M&V work performed by ADM for NV Energy

5

in 2010 was based on achieving at least 10 percent precision at a 90 percent

6

confidence level. To illustrate the role of these factors, consider the simple

7

random sampling approach. For this approach, the following equations are

8

used to determine the sample size,

9

n0 =

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

z 2 cv(y) 2
p2



1
n = n0
n0

1+
N









where n is required sample size; z is the abscissa of the standard normal
curve for a specified level of confidence (e.g., 1.645 for 90% confidence
level); p is required precision level (e.g., 10%), and cv(y) is coefficient of
variation for the variable to be estimated (e.g., hours of use). The second
equation applies a finite population correction factor to determine final
sample size when no/N is greater than 10 percent.
Inspection of these formula shows that required sample sizes increase as the
variability of the variable to be measured increases. Prior information about
the expected variability of savings for sites in a program is therefore needed
to determine the required sample size; this information can be obtained from
the M&V activities performed for previous years.

26
27
28
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1

33.

DR. DOHRMANN, PLEASE DESCRIBE THE BASIC CONCEPT OF

2

EXTRAPOLATION TO A LARGER POPULATION BASED UPON

3

RANDOM SAMPLING.

4
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Q.

A.

The basic idea in sampling is extrapolation from the part to the whole – from

5

“the sample” to “the population.” However, the sample must be chosen to

6

fairly represent the population.

7

probability methods in order to minimize subjective judgment in the choice

8

of units to select for the sample.

9

methods to minimize bias.

Good sampling involves the use of

Samples are drawn using probability

10
11

If a sample is properly chosen and representative of the population, then

12

results calculated for the sample units can be extrapolated to represent the

13

results expected for the population.

14

sampling, mean kWh savings calculated for a sample can be used to

15

determine total program savings by multiplying the mean savings determined

16

for sample units by the total number of units in the population.

17

complicated calculation procedures (e.g., applying weights) are needed for

18

stratified or other sampling approaches, but the general principle still applies

19

that the results for a properly chosen sample can be applied to represent

20

population values.

For example, for simple random

More

21
22

F.

Sampling Approaches used for Specific Programs

23

34.

Q.

DR.

DOHRMANN,

PLEASE

DESCRIBE

THE

SAMPLING

24

APPROACH AND SAMPLING PLAN THAT WAS USED FOR

25

DETERMINING THE SAMPLE SIZE FOR THE ENERGY STAR

26

LIGHTING PROGRAM.

27
28
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1

A.

To collect data needed to verify activity during 2010 for the ENERGY

2

STAR Lighting program, ADM interviewed customers that participated in

3

the 2010 program. CFL purchasers were interviewed at participating retail

4

stores and through follow-up telephone interviews. Recipients of outreach

5

CFLs were interviewed at an outreach event at which CFLs were distributed,

6

and through follow-up telephone interviews.

7
8

The in-store surveys were conducted at two of the highest volume

9

participating retailers. At the selected stores, we identified purchasers of

10

either CFLs or non-CFLs and asked them for a brief (two to four minutes)

11

interview. In the interview, we asked questions pertaining to the quantity of

12

light bulbs purchased, the expected location of installation, and the

13

replacement strategy employed (e.g., immediate replacement vs. replacement

14

at burnout).

15

Following the preliminary questions, ADM recruited respondents for a

16

follow-up telephone survey.

Intercept interviews were completed with 133 customers.

17
18

For the follow-up telephone survey, a sample size was determined that would

19

achieve relative precision of ±10 percent at the 90 percent confidence

20

interval.

21

residential lighting programs, (i.e., assuming coefficient of variation of 0.5),

22

it was determined that a sample size of 68 participants was required.

Using a generally accepted M&V sampling assumption for

23
24

ADM completed 68 follow-up telephone surveys for NV Energy North.

25

These telephone surveys were conducted approximately two to three months

26

after the in-store intercept surveys. The following information, needed to

27
28
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1

verify energy savings achieved by ENERGY STAR Lighting program

2

participants, was collected through the follow-up interviews:
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3
4

•

Installation rates for the program-discounted bulbs

5

•

Installation locations at the residence

6

•

Characteristics (e.g., type, watts) of light bulbs that the CFLs replaced

7
8

35.

Q.

DR.

DOHRMANN,

PLEASE

DESCRIBE

THE

SAMPLING

9

APPROACH AND SAMPLING PLAN THAT WAS USED FOR

10

DETERMINING THE SAMPLE SIZE FOR THE SURE BET

11

COMMERCIAL INCENTIVES PROGRAM.

12

A.

Data provided by the implementation contractor for the Sure Bet

13

Commercial Incentives Program showed the total number of projects

14

implemented through the program for the year and the expected kWh savings

15

for those projects. Inspection of data on kWh savings for individual projects

16

provided by the implementation contractor indicated that the distribution of

17

savings was generally positively skewed, with a relatively small number of

18

projects accounting for a high percentage of the savings. A sample design

19

for selecting projects using stratified random sampling was used that took

20

such skewness into account and allowed ex post verified savings to be

21

determined with a ±10 percent precision at the 90 percent confidence level.

22
23

Sampling for the collection of program M&V data accounted for the M&V

24

effort occurring in real time during program implementation. Completed

25

projects accumulate over time as the program is implemented, and sample

26

selection was thus spread over the entire program year. ADM used a near

27

real-time process whereby a portion of the sample was selected periodically

28

Dohrmann/Oliver/Baroiant-DIRECT

26
Page 360 of 390

1

as projects in the program were completed. The timing of sample selection

2

was contingent upon the timing of the completion of projects during the

3

program year.

4
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5

36.

Q.

DR.

DOHRMANN,

PLEASE

DESCRIBE

THE

SAMPLING

6

APPROACH AND SAMPLING PLAN THAT WAS USED FOR

7

DETERMINING THE SAMPLE SIZE FOR THE SURE BET

8

COMMERCIAL NEW CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM.

9

A.

ADM staff developed a final sample design for the evaluation of the Sure Bet

10

Commercial New Construction program in January 2010. Due to the small

11

population of projects in this 2010 program (N=6), M&V sampling was not

12

employed. Instead, a census of the six sites was used for the M&V analysis.

13
14

During 2010, ADM tracked the progress of the program quarterly, i.e., ADM

15

extracted available project information from the KEMA pipeline database

16

and the tracking system DataStore maintained by NV Energy.

17
18

Initial site data collection activities were performed for some of the projects,

19

but the majority of program savings was not confirmed for the program until

20

very late in the year. Therefore, ADM conducted most field work in the

21

beginning of 2011.

22
23

37.

Q.

DR.

DOHRMANN,

PLEASE

DESCRIBE

THE

SAMPLING

24

APPROACH AND SAMPLING PLAN THAT WAS USED FOR

25

DETERMINING

26

REFRIGERATOR COLLECTION AND RECYCLING PROGRAM.

THE

SAMPLE

SIZE

FOR

THE

SECOND

27
28
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1

A.

To determine the percentage of refrigerators or freezers that were still

2

operable when picked up by the recyclers, ADM conducted telephone

3

interviews with a sample of participants. Participants were stratified by

4

appliance type (refrigerator or freezer), and a random sample was selected

5

such that ±10 percent relative precision with 90 percent confidence was

6

achieved. Assuming a coefficient of variation of 0.5, sample sizes of 68

7

participants were required for each type of appliance. In practice, ADM

8

conducted 80 phone surveys for refrigerators and 70 phone surveys for

9

freezers, thereby exceeding the minimum requirements.

10
11

G.

Engineering Calculations and Modeling used for Specific Programs

12

38.

Q.

MR. OLIVER, PLEASE DESCRIBE THE BASIC ELEMENTS OF

13

ENGINEERING CALCULATIONS AND MODELING THAT WERE

14

EMPLOYED TO DETERMINE THE ENERGY AND DEMAND

15

SAVINGS FOR THE ENERGY STAR LIGHTING PROGRAM.

16

A.

ADM employed engineering analyses in determining ex post verified energy

17

savings for CFLs purchased through the ENERGY STAR Lighting program.

18

Ex post verified energy savings per CFL were calculated using the following

19

equation:

20

Annual kWh savingsCFL = (Watts/1000) * DeltaWattsRatio * HOUannual *

21

HCIF * ISR

22

where,

23

•

Watts is CFL rated wattage

24

•

1000 is the conversion factor for Watts per kW

25

•

DeltaWattsRatio is the ratio of the difference in wattages between

26
27
28

base case (standard incandescent) and retrofit (CFL) bulbs
•

HOUannual is annual hours of use
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1

HCIF or “heating and cooling interaction factor” accounts for the

2

lower heat output of a CFL compared to the relatively hot standard

3

incandescent bulb that it has replaced

4
5
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•

•

ISR or “in-service rate” is the percentage of CFLs installed during a
specific timeframe

6

ADM used engineering analysis in determining values for DeltaWattsRatio,

7

HOUannual, and HCIF.

8
9

DeltaWattsRatio utilized data provided in the KEMA 2010 study, which

10

reported delta-Watts ratios of 2.6 for spiral CFLs (the most prevalent CFL

11

shape), 2.7 for the A-line CFL shape, 3.0 for reflector CFLs (typically used

12

in recessed cans) and 3.2 for CFL globes (typically used in vanities).

13
14

HOUannual (hours of use for installed CFLs) was determined using (1)

15

KEMA 2010 data for monitored CFL runtime per room type and (2) ADM

16

data from surveys of 68 NV Energy program participants who reported the

17

actual quantities of program sponsored CFLs that were installed in each

18

room type. The resulting analysis led to a runtime figure of 2.2 hours per

19

day, which was applied to NV Energy’s verified CFL throughput data for the

20

2010 program year.

21
22

HCIF was used to account for the fact that installing CFLs in air-conditioned

23

spaces saves electricity indirectly because less heat is introduced into

24

conditioned spaces, hence incrementally decreasing space cooling loads.

25

The relatively low heat output from energy efficient lighting also

26

incrementally increases space heating loads. These impacts of CFLs on

27

space heating and cooling are captured by applying HCIF.

28
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1
2

Values for HCIF specific to the analysis for this program were developed by

3

ADM through energy use modeling, with DOE-2 (eQuest) calibrated

4

simulation providing the modeling framework. DOE-2 (eQuest) simulations

5

utilize parametric modeling methodology for which the input variables

6

represent energy usage characteristics by building type and climate zone. To

7

determine HCIF values, two DOE-2 (eQuest) simulations were prepared for

8

different building types and climate zone.

9

baseline energy usage (i.e., base case conditions for lighting retrofit projects)

10

while Simulation2 accounted for energy usage associated with the more

11

energy efficient, post-retrofit conditions. For each set of simulations, HCIF

12

equals the sum of one and the ratio of change in HVAC energy consumption

13

(in units of annual kWh) to change in lighting energy consumption (in units

14

of annual kWh).

Simulation1 accounted for

15
16

39.

Q.

DR. DOHRMANN, PLEASE DESCRIBE THE BASIC ELEMENTS OF

17

ENGINEERING CALCULATIONS AND MODELING THAT WERE

18

EMPLOYED TO DETERMINE THE ENERGY AND DEMAND

19

SAVINGS FOR THE SURE BET COMMERCIAL INCENTIVES

20

PROGRAM.

21

A.

For each project, the available documentation (e.g., audit reports, savings

22

calculation work papers, etc.) for each rebated measure was reviewed, with

23

particular attention given to the calculation procedures and documentation

24

for savings estimates.

25
26

On-site visits were used to collect data on which to base the analysis of

27

savings impacts. The visits to the sites of the sampled projects were used to

28
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1

collect primary data on the measures implemented at those facilities.

2

Estimates of energy use and savings for energy efficiency measures depend

3

significantly on having accurate data for such factors as operating hours and

4

usage patterns. At some sites, monitoring was conducted to gather such

5

information (e.g., on the operating hours of the installed measures).

6

Monitoring was conducted at sites where it was judged that the monitored

7

data would be useful for further refinement and higher accuracy of savings

8

calculations.

9
10

Monitoring was not considered necessary for some sites. This included

11

facilities where project documentation allowed for sufficiently detailed

12

calculations or where this type of information was available from an energy

13

management control system. For other facilities, information could be

14

obtained through relatively simple monitoring using loggers.

15
16

The method used to determine gross savings impacts depended on the type of

17

measure being analyzed. The energy savings achieved with different types

18

of measures were determined using a site-specific M&V approach. This

19

involved determining the savings for the measures installed through a project

20

by using one or more of the M&V Options defined in the IPMVP.

21

•

For process measures that did not involve space conditioning, the

22

specificity of the process generally precluded using an energy analysis

23

model for simulation analysis. Savings from these types of process

24

improvement measures therefore were analyzed through engineering

25

analysis of the process affected by the improvements, with monitoring

26

used to supply information for important variables.

27
28
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1

•

Savings for lighting measures were assessed using IPMVP Option B,

2

Retrofit Isolation. With IPMVP Option B, savings are calculated using

3

short term or continuous measurement, and savings are determined by

4

field post-measurements of the system(s) to which the measure(s) have

5

been applied, separate from the energy use of the rest of the facility.

6

Short-term or continuous measurements are taken during the post-retrofit

7

period. In fact, however, only a small number of the projects for high

8

tech facilities involved lighting measures (either retrofits or controls).

9

•

Savings from compressed air measures were evaluated through

10

engineering analysis of compressor performance curves, supported by

11

data collected through short-term metering. Nameplate information for

12

the pre-retrofit equipment was obtained either from the project file or

13

during the on-site survey. Performance curve data was obtained from

14

manufacturers. Engineering staff then conducted an engineering analysis

15

of the performance characteristics of the pre-retrofit equipment. Where

16

appropriate, savings calculations were made using AirMaster+.

17

•

HVAC measures were analyzed using IPMVP Option D, which involves

18

calibrated simulation of energy use. For this analysis, the eQuest energy

19

analysis model was used to prepare computer simulations of energy use

20

before and after the HVAC measures were installed at a facility.

21
22

40.

Q.

DR. DOHRMANN, PLEASE DESCRIBE THE BASIC ELEMENTS OF

23

ENGINEERING CALCULATIONS AND MODELING THAT WERE

24

EMPLOYED TO DETERMINE THE ENERGY AND DEMAND

25

SAVINGS

26

CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM.

FOR

THE

SURE

BET

COMMERCIAL

NEW

27
28
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1

A.

The engineering calculations and modeling that were employed to determine

2

energy and demand savings for the Sure Bet Commercial New Construction

3

Program were the same as those used for the Sure Bet Commercial

4

Incentives Program.

5
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6

41.

Q.

DR. DOHRMANN, PLEASE DESCRIBE THE BASIC ELEMENTS OF

7

ENGINEERING CALCULATIONS AND MODELING THAT WERE

8

EMPLOYED TO DETERMINE THE ENERGY AND DEMAND

9

SAVINGS FOR THE SECOND REFRIGERATOR COLLECTION

10
11

AND RECYCLING PROGRAM.
A.

The implementer for NV Energy’s Second Refrigerator Collection and

12

Recycling Program estimated ex ante savings for recycled units by taking the

13

manufacture’s estimate of annual kWh usage for a recycled unit and

14

increasing that to reflect at-death energy usage, based on an assumed

15

equipment degradation factor.

16

examined with respect to (1) the assumed degradation factor and (2) the

17

accuracy of energy use as estimated through the DOE test procedure.

For the M&V effort, this procedure was

18
19

ADM’s review of available literature and data showed that that the

20

degradation coefficients applied by the implementer were at the upper end of

21

the range of coefficients observed in other similar studies. Based on the large

22

amount of metered data analyzed and its comprehensive nature, ADM

23

determined that a more appropriate equipment-degradation factor could be

24

developed using data and analysis prepared for a 2009 study on refrigerator

25

degradation for the California Public Utilities Commission.

26

(conducted by The Cadmus Group) used data on refrigerator / freezer energy

27

use obtained through two in situ monitoring efforts:

28

Dohrmann/Oliver/Baroiant-DIRECT
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1

•

A dual monitoring study that ADM conducted in support of the

2

evaluation of the (California) 2004-2005 Statewide Residential

3

Appliance Recycling Program; and

4

•

5

Additional in situ monitoring that Cadmus conducted as part of its
study.
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6
7

The product of these efforts was a database that contained energy use

8

obtained through both DOE testing and in situ monitoring for a sample of

9

321 units, 184 of which were from the 2004-2005 evaluation and 137 from

10

the 2006-2008 evaluation. Cadmus used the data from this dual monitoring

11

sample to develop regression models that relate in situ energy use to energy

12

use as determined from the DOE test procedure and modification factors

13

based on weather and household size.

14
15

42.

Q.

MR. OLIVER, PLEASE DESCRIBE THE BASIC ELEMENTS OF

16

ENGINEERING CALCULATIONS AND MODELING THAT WERE

17

EMPLOYED TO DETERMINE THE ENERGY AND DEMAND

18

SAVINGS FOR THE LOW INCOME PROGRAM.

19

A.

For the M&V work on the Low Income Weatherization program, ADM used

20

engineering calculations and modeling primarily to assess per unit savings

21

values for non-lighting measures, which included attic insulation, weather

22

stripping, water heater and pipe wraps, low flow showerheads and faucet

23

aerators. For each such non-lighting measure, per-unit savings for non-

24

lighting

25

procedures and values from several sources, including the California

26

Database for Energy Efficiency Resources (DEER), State of Ohio Energy

27

Efficiency Technical Reference Manual (“TRM”), Joint Utility Comments to

28

measures
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1

the Ohio TRM, State of Pennsylvania TRM and other M&V reports that

2

have been provided to NV Energy.
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3
4

ADM’s analysis of energy savings from direct-installed CFLs utilized the

5

same engineering calculations that were utilized to determine savings for

6

CFLs distributed through the 2010 ENERGY STAR Lighting program.

7

H.

Conclusion

8

43.

Q.

9

GENTLEMEN, PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR TESTIMONY IN
THIS PROCEEDING.

10

A.

We sponsor and present Sierra’s measurement and verification reports for

11

program year 2010. These reports are provided in this filing in Technical

12

Appendices 3 through 13.

13
14

44.

Q.

15
16

DOES

THIS

CONCLUDE

YOUR

PREPARED

DIRECT

TESTIMONY?
A.

Yes, it does.

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
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STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS
DONALD R. DOHRMANN
PRINCIPAL
ADM ASSOCIATES, INC.
4755 Caughlin Parkway
Reno, Nevada 89519
(775) 825-7076
Mr. Dohrmann is a Principal and Director of Economic Studies at ADM Associates,
Inc. He has been at ADM since April 1979. Dr. Dohrmann’s technical expertise is in
economics, survey design, and statistical analysis. On ADM’s evaluation projects, Dr.
Dohrmann is responsible for developing evaluation plans, preparing statistical sampling plans,
directing development of databases, and reporting. He has developed and applied analytical
methodologies for evaluating DSM programs, including evaluations of commercial and
industrial custom retrofit programs, refrigerator recycling programs, commercial new
construction programs, high efficiency motors and adjustable speed drives programs, and
commercial lighting programs. He has been responsible for designing the statistical sampling
plans for surveys of residential, commercial and industrial firms that ADM has conducted for
various companies, including Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison
Company, the Bonneville Power Administration, Florida Power and Light, B.C. Hydro, Kansas
City Power and Light, El Paso Electric, Southern California Edison Co., the Sacramento
Municipal Utility District, San Diego Gas and Electric Co., and other utilities. He has also been
responsible for preparing and conducting the analysis of the data collected in these surveys,
which has included statistical analysis of customer billing data. He has also developed and
applied methods for performing net-to-gross analyses for DSM programs, such as residential
appliance recycling programs and commercial and industrial custom programs.
Employment History
ADM Associates, Inc.
April 1979 to Present
Principal
April 1979 to Present
• Developing and applying methods for evaluation of utility DSM programs.
• Directing ADM staff in evaluating DSM programs. Current clients for which
evaluations are being performed include:
- NV Energy
- New Mexico investor-owned utilities
- Ameren Missouri
- First Energy Companies (Ohio, Pennsylvania)
- SMUD
- Idaho Power
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Hittman Associates, Inc.
July 1977 to March 1979
Senior Economist
• Responsible for economic and statistical analysis on studies of commercial
sector energy efficiency for California Energy Commission, EPRI, U. S.
Department of Energy.
United Technologies Research Center
June 1973 to June 1977
Economist
• Responsible for evaluation of economic and market potential for new energy
technologies, such as repowering of combustion turbines, compressed air
storage.
University of Connecticut
September 1969 to August 1972
Instructor, Economics
• Taught undergraduates in courses including principles of economics and
economic history of the United States
Education
Iowa State University
Bachelor of Science in Economics, August 1964
Yale University
Master of Arts in Economics, May 1965
Ph. D. in Economics, December 1976
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STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS
ROBERT OLIVER
DIRECTOR
ADM ASSOCIATES, INC.
4755 Caughlin Parkway
Reno, Nevada 89519
(775) 825-7076

Education
•

Bachelor of Science, Business Management and Finance, Cornell University

Areas of Expertise
•

Energy Use Analysis

•

Field Work Experience

•

Analysis of Metered Data

•

Regulatory Support

•

Organizational Structure Review

•

Financial Management

Years of Professional Practice
Mr. Oliver is an energy industry professional with 25 years of contract and program
management experience, including extensive work with electric and gas utility demandside management (DSM) programs. Mr. Oliver’s focus is process and impact evaluation
and reporting for residential, commercial, agricultural and solar DSM programs,
including current oversight responsibility for DSM program evaluations for Nevada and
Ohio utilities. He also serves as lead analyst for various program-level evaluations, and
has served as lead writer or editor for scores of evaluation reports and related technical
documents. Mr. Oliver’s skills include DSM program design and implementation. He
developed and executed residential energy conservation initiatives such as Energy Star
programs for various utilities, and led implementation teams that consistently exceeded
energy targets.
Mr. Oliver has counseled numerous governmental and private industry clients, delivering
recommendations related to strategic issue management, public policy initiatives and
communications with key constituents or stakeholders. His Bachelor of Science in
Business Management and Finance was awarded by Cornell University.
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Energy Use Analysis/Analysis of Metered Data
Mr. Oliver has analyzed energy usage for numerous residential, commercial and
agricultural programs, including analyses of measures such as lighting, consumer
electronics, pool pumps, refrigeration, traffic signals, space cooling and heating, motors
and agricultural water pumping. His analysis methodologies utilize engineering
calculations and simple regression analyses for which data inputs include primary data
sources such as measured energy usage and customer survey results, and secondary data
sources such as published engineering data and energy efficiency reports. His analysis
skills include the use of 8760 load shapes to identify energy savings occurring during any
selected timeframe during a typical year, and to quantify critical peak demand savings per
load shape.
Field Work Experience
Mr. Oliver has developed sampling plans that employ statistical protocols such as
Dalenius-Hodges stratification techniques. He has managed field resources, supervised
field measurement and verification projects, provided staff training and oversight of
logistics and scheduling, developed field data collection forms and verified installation
for measures installed within various energy conservation programs.
Regulatory Support
Mr. Oliver has significant expertise in the realm of state statutes and regulations
governing the implementation and evaluation of energy efficiency and renewable energy
projects. He currently serves as an advisor, and provides data analysis and reports related
to utilities’ revenue losses associated with the implementation of energy efficiency
projects.
Organizational Structure Review
Mr. Oliver has 25 years of experience reviewing organizational structures of whole
enterprises and subsets (e.g., one or more departments within the whole enterprise) in a
diverse range of industries. In recent years he has applied this skill set on behalf of utility
clients and within process evaluations for energy efficiency programs.
Financial Management
Mr. Oliver has 25 years of financial management, contract management and project
management experience in a diverse range of industries, with specific expertise
developing budgets and fulfilling whatever specific scope of work or client requirements
need to be accomplished with relatively limited resources. He is currently managing
ADM’s long-term contracts with Nevada and Ohio utilities.
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STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS
SASHA BAROIANT
ADM ASSOCIATES, INC
3239 Ramos Circle
Sacramento, CA 95826
(916) 363-8383
Education
Bachelor of Science in Physics, University of California, Davis 1999
Ph.D. in Experimental High Energy Physics, University of California, Davis 2006
Professional Experience
2007 To Date

Senior Associate
ADM Associates, Inc.
Responsible for measurement, verification, and evaluation of Demand Side Management (DSM)
programs and DSM portfolios. Responsible for DSM portfolio development and modeling,
including technical, market, and financial analysis. Responsible for modeling and simulation
services – particularly associated with development of energy savings profiles. Responsible for
evaluations of emerging technologies and evaluations that require advanced measurement
techniques and associated uncertainty analysis.
1999 through 2000

Post Graduate Researcher
Physics, Dept. UC Davis
Responsibilities in detector hardware development included prototyping, characterization, and
optimization of silicon detectors used to track relativistic charged particles in a high radiation
environment. Responsibilities in detector software development included development of data
acquisition software to parse hexadecimal output of silicon readout chips used in the CDF SVXII
silicon tracking detector at Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory.
Awards and Honors
UC Davis Regents Scholarship 1995-1999
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5

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF NEVADA
Application of Sierra Pacific Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy for Approval of its 2011
Annual Demand Side Management Update
Report as it relates to the Action Plan of its
2011-2030 Triennial Integrated Resource Plan

)
)
)
)
)
)

Docket No. 11-07____

6

PREPARED DIRECT TESTIMONY OF M. HOSSEIN HAERI PREPARED ON

7

BEHALF OF SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY D/B/A NV ENERGY

8
9

1.

Q.

10

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, JOB TITLE, EMPLOYER AND
BUSINESS ADDRESS.

A.

11

My Name is Hossein Haeri. I am an Executive Director at The Cadmus

12

Group, Inc. (Cadmus), an energy and environmental consulting firm. My

13

business address is 720 SW Washington Street, Portland, Oregon 97205.

14
15

2.

Q.

16
17

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR PROFESSIONAL BACKGROUND AND
EXPERIENCE.

A.

Since 1985, I have worked in the energy utility industry in various capacities,

18

including as a researcher, consultant, teacher, and utility manager. With the

19

assistance of my staff, I have provided technical advice and planning

20

consultation to energy utilities on matters related to resource planning, load

21

forecasting, load research, market assessment, energy efficiency, demand

22

response, portfolio assessment, performance measurement, and cost-

23

effectiveness analysis. I supervised the design and development of Cadmus’

24

Portfolio Pro model, the tool currently used by Nevada Power Company

25

d/b/a NV Energy (“Nevada Power”) and Sierra Pacific Power Company

26

d/b/a NV Energy (“Sierra” and, together with Nevada Power, the

27
28

Haeri-DIRECT
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1

“Companies”) to calculate and report cost-effectiveness of their Energy

2

Efficiency and Conservation “EE&C” programs.
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3
4

Before joining The Cadmus Group, I was Vice President for consulting at

5

KEMA Consulting. I served as the Director of Energy Information Systems,

6

responsible for measurement and verification at Chevron Energy Solutions

7

(formerly PG&E Energy Services) from 1997 to 2000. Prior to that, I served

8

as a principal in the consulting firm of Barakat & Chamberlin, where I led

9

the firm’s impact evaluation and assessment practice area. I also worked for

10

four years as Manager of Planning and Assessment for Central Maine Power

11

Company (CMP), where I was responsible for planning and evaluation of the

12

company’s DSM programs. While at Central Maine, I co-chaired the Maine

13

Collaborative, representing investor-owned utilities in the state. Before

14

joining CMP, I was the manager of Western Operations for ERC

15

International, where I was responsible for utility DSM program evaluations.

16

I was also an adjunct assistant professor at Portland State University from

17

2000 to 2005, where I co-founded the graduate program in Applied Energy

18

Economics and taught courses in energy planning and regulation.

19
20

I hold a doctorate degree in regional science. The results of my research

21

have been published in various conference proceedings and refereed

22

journals, including the Energy Journal, Public Policy Journal, and Public

23

Utility Fortnightly.

24
25

3.

Q.

26
27
28

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED BEFORE THIS
COMMISSION?

A.
Haeri-DIRECT

I have not.
2
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1

4.

Q.

2

PROCEEDING?
A.

3
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WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN THIS

The purpose of my testimony is to describe a general approach and

4

methodology for calculating the impact on rates of utility investments in

5

EE&C programs. I then recommend a process for applying the methodology

6

to estimate the potential rate impacts likely to result from the implementation

7

of Sierra’s 2012 EE&C Plan.

8
9

5.

Q.

10

ARE YOU PRESENTING ANY EXHIBITS AS PART OF YOUR
TESTIMONY?

11

A.

I am not.

Q.

HOW IS YOUR TESTIMONY ORGANIZED?

A.

My testimony is organized in four parts as follows: 1) Overview of common

12
13

6.

14
15

practices in analyzing cost-effectiveness of EE&C programs and their

16

suitability for assessing actual rate impacts; 2) Description of a general

17

approach for calculating the impacts on rates of EE&C programs; 3)

18

Application of the method to calculate the rate impacts of NPC’s 2012

19

EE&C Plan; and 4) The recommended process for adopting the rate impact

20

analysis.

21
22

7.

Q.

23
24

PLEASE SUMMARIZE HOW COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF
PROGRAMS ARE CURRENTLY EVALUATED.

A.

Five tests have historically been used to evaluate the cost-effectiveness of

25

EE&C programs throughout the United States.

26

Participant Cost Test (“PCT”), the Utility -or program administrator - Cost

27

Test (“UCT”), the Ratepayer Impact Measure Test (“RIM”), the Total

28

Haeri-DIRECT

The five tests are the
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1

Resource Cost Test (“TRC”), and the Societal Cost Test (“SCT”). These

2

tests are based on California’s Standard Practice Manual (“SPM”) for Cost-

3

Benefit Analysis of Conservation and Load Management Programs, first

4

published in 1983. 1

Sierra Pacific Power Company and Nevada Power Company
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5
6

The basic structure of each cost-effectiveness test involves a calculation of

7

the total benefits and the total costs in dollar terms from a certain vantage

8

point to determine whether the overall benefits exceed the costs. The benefit

9

and cost components and the methods for calculating benefit-to-cost ratios

10

for these tests are fully described in Technical Appendix, 2 of the 2011

11

Annual Demand Side Management Update Report.

12
13

The TRC and its variant, SCT, are the primary tests for measurement of cost

14

effectiveness in most jurisdictions. The TRC is principally a measure of

15

economic efficiency. It compares the life-cycle cost of an EE&C measure or

16

program, including outlays by the utility and participants, with the benefits

17

derived from avoided power supply options, including avoided transmission

18

and distribution loses. Pursuant to the Commission’s August 9, 2006 Order

19

in Dockets Nos. 06-03038 and 06-04018, the Companies have used the TRC

20

as the primary measure of cost-effectiveness.

21
22
23
24
25

1

These tests originated in California. In 1974, the Warren Alquist Act established the California Energy
Commission (“CEC”) and specified cost-effectiveness as a leading resource planning principle. The tests and their
calculations were first published in the California’s Standard Practice Manual (“SPM”) for Cost-Benefit Analysis
of Conservation and Load Management Programs in 1983. The manual was later revised and updated in 1987–88
and 2001; a Correction Memo was issued in 2007. The 2001 version of the manual and 2007 Correction Memo
are available at: http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/energy/electric/Energy+Efficiency/EM+and+V/.

26
27
28
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1

From a utility resource planning point of view, the TRC is the appropriate

2

test to be used as a basis for comparing EE&C conservation resources with

3

power supply options. However, as indicated in the Commission’s findings

4

in Dockets Nos. 10-10024 & 10-10025, TRC does not account for the

5

distributional effects of EE&C in general, and the Companies’ recovery of

6

energy efficiency implementation revenue requirement (“EEIR”) pursuant to

7

Section 704.785 of the Nevada Revised Statutes (“NRS”).

8
However, the adoption of NRS 704.785 should not lead the Commission to

9
10

alter the TRC test.

As stated in the SPM, the delineation of the five

11

perspectives from which benefits and costs of EE&C are considered is not

12

meant to discourage the development of additional variations for expressing

13

cost-effectiveness. Accordingly, altering the TRC to include lost revenues

14

would be inappropriate.

15
16

As a measure purely of economic efficiency, the focus of TRC is on

17

incremental costs of EE&C regardless of to whom they accrue. The TRC

18

represents the benefits and costs of EE&C to the utility system as whole.

19

The test merely combines the perspectives of participants and the utility.

20

From the TRC perspective, the adverse effects of EEIR recovery on non-

21

participants are offset by reductions in participants’ bills and thus represent

22

transfers from one group of ratepayers to another. Therefore, it would not be

23

correct to include the cost of EEIR recovery associated with EE&C savings

24

in the TRC without also including the corresponding bill reductions accruing

25

to participants.

26
27
28
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1

These transfers are, however, important from an equity point of view and

2

must be considered carefully in EE&C planning and policy decisions. For

3

this reason, other tests, particularly the RIM, are often used in conjunction

4

with the TRC to add additional perspective regarding equity and

5

distributional aspects of EE&C. This is consistent with the initial intent of

6

the SPM that the five tests are not meant to be used individually or in

7

isolation. Rather, decisions concerning EE&C are best made by considering

8

multiple perspectives, considering tradeoffs between the various tests.

9
10

As the only test that explicitly accounts for lost revenues, the RIM provides

11

an appropriate measure of equity for EE&C investment decisions. However,

12

while RIM ratios are useful indicators of potential rate impacts, as the

13

Commission notes in its August 9, 2006 Order in Dockets Nos. 06-03038

14

and 06-04018 (at 37), they do not express the magnitude of the effects of

15

EE&C on rates paid by customers.

16
17

8.

Q.

18
19

WHAT WOULD BE AN APPROPRIATE APPROACH FOR
DETERMINING THE RATE IMPACTS OF EE&C?

A.

Utility rates are fundamentally measures of a utility’s average (per unit of

20

sale) revenue requirements (“RR”), derived as the ratio of the utility’s total

21

RR and units of energy sold. The implementation of EE&C programs affects

22

both the numerator and the denominator of this basic relationship.

23
24

In any given year, the effects of EE&C on total RR (the numerator) result

25

from direct expenditures incurred by the utility to implement and administer

26

EE&C programs, including financial incentives paid by the utility to

27

participants, EEIR recovery, and any carrying charges associated with

28
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1

recovery. 2 Energy savings from EE&C also help avoid the variable portion

2

of power supply costs, thus offsetting portions of the additional revenue

3

requirements. The reductions in power supply costs arise from the avoided

4

energy and peak capacity costs, as well as avoided transmission and

5

distribution (T&D) losses. The magnitude of the net impacts of EE&C on

6

rates vary depending on the features of particular EE&C program, such as

7

savings, costs, incentive amounts, and measure life.

8
9

EE&C also adversely affects average RR due to its impact on retail sales (the

10

denominator). Since energy savings from EE&C lower retail sales, RR is

11

spread over fewer kWh, thus raising the average rate. For EE&C programs

12

being implemented over multiple years, these effects become more

13

pronounced as savings accumulate over time.

14
15

The rate impacts of EE&C vary over time. The largest impacts generally

16

occur in the short run as the utility recovers its direct EE&C expenditures.

17

Medium-term impacts, largely resulting from lost sales, tend to be more

18

moderate. In the long run, depending on the trend in the utility’s fixed and

19

variable avoided costs, the impacts are expected to be small or even negative.

20

This is the case where EE&C helps the utility meet its future load at a lower

21

cost than by investing in alternative resources, resulting in lower rates than

22

they would have been in the absence of EE&C.

23
24
25
26
27
28

2

See Nev. Admin. Code § 704.95225.
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1

9.

HAS CADMUS PROVIDED TOOLS FOR ASSESSING THE EFFECT

2

OF LOST REVENUE RECOVERY ON DSM COST CALCULATIONS

3

IN OTHER JURISDICTIONS?
A.

4

Sierra Pacific Power Company and Nevada Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy
6100 Neil Rd., P.O. Box 10100
Reno, Nevada 89520-0024

Q.

Yes. Cadmus has developed models that have been reviewed by the staff of

5

the Regulatory Assistance Project (“RAP”) and used by Cadmus to evaluate

6

the impacts of EE&C programs for utilities in other jurisdictions, including

7

Washington (Snohomish Public Utility District), Iowa (Alliant Energy),

8

Pennsylvania (PPL Electric), Missouri (Black Hills), Vermont (Burlington

9

Electric), and was recently adopted by Vermont Department of Public

10

Service as the method for evaluating the rate impacts of statewide EE&C

11

activities.

12
13
14

10.

Q.

HOW DO YOU PROPOSE TO PROCEED?

A.

Cadmus’s approach is consistent with the basic principles of ratemaking in

15

general. It has offered a systematic basis for evaluating the rate impacts of

16

EE&C and provides a reasonable approximation of the expected annual RR

17

and potential rate impacts of EE&C in other jurisdictions. The approach

18

necessarily relies on certain simplifying assumption, particularly in the

19

manner in which future base RR are calculated. Based on our discussions

20

with NV Energy, we believe it is appropriate to begin discussions of

21

Cadmus’ spreadsheet tool, based on MS Excel, for making the necessary

22

calculations to implement the approach and has customized so as to capture

23

all of the nuances of rate calculation and lost revenue recovery unique to

24

Nevada. Given the novelty of the approach in Nevada and the complexity of

25

the underlying calculations, it is recommended that the approach be

26

discussed in a technical conference with the Staff and other stakeholders

27

before it is applied to the 2012 Plan to obtain their feedback and

28
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1

recommendations.

During this conference Cadmus will describe the

2

approach and demonstrate the tool to obtain feedback. The discussion will

3

aid Cadmus and the Companies in developing a tool for use by the

4

Companies and stakeholders in evaluating DSM programs in the future.

5

Sierra Pacific Power Company and Nevada Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy
6100 Neil Rd., P.O. Box 10100
Reno, Nevada 89520-0024

6
7

11.

Q.

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?

A.

Yes, it does.

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
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1
2
3
4
5

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that I have served the foregoing SIERRA PACIFIC POWER
COMPANY D/B/A NV ENERGY’S APPLICATION in Docket No. 11-07___ upon all
parties of record in this proceeding by electronic service to the following:

Sierra Pacific Power Company and Nevada Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy
6100 Neil Rd., P.O. Box 10100
Reno, Nevada 89520-0024

6
7
8
9

Tammy Cordova
Public Utilities Comm. of Nevada
9075 West Diablo Drive Suite 250
Las Vegas, NV 89148
tcordova@puc.nv.gov

Staff Counsel Division
Public Utilities Comm. of Nevada
1150 E. William Street
Carson City, NV 89701-3109
pucn.sc@puc.nv.gov

Eric Witkoski
Attorney General’s Office
Bureau of Consumer Protection
555 E. Washington Street, Suite 3900
Las Vegas, NV 89101
ewitkoski@ag.nv.gov

Attorney General’s Office
Bureau of Consumer Protection
100 N. Carson St.
Carson City, NV 89701-4717
bcpserve@ag.nv.gov

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

DATED this 22nd day of July, 2011.
/s/ Connie Silveira
Connie Silveira
Sierra Pacific Power Company
Nevada Power Company

21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
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