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SR, Missouri

| Office of the Public Counsel

Fighting for Fair Utility Rates

e Consumer advocate office established in 1975
* Electric, Natural Gas, Telephone, Water, Sewer
* 4 attorneys

e 3 accountants
e 2 economists §
2 staff

e 1 financial
analyst
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THE STATE OF MISSOURI



Missouri Is a net energy importer
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L Lawrence Livermore

Estimated Missouri Energy Use In 2008 National Laboratory

~1947.4 Trillion BTU
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Energy Efficiency = First Fuel
e Fastest to deploy

e Cheapest per unit

e Cleanest environmental impact




WHAT IS ENERGY EFFICIENCY?



* Energy efficiency is a way of managing and
restraining the growth in energy consumption.
Something is more energy efficient if it
delivers more services for the same energy
input, or the same services for less energy
Input.



U.S. Electric Efficiency Savings (2007-2012)
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Overall, electric efficiency programs saved 126 TWh in 2012, enough to power 12.2 million

homes for one vear, and avoided the generation of 89 million metric tons of carbon dioxide.



Electric Efficiency Budgets: 2007-2013 and
2025 Forecast
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Source: LBNL (2013) with modifications by the Institute for Electric Innovation.



WHAT MISSOURI HAS DONE WITH
ENERGY EFFICIENCY TO DATE



ACEEE Comparison

2013 State Scorecard Rankings Map
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ACEEE Overall Breakdown of Scores 2012-13

2012 Highlights
Rank | State | Utility & Transportation | Building Combined | State Appliance | Total Change
Public (9 pts) Energy Codes | Heat & Government | Efficiency | Score in rank
Benefits (Tpts) Power (5 | Initiatives Standards (50 pts) | from
Program & pts) (7 pts) (2 pts) 2011
Policies (20
pts)
#43 | MO. 3.5 0 2.5 0.5 2.0 0 9.0 +1 (was
#44)
2013 Highlights
Rank | State | Utility & Transportation | Building Combined | State Appliance | Total Change
Public (9 pts) Energy Codes | Heat & Government | Efficiency | Score in rank
Benefits (Tpts) Power Initiatives Standards (50 pts) | from
Program & (5 pts) (7 pts) (2 pts) 2012
Policies
(20 pts)
#42 | MO. 4.0 0 3.0 0.5 3.0 0 10.5 +1
Overall Change
Rank | State | Utility & Transportation | Building Combined | State Appliance | Total Change
Public (9 pts) Energy Codes | Heat & Government | Efficiency | Score in rank
Benefits (Tpts) Power Initiatives Standards (50 pts) | from
Program & (5 pts) (7 pts) (2 pts) 2012
Policies
(20 pts)
#42 | MO. +0.5 - +0.5 - +1.0 - +1.5 +1




Energy Efficiency Regulatory

Framework
Fixed Cost Recovery*
Rank State 2013 EE | Decoupling Lost Performance| Energy
by Budget Revenue Incentive Efficiency
budget Mechanism Resource
Standard
1 California | $1.5 Billion Yes Yes Yes
25 Georgia S71.5 Yes Yes
Million
30 Missouri $50.5 Yes Yes
Million
50 Virginia | $868,786 Pending Pending




WHAT TO EXPECT MOVING
FORWARD



Which States Have the Dirtiest Energy?
Carbon emissions rates vary widely across the country.
Pounds of CO, per megawatt-hour of electricity produced, 2012
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e EPA’s

2E ﬂﬂ guidelines
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Missouri 1,963 1,621 1,544

21%
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Carbon emissions rates vary widely across the country.

Pounds of CO, per megawatt-hour of electricity produced, 2012
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4 Building Blocks
Best System of Emission Reductions (BSER)

* More efficient coal plants
e Switch to natural gas

 Renewable energy

 Energy efficiency . )
I lr__'u,".




2030 Missouri Electric Sector Costs and Benefits
of 111(d) Compliance (millions of 2011 S)

Costs =
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WHAT’S THE IMPACT ON MY
ELECTRIC BILL?



Energy Efficiency and 111(D) Impacts

Impacts on Participants

e Higher rates but lower bills because of
reduced energy consumption, as well as
reduced wholesale market costs

Impacts on Non-Participants

* Higher rates, no change in usage; thus
higher bills




Over time...

 Downward pressure on rates
— Wholesale market price suppression
— Avoided T&D
— Increased Reliability
— Avoided Risk
— Non-energy benefits

— Estimated electric sector benefits are 25% higher
than costs™



WHAT DO WE GET?



Increased Spending on Residential
Programs

GET PAID TO SAVE. I

and recycle your
working fridge or
freezer and we'll
give you a cool

$50 reward!

I
] | See welsi i for progmm reqeEEmess.

Detmils vary by stiaie.

A
“ Ameren ActOnEnergy.com

FOCUSED ENERGY. for[ife.



sealed ducts

tight construction

moisture managed

\\\/ fresh air ventilation

improved insulation

___

pressure balanced for
improved air circulation



Increased Spending on Commercial
and Industrial Programs

kerl Business Energy Efficiency Rebates

There’s money hiding in your business.
We'll help you find it.




Home Energy Audits/Scores

Columbia Water & Light’s
EFFICIENCY SCUORE

95%

Home Energy Score
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Behavioral Mechanism

&5

Conservation messages printed on door hangers and left
on homes

Environment Citizenship

Tum oft AC &
Turn on Fan

Tum o AC & Tum oft AC & TumolfAC A
Tum on Fan Turn on Fan Yurn on Fan
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Headline from The Onion

June 2, 2014

New EPA Regulations Would Force
Power Plants To Find 30% More
Loopholes By 2030

BUT IF NOT...
IF 111(D) DOES NOT MOVE FORWARD



Energy Efficiency programs and
spending/saving will continue...

MASS VELOCITY

MOMENTUM MOMENTUM

MOMENTUM INCREASES WHEN EITHER
MASS OR VELOCITY INCREASES



The Appropriate Policy Tools

* Program design
and execution

* Market-driven
Vs.
Utility-driven
Vs. 0% -
Policy-driven

* Mitigate Negative

Externalities _\

i Eq U ita b I e Ini‘;?rt A - Enrly Majarity L% Miajority Laggards
Pa rt|C|pat|On | Etualitatiw.eTime -

100%:




Geoff Marke

Office of Public Counsel, Economist
(573) 751-5563
Geoff.marke@ded.mo.gov

QUESTIONS?
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