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I. INTRODUCTION

The Board has identified a number of issues to be addressed in this proceeding, most of
which relate to the five strategic objectives put forward by the OPA. This report
principally addresses issues associated with Strategic Objective #2 (Conservation), with
greatest emphasis placed on issue 2.3:

“Does Strategic Objective #2 adequately reflect the tasks that the OPA is charged
with by statute and directives in 2011, and do the initiatives capture the range of
activity required to achieve that end?”

Through examination of that issue a variety of other issues are touched on as well. They
include whether OPA has provided adequate information regarding achievement and
efficiency on the performance of Strategic Objective #2 (Issue 2.1), the reasonableness of
OPA’s proposed operating budget (Issue 2.2), and whether OPA is adequately building
organization capacity (Issues 4.2 and 4.3).

Note that though OPA’s strategic objectives and the government policies that underlie
them address the need to acquire both peak demand (i.e. capacity) savings and energy
savings through conservation and demand management (CDM), the principal focus of
this evidence is on energy savings. Energy savings is an important part of the CDM
agenda for the province, particularly after 2014 when new baseload generation will be
needed to ensure a coal-free supply mix and existing nuclear generators will be retired or
out of service for refurbishment.1

Mr. Neme, the author of this report, has previously filed testimony on DSM/CDM issues
before the Ontario Energy Board on numerous occasions over the past decade (EBRO
487, EBRO 493/494, EBRO 497, EBRO 499, RP-1999-0001, RP-1999-0017, RP-2001-
0029, RP-2001-0032, RP-2002-0133, RP-2003-0063, RP-2003-0203, EB-2005-0211,
EB-2005-0001, EB-2005-0523, EB-2006-0021, EB-2008-0346), as well as before similar
regulatory bodies in Quebec, Connecticut, Illinois, Maine, Maryland, New Jersey, Ohio
and Vermont. A copy of his curriculum vitae is provided as Appendix B to this
document.

II. Consistency of OPA Plans with Government Policies

1. Ontario Policy

We begin with a review of Ontario’s Long-Term Energy Plan (LTEP), as that document
summarizes the medium and longer-term goals that the various Ministerial Directives are
designed to help the province to address. Though many goals are presented in the LTEP,
we focus on the nearest term targets for conservation:

1 Ontario’s Long-Term Energy Plan (LTEP).
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 4550 MW of peak capacity savings, and
 13 TWh of annual energy savings by 2015.

It is important to emphasize that both the capacity and energy savings numbers are
annual savings targets – i.e. the amount of savings persisting in the year 2015. 2

These targets were recently reinforced in the Supply Mix Directive (MC-2011-625). The
Minister made clear that OPA “shall plan to achieve interim CDM targets”, including the
2015 targets noted above. Importantly, the Minister also stated that the OPA’s Plan:

“shall seek to exceed and accelerate the achievement of these CDM targets if this
can be done in a manner that is feasible and cost-effective.”

These targets can be met through a combination of (1) demand-side management
programs; and (2) codes, standards, regulations and other initiatives that are reasonable
based on OPA analysis.

In addition, the Minister has instructed the OEB to establish 2011-2014 CDM targets for
each LDC that, in aggregate, are “equal to 1330 megawatts (MW) of provincial peak
demand persisting at the end of the four year period and 6000 gigawatt hours (GWh) of
reduced electricity consumption accumulated over the four-year period.”

2. OPA’s Plan

As Table 1 illustrates, OPA has put forward a plan with CDM programs expected to
achieve incremental annual savings ranging from about 0.6 TWh in 2011 to about 1.5
TWh in 2014. The overwhelming majority of the 2011 savings are projected to come
from LDC delivered initiatives, including their participation in OPA’s province-wide
programs. By 2014, nearly half of the savings will come from the Transmission-
Connected Industrial Accelerator Program.

2 The LTEP also suggests that the target for 2030 is 28 TWh of energy savings (p. 41). That 28 TWh is
presented as 14% of the 198 TWh of generation otherwise projected to be needed in 2030 (see pie chart on
p. 20). The LTEP also describes the 2030 level of savings “as equivalent to taking 2.4 million homes off
the grid” and reducing Ontario’s greenhouse gas emissions by “up to 11 megatonnes annually” (p. 40,
emphasis added). Both of those statements demonstrate that the energy savings target is a cumulative
persisting annual target, not a lifetime savings-to-date target. The savings are measured from a 2005 base
year.
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Table 1: OPA-Estimated Incremental Annual GWh Savings (2011-2014)3

Initiative 2011 2012 2013 2014

LDC Obligations

OPA Province-Wide Programs 91% 519 649 708 729

Supplemental LDC programs 9% 51 64 70 72

Total 100% 570 713 778 801

Other Programs

Transmission-Connected Industrial Accelerator Program 12 163 407 698

OPA-Delivered Demand Response Programs 4 5 5 5

Total 16 168 412 703

Grand Total 586 881 1,190 1,504

As Table 2 shows, OPA is forecasting that the amount of energy savings from these and
other past programs that will be persisting in 2014 is about 5.6 TWh. Roughly half of
that amount will come from new LDC obligations, roughly 20% will come from the
Transmission-Connected Industrial Accelerator Program and roughly 30% will come
from savings persisting from 2006-2010 OPA programs.

Table 2: OPA-Estimated Cumulative Persisting Annual GWh Savings (2011-2014)4

Initiative 2011 2012 2013 2014

2011-2014 LDC Obligations

OPA Province-Wide Programs 91% 519 1,136 1,766 2,419

Supplemental LDC programs 9% 51 112 175 239

Total 100% 570 1,248 1,941 2,658

2011-2014 Other Programs

Transmission-Connected Industrial Accelerator Program 12 174 581 1,279

OPA-Delivered Demand Response Programs 4 5 5 5

Total 16 179 586 1,284

Savings Persisting from 2006-2010 OPA Programs 2108 1,775 1,762 1,647

Grand Total 2,694 3,202 4,289 5,589

3 Savings for OPA Province-wide programs from OPA response to GEC Interrogatories 11 (for 2011) and
14 (for 2012 through 2014). Savings from Supplemental LDC programs estimated based on OPA
assumption that LDCs will achieve approximately 91% of their targets through participation in OPA-
Contracted Province Wide programs (response to GEC Interrogatory 15). 2011 savings from other
programs from Ex I, Tab 4, Attachment 1. 2012-2014 savings from other programs from OPA response to
GEC Interrogatory 15.
4 Ibid. Savings persisting from 2006-2010 OPA programs based on OPA responses to GEC Interrogatories
11 and 14. Analysis assumes the rate of persistence of the Supplemental LDC programs will be the same
as for the OPA Province-Wide programs.
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It is worth noting that OPA is not interpreting the Minister’s Directive to mean that
system sales in 2014 will be 6000 GWh lower as a result of the LDC efforts. Indeed, as
noted in Table 2 above, OPA is expecting LDC initiatives, including their participation in
OPA’s province-wide programs, to reduce system sales in 2014 by only about 2700
GWh. Rather, OPA appears to be interpreting the Minister’s Directive to acquire 6000
GWh over the 2011-2014 period to mean 6000 GWh of lifetime savings through 2014.
Put another way, savings from measures installed in 2011 would be counted four times
(once each for 2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014); savings from measures installed in 2012
would be counted three times (once each for 2012, 2013 and 2014); and so on.5 Under
this interpretation, OPA appears to be expecting the LDCs to slightly exceed the
province-wide target by producing approximately 6400 GWh (i.e. the sum of 570, 1248,
1941 and 2658 GWh savings persisting in 2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014, respectively).

OPA has not conducted any analysis or done any planning to determine whether it could
cost-effectively acquire more than the minimum level of savings required by the
Minister’s Directives.

3. Critique of OPA’s Plan

As discussed above, OPA has three planning obligations related to energy (GWh)
savings:

1. To put the province on the path to achieve 13 TWh of persisting annual savings in
2015;

2. To assess whether the 2015 target can be cost-effectively exceeded and/or
accelerated and put in place plans to do so if possible; and

3. To assist the province in achieving 6 TWh of new savings delivered by LDCs
over the 2011-2014 period.

My review of the evidence suggests that the Company has failed on at least the first two
of these obligations and arguably has failed with respect to the third as well.

A. Achieving 13 TWh of Persisting Savings in 2015

As the discussion above shows, OPA data suggests that it will achieve approximately 5.6
TWh of persisting cumulative annual savings in 2014 (2.7 TWh from 2011-2014 LDC
obligations, 1.3 TWh from the Transmission-Connected Industrial Accelerator Program
and 1.6 TWh still persisting from 2006-2010 programs). Based on the rate of growth of
its persisting savings, it would be reasonable to assume that value would grow to roughly
7 TWh in 2015. That would represent only a little more than half of the 2015 target of 13
TWh.

5 This is a simplified explanation that works for measures that have a life of 4 years or more. Measures
installed in 2011 that have a life of only three years, two years or one year would be counted only three
times, two times or one time, not four times.
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As noted above, government policy allows OPA to count savings from new codes and
standards as well as savings from CDM programs towards the 13 TWh target. Ontario
adopted new building codes in 2007 and another round of updates is expected next year.
The province is also currently in the process of considering adoption of new appliance
and equipment efficiency standards for 30 different products, roughly half of which are
electricity consuming devices. However, there are at least two important reasons to
doubt whether these new standards will be enough to achieve the additional 6 TWh of
persisting annual savings needed by 2015.

To begin with, though codes and standards can sometimes produce substantial savings,
those savings are not instantaneous. They occur only as new buildings are constructed or
new equipment is purchased, the latter being largely a function of the rate of turnover of
existing equipment. In most cases, the proposed compliance dates for the new Ontario
product efficiency standards would be in 2012. That would leave only three to four years
of impacts to contribute to meeting the 2015 LTEP energy savings target. Thus, for long-
lived equipment like refrigerators (e.g. with lives of 15 years or more), only a small
portion of the existing stock will have turned over and been affected by the new standards
by 2015. Second, some of the products that would be governed by the proposed new
Ontario standards – e.g., those affecting the efficiency of incandescent light bulbs – are
already or soon to be covered by standards promulgated in the United States and/or at the
Canadian federal level. In such cases, even without an Ontario standard no inefficient
products could be imported into or exported out of Ontario. Thus, for such products, the
only situation in which savings would not occur anyway would be when manufacturers
determine that it is worth it to produce a product in Ontario that is different from the
product it produces and sells in the rest of North America (and often much of the rest of
the world) and sell it only to Ontario customers. In a global market place in which
manufacturers are increasingly consolidating their product lines and often reticent to
produce several different variations on the same product for different regions, that may
mean that the incremental impact of many of Ontario’s efforts would be modest.

Needless to say, it is critical that analysis be conducted and carefully reviewed before any
definitive determination is made that new efficiency codes, standards and/or other
regulatory initiatives are sufficient to bridge the large gap to the 2015 LTEP energy
savings targets. OPA bears the responsibility for doing this analysis. However, OPA has
provided no estimates of the magnitude of savings expected from codes and standards in
its revenue requirements submission. Moreover, in concurrent proceedings before the
Board, OPA has declined a request to produce such estimates.6 As a result, it is
impossible to assess whether OPA’s proposed CDM strategy – including its associated
2011 staffing and budget – is adequate to achieve perhaps its most basic conservation
obligation. That represents a fundamental accountability failure.

B. Planning to Exceed and/or Accelerate 13 TWh Target

In response to GEC Interrogatory 6, OPA has bluntly stated that it has not conducted any
research or planning to determine whether additional CDM was cost-effective and

6 EB-2010-0332 TCJ1.7.
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feasible. That represents a fundamental planning failure. It is also of concern because it
means that the Province’s electric rate-payers may end up paying higher than necessary
electric bills.

C. Achieving 6 TWh of New LDC Savings over 2011-2014

The determination of whether OPA has put forward a plan that can be reasonably
expected to achieve the 6 TWh of savings from LDC efforts hinges on how one interprets
the Minister’s Directive. Specifically, was the Minister expecting 6 TWh of lifetime
savings through 2014 (e.g. counting savings from measures installed in 2011 four times,
savings from measures installed in 2012 three times, etc.), or was it expecting the LDCs
to collectively reduce system load by 6 TWh in 2014? As noted above, if the first
interpretation is accurate, then OPA’s plan appears consistent with the Directive; if the
second interpretation is more appropriate, then OPA’s plan falls well short – i.e. not even
reaching 50% – of the requirements.

The language in the Minister’s Directive is admittedly not as clear as would be ideal.
However, several factors suggest that interpreting the directive as 6 TWh in cumulative
persisting savings in 2014 would be most appropriate.

1. Consistency with industry terminology. In the North American energy efficiency
industry, energy savings goals are almost always expressed as either incremental new
annual savings (i.e. the new annual savings that will be produced from one year of
CDM efforts) or cumulative persisting annual savings (i.e. the cumulative effects of
several years of CDM efforts on demand in a particular year). Though much less
common, savings goals are occasionally expressed as the total lifetime savings from
one or more years of CDM efforts (i.e. the annual savings multiplied by the expected
average measure life, summed over as many years of program implementation as
desired). However, I am unaware of a jurisdiction in which goals have been
articulated as lifetime savings up to a particular cut-off date (i.e. OPA’s interpretation
of the Minister’s Directive).

2. Value of the metric. Both incremental annual savings and cumulative persisting
annual savings are useful in comparing what demand-side initiatives are producing
relative to supply. Total lifetime savings are useful as measures of the lifetime
benefits of CDM. However, lifetime savings up to a particular cut-off date has little
value as a planning metric.

3. Consistency with the form of the LTEP goals. The Minister’s Directive is designed
to support achievement of LTEP savings targets. The LTEP energy savings targets
are clearly expressed as cumulative persisting annual energy savings targets. Thus, it
would make most sense for the LDC goals to be expressed in the same terms.

4. Consistency with the substance of the LTEP goals. If the LDC delivered programs
were indeed being designed to achieve 6000 GWh of cumulative persisting annual
energy savings in 2014, the likelihood of the LTEP 2015 target being achieved (after
consideration of the impact of codes and standards) would be enhanced, again
suggesting that such an interpretation is more consistent with government policy.
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5. Consistency with goal of being a North American leader. The Ontario
government has made clear that it sees the province as a North American leader in
energy efficiency. If the Minister’s Directive is interpreted as OPA has interpreted it
– to be lifetime savings up to 2014 – then the province would be producing
incremental average annual savings equal to about 0.7% of annual electric sales over
the 2011-2014 period.7 That is well below what North American leaders are currently
planning and in some cases already producing. Indeed, as a recent ACEEE review
shows (see Appendix A), at least half a dozen states are planning to achieve average
annual incremental electric energy savings equal to roughly 2% or more of sales
between now and 2015. Many others are planning to achieve between 1% and 1.5%
per year. Put simply, the OPA’s interpretation of the Minister’s Directive is
inconsistent with the notion that Ontario is a North American leader. If the Minister’s
Directive was instead interpreted to mean 6 TWh of cumulative persisting annual
savings in 2014 from LDCs, then the province’s CDM efforts would be producing
average annual incremental savings of about 1.3% per year over the 2011 to 2014
period.8 While well below the levels of the six most aggressive states, that amount of
incremental annual savings would be much more consistent with a broader definition
of “a North American leader”.

4. Implications of OPA’s Inadequate Plan

In the context of this proceeding, OPA’s planning failures make it impossible for the
Board or any other party to assess the adequacy and appropriateness of OPA’s proposed
2011 revenue requirement.

It is possible, for example, that OPA is under-investing in staff, consultants and/or other
resource costs relative to what would be necessary to meet the LTEP goals and the
Minister’s Directives. Indeed, the very fact that OPA has neither done the analysis
necessary to determine whether it is on track to meet those goals nor assessed whether
additional cost-effective savings could be pursued (as required by the Minister’s
Directive) raises questions about whether its conservation division is adequately staffed.

Beyond these critical procedural needs, OPA’s inadequate planning leaves open the
possibility that the Province’s electric rate-payers will end up paying higher than
necessary electric bills.

7 As shown in Table 1 above, the OPA plan will produce incremental annual savings of about 0.6 TWh in
2011, 0.9 TWh in 2012, 1.2 TWh in 2013 and 1.5 TWh in 2014 – an average of about 1.05 TWh over the
four years. That represents about 0.7% of forecasted provincial sales of just under 150 TWh per year over
the same period (LTEP p. 15).
8 Achieving 6 TWh of cumulative persisting savings from LDCs in 2014 would mean averaging roughly
1.6 TWh of incremental annual savings each year. It would be a little more than 1.5 TWh because some of
the savings in 2011, 2012 and 2013 would be from measures with short enough lives that the savings would
not persist in 2014 (in response to GEC Interrogatory 11, OPA indicated that 4% of incremental annual
savings generated in 2011 would have a life of only 1 year and 14% would have a life of only 2 years). In
addition, as the data in Table 1 above suggest, savings from the transmission connected industrial
accelerator program would provide an additional 0.3 TWh of savings per year.
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III. Verification of Savings Claims

One other issue that is critically important to the determination of whether 2015 LTEP
and/or other savings targets are reached is the method by which savings are initially
estimated, reviewed, and ultimately verified, all matters that we understand are funded by
OEB approved rates rather than by the procurement budget. OPA does not have an
annual savings auditing process akin to those used by the gas utilities. OPA says that this
is because:

“EM&V for electricity CDM activities is performed by independent third-party
contracted evaluation managers selected by a competitive Request for Proposals
process. EM&V conclusions are inherently independent.”9

While it is certainly better than doing all EM&V work internally, hiring external
evaluation firms does not guarantee independence. OPA decides what evaluation
activities to undertake. It decides what the scope of work will be. It decides which
independent contractors to hire. It presumably reviews and provides comments on draft
work products that are never made public. In other words, OPA can have great influence
over estimates of the savings it is producing.

This is the very reason that a growing number of jurisdictions have been moving
responsibility for EM&V to organizations other than those charged with delivering
efficiency programs – so the proverbial “fox” is not guarding the proverbial “henhouse”.
Years ago, the Board decided not to go that far, but instead elected to require the gas
utilities to (1) hire independent auditors to review savings claims and all underlying
evaluation work supporting those claims; and (2) create Evaluation and Audit
Committees comprised of several stakeholders charged with providing input on
evaluation plans, draft evaluation work products and the hiring and management of the
annual auditor.

Absent a similar modification to the existing Ontario electric EM&V framework, it is
likely that there will be significant questions and/or controversy about what has actually
been accomplished. This will be arguably more important on the electric side of things
because roughly 80 different LDCs are reliant on the performance of the OPA programs.

IV. Recommendations

There remains uncertainty as to the extent to which OPA’s CDM efforts will be
scrutinized in the forthcoming IPSP process. CDM, by its nature tends to be a
continually evolving matter, better suited to ongoing accountability and improvement
rather than intermittent review. However, it is also apparent that the Board is not charged
with regulating OPA’s CDM procurement budget as part the annual revenue
requirements process. Rather, the Board has made clear that reviews such as the current

9 Response to GEC Interrogatory 7e.
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one are focused on the efficiency of the administration of the larger effort and on
ensuring that such spending is in support of the fulfillment of the tasks that OPA is
charged with pursuing. Accordingly, this evidence has not attempted to review the
particulars of CDM programs. Rather, it is intended to assist the Board in obtaining
assurance that OPA is being efficient and applying appropriate resources to meet its
obligations.

With that context, the discussion above suggests the following recommendations
regarding the disposition of the OPA’s revenue requirements submission:

1. The Board should require OPA to re-file its 2011 revenue requirements plan with
sufficient evidence to demonstrate prima facie that:

a. It has a plan to meet the 2015 LTEP persisting annual energy savings
target;

b. It has identified all cost-effective opportunities to exceed and/or accelerate
achievement of the 2015 LTEP savings targets, and has a plan to acquire
the additional savings and/or accelerate achievement of the 2015 LTEP
savings targets;

c. Its staffing, consulting and other resources proposed in its 2011 revenue
requirements are consistent with the plans to meet or exceed the 2015
LTEP savings targets (i.e. consistent with points “a” and “b” above).

2. The Board should put in place an interim order authorizing OPA to pursue CDM
activities consistent with its current plan until such time as its revised plan (per
my first recommendation) is approved. This will ensure that time is not wasted
and much needed CDM initiatives are launched as soon as possible.

3. The Board should make clear that in all future revenue requirements proceedings
that OPA will be expected to include in its submission an analysis which
documents how it plans to meet each Ministry Directive and the savings targets of
the LTEP, including

i. how much of the savings will come from each DSM/CDM
initiative;

ii. how much of the savings will come from each efficiency code and
standard;

iii. high level analyses supporting estimates that are projected to come
from each CDM initiative, each code, each standard and other
contributing policies; and

iv. a report on the potential for and planned efforts to accelerate and
exceed the LTEP targets in accord with the Supply Mix Directive.

4. The Board should require OPA to annually hire an independent auditor of its
annual savings claim (and budget for doing so).
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5. The Board should require OPA to create an Evaluation and Audit Committee,
comprised of stakeholder representatives, to provide input on evaluation planning,
evaluation scopes of work, draft evaluation work products, the selection of the
annual auditor and the management of the work of the annual auditor. This would
be akin to the EAC Committees currently working with Enbridge and Union Gas.

6. The Board should require OPA to file annual reports, following completion of the
annual auditing process, regarding progress towards LDC CDM Directive goals
and the LTEP goals.
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EDUCATION 

M.P.P., University of Michigan, 1986 
B.A.., Political Science, University of Michigan, 1985  

EXPERIENCE 

2010-present: Principal, Energy Futures Group, Hinesburg, VT 
1999-2010: Director of Planning & Evaluation, Vermont Energy Investment Corp., Burlington, VT 
1993-1999: Senior Analyst, Vermont Energy Investment Corp., Burlington, VT 
1992-1993: Energy Consultant, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, Gaborone, Botswana 
1986-1991: Senior Policy Analyst, Center for Clean Air Policy, Washington, DC 

PROFESSIONAL SUMMARY 

Chris Neme leads a variety of consulting projects for clients across the United States, Canada, and 
Europe. He specializes in analysis of markets for energy efficiency measures and the design of 
programs and policies to promote them. Prior to co-founding Energy Futures Group, he served as 
Director of the Vermont Energy Investment Corporation’s 30-person consulting division. During 
his more than 20 years in the energy efficiency industry, Mr. Neme has conducted analyses of 
efficiency potential in five states; reviewed or developed efficiency programs in more than 20 
different states and provinces and the United Kingdom; led utility-stakeholder “collaboratives” in six 
states, and defended expert witness testimony before regulatory commissions in nine different states 
and provinces. Mr. Neme has led several different training courses on the elements of good 
efficiency program design, including one sponsored by Affordable Comfort for its annual national 
conference. He has also published papers and/or presented assessments of efficiency markets, 
programs and policies through a wide variety of publications, conferences, Consortium for Energy 
Efficiency Technical Committees, ENERGY STAR working groups and other international forums. 
Mr. Neme currently serves as Co-Chair of NEEP’s EM&V Research and Evaluation Committee. 

SELECTED PROJECTS   

 Regulatory Assistance Project.  Drafting “white papers” on (1) policies and program strategies 
to achieve whole house retrofits of half of all homes within 15 years; and (2) the role efficiency 
programs can play in cost-effectively deferring transmission and distribution system investments.  
Also helping to administer initiative to provide technical support on efficiency program planning 
and evaluation to Energy Foundation grantees and regulatory staff.  (2010 to present) 

 Efficiency Vermont. Oversaw residential program planning, input to the VT Department of 
Public Service on evaluation planning, and development of M&V plan and other aspects of bids 
of efficiency resources into New England’s Forward Capacity Market (FCM) from March 2000 
through Spring 2010.  Currently providing strategic support on bidding of efficiency resources 
into the FCM.  (2000 to present) 

 Northeast Energy Efficiency Partnerships. Senior Advisor to a project to develop a 
Technical Reference Manual for three Mid-Atlantic States. The manual will cover measures 
accounting for more than 90 percent of non-custom savings for the region.  (2009 to present) 
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 Natural Resources Defense Council (Illinois).  Critically reviewed 3-year DSM plans filed by 
Commonwealth Edison and Ameren.  Drafted and defended regulatory testimony on critiques.  
Represent NRDC in Stakeholder Advisory Group (SAG) which meets monthly with utilities to 
provide discuss program designs, evaluation priorities and input on draft evaluation reports that 
are presented simultaneously to the utilities and the SAG.  (2010 to present) 

 Green Energy Coalition (Ontario).  Representing a coalition of environmental groups in 
various regulatory proceedings.  Present recommendations on DSM policies, critically review 
and negotiate with utilities on proposed DSM Plans, serve (elected by non-utility stakeholders) 
on utility Evaluation/Audit Committees which oversee an annual savings verification process 
and evaluation planning, and defend expert witness testimony.  (1993 to present) 

 Iowa Consumer Advocate.  Critically reviewed several electric and gas utilities’ DSM plans and 
savings claims.  Assisted with the development of regulatory testimony.  Currently serve as 
technical advisor to statewide collaborative process, occasionally providing input on utility 
evaluation plans and other topics.    

 Tennessee Valley Authority.  Assisted a team providing input to TVA on the redesign of its 
residential efficiency program portfolio to meet aggressive new five-year savings goals.  (2010) 

 Ohio Public Utilities Commission. Senior Advisor to a project to develop a web-based 
Technical Reference Manual (TRM). The TRM includes deemed savings assumptions, deemed 
calculated savings algorithms and custom savings protocols.  It will serve as the basis for all 
electric and gas efficiency program savings claims in the state.  (2009 to 2010) 

 New Jersey Clean Energy Program. Oversaw support of Honeywell-led team delivering all 
statewide residential efficiency and renewable energy programs. Led work on program design, 
regulatory filings, savings algorithms, and evaluation planning.  (2006 to 2010) 

 New York State Energy Research and Development Authority (NYSERDA). Led several 
analyses of residential electric and gas efficiency potential (over 20 years) for New York State. 
Scenarios included continuation of existing initiatives, new budget constraints and a least-cost 
approach to meeting greenhouse gas emission reduction targets. (2001 to 2010) 

 British Department of Energy and Climate Change. Supported the British government’s 
development of aggressive national efficiency initiatives, particularly strategies for rapid and 
massive-scale retrofits of the thermal envelops of existing homes.  (2009) 

 Oregon Energy Trust.  Part of a team that developed case studies of successful community-
based efficiency or renewable energy efforts across North America, synthesized lessons learned 
from those examples, and developed recommendations for how the trust might more effectively 
advance its mission through community-based approaches to promoting efficiency.  (2004-2005) 

 NSTAR Collaborative. Oversaw all technical assistance on the design of and implementation 
planning for six major residential DSM programs. Personally led work on two of the programs 
(high use retrofit & low income). This involved negotiations with NSTAR on goals, budgets and 
program designs, and technical assistance on selection of delivery contractors, development of 
field protocols to guide measure installation decisions, and review of program results. All work 
was conducted on behalf of the Massachusetts Non-Utility Parties.  (1999 to 2005) 
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 Natural Resource Defense Council – New Jersey Utilities Collaborative.  Oversaw all 
technical assistance on the design of and implementation planning for eight statewide residential 
DSM programs and one statewide renewable energy program. Personally led work on two of the 
programs (Electric HVAC and Gas HVAC). This involved facilitation of monthly meetings with 
all seven electric and gas utilities in the state; negotiations with the utilities on budgets, goals, and 
program designs; and extensive technical assistance on a variety of programmatic issues, 
including the development of marketing plans and evaluation plans.  (1994 to 2003) 

 Long Island Power Authority Clean Energy Plan. Led team that designed the four major 
residential programs (three efficiency, one PV) incorporated into the plan in 1999. Oversaw 
extensive technical support to the implementation of those programs. This involved assistance 
with the development of goals and budgets, development of savings algorithms, cost-
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