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1350 Pennsylvania Avenue NW, Suite 504 

Washington, DC 20004 

 

RE: Annual Report of the Sustainable Energy Utility Advisory Board  

 

Dear Chairman Mendelson: 

 

Pursuant to Section 204(g) of the Clean and Affordable Energy Act of 2008 (CAEA), D.C. Law 17-250, I 

hereby transmit the Sustainable Energy Utility Advisory Board’s (Board) Annual Report (Report) on 

behalf of the Board. This Report provides the Board’s assessment of the DC Sustainable Energy Utility’s 

(DCSEU) performance in FY19, and offers recommendations to the Department of Energy & 

Environment (DOEE) and the Council of the District of Columbia (Council). This Report was approved 

by the Board. It is the Board’s understanding that DOEE will make this Report available to the public on 

its website within 10 days of its submission to the Council, as required by the CAEA. 

 

Please feel free to contact me at the telephone number or e-mail address below, or Dr. Taresa Lawrence at 

taresa.lawrence@dc.gov or 202-671-3313, if you have any questions regarding this report. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Bicky Corman 

Chair, SEU Advisory Board 

(202) 213-1672 

bcorman@bickycormanlaw.com 

   

Enclosure 

 

cc: Nyasha Smith, Secretary of the Council 

Councilmember Mary Cheh, Chairperson, Committee on Transportation and the Environment.  
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I. Executive Summary 

 

This year’s Report of the District of Columbia Sustainable Energy Utility (“DCSEU”) Advisory 

Board (the “Board”) on the DCSEU’s Fiscal Year 2019 (“FY19”) performance finds the DCSEU 

having achieved and in some cases significantly exceeded its performance benchmarks, a Board 

that has hit its stride, and the District poised to accelerate its transition to a clean,  just, energy 

economy.  To date, the District has already demonstrated exemplary leadership in driving the 

country’s and indeed the world’s transition, thanks not only to the District’s Mayor setting 

ambitious greenhouse gas reduction targets, the Council deploying the needed tools to support 

achievement of these targets, the Public Service Commission (“PSC” or “Commission”) 

thoughtfully harnessing the resources of the District’s utilities to achieving this transition, and the 

substantial contributions from District stakeholders, not least of which include the DCSEU, which 

in FY19 had completed the third year of its five-year contract.1 

  

DCSEU’s Performance 

  

In FY19, the DCSEU achieved the minimum targets for all of its five benchmarks with annual 

targets2 and significantly exceeded the maximum targets for the first three.  At the end of the third 

year of its five-year contract, the DCSEU was behind pace for both the minimum and maximum 

benchmarks on the five-year external funds cumulative benchmark (item 6, n. 2, below).3  The 

legislation that created the DCSEU did not distinguish between minimum and maximum 

benchmarks – such metrics arose as a result of  the pro rata incentive compensation structure in the 

FY10 DOEE Request for Proposals for the DCSEU contract.4  The Board applauds the DCSEU’s 

successes with regard to its surpassing three of its maximum benchmarks, and commits to assisting 

the DCSEU in doing likewise with regard to its remaining annual and cumulative benchmarks.   

  

Additionally, using a suite of additional metrics typically employed in measuring energy efficiency 

programs, it appears that the DCSEU is delivering programs at a cost that is substantially lower 

than neighboring utilities, although there may be other factors present in those jurisdictions that 

 
1 Originally, the Clean and Affordable Energy Act authorized one-year contracts between the DCSEU and DOEE.  In 

2014, the law was amended to require that the contract have a base period of at least four years, and any option 

periods be for at least two years.  In FY21, DOEE will determine whether to exercise such option.  Whether it 

exercises the option, or issues an RFP for a new contractor, the new contract will come back before the Council for 

approval. 
2 The DCSEU’s benchmarks are: 

1)     Reduce Electricity consumption 

2)     Reduce Natural Gas Consumption 

3)     Increase Renewable Energy Generating Capacity 

4)     Improve Energy Efficiency of Low-Income Properties 

5)     Increase Green Collar Jobs 

6)     Leverage External Funds 
3 NMR Group, Inc Performance Benchmark Assessment of FY2019 DC Sustainable Energy Utility Programs, pp. 1, 

5.  

https://doee.dc.gov/sites/default/files/dc/sites/ddoe/publication/attachments/DCSEU%20FY2019%20Performance%2

0Benchmarks%20Report%20-%20FINAL%2006012020%29%281%29.pdf.  
4 District Department of the Environment/Department of Energy and Environment (DDOE/DOEE) FY 2010 DC 

Sustainable Energy Utility Request for Proposals (RFP), issued on July 2, 2010. 

https://doee.dc.gov/sites/default/files/dc/sites/ddoe/publication/attachments/DCSEU%20FY2019%20Performance%20Benchmarks%20Report%20-%20FINAL%2006012020%29%281%29.pdf
https://doee.dc.gov/sites/default/files/dc/sites/ddoe/publication/attachments/DCSEU%20FY2019%20Performance%20Benchmarks%20Report%20-%20FINAL%2006012020%29%281%29.pdf
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affect both the costs of energy and the cost of first-year energy savings.5  It is important to 

understand that these jurisdictions have different markets, savings goals, regulatory requirements, 

cost-effectiveness tests, program maturity, and delivery systems, which may affect both costs and 

savings.   Additionally, using the Societal Cost Benefit/Cost Ratio Test, the DCSEU program 

portfolio, taken as a whole, was found to be cost-effective.6  Peak demand savings were similar to 

FY18, but higher than in FY17,7 while energy use reductions by the District’s largest energy users 

in FY19 were less than prior years.8  DCSEU programs achieved an increased amount of 

greenhouse gas (“GHG”) reductions when compared to 2016 totals.9  DCSEU programs achieved 

61% of net energy savings (after adjusting for both free-ridership and participant spillover)10 since 

FY17, and about 4,403,108 MWh in lifetime electric savings over the same period.11 

  

DCSEU Advisory Board’s Performance 

 

In its Report on the DCSEU’s FY17 performance, the Board called for an examination into whether 

the DCSEU’s benchmarks were facilitating the DCSEU’s performance.  The Board also specifically 

asked whether the DCSEU’s incentive structure is sufficiently aligned with and furthers the 

implementation of the District’s overall GHG reduction objectives.  In particular, the Board 

specifically questioned whether a clearer direction needed to be set for the DCSEU to achieve GHG 

reduction targets.   

 

The Board regards as a significant accomplishment in FY19 that its urging finally contributed to an 

FY19 DOEE and DCSEU modification to the DCSEU contract which removed the “penalty” the 

DCSEU incurred by counting as a decrease in electricity savings that decreased reliance on natural 

gas.12  

  

In its Report on the DCSEU’s FY18 performance, the Board continued to call for an examination 

into aligning the DCSEU’s energy-savings metrics with the District’s GHG reduction targets.  The 

Board formed a subcommittee in FY19 whose focus was to identify changes that might require 

legislation, changes that are material and might require a new contract, and changes that could be 

made mid-stream through modest contract modifications.  The subcommittee also worked to help 

inform the Commission’s Working Group process,13 specifically exploring whether the Board 

 
5 NMR Group, Inc Performance Benchmark Assessment of FY2019 DC Sustainable Energy Utility Programs, p. 1 

(“The cost of first-year energy savings for DCSEU programs has declined by about one-third since FY2017.”) 
6 Id., p. 7. 
7 Id., p. 21. 
8 Id., pp. 22 – 23. 
9 Id., p. 23. Shows that the DCSEU’s programs responsible for avoiding about 0.8% of estimated District-wide 

emissions from 2016 (using average emission rates), and about 1.4% (using marginal emissions rates). 
10 Id., p. 24. 
11 Id., p. 24. 
12 Section C.40.8.1.1.2 of the FY 2017 DCSEU Contract (Contract No. DOEE-2016-C-0002), as amended by 

Modification #8, states the following: “[I]f an energy efficiency program causes a consumer to replace a natural gas 

furnace with an electric heat pump, then the increase in the consumption of kWh as a result of the switch to using 

electricity for space heating would NOT be counted as ‘negative savings’ toward the kWh savings benchmark.” 
13 The Clean Energy DC Omnibus Amendment Act of 2018 clarified a role for the District’s electric and gas utilities 

in offering energy efficiency and demand reduction programs, and mandated that a Working Group (“Commission 

Working Group” or “Working Group”) consisting of the District’s utilities, the DCSEU, the DCSEU Advisory Board 

and interested stakeholders, advise the Commission on benchmarks with which to measure the utilities’ progress. 
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should recommend that the Commission consider the establishment of an express GHG reduction 

benchmark and a peak reduction benchmark, which metrics could be outside the DCSEU’s current 

legislative and contract benchmarks.   

  

The fruits of the Subcommittee’s efforts culminated in the Board’s submission of comments in 

Formal Case No. 1160, which stated: 

  

1)    That the Board recognized that a conversion of the DCSEU’s benchmarks from ones 

measuring the impact of the DCSEU’s programs on energy savings into ones that measure 

the impact of the DCSEU’s program on reducing GHGs should align with the metrics the 

utilities would track in implementing the efficacy of their energy efficiency and demand 

reduction programs.  The Board noted as well that the Office of the District of Columbia 

Auditor (“OCDA”) Report of February 2020 to the Council14 had recently recommended 

that the DCSEU be subject to a GHG emissions reduction benchmark.15  The Board 

confirmed its support of a discussion of GHG baseline metrics by the Commission’s Energy 

Efficiency and Demand-Response (EE/DR) Metrics Working Group, but specifically, urged 

that the Commission-led discussion occur within a specified time-frame, and potentially, 

that the Commission revisit the question of the utilities’ targets by the conclusion of the first 

program cycle of the utilities’ approved programs. 

  

2)    Although it is widely agreed there is a relationship between reduction in peak demand 

(both the District’s peak coincident with PJMs relevant system peak and otherwise) and 

reduction in GHGs, and although the DCSEU is well positioned to distribute incentives, the 

Board concluded that the DCSEU lacks certain tools that would enable it to unilaterally 

incentivize peak demand shifting.  The DCSEU lacks access to customers’ demand data and 

thus the ability to effectively measure relevant baselines and event performance in demand 

reduction programs.   Thus, the Board recommended that one or more entities (whether the 

Council, the PSC, the Mayor (DOEE), and/or others, such as the District’s utilities and/or 

energy consumers) initiate an effort to devise a strategy to harness the resources of all of 

the foregoing to reduce peak demand as a means of lowering the District’s GHG emissions 

through coordinated programming and incentive frameworks.16 

  

To the extent that it is the Council that bears chief responsibility for creating a framework within 

which the DCSEU might contribute to incentivizing peak demand shifting, the Board urges the 

Council to commence an exploration of legislative tools with which to do so.  The Board again 

notes that certain states, such as Massachusetts, Arizona and New York, have adopted clean peak 

 
14 The DC Auditor’s Report of February 27, 2020 on implementation of the 2008 Clean and Affordable Energy Act 

Commissioned by the Council of the District of Columbia. 
15 Comments from the Sustainable Energy Utility Advisory Board in Response to EE/DR Metrics Working Group 

Report, Formal Case No. 1160, In the Matter of the Development of Metrics for Electric Company and Gas Company 

Energy Efficiency and Demand Response Programs Pursuant to Section 201(b) of the CleanEnergy DC Omnibus 

Amendment Act of 2018, citing 2008 Clean Energy Law Spurs Progress but District Can Do More to Cut Emissions, 

the 2020 Report by the Office of the District of Columbia Auditor on the Clean and Affordable Energy Act of 2008, 

Feb 27, 2020.  A copy of the Board’s comments are attached hereto as Appendix A. 
16 The Subcommittee entertained a third issue – converting the DCSEU’s Year 1 savings into lifetime savings.  The 

Board recommends continued discussion of this issue in conjunction with discussions concerning the next contract’s 

terms. 
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standards as a means of reducing the costs and environmental impact of periods when electricity 

demand is highest, and generation tends to be the most polluting.    

  

In FY19, the Board initiated a process, which is expected to culminate in FY20 recommendations 

as to whether, in whichever vehicle is employed (a renewed contract with the incumbent contractor, 

should DOEE exercise the option, or an RFP for a new contractor), the contract should convert or 

create an accompanying GHG reduction performance benchmark to the DCSEU’s present energy 

savings benchmarks. The Board is pleased to report that in its November 10, 2020 meeting, the 

Board unanimously voted in favor of recommending to DOEE that a GHG performance benchmark 

be included in the next contract vehicle, with subsidiary recommendations to follow.  Two Board 

members qualified their affirmative votes by identifying their approval as contingent upon the 

resolution of one or more of the subsidiary issues (for example, whether a new GHG performance 

benchmark would be in addition to, or in lieu of, the current energy savings benchmarks).  In said 

meeting and in others held in FY20, the Board has benefited from, and invites the continued 

participation of and presentations by, interested stakeholders.    

  

Board’s Attendance Record in FY19 

 

The Board met twelve times in FY19.  Of those meetings, the Board met five times virtually using 

Webex, twice over the phone, and the remainder in person. 

Office of the District of Columbia Auditor’s Report 

 

In its February, 2020 Report (“2008 Clean Energy Law Spurs Progress But District Can Do More 

To Cut Emissions”), the Office of the District of Columbia Auditor (“ODCA”) made five 

recommendations to DOEE specific to strengthening the DCSEU and incorporated into its Report 

the responses of DOEE.  The Board reviewed in detail the following three recommendations and 

DOEE responses as follows, and provides its own recommendations and responses. 

  

The ODCA advised that DOEE recommend to the Council how to restructure the DCSEU Advisory 

Board to more effectively advise DOEE and the DCSEU.  DOEE disagreed with the 

Recommendation, stating its belief that the Board is properly structured, and that changes have 

been made to increase its effectiveness, including increasing the frequency of its meetings from 

quarterly, as statutorily mandated, to monthly; increasing the number of subcommittees (or 

individuals taking on specific issues) before bringing recommended actions to the whole Board; 

naming a Vice Chair to lead meetings and convene calls during absences of the Chair; and drafting 

its annual report to Council in a timely manner.  DOEE noted that the Board recommended changes 

to the structure of the DCSEU’s benchmarks which were implemented included adding a savings 

requirement to the low-income spend benchmark and adding a new benchmark on leveraging 

funds.17 

  

The Board partially agrees and partially disagrees with the ODCA report.  

  

 
17 DOEE Comments Regarding ODCA’s 2020 Draft Report Titled “2008 Clean Energy Law Spurs Progress But 

District Can Do More To Cut Emissions”, p. 9.  A copy is attached hereto as Appendix B. 
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Towards improving its effectiveness, reforms that had already been instituted by the Board itself 

include: 

  

1. Meeting monthly, rather than the quarterly, as mandated by the CAEA (no small feat, given 

that Board members are volunteers); 

2. Seeking and receiving an opportunity to comment on DOEE/DCSEU contract amendments 

before such amendments are made;  

3. Reviewing and providing input into DCSEU pilot initiatives, in particular into the DCSEU’s 

implementation of Solar For All; and 

4. Requesting an opportunity to participate in forthcoming programming decisions (TBD). 

  

The Board notes that the Council and the Commission have acknowledged an expanded role for 

the Board, specifically mandating its consultation in Commission-led working groups, and with the 

newly created DC Green Bank. 

  

The Board believes its effectiveness could be increased with more rapid appointments to fill and 

refill vacancies.   The Board also recommends an exploration of ways that it could operate more 

effectively while honoring the requirement of the Open Meetings Act. 

  

The OCDA also recommended alignment of the DCSEU performance benchmarks and the  

District’s climate change strategy by prioritizing GHG reductions, as opposed to energy savings.  

As explained above, the Board agrees.   

  

Finally, the OCDA recommended that in order to limit a “Free Ridership” scenario (in which the 

DCSEU is credited for ‘what would have happened anyway’) that the DCSEU be rewarded for 

“net” energy savings as opposed to “gross savings.”  DOEE disagreed with this recommendation 

but commented that it “is open to working with the DCSEU and other stakeholders to explore the 

feasibility of reconciling existing performance metrics and targets with the Auditor’s suggestion to 

use net savings metrics and determine whether DCSEU’s current performance targets are 

sufficiently ambitious.”  The Board agrees with DOEE. 

  

Conclusion 

  

The Board members are honored to play a role in advancing the District’s transition to a clean 

energy economy that benefits all of the District’s residents and businesses.  Board members 

welcome the opportunity to assist in formulating the contract vehicle that will best support the 

important role the DCSEU can play in achieving the District’s objectives.
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II. Changes to Contract 

 

Contract Modification Number M06 

The DCSEU Contract was modified (“Contract Modification Number M06” or “Mod 06”) during 

FY19 to add $12,000,000 in FY19, $10,000,000 in FY20 and $10,000,000 in FY21 for the DCSEU 

to implement and manage two (2) Solar for All (“SfA”) initiatives in accordance with the DOEE-

approved SfA Program Design and Implementation Plan.18  

The DCSEU issued two (2) Requests for Proposals in FY19 to solicit competitive bids from 

qualified solar developers to design and install fully operational solar PV systems on income-

qualified single-family homes, and to build Community Renewable Energy Facilities (“CREFs”), 

which provided 100 percent of the energy generated by the CREFs to DOEE-identified low-income 

households.    

The DCSEU implemented the Single-Family and CREF SfA Programs as separate programs, and 

all expenditures incurred under the SfA Program were accounted for separately from the DCSEU’s 

expenditures for any other program under the DCSEU Contract. Further, the DCSEU’s 

performance and achievements under the SfA Program was not included in the evaluation of the 

DCSEU’s achievement against the performance benchmark for increasing renewable energy 

generating capacity in the District.   

Contract Modification Number M06 also included $1,351,666 for the DCSEU to implement on a 

pilot basis an Emergency HVAC Repair/Replacement Program (“Emergency HVAC Program”) for 

income-qualified households. The Emergency HVAC Program was implemented in close 

collaboration with the District of Columbia Office on Aging’s Safe at Home Program and DOEE’s 

Weatherization Assistance Program. The Emergency HVAC Program installed high efficiency 

heating and cooling equipment in more than 100 households during FY19.      

Contract Modification Number M07 

Additionally, the DCSEU Contract was modified in June 2019 (“Contract Modification Number 

M07” or “Mod 07”) primarily to update Base Year Three Contract Line Item Numbers (CLIN’s) 

Table, and to add the SfA and Emergency HVAC Program Design and Implementation Documents 

as Attachment Numbers J.16 and J.17 respectively.  

As a result of Mod 07, the Board added the Emergency HVAC Program updates to its meeting 

agenda during regularly scheduled meetings, and offered guidance and advice to the DCSEU on 

the number and types of heating and cooling equipment that were ultimately installed in income-

qualified homes to help reduce overall energy consumption. 

 
18 https://doee.dc.gov/sites/default/files/dc/sites/ddoe/service_content/attachments/DCSEU%205-

Year%20Contract%20No.%20DOEE-2016-C-0002_Executed%20April%205%202017%28Mods%201-7%29.pdf. 

https://doee.dc.gov/sites/default/files/dc/sites/ddoe/service_content/attachments/DCSEU%205-Year%20Contract%20No.%20DOEE-2016-C-0002_Executed%20April%205%202017%28Mods%201-7%29.pdf
https://doee.dc.gov/sites/default/files/dc/sites/ddoe/service_content/attachments/DCSEU%205-Year%20Contract%20No.%20DOEE-2016-C-0002_Executed%20April%205%202017%28Mods%201-7%29.pdf
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III. Legislative or Other Changes that Impacted the DCSEU 

 

Clean Energy DC Omnibus Amendment Act of 2018 

In Fiscal Year 2019, the Council enacted B22-0904, the Clean Energy DC Omnibus Amendment 

Act of 2018 (“CEDC Act”). One of the main objectives of this legislation was to address greenhouse 

gas emissions in the District.19 On January 18, 2019, the Mayor signed the CEDC Act, and the law 

became effective March 22, 2019.20 

This omnibus legislation amended several energy-related laws of the District, including the Clean 

and Affordable Energy Act of 2008 (CAEA), the Green Building Act of 2006, and the Renewable 

Portfolio Standard Act of 2004. The CEDC Act makes the following changes:21 

1. Raises significant additional revenues [approximately $20-25 million in FY20] for the 

Sustainable Energy Trust Fund (SETF) by increasing the SETF electric and gas rates, and 

also by imposing a new SETF assessment on fuel oil [CEDC Act Section 201(c)]. 

Section 201(c) of the CEDC Act uses the additional funding to authorize the following new 

energy programs: 

a) Fund activities of DOEE or the DCSEU, using at least 30% of the increase in the SETF 

rates [estimated to be about $6 million in FY20], to:  

i) Benefit low-income residents, including energy bill assistance, energy efficiency, 

and weatherization; 

ii) Establish workforce development initiatives for District residents in energy 

efficiency fields; and 

iii) Establish the Sustainable Energy Infrastructure Capacity Building and Pipeline 

Program [CEDC Act Section 401] to increase the participation and capacity of 

District-based Certified Business Enterprises (CBEs) and eligible businesses in the 

energy efficiency fields; 

b) Fund the implementation of the Building Energy Performance Standard Program (BEPS). 

Section 301 of the CEDC Act creates a new Building Energy Performance Standard 

Program that requires buildings of a certain size or larger to comply with a building energy 

performance standard established by DOEE for each property type. The CEDC Act also 

requires DOEE to periodically update the BEPS standard; 

c) Provide $70 million in SETF funding to the DC Green Bank during FY20-FY25; and 

 
19 Transportation and the Environment Committee Report on the Clean Energy DC Omnibus Amendment Act of 2018, 

http://lims.dccouncil.us/Download/40667/B22-0904-CommitteeReport1.pdf, at 5-6.  
20 This was after FY18 had ended, and hence this change did not affect the SCSEU in FY18. 
21 The CEDC Act did not amend the DCSEU Contract. DOEE has amended the DCSEU contract to comply with the 

repeal of the 75% minimum gas and electric spend provision in the CEDC Act. 

http://lims.dccouncil.us/Download/40667/B22-0904-CommitteeReport1.pdf


 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

  Page 8 

 

d) Provide at least $3 million annually, starting in FY22, for DOEE or the DCSEU to 

provide assistance to providers of affordable housing or rent-controlled buildings for energy 

efficiency upgrades of buildings subject to BEPS. 

2. Effective October 1, 2019 [beginning of Fiscal Year 2020], repeals the DCSEU’s 

minimum spend requirement for each fuel type [electric and gas]. [CEDC Act Section 

201(a)].  

In the original FY17 DCSEU contract, the DCSEU must spend at least 75% of gas ratepayer 

funds on gas programs and 75% of electric ratepayer funds on electric programs. Even 

without the minimum spend requirements, the DCSEU will still need to implement both gas 

and electric programs to achieve its multiyear gas and electric performance benchmarks in 

its current contract.  

3. Authorizes the electric and gas utilities to apply to the PSC to offer energy efficiency 

and demand reduction programs [CEDC Act Section 201(b)].  

Utilities’ programs cannot be substantially similar to the programs offered or in 

development by the DCSEU, unless the DCSEU supports such programs. In addition, prior 

to submitting an application, the utilities must first consult and coordinate with DOEE, 

DCSEU, and the DCSEU Advisory Board.  

4. The CEDC Act directs the PSC to create a working group of stakeholders and the 

utilities to recommend long term and annual energy savings metrics, quantitative 

performance indicators, and cost-effective standards to be adopted by the PSC for the 

utilities’ energy efficiency and demand response programs. 

5. The CEDC Act amends the District’s Renewable Energy Portfolio Standard Act of 

2004 (DC Code § 34–1431 et seq.) and raises the District’s renewable energy portfolio 

targets to: 

● 100% of tier one renewable resources, 0% from tier two renewable sources, and not less 

than 5.5% from solar energy by 2032. 

● 100% of tier one renewable resources, 0% from tier two renewable sources, and not less 

than 10% from solar energy by 2041. 

6. Title V of the CEDC Act has provisions for transportation emission reduction. 

a) Section 501 revises the District’s vehicle excise tax such that it is based on the fuel 

efficiency of the vehicle, with more fuel-efficient vehicles paying a lower excise tax. 

Section 501 requires DMV to issue rules for the new excise tax. 

b) Section 502 requires Mayor to establish a transportation electrification program for 

public buses, passenger- and light-duty vehicles associated with privately-owned fleets or 

light-duty vehicles licensed to operate by the District of Columbia, commercial motor 

carriers, limousine-service vehicles, and taxis. The program’s goal is for 100% of such 

vehicles to be only zero-emission vehicles by 2045. 
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7. Finally, Sections 102 and 103 of the CEDC Act amends the mandate of OPC and PSC. 

Under Section 102, while advocating on matters pertaining to the operation of public utility 

or energy companies, OPC shall consider the “effects of global climate change and the 

District’s public climate commitments.”  

Section 103 has a similar provision for the PSC, i.e., in supervising and regulating utility or 

energy companies, the PSC shall consider the “effects of global climate change and the 

District’s public climate commitments.” 

 

The CleanEnergy DC Omnibus Emergency Amendment Act of 2020 and the CleanEnergy 

DC Omnibus Temporary Amendment Act of 2020 

 

Since enacting the CEDC Act, in the spring of 2020, the Council passed two bills to make certain 

changes to the CEDC Act: B23-0613, the CleanEnergy DC Omnibus Emergency Amendment Act 

of 2020,” effective Feb 27, 2020, which expired on May 27, 2020 (Emergency acts are effective 

for 90 days); and B23-0614, the CleanEnergy DC Omnibus Temporary Amendment Act of 2020, 

effective May 6, 2020, which expires on December 17, 2020: 

 

Title III of the CEDC Act: 

 

1. Section 301, BEPS Program: Amended the deadlines for compliance and BEPS 

standards: 

  

a) Delayed the deadlines by which smaller, privately-owned buildings must comply with 

DOEE’s new BEPS standard to give those buildings additional time to make the necessary 

energy efficiency or renewable energy upgrades: 

 

i) The deadline for compliance for all privately-owned buildings with at least 

25,000 square feet of gross floor area was extended from 2023 to 2027. 

ii) The deadline for compliance for all privately-owned buildings with at least 

10,000 square feet of gross floor area was extended from 2026 to 2033. 

 

 b) Amended the BEPS standard compliance cycle to be from every five years to every six 

years. In the original CEDC Act, DOEE was required to update the BEPS performance 

standards every five years. However, given that the time period for buildings to comply 

with a BEPS standard was also five years, this requirement did not provide DOEE with the 

additional time required to analyze data collected from each five year compliance period in 

order to establish new, updated BEPS standards for the next compliance period. 

 

By providing DOEE with an additional year, i.e. update the BEPS standards every six years, 

DOEE will use the 6th year to analyze all the data collected during the prior five years as 

well as consider changes in the market to establish the new BEPS standards for the next 

compliance period. 
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2. Section 303, the Strategic Energy Management Plan (SEMP) for District government 

buildings: The SEMP’s goal is to reduce energy and water use across the DGS portfolio of 

District government-owned buildings. The due date for the final version of the SEMP was 

extended from January 1, 2020 to September 30, 2020. 

 

Title V of the CEDC Act: 

 

1. Section 501, Transportation Emission Reduction: This section of the CEDC Act 

amended the District of Columbia Traffic Act of 1925 to mandate that DMV, with the 

assistance of DOEE, revise the calculation of excise tax to incorporate fuel efficiency.  

DMV is required to promulgate rules revising the calculation of the vehicle excise tax: 

 

Section 501 was amended such that: 

i) the deadline for DMV to issue rules revising the calculation of the excise tax was 

changed from January 1, 2020 to January 1, 2021. 

ii) the change to the vehicle excise tax shall be “revenue neutral or revenue positive” 

instead of “revenue neutral.” 

 

On October 19, 2020, Council introduced two bills, B23-0978, the CleanEnergy DC Omnibus 

Technical Amendment Emergency Amendment Act of 2020 and B23-0979, and the CleanEnergy 

DC Omnibus Technical Amendment Temporary Amendment Act of 2020. If these two bills are 

enacted by Council, they will extend the applicability of the amendments contained in the two bills 

(B23-0613 and B23-0614) mentioned above, passed by Council in spring of 2020. 

 

Summary of Board comments in response to the PSC Formal Case No. 1160, Energy 

Efficiency and Demand Response Metrics Working Group Report 

 

On March 12, 2020, the Board submitted its Comments in response to the PSC’s February 11, 2020 

Public Notice. See Appendix A for the full text of the Board’s comments submitted to the PSC.
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IV. Natural Gas Consumption 

 

In 2019, the DCSEU exceeded both the minimum and maximum targets for the reduction in natural 

gas consumption. With verified results of 6,805,789 therms, the DCSEU exceeded the maximum 

three year cumulative target of 5,115,387 therms by 33%.22  The FY19 savings of 2,569,795 therms 

(256,980 MMbtus) continue the progress in gas savings resulting in the DCSEU being ahead of 

pace on the minimum and maximum benchmarks at 80% and 67%, respectively, compared to a 

60% third year goal.23 The savings achieved in FY19 are consistent with the FY18 performance for 

both annual savings and distribution of savings between programs. 

Further investment, through utility administered energy efficiency programs, should serve to 

complement the DCSEU’s and achieve additional reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, thereby 

assisting the District in reaching its stated goal of Carbon Neutrality by 2050. 

Though many variables can affect the cost for gross savings, commendably, the DCSEU’s cost for 

savings of $1.81 per therm was significantly lower than FY18 at $2.30 per therm and the 

Philadelphia Gas Works cost of $3.76 per therm.24  Modified Gross natural gas savings, which 

exclude cross-fuel effects, were even more impressive at $1.56 per therm. Although this 

comparison to other programs is a useful metric, it should also be noted there are differences in 

program delivery, regulatory environments, and other factors will impact the cost of savings for 

different programs. Moreover, costs per therm were reduced by approximately 21% from FY18 and 

approximately 43% from FY17.  This demonstrates that the DCSEU’s investments in natural gas 

programs are becoming more cost-effective in delivering reductions in greenhouse gas emissions. 

Natural gas savings for FY19 achieved a 94% realization rate, a 3% decrease over FY18.  The 94% 

realization rate was driven by the evaluation of the Nest Seasonal Savings initiative.”25 According 

to NMR, the DCSEU’s savings estimate was incorrectly calculated largely due to factors of 

seasonality of demand for gas during the heating season. 

However, as noted earlier, the DCSEU’s investment in gas related energy efficiency programs 

continues to yield results that exceed its Year Three and Five-year cumulative targets – even when 

taking into account NMR’s corrected savings figures.                                                                                                                                                            

  

  

 
22 NMR Group, Inc Performance Benchmark Assessment of FY2019 DC Sustainable Energy Utility Programs, p. 3. 
23 Id., p. 5. 
24 Id., p. 6 
25 Id., p. 5. 
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Table 1: DCSEU Gas Consumption Benchmarks 

Modified Gross 

Annual Gas 

Savings 

Minimum 

Target 

(Therms) 

Maximum 

Target 

(Therms) 

Evaluated 

Savings 

Percent of 

Minimum 

Target 

Percent of 

Maximum 

Target 

Year Three 

Cumulative 

Target 

4,092,310 5,115,387 6,805,789 166% 133% 

Five-year 

Cumulative 

Progress 

8,525,645 10,230,774 6,805,789 80% 67% 

Source: DCSEU FY19 Performance Benchmarks Report, NMR Table 8, p. 12. 

Of the FY19 verified results, 93% (240,475 MMbtus) of the savings came from three Commercial 

& Industrial (“C&I”) Services Programs: Custom Retrofit, Custom Market Opportunity, and 

Custom New Construction programs. This is consistent with the FY18 performance.  Descriptions 

of these programs as included in the 2019 EM&V Report are listed below: 

Retrofit – Custom 

The Custom Retrofit program offers incentives to owners of large buildings to install energy-

efficient equipment or make operational changes to their facility that result in energy savings. The 

program focuses on retrofit projects where the equipment is being replaced prior to the end of its 

life. Incentives are offered for a variety of equipment types, including lighting, chillers, boilers, 

heat pumps, steam systems, insulation, refrigeration, and various building or equipment controls. 

Through this program, the DCSEU offers technical assistance to help decision makers design, 

scope, and fund their projects. Rebates are paid on a traditional per-unit of energy saved basis. 

Market Opportunities – Custom 

The Market Opportunity Custom program focuses on retrofit projects where equipment is at the 

end of its life. It offers incentives to large building owners who update equipment to energy-

efficient options or update operational controls to achieve energy savings. This track includes 

measures in lighting, HVAC, and various commercial/residential appliances. Key objectives of the 

incentive are to offset the costs of adding energy-efficient equipment beyond the current energy 

code; provide comprehensive technical services to help decision makers design, scope, and fund 

their projects; and share the economic benefits with the customer. Funding is available through a 

traditional rebate structure where participants are paid per unit of energy saved. 
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New Construction – Custom 

This program focuses on construction of new buildings or facilities that exceed energy code 

standards. The New Construction Track covers a large range of new construction measures, 

including lighting; HVAC; building controls; building envelope elements, such as insulation and 

windows; and plug loads, such as icemakers, refrigerators, and freezers. DCSEU provides technical 

assistance in the design stage to help decision makers design, scope, and fund their projects. 

Table 2: DCSEU Modified Gross Natural Gas Savings 

DCSEU Program 
Tracked 

(MMbtu) 

Modified Gross 

(MMbtu) 

Percentage of 

Total Modified 

Gross Gas 

Savings 

C&I RX Equip. Repl. 5,066 5,066 2.0% 

Market Transformation Value 463 463 0.2% 

Retrofit - Custom 216,107 206,109 80.2% 

Market Opportunities - Custom 11,104 11,070 4.3% 

New Construction - Custom 24,066 23,296 9.1% 

P4P 879 889 0.3% 

Implementation Contractor Direct 

Install 
494 494 0.2% 

MF Inc. Qualified Eff. Fund 2,965 3,011 1.2% 

LI Comprehensive 1,243 1,243 0.5% 

Retail Appliances 101 101 0.0% 

Retail Heating and Cooling 2,033 2,033 0.8% 

Nest Seasonal Savings 7,268 3,138 1.2% 

Home Energy Kit - LI 67 67 0.0% 

TOTAL 271,856 256,980 100% 

Source: DCSEU FY2019 EMV Program Report. Page 5, “Table 5: DCSEU Gross Meter-level Program Realization Rates Savings.” NMR Group, 

Inc.  
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V. Electricity Consumption 

 

Electricity Consumption 

Fiscal Year 2019 can be characterized as the District of Columbia Sustainable Energy Utility’s 

(“DCSEU”) best year since its inception in reducing electricity consumption. The DCSEU saved 

more than 150,000 MWh of electricity in FY19, the most electricity savings the DCSEU has 

achieved in one year, with over 12,000 MWh coming from solar installations. This realization 

positions the DCSEU to achieve the 5-year maximum benchmark for electricity savings, as 

stipulated in its multi-year contract. Throughout 2019, the DCSEU continued to implement a suite 

of programs, focused on diverse customer segments, including both residential and commercial 

customers with majority of the savings coming from the commercial sector, specifically the 

Custom Retrofit Program.  NMR noted specific recommendations that the DCSEU should address 

when calculating savings regarding the Custom Retrofit program. 

Importantly, and consistent with the original objectives of the Clean and Affordable Energy Act, 

inclusivity remains a priority, ensuring that programs benefit all customers.  

Select Programs (Highlights) 

Investments in energy efficient lighting continued to be a focus of the DCSEU in 2019. The 

DCSEU utilized a District wide marketing campaign, effectively entitled, “Make the Switch,” to 

inform residents regarding the benefits of LED lighting and discounts. According to the DCSEU’s 

Annual Report, 264,000 LEDs were purchased by residents, representative of an increase of 

10,000 bulbs over FY18 levels. The campaign also focused on switching to smart thermostats. 

Based on information provided by the DCSEU, rebates totaling $47,650 were provided to 

participants. The marketing also connected residents to Nest’s “Season Savings” program which 

focuses on reducing energy usage and costs. 

Retail sales of LED lighting resulted in more than  

19,000 MWh of electricity savings in FY19.26 
 

With a focus on equity and inclusivity, the DCSEU invested more than $4 million on energy 

efficiency in under-resourced communities.  In Fiscal Year 2019, the DCSEU exceeded the 

minimum benchmark for energy savings in low-income communities. Programs targeted 

affordable multifamily housing as well as clinics and shelters. Clinics and shelters have been 

included since FY16.   

 

26 Source: DCSEU Annual 2019 Report - https://www.dcseu.com/media/default/docs/about-us/DCSEU-2019-

AnnualReport-Web.pdf.  

https://www.dcseu.com/media/default/docs/about-us/DCSEU-2019-AnnualReport-Web.pdf
https://www.dcseu.com/media/default/docs/about-us/DCSEU-2019-AnnualReport-Web.pdf
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The DCSEU achieved success through financial incentives, and actual energy savings from 

upgrades. During 2019, the Emergency HVAC Program was leveraged; however, this program is 

not included in the low-income benchmark for either energy savings or spending and could have 

contributed to higher savings.  For some customers, technical support and engineers and account 

managers were employed to assist with building assessments, proposal evaluations, etc. Of note is 

that for those projects that resulted in energy savings, financial incentives were provided. The 

DCSEU also leveraged certified business enterprises (CBEs) with select projects which also 

aligned with its goal of advancing certified business enterprises. The DCSEU utilized CBEs for 

projects requiring project management and technical assistance. The Income Qualified Efficiency 

Fund provided much-needed resources to support these efforts.   

The DCSEU continued its distribution of Home Energy Conservation Kits to over 2,700 residents 

through the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program, administered by the District 

Department of Energy and Environment and other select partners. Home Energy Conservation 

Kits continue to be a cost-effective option for providing additional energy savings; however, they 

should not serve to replace deep energy retrofits in low-income housing, which is needed to 

significantly reduce energy usage, while mitigating environmental and health impacts. Additional 

LED lights were also distributed, through partners, including Bread for the City.  

A noted highlight in 2019 was the DCSEU’s program assistance to La Clinica del Pueblo, a 

health pillar within the District of Columbia, serving primarily Latinx immigrants and low-

income families. The clinic was able to upgrade its lighting and replace its HVAC system, 

resulting in a projected aversion of more than 150,000 pounds in CO2emissions/107,000 kWh in 

electricity. The DCSEU has provided that the clinic will realize cost savings of more than $12k in 

the very first year. 

Commercial and Institutional Programs 

The DCSEU completed 437 Commercial and Institutional projects. In its annual report, the 

DCSEU highlighted that more than 1,500 sites realized more than 119,000 MWh in first-year 

electricity savings. With soccer now officially in the District of Columbia, the city invested in a 

new soccer stadium that embraces the District’s clean energy priorities. The DCSEU worked 

directly with D.C. United to make energy efficient investments at Audi Field, including the 

selected HVAC systems. The investments are projected to yield the averting of more than 

630,000 pounds of CO2 emissions/ almost 362,000 kWh in electricity savings, with annual 

savings projected at over $48,000 on year one.  

More than 100,000 MWh in electricity savings were  

achieved through the DCSEU’s C&I programs.27 

 
27 Source: DCSEU Annual 2019 Report - https://www.dcseu.com/media/default/docs/about-us/DCSEU-2019-

AnnualReport-Web.pdf.  

 

https://www.dcseu.com/media/default/docs/about-us/DCSEU-2019-AnnualReport-Web.pdf
https://www.dcseu.com/media/default/docs/about-us/DCSEU-2019-AnnualReport-Web.pdf
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PJM Savings  

 

Since the inception of the DCSEU, the DCSEU Advisory Board and the DCSEU recognized the 

importance of the DCSEU bidding energy savings into the PJM market; however, it was critical 

that a portfolio of programs, along with corresponding proven saving be achieved, prior to 

entering the bidding market. The DCSEU has been successfully participating for several years. 

Energy savings in 2019 resulted in revenue of $268k in FY19 and revenue is projected at 

$365,469 in FY20. 

Performance Benchmarks 

 

Pursuant to the DCSEU 2019 Annual Report, the DCSEU initiatives in 2019 exceeded the 

Performance Benchmark maximum annual target for electricity savings, with consumption being 

reduced by 154,065 MWh.  

 

Table 3. Annual Performance Benchmark (Electricity Savings and Spend)  

 Goal Type FY19 Actuals 
FY19 Maximum 

Target 

% of Maximum 

Target 

Total electricity 

savings 
Contractual 154,065 MWh 115,297 134% 

Electricity spend Tracking $15,389,790 N/A N/A 

Source:  Table 1.  Annual Performance Benchmarks (DCSEU Annual Report) 

 

Table 4. Cumulative Benchmarks Progress (Total Electricity Savings) 

 

Goal Type 

Actuals 

October 

2016-

September 

2019 

Contract 

Minimum 

Target 

% of 

Contract 

Minimum 

Contract 

Maximum 

Target 

% to 

contract 

maximum 

target 

Total 

electricity 

savings 

Contractual 
380,480 

MWh 
461,188 82% 576,485 66% 

Source: Table 2. Cumulative Benchmarks Progress (DCSEU Annual Report) 

NMR Evaluation, Measurement and Verification 

The Performance Benchmark Assessment of Fiscal Year 2019 conducted by NMR, Inc., found 

that the DCSEU achieved minimum targets for the five-year benchmarks. The minimum and 
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maximum targets were also met for the portfolio electricity savings. In addition, the DCSEU 

surpassed the five-year maximum target for the renewable energy generating capacity benchmark. 

However, the DCSEU did not meet the maximum target for the low-income savings benchmark. 

The cost of saved energy for low-income programs also increased in FY19. The DCSEU 

Advisory Board, the District Department of Energy and Environment and the DCSEU have been 

engaged regarding the requirements of the contract, specific to this benchmark, and the variables 

that contribute to it not being met annually.   

In 2019, NMR reported that the cost of DCSEU’s energy savings declined for electric efficiency 

programs, reflecting improved effectiveness of its operations. 

The testing for cost-effectiveness concluded that the portfolio of programs are cost effective as a 

whole which is consistent with prior years. NMR estimated that 97% of the DCSEU reported 

actual portfolio electric savings is 97% of the reported tracked electric savings, with most of the 

reduction being attributable to the Low-Income Prescriptive Rebate program. Based on NMR’s 

evaluation of savings through 2019, savings total was 378,735 MWh.  

Peak Demand Savings 

NMR evaluated peak demand savings for the DCSEU and determined that 2019 demand 

savings were similar to FY18, with both years being higher than FY17. Due to the 

correlation between electric savings and demand savings, NMR concluded that the 

larger electric savings in FY18 and FY19 yielded higher demand savings than in FY17. 

Table 5. Modified Gross Summer Peak Demand Savings Verification 

 Tracked Savings 

(MW) 
Realization Rate 

Evaluated 

Savings (MW) 

Modified gross summer peak 

demand savings verification 
23.4 96% 22.4 

Source:  Table 21.  NMR Annual Report 

 

Table 6. Evaluated Modified Gross Summer Peak Demand Savings Trends 

 FY17 FY18 FY19 

Evaluated modified gross 

electric demand savings 

during summer peak (MW)  

12.4 21.4 22.4 

Source:  Table 22.  NMR Annual Report 

In FY18, the DCSEU achieved peak demand savings of close to 1% of total system District peak 

demand usage.  
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Program Cost Effectiveness 

NMR determined that the DCSEU’s programs were cost-effective in 2019. NMR determined that 

the FY19 gross and modified gross first-year electric savings was $106 per megawatt hour 

($106/MWh) and $101/MWh. This is not inclusive of renewable energy programs. NMR found 

that the DCSEU’s overall cost of saved energy is trending in the right direction. It has declined by 

over one third (1/3). Finding were similar for energy efficiency programs. Of note is that the cost 

of saved energy for low-income programs increased in FY19.  

An area that may require further review by the DCSEU Advisory Board, the DCSEU and DOEE 

is evaluation of the cost effectiveness of low-income programs. NMR determined that the Low-

Income Emergency Equipment Replacement program was not cost effective. It is important to 

note that limited income energy efficiency programs are confronted with additional costs that do 

not provide direct energy savings benefits, which makes cost-effectiveness screening challenging. 

Houses often require additional building modifications for health, safety, or home durability and 

programs must overcome additional barriers to participation. Industry best practice indicates that 

cost-effectiveness screening for limited income programs account for the additional benefits and 

challenges associated with these programs, and many jurisdictions exempt limited income 

programs from cost-effectiveness tests. 

Table 7. Modified Gross Electric Savings Verification 

Year 
Tracked Modified 

Gross Savings 
Realization Rate 

Evaluated Modified Gross 

Savings (MWh) 

FY19 155,799 97% 151,321 

FY18 135,898 99% 134,728 

FY17 93,958 99% 92,686 

Total 385,655 98% 378,735 

Source: NMR Performance Benchmark Assessment of FY2019 (Table 5, Page 10) - Modified Gross Electric Savings Verification. 

Table 8. Reduce Electricity Consumption Benchmark Performance 

Modified Gross 

Annual Electric 

Savings (MWh) 

Minimum 

Target 

(MWh) 

Maximum 

Target (MWh) 

Evaluated 

Savings 

(MWh) 

Percent of 

Minimum 

Target 

Percent of 

Maximum 

Target 

Year Three 

Cumulative 

Target 

230,594 288,242 378,735 164% 131% 

Five-year 

Cumulative 

Progress 

461,188 576,485 378,735 82% 66% 

Source: NMR Performance Benchmark Assessment of FY2019 (Table 6, Page 10)- Reduce Electricity Consumption Benchmark Performance. 
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Table 9. Lifetime Modified Gross Electric Savings 

Year 

Tracked Lifetime 

Modified Gross 

Savings (MWh) 

Realization Rate 
Evaluated Modified Gross 

Savings (MWh) 

FY19 1,807,714 99% 1,784,211 

FY18 1,507,610 99% 1,496,844 

FY17 1,140,086 98% 1,121,053 

Total 4,455,410 99% 4,403,108 

Source: NMR Performance Benchmark Assessment of FY2019 (Table 27, Page 24) – Lifetime Modified Gross Electric Savings. 

Electricity Sales 

 

The District of Columbia experienced a 7.7% reduction in overall annual electricity sales from 2007 

to 2019, unadjusted for the weather. Weather-adjusted sales for the same period fell by 7.8%. This 

decline took place at a time when there was significant population and development growth. The 

increased energy consumption that would normally correspond with population and growth 

development was partially offset by gains in energy efficiency and conservation delivered by the 

DCSEU, naturally occurring impact of increased local and federal efficiency codes and standards, 

residential housing types, and increased number of people per home. The net results have permitted 

the District to prosper and grow, while at the same time consuming less energy than otherwise 

would have been expected. 

Residential sales have increased by approximately 8.5%, while the population has increased by 

23%. Hence, per capita electricity sales have decreased by 12% over the same period.  

There was a 2.6% increase in the number of residential accounts over the December 2018 to 

December 2019 period and a 2.1% decrease in residential sales. The driver of the decrease in sales 

is likely due to the combination of a small increase in the number of residential customers being 

offset by more efficient housing, increased use of high-efficiency electric residential heating and 

cooling equipment, and changes in weather. 

Commercial energy sales have been reduced by 11.7% over the past thirteen years from 2007 to 

2019 (separate weather-adjusted sales are not readily available for residential and non-residential 

classes), and there was a 3.5% decrease in sales between 2018 and 2019.  
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Figure 1: Pepco Distribution Sales 

 
Source: Pepco. 

 

The 2019, unadjusted for weather, Total Distribution sales for Pepco in the District was 10,949,889  

MWh, while the weather-adjusted sales for the same period was 10,840,044 MWh. In addition, the 

corresponding sales for 2007 baseline year and 2012 have also been provided below. The purpose 

of this information is to provide a reference point to compare the historical changes of Pepco 

electricity sales in the District over the baseline year of 2007, 2012 and most recently, the year of 

2019, and to further provide insight as to the degree to which weather has had an impact.  Weather  

appears not to have had a material impact on sales. 

 

Table 10: Pepco Historical Distribution Sales 

 

Pepco D.C. Sales 2007 2012 2019 

Residential Distribution Sales (MWh) 2,333,431 2,314,580 2,530,920 

Commercial Distribution Sales (MWh) 9,535,788 8,957,241 8,418,969 

Total Distribution Sales (MWh) 11,869,219 11,271,821 10,949,889 

Total WN Distribution Sales (MWh) 11,761,691 11,221,915 10,840,044 
Source: Pepco. 
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The reduction, unadjusted for weather sales, as a percent of the baseline year of 2007 was 7.8%, 

while weather-adjusted sales decreased by 7.7%. Weather typically has a larger impact on 

residential buildings than commercial buildings, due to their inherent thermal mass and typical shell 

and insulation characteristics. The detail on residential and commercial classes are based on 

unadjusted for weather sales, and the commercial rate class saw a significant reduction of 11.7%. 

Table 11 shows that weather has a 1% or less impact on sales, while the actual sales of residential 

have increased over 8.5% from 2007 to 2019, while commercial has dropped 11.5%. It is important 

to note that while the population in the District has increased by 22% from 2007 to 2019, the energy 

sales to residential customers have increased only 8.5%. This could be for a host of reasons such as 

higher density residential living, more people per square foot of conditioned space, and at the same 

time, more efficient use of electricity in the housing stock within the District. 

Table 11: Pepco Weather-Normalized and Non-Weather-Normalized Sales Variance 

 

Sales Change 2007 to 2012 2007 to 2019 

Weather Normalized Total -4.6% -7.8% 

Non-Weatherized Total -5.0% -7.7% 

Actual Residential -0.8% 8.5% 

Actual Commercial -6.1% -11.7% 
Source: Pepco. 

Pepco recently completed a Residential Appliance Saturation Survey that indicates that from 2000 

to 2015 there has been a general trend of increasing household size per-dwelling unit from 2.2 to 

3.4 persons. Most notably, there has been an increase from 50% to 76% in homes with central air 

conditioning (including Heat Pumps), and an increase in the use of electronic plug loads. Yet, with 

a moderate 2% increase unadjusted for weather, Pepco DC residential electricity sales, when 

compared to a corresponding 23% increase in population, had the net effect of a 12% reduction in 

per capita consumption. This is an important outcome, reflecting residential customers on a per 

capita basis are far more efficient on a kWh basis in 2019 compared to 2007. 

Table 12: District of Columbia per Capita kWh Sales 

 

Census Data 2007 2012 2019 

Residential Population 574,404 635,630 705,749 

Population Change n/a 11% 23% 

Residential KWh Per Capita 4,062 3,641 3,586 

Per Capita decline from 2007 n/a -10% -12% 
Source: https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/DC.

https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/DC
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VI. Increasing Renewable Energy Generating Capacity 

 

As of September 30, 2019, the total number of solar energy systems certified by the PSC for the 

District’s Renewable Energy Portfolio Standard28 (“RPS”) solar requirement included 5,073 

systems, consisting of 4,958 solar photovoltaic systems, and 115 solar thermal systems29 in the 

District. In addition, another 2,549 solar energy systems located outside of the District in the PJM 

Interconnection region states and states adjacent to the PJM Interconnection region were also 

certified by the PSC, as of September 30, 2019. The total reported generation capacity associated 

with these systems is about 100.2 MW, of which about 74.9 MW is located within the District. 

There were 1,077 solar energy systems located in the District with a total capacity of nearly 17.6 

MW that were certified by the PSC between October 1, 2018 – September 30, 2019, an increase in 

the capacity of approximately 30.8% over the previous year. 

For the DCSEU’s renewable energy performance benchmark, which is funded by the SETF, the 

DCSEU completed 27 solar photovoltaic installations for an installed capacity of 7,129 kW.  In 

total, between FY17–FY19, the DCSEU provided incentives for solar photovoltaic projects for a 

total capacity of 11,029 kW. 

 

 
28For further information on the District’s RPS Program, see the D.C. Public Service Commission’s “Report on 

Renewable Energy Portfolio Standard for Compliance Year 2019” (May 1, 2020): 

https://edocket.dcpsc.org/apis/api/filing/download?attachId=103412&guidFileName=e3f32527-c385-4b7f-8974-

87cf5a3ad594.pdf. 
29 Solar thermal systems are used for water heating. 

https://edocket.dcpsc.org/apis/api/filing/download?attachId=103412&guidFileName=e3f32527-c385-4b7f-8974-87cf5a3ad594.pdf
https://edocket.dcpsc.org/apis/api/filing/download?attachId=103412&guidFileName=e3f32527-c385-4b7f-8974-87cf5a3ad594.pdf
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VII. Increasing Energy Efficiency of Low-Income Properties 

 

The DCSEU achieved significant energy efficiency savings but did not reach the maximum energy 

savings target for FY19. The Board commends the DCSEU for the savings, but the maximum 

savings achieved falls short of the savings achieved in the FY18 program year where the DCSEU 

met 94% of the maximum target.  

DCSEU Performance Benchmarks 

The DCSEU focuses on eight (8) programs in order to derive savings in their low-income program 

sector. Those programs are: (1) solar photovoltaic (“PV”), (2) low-income solar renewable energy 

credit (“SREC”), (3) implementation contractor direct install, (4) income-qualified efficiency fund 

(“IQEF”), (5) low–income multifamily comprehensive, (6)  low–income prescriptive rebate, (7) 

retail lighting food bank, and (8) low-income home energy conservation kit. 

DCSEU achieved 37,868 MMBtu in electricity and natural gas savings from low-income programs. 

The DCSEU achieved 163% of the minimum target, which was set at 23,278 MMBtu savings. The 

DCSEU achieved 81% of the maximum target from the low-income programs for FY19, which was 

13% lower than FY18. 

Program Community Impact 

DCSEU’s programs have a real impact in the low-income communities they serve across the 

District. DCSEU’s income-qualified projects resulted in $13 million in lifetime cost energy savings. 

Additionally, DCSEU delivered 2,700 energy kits to District residents, and 6,000 LED lightbulbs 

through community partners Ayuda and Bread for the City. DCSEU also was able to complete 117 

emergency HVAC projects with seniors and residents with disabilities by replacing boilers, 

furnaces, air conditioning and hot water heaters.    

The Board believes there are still opportunities for further improvement that will allow the DCSEU 

to better serve the neediest segments of the D.C community and craft innovative programs to reach 

the maximum target benchmarks. The Board is aware of some of the barriers that existed that caused 

DCSEU to fall short in maximizing or even exceeding savings in the low-income sector; however, 

the Board believes that an increased emphasis needs to be placed on these programs.    
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VIII. Green Jobs 

 

The DCSEU’s Green Jobs contract performance benchmark target calls for the DCSEU to ensure 

that it creates or funds 88 full-time equivalent (FTE) green jobs in each year of the contract.30  

This benchmark’s objective is to measure jobs directly created for District residents resulting from 

the DCSEU’s activities. The jobs created include jobs held within the DCSEU and those resulting 

from others in the District performing work directly associated with the DCSEU portfolio, i.e. the 

DCSEU’s subcontractors. The benchmark excludes indirect jobs, which are created in support of 

direct jobs, such as suppliers of energy efficiency equipment, and induced jobs, which are created 

due to the economic impact of hired workers spending incomes within the District.  

The target and the metric for measuring the target are described in the contract modification 

applicable for FY19 as follows:  

“The following criteria will be used in the calculations of what constitutes a green job for 

the purposes of this benchmark:  

 

1. A green job or green-collar job is 1 FTE job held by a District resident who is paid at 

least a living wage31 or a factor of $200,000 of DCSEU’s direct cash incentives to end-

use customers and/or manufacturers to buy down the cost of energy efficiency measures. 

No distinction is required for new versus retained jobs; 

2. 1 FTE = 1,950 workhours and is applied to hours reported by the Contractor and its 

subcontractors. The Contractor shall report hours worked by submitting certified 

payrolls to DOEE; and 

3. Only direct jobs are to be used in the green jobs calculation. Indirect (primarily suppliers 

to Contractor’s subcontractors or its second-tier subcontractors) and induced jobs 

(derived from a multiplier effect) shall not be counted.”32,33  

 

“The Contractor shall receive 50% (or $50,000) of the incentive available each fiscal 

year for achieving 75% (or 66 FTEs) of the number of green jobs specified in [the target]. 

. . . The Contractor shall receive pro-rated compensation per green job up to the 

maximum incentive available for this benchmark, for creating more than 75% . . . of the 

required number of green jobs for a given year . . . .”34 

 

 
30 Contract No. DDOE-2016-C-0002, p. 49, § C.40.8.4.1. 
31 The Living Wage Act of 2006 is Title I of the “Way to Work Amendment Act of 2006”, D.C. Law 16-118 (D.C. 

Official Code §2-220.01 to .11), which became effective June 8, 2006.  
32 For a more complete definition of indirect and induced jobs, see Executive Office of the President, Council of 

Economic Advisors, Estimates of Job Creation from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, May 2009, 

p. 6.  
33 Contract No. DDOE-2016-C-0002, p. 49, § C.40.8.4.2.1. 
34 Contract No. DDOE-2016-C-0002, p. 50, § C.40.8.4.4.1-2. 
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The DCSEU worked with two teaming partners, nine implementation contractors, and two 

workforce development organizations to meet the Green jobs benchmark.  

 

Table 13 summarizes the DCSEU’s performance measured against the FY19 Green jobs 

benchmark. The value of the FY19 total number of green jobs created was calculated in this way: 

● Payroll jobs. DOEE provided a spreadsheet of payroll hours worked by DCSEU staff 

and subcontractors. These payroll hours were divided by 1,950 to calculate the 

number of FTEs. The results were 32.5 jobs for DCSEU staff and 12.2 jobs for 

subcontractors for a combined 44.7 (rounded) total of FTE jobs.  

● Jobs created by incentives. There was an independent assessment to calculate the 

number of jobs created due to incentives: DCSEU distributed $9,259,973 as 

incentives in FY19. Of this, $3,050,332 flowed through subcontractors, and was 

therefore excluded as it had already been covered by the payroll calculation. The 

remaining $6,209,641 was divided by $200,000 as set forth in the contractual 

definition of green jobs. The result was 31 FTE green jobs created.  

● Total jobs. Combining these components, the FY19 verified green jobs total is 75.7 

FTE jobs. This exceeds the Minimum Performance Target of 66 jobs for this 

benchmark but represents 86% of the Maximum Performance Target.  DCSEU’s 

staff turnover led to the near miss of the maximum target, similar to FY17. The 

turnover was a result of staff taking other jobs with other organizations, or pursuing 

graduate degrees or additional certifications at Colleges/Universities. 

Table 13. Green Jobs Benchmark Summary – FY19 

Benchmark 

Description 

Benchmark 

Minimum 

Benchmark 

Maximum 

DOEE 

Evaluation of 

FTE Jobs 

Created 

Minimum 

Benchmark 

Achieved 

Maximum 

Benchmark 

Achieved 

Number of FTE 

green-collar jobs 

created for District 

residents as a result of 

DCSEU’s 

expenditures and 

activities 

66 88 75.7 
Yes 

(115%) 

No 

(86%) 

Source: Tables 17, FY19 Performance Benchmarks Report, NMR, p. 19.
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IX.      Leveraging External Funds 

 

The DCSEU’s current contract includes a goal of leveraging $5 million in new funds to help meet 

the energy savings and increase the DCSEU’s energy savings impacts. In FY19, the DCSEU 

Leveraging Team continued its work to find ways to support the DCSEU’s mission through 

financing opportunities, support programs and projects through leveraged funding, and develop 

partnerships and sponsorships. The DCSEU continued to monetize its eligible energy savings in 

the PJM Interconnection, the Reliability Pricing Model (RPM) Market serving the District. In 

FY19, the DCSEU monetized the energy savings of eligible projects in the RPM Capacity market, 

securing total revenue of $268,131, and will receive $365,469 in revenue in FY20. 

  

In support of the DCSEU’s Workforce Development Program, the Leveraging Team secured 

$5,000 in grant funding from the Marriott Foundation in support of Building Operator 

Certification training for five Workforce Development Program externs. In addition, the DCSEU 

partnered with both BB&T Bank and National Cooperative Bank, who provided $2,000 and 

$1,500 sponsorships of the Workforce Development Program, respectively. BB&T also provided 

financial literacy training to the Summer externs, and National Cooperative Bank will be 

providing similar training to the FY20 Winter externs. 

 

As part of its Solar Renewable Energy Credit (SREC) Program with Solar United Neighbors 

(SUN), the DCSEU finalized a deal with Calvert Impact Capital, one of the region’s largest 

impact investors. Calvert Impact Capital is providing a loan against SREC receivables from the 

2017 Solar for All Program for which SUN received a grant. The securitized loan proceeds will be 

re-invested back into the DCSEU’s programs and initiatives to further increase the DCSEU’s 

impact in the District. 

 

In support of the DCSEU’s Refresh the District pilot initiative, the DCSEU secured a $5,000 

sponsorship from Major League Baseball (MLB) to help fund the DCSEU’s Energy Conservation 

Kits. The DCSEU also partnered with NBC 4, Habitat for Humanity, and United Planning 

Organization (UPO) on Refresh the District, holding a kickoff event in October 2018, where 

residents received the Energy Conservation Kits and filled out forms to determine if they were 

income qualified in order to receive additional energy efficiency support in their homes from the 

DCSEU. 
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X. Reducing Growth in Peak Demand [Tracking Goal] 

 

In 2015, the Council converted the reduction in growth of peak demand from a performance 

benchmark with a specific target and corresponding financial compensation to a tracking goal, 

requiring that DCSEU report on the reduction in peak demand as a result of DCSEU programs at 

least semiannually. DCSEU continues to track the reduction in peak demand as an incidental 

benefit of programs in place to achieve current performance benchmarks per the requirements of 

the current contract, but without specifically developing programs to incentivize or facilitate a 

reduction in peak demand. 

The FY18 Advisory Board annual report noted that there was a significant increase in the MW 

savings in 2018 due to two primary factors: there were more projects after FY17, and the average 

project size was larger.35 The reduction reached the same level in FY19, with a modest increase 

over the previous year. This continued success and increase in verified reduced peak demand is 

notable, especially given the incidental nature of the results. 

As committed to in the FY18 Annual Report, the Advisory Board reviewed the option to convert 

peak demand from a tracking goal to a performance benchmark, considering both a mid-stream 

contract change or the introduction of a benchmark for the upcoming new contract term. The 

review was completed as part of the work of the subcommittee formed by the Advisory Board to 

provide recommendations to DOEE on benchmark changes. As a result of discussions in the 

subcommittee, subsequent analysis provided by DOEE, and discussions with the Board as a 

whole, the Advisory Board ultimately submitted its recommendations via comments in Formal 

Case No. 1160, specifically: 

The Board concluded generally that the DCSEU lacks certain tools that would enable it to 

unilaterally incentivize peak demand shifting. The DCSEU is well positioned to distribute 

incentives, facilitate equipment installation, and perform other tasks that may support a 

larger peak demand program. However, the DCSEU lacks access to customers’ demand 

data and thus the ability to effectively measure relevant baselines and event performance 

in demand reduction programs. Conversely, utilities are uniquely positioned to implement 

peak demand reduction programs. The Board also concluded that additional information 

regarding addressing peak demand shifting may be helpful to the PSC.  […] the Board 

recommends that one or more entities (whether the Council, the PSC, the Mayor (DOEE), 

and/or others, such as the District’s utilities and/or energy consumers) initiate an effort to 

devise a strategy to harness the resources of all of the foregoing to reduce peak demand as 

a means of lowering the District’s greenhouse gas emissions, through coordinated 

programming and incentive frameworks.  

Thus, the Board continues to recognize the importance of reducing peak demand and the greater 

GHG emissions reductions benefits of peak reductions, but notes the need for additional guidance, 

 
35 In the Advisory Board’s FY18 Report, it was noted that solar projects are heavily weighted when calculating peak 

demand reduction, with a +15% spillover effect applied to MW reduced for solar projects. 
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for example, in the form of a legislative amendment, to aid in determining how the DCSEU can 

best support what will necessarily be a coordinated effort across multiple entities and programs. 

For the purpose of current DCSEU reporting, peak demand is considered to be load between 2:00-

6:00 pm from June to September. As Council contemplates the District’s comprehensive view of 

peak demand reduction, the Board encourages a consideration of both PEPCO’s zonal 

transmission peak events, as well as PJM’s overall system peak events as specific peak demand 

dates, in lieu of a generalized summer time period. The District may want to further contemplate 

quantifying peak reduction capacity during the winter season given the recent program rule 

changes in PJM’s Emergency Capacity demand response program, which now requires winter 

availability.  
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XI. Reducing Growth in Largest Energy Users [Tracking Goal] 

 

With the sweeping changes in the District of Columbia with the signing of the CEDC Act, the 

largest energy users36 will need to continue to reduce their energy usage and become more efficient.  

In Fiscal Year 2018 (FY18) the Board anticipated that the DCSEU would increase the number of 

large energy users it completed programs with, however, the FY19 EM&V report could only verify 

that the DCSEU completed work with 89 large energy users in FY19,37 in contrast to 127 in FY18.38   

This comes as a surprise, as the Board anticipated an upward trend in the total number of projects 

completed with large energy users.  The difference may be able to be attributed to the number of 

large energy users that were “verified” by the EM&V contractor.  The DCSEU self-reported 

working with 181 large energy users in FY19 whereas in FY18 they only reported 127. 

At a minimum, the Board will seek to resolve the discrepancy between the EM&V reporting and 

the DCSEU’s self-reporting in FY20, as means of better understanding if the DCSEU is able to 

increase the number of large energy users with whom it implements efficiency projects. 

 

Table 14. Evaluated Large Energy User Trends 

Measurement FY17 FY18 FY19 

Number of large energy users with completed 

projects 
104 127 89 

Source: NMR Group, Inc. Performance Benchmark Assessment of FY19 DC Sustainable Energy Utility Programs, p. 23, Table 23: FY2019 Large 

Energy User Sites. 

 

 
36 The DCSEU contract defines large energy user as “organizations, individuals, or government entities that own a 

building with more than 200,000 square feet of gross floor area or own a campus or building in a contiguous geographic 

area that share building systems or at least one common energy meter without separate metering or sub-metering, such 

that their energy use cannot be individually tracked. Gross area floor includes infrastructure that contain heated and 

unheated space that is connected to a qualifying building. Energy-efficiency or renewable energy measures must be 

installed in a qualified building or in an infrastructure connected to a qualified building in order to qualify as a large 

energy user project.” 
37 Source: NMR Group, Inc., Performance Benchmark Assessment of FY19 DC Sustainable Energy Utility Programs, 

p. 22. 
38 Source: NMR Group, Inc., Performance Benchmark Assessment of FY18 DC Sustainable Energy Utility Programs, 

p. 22. 
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Table 15. Fiscal Year 2019 Large Energy User Sites 

Program Number of Unique Sites 

Solar PV Market Rate 4 

Commercial Interior Retrofit - Equipment 

Replacement 
57 

Market Transformation Value 6 

Commercial Upstream 155 

Retrofit - Custom 56 

Market Opportunities - Custom 26 

New Construction - Custom 14 

Pay for Performance 7 

Low-Income Multifamily Comprehensive 12 

Low-Income Prescriptive 7 

Residential Upstream 1 

Innovative Low-income 1 

Total 326 

Source: NMR Group, Inc. Performance Benchmark Assessment of FY19 DC Sustainable Energy Utility Programs, p. 22, Table 23: FY2019 Large 

Energy User Sites. 
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XII. Innovation 

 

Between 2014 and 2018, the DCSEU implemented multiple non-incentive-based activities that 

can achieve energy savings, including providing best practice code enforcement recommendations 

to the Green Building Division of the District Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs 

(DCRA), multiple trainings for building designers and builders, and guidelines for how the DC 

energy conservation codes are interpreted. In FY19, following precedent by other localities that 

have similar code compliance support efforts, the DCSEU claimed 10,659 MWh in electricity and 

4,715 MMBtu of natural gas energy savings attributed to this support. The DCSEU intends to 

work with DCRA and other entities to expand its support of code compliance in the future.   

 

The DCSEU’s Pay for Performance (P4P) program and Attribution plan, which have been under 

development since FY17, will be instrumental in serving customers and achieving energy savings 

as lighting standards and code changes are implemented. P4P allows customers pursuing 

complex, multi-measure, behavioral, and/or operational changes to access DCSEU technical 

assistance and financial incentives based on pre- and post-project metered data that determine 

actual energy saved. In FY19, the DCSEU moved P4P from an Innovation pilot program to a full-

fledged program offering for C&I customers. The DCSEU completed 11 P4P projects in FY19, 

including one at the Hillwood Estate and museum. This project is expected to prevent almost 

370,000 pounds in CO2 emissions, and save 184,000 kWh in electricity and 879 MMBtu of 

natural gas in the first year. With the upgrades, Hillwood will still preserve the aesthetics of the 

museum and the integrity of the art objects all while saving more than $28,000 in energy costs the 

first year. 

 

Under Attribution, the DCSEU continued to offer Building Operator Certification training 

through the Workforce Development program, training facility and maintenance staff to operate 

their building more efficiently. The DCSEU also continued to work with DOEE on Attribution for 

code compliance and partnered with DCRA and the Institute for Market Transformation (IMT). 

Finally, the DCSEU began a Net Zero partnership with DCRA to offer incentives to residential 

customers who have committed to DCRA Net Zero projects. 
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XIII. Societal Cost Test 

 

Background 

The DCSEU contract stipulates that the Energy Efficiency program portfolio as a whole meet a cost 

effectiveness test at the end of each fiscal year. The DCSEU uses a “Societal Cost Test.”  The 

aggregate of all costs and all benefits for the DCSEU’s program portfolio must bring in more benefits 

than costs. 

 

For each project in the DCSEU’s portfolio, the DCSEU contract requires all proposed energy 

efficiency measures that the DCSEU incentivizes monetarily to be screened for cost effectiveness. 

This is done using the Societal Cost Test.  If the test deems that the proposed measure will cost more 

than the dollar value of the benefits it will provide, then the DCSEU generally will not incentivize 

the measure on the basis that it is not a good use of the ratepayer funds that finance the DCSEU’s 

program.  The DCSEU Societal Cost Test requirement does allow for some exceptions by virtue of 

the fact that it is the portfolio as a whole that must meet the test not each individual program. 

 

Non-Energy Benefits “Adders” 

 

The total value of benefits screened through the Societal Cost Test includes both the monetary 

impact of the incentivized measure (lowered utility bills from energy savings) as well as an 

additional amounts (or “adders”) to account for “Non-energy Benefits” of the measure (estimated at 

5%) and for “Environmental Externalities” (an additional 5%). 

 

“Non-energy benefits” include comfort, noise reduction, aesthetics, health (from improved air 

quality) and safety, ease of selling/leasing home or building, improved occupant productivity, 

reduced work absences due to reduced illnesses (e.g., asthma), ability to stay in home/avoided 

moves, and macroeconomic benefits. “Environmental Externalities” include benefits from reducing 

air and water pollution, greenhouse gas emissions, and cooling water use.  

 

Following a Board recommendation last year, the DCSEU considered adding a “low income” adder 

to its energy efficiency programs as well as increasing the existing “Non-energy Benefits” adder 

from 5%.  Upon examination, the DCSEU through a calculation provided by DOEE’s 3rd party 

evaluator NMR Group, found that when bumping a 5% adder to a hypothetical 25% level, a single 

project may become cost-effective or more cost-effective.  However, such an increase would not 

make a significant difference to the value of the portfolio as a whole.   Therefore, at this time, the 

DCSEU has moved away from requesting consideration for the idea of increasing non-financial 

adders from its current contract.   

 

The Board will investigate whether any Societal Cost Test cost-effectiveness methodology update 

is needed and may be providing future recommendations. 
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Constraints on Low-Income Single-Family Homes 

 

The Societal Cost Test requirement constrains the DCSEU in its energy efficiency programming for 

single-family homes (detached or townhouses), and particularly low-income households, because 

energy efficiency retrofits are so costly per building.  The DCSEU noticed when running its “Federal 

Home Loan Program” for low-income families and “Home Performance for Energy Star” for all 

other customers, that the projects were not cost-effective.  Thus, for this building sector, the DCSEU 

is limited to low cost energy efficiency measures such as LED lighting, rather than the “deep” energy 

retrofits that have the biggest impact on household energy savings.  

 

It should be noted that Pepco, the electric utility, requested exclusion of the Societal Cost Test for 

their low-income energy efficiency programs.   
 

Societal Cost Test Exceptions 

 

With respect to programs administered by the DCSEU that are not funded as part of the core DCSEU 

contract (e.g., Solar for All and the Low-Income Emergency Heating and Cooling program), no 

Societal Cost Test is applied. 

GHG Performance Metric and Societal Benefit Test 

Following several years of exploration, the Board has recommended that a performance benchmark 

for GHG emissions reduction be included in the next DCSEU contract, which would offer new 

opportunities for programming that not only save energy but curb emissions.  These might include 

programs that address non-energy sources of GHG emissions in addition to energy sources, such as 

management of refrigerants (used in refrigerators, air conditioning, heat pumps).  The DCSEU will 

attend to evolving best practices in applying the Societal Cost Test to such a benchmark. 
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XIV. CBE Requirements 

 

In FY19, DCSEU had a CBE spend requirement of $6,845,900. DCSEU exceeded this goal by 

nearly 5 percent, with a total CBE spend of $7,182,963.  
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XV. Engagement/Outreach 

 

In FY19, the DCSEU sought to elevate the DCSEU brand, support the DCSEU’s residential and 

commercial programs, and reach out to low- and moderate-income residents. 

To raise the DCSEU’s brand profile while also promoting residential LED lighting discounts and 

smart thermostat rebates, the DCSEU launched an advertising campaign in March 2019. The ads 

were featured on bus shelters throughout the city, on Metro platforms (digital), Pandora online 

radio, and in the Express, Washington Informer and Capital Community News outlets. This 

campaign will continue in FY20 to continue to educate about LED lighting benefits and encourage 

residents to make the switch. 

In order to highlight innovative technologies and expose DCSEU customers to new opportunities 

for energy savings and reducing their carbon footprint, the Marketing and Communications Team, 

in collaboration with the Leveraging and Funding Team, organized its second Focus on Green 

Technology event. The event was hosted by law firm Latham and Watkins. More than 50 people 

attended the event with featured speakers from the National Housing Trust, Nest/Google, Sealed, 

Aquanta, Arcadia Power, and IMT. 

In October, the DCSEU launched the Refresh the District initiative in Ward 8’s Skyland 

neighborhood. Skyland is home to more than 30 homes, originally a DC Habitat for Humanity-

built community, that participated in the DCSEU's 2012 Affordable Solar initiative. Partnering 

with DC Habitat for Humanity, NBC 4 Washington, United Planning Office (UPO), and Major 

League Baseball, the DCSEU hosted a block party for Skyland residents. The team distributed 40 

Home Energy Conservation Kits containing an advanced power strip, six LED light bulbs, a low-

flow faucet aerator, and educational materials to Skyland residents. In November and December, 

the team surveyed residents on issues in their home, such as drafts and high energy bills, and 

reached out via letter, e-mail, phone, and in-person to income-qualify residents for additional 

energy efficiency services. Seven homeowners qualified, and the DCSEU performed inspections 

and energy audit on the home, developing scopes of work to make the homes more energy 

efficient and more comfortable through air sealing, insulation, and upgrading systems and 

appliances. 

In FY19, the DCSEU launched its first crowdfunding campaign as part of its leveraging activities. 

The team launched a partnership with DC SAFE, a domestic violence shelter, and began the 

“Power to Save Lives” campaign. The DCSEU is collaborating with DC SAFE to raise funds for 

energy-efficient lighting, heating, and other equipment for the new SAFE Space Crisis Shelter. 

One-hundred percent of each donation will go towards energy-saving equipment. The DCSEU 

created a video for the campaign and will continue to seek individual donations and corporate 

donations and in-kind support for the campaign in FY20. 

In terms of community outreach, the DCSEU partnered with agencies and utilities, including the 

Public Service Commission’s Winter Ready DC event, Pepco Utility Discussion, and a meeting 

with DC Council Constituent Service Directors. The DCSEU also continued to focus on partnering 

with District agencies on existing outreach activities that support hard to reach populations, such 
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as seniors and low-income residents. The DCSEU partnered with the Office of the People’s 

Counsel, the Public Service Commission, the Office on Aging, and other agencies to promote the 

DCSEU’s Emergency Heating and Cooling program and single-family Solar for all offerings. The 

DCSEU participated in more than 30 outreach events and continued its partnership with Burroughs 

Elementary School STEM program. 

Among many activities to reach the commercial and institutional market, the DCSEU sponsored 

events with BISNOW and Leaders in Energy, spoke on panels at events sponsored by the Office of 

the Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic Development and DCRA, convened local 

university sustainability and facility leaders to share best practices and lessons learned, and 

launched a refrigeration offering with support from marketing. 

Finally, in FY19 the DCSEU sought to raise its profile through earned media. The DCSEU had 

more than 90 earned media mentions this year, including mentions in Yale Climate Connections, 

US News and World Report, DCist, GreenBiz, Vox, and Solar Power World. 
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XVI. Going Forward 

 

DCSEU’s FY19 results, which represent the third year of a five-year contract, showed the ongoing 

benefits of a multi-year rather than an annual term. Both DCSEU and DOEE staff continued to 

consistently deliver results against ambitious maximum benchmark targets and innovate program 

design, including exceeding the five-year target for installed renewable energy generation in year 

three. 

As anticipated in the FY18 Annual Report, during FY19, the Advisory Board focused efforts on 

working with DOEE and the DCSEU to ensure that, to the extent possible, the DCSEU contract 

continued to align with the legislative and policy goals of the District and that incremental changes 

continued to be made despite the five year term structure. Some changes, such as the conversion or 

creation of an accompanying GHG reduction performance benchmark to the energy savings 

benchmark, were not introduced in FY19 given the complications and inefficiencies likely to result 

from the modification of a key benchmark during the middle of the contract term. The Board, DOEE, 

the DCSEU and interested stakeholders are continuing to collaborate on potential benchmark and 

benchmark measurement changes that will likely be implemented during the FY21 effort to 

determine plans for the subsequent DCSEU contract expected to begin in FY22.39  On November 

10, 2020, the Board voted in favor of recommending that the forthcoming DCSEU contract include 

a GHG reduction performance benchmark. 

For the remainder of FY21, which commenced during the drafting of this Annual Report, the Board 

will seek to appropriately advise DOEE on the performance of the DCSEU and administration of 

the DCSEU contract during the last year of the five year contract term, as well as the procurement 

of the subsequent DCSEU contract, expected to commence in FY22. The following areas will be 

the focus for successful FY21 performance and groundwork for a successful subsequent contract: 

● Reviewing and providing input into DCSEU pilot initiatives and potential participation in 

major programming decisions 

● Commenting on DOEE/DCSEU contract amendments before such amendments are made; 

● Recommending to DOEE specific benchmark and benchmark accounting issues to change 

for the subsequent DCSEU contract, elevating issues requiring Council input where needed 

● Continued consultation in Commission-led working groups, and with the newly created 

Green Bank, for enhanced program coordination 

Given the DCSEU’s positive performance in FY19, it is expected that the Board’s efforts and 

attention in FY21 will be focused on providing advice to ensure the proper groundwork is in place 

for the DCSEU’s contract commencing in FY22 to have goals aligned with the District’s overall 

objectives and clear guidance on its roles within multi-agency programs.  

 
39 Notably, the conversion of Energy Savings benchmarks into GHG reduction benchmarks, the conversion of year 1 

savings to lifetime savings, the potential introduction of peak demand reduction (or related) targets, pending guidance 

from the Council, and the method to address free ridership. 
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XVII. Appendix A – Board’s Comments on FC1160 
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XVIII. Appendix B – DOEE’s Comments Regarding the ODCA Draft Report 
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