
 
  139 E. Fourth Street 

Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 
o: 513-287-4010 

Larisa.Vaysman@duke-energy.com 
Larisa M. Vaysman 

Senior Counsel 
 
 
November 17, 2022 
 
Ms. Tanowa M. Troupe 
PUCO Docketing Division 
180 East Broad Street, 11th Floor 
Columbus, OH  43215-3716 
 
Re:   In the Matter of the Application of Duke Energy Ohio, Inc., for Authority to Adjust its 

Power Future Initiatives Rider 
PUCO Case No. 20-666-EL-RDR  

 
Dear Ms. Troupe: 
 
Among other things, the Stipulation and Recommendation filed in this proceeding on August 18, 
2021, provided that the signatory parties would commence a collaborative to discuss third-party 
data access capability with customer consent and that “the collaborative shall determine the 
scope of its third-party data access recommendations within twelve months of approval of the 
Stipulation.”1  The Stipulation was approved on November 17, 2021.2 
 
In accordance with the Stipulation and Recommendation, the Company submits here a copy of 
the recommendations resulting from the collaborative, which note where consensus has not been 
reached.   
 
Should you have any questions or comments regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to 
contact me. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
/s/ Larisa M. Vaysman 
Larisa M. Vaysman 
Senior Counsel 
 
cc:  Rocco O. D’Ascenzo 
 
 

 
1 Stipulation and Recommendation, pg. 8 (August 18, 2021). 
2 Finding and Order, pg. 11 (November 17, 2021). 
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3rd Party Data Collaborative – Recommendations 
 
Collaborative Participant Entities: Duke Energy Ohio, Inc. (Duke Energy Ohio or the 
Company); Mission:data Coalition (Mission:data); Staff of the Public Utilities Commission of 
Ohio (Staff); Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel (OCC); Constellation; Interstate Gas Supply, 
Inc. (IGS); Ohio Energy Group (OEG) 
 
Entities Submitting Recommendations: Duke Energy Ohio; Mission:data 
 
SUMMARY OF COLLABORATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS AS OF NOVEMBER 17, 
2022  
 

1. Type of Data to be Provided Upon Customer Consent  
 
The collaborative has not reached consensus regarding the type of data that ought to be 

available to third parties.  As further detailed below, Duke Energy Ohio recommends that third 
parties continue to work directly with customers to obtain data that is available to customers for 
download in XML and Excel formats compatible with many applications.  Mission:data, however, 
recommends that third-party applications be able to directly access customer data in real-time from 
the utility’s customer information system via OAuth and Green Button Connect My Data 
protocols. 

 
Duke Energy Ohio states that, via its existing Download My Data feature, Duke Energy 

Ohio currently provides customers the option to download or export their own data, either in an 
Excel format or in XML format which is compatible with many apps. The customer can then 
provide this data to any third party/ies of the customer’s choosing.  Duke Energy Ohio therefore 
recommends that third parties reach out to customers and have customers obtain this data using 
their own access, via the Company’s secured website.   

 
Mission:data states that consumers will achieve maximum value if a complete dataset is 

available electronically to a third party energy management company (“third party”) with customer 
permission. In support, Mission:data provides Attachment 1, an example of a complete dataset, 
approved in both Washington, D.C. and New Hampshire; a substantially similar dataset is 
approved in California. Mission:data states that, in general, a complete dataset includes customer 
information from three general categories: (1) customer usage data, (2) account data (including, 
but not limited to, premise addresses, account numbers, meter numbers, etc.) and (3) billing data.  

 
Mission:data argues that, unfortunately, there are negative consequences if an incomplete 

dataset is provided. According to Mission:data, consumers and third parties will be unlikely to use 
a GBC platform if only partial information is provided. Mission:data cites an example from 
Illinois, where Commonwealth Edison provided only kWh usage data in their Green Button 
Connect (“GBC”) implementation beginning in 2017. Mission:data states regarding this example: 

 
The lack of customer account information was immediately 
problematic because, for multi-site customers, ComEd’s GBC was 
unable to inform third parties where the consumption occurred. 
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Many third parties who initially expressed interest in ComEd’s GBC 
became disenchanted and, to our knowledge, only three (3) third 
parties are actively using ComEd’s GBC system, resulting in fewer 
services being available to consumers. As a result, ComEd’s GBC 
implementation is generally viewed as disappointing. On the other 
hand, Silicon Valley Clean Energy (“SVCE”), a community choice 
aggregator in California, provides a certified GBC implementation 
with a complete dataset (including usage, account and billing 
information), and over 75 third parties including rooftop solar 
installers, demand response providers, energy efficiency firms and 
others are registered and using the platform.    
 

Mission:data also cites California utilities as a second example and states:  
 
Similarly, state-wide utilization of GBC platforms offered by 
California’s investor-owned utilities have risen sharply since 2016. 
California utilities offer a complete dataset. A listing of data types 
provided by PG&E is included as Attachment 2. (Note that the chart 
below pertains only to demand response utilization of GBC, 
meaning that the state-wide numbers are understated because they 
exclude data-sharing for purposes of energy efficiency, solar, heat 
pump installation, electric vehicles, etc.) 
 

Mission:data also provides the following chart: 
 

 
 

Having engaged in collaborative discussions and reviewed materials presented by 
Mission:data, Duke Energy Ohio believes that the known costs and likely disadvantages of 
implementing the direct real-time access sought by Mission:data outweigh the tenuous and 
speculative benefits to customers, and therefore commends against implementing additional third-
party access capability at this time.  Duke Energy Ohio believes that the Download My Data 
feature is adequate to permit customers to provide their data to third parties. Duke Energy Ohio’s 
concerns are discussed more specifically in the appropriate subject areas below. 
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2. Format and Delivery Standard of Data – No Consensus 
 
The collaborative has not reached consensus regarding the format and delivery standard of 

data that ought to be available to third parties.   
 

With respect to format and delivery of data, Duke Energy Ohio recommends continuing to 
offer its existing Download My Data feature, which provides customers the option to download or 
export their own data, either in an Excel format or in XML format which is compatible with many 
apps.  In addition to downloading this data, customers are presented with user friendly graphical 
chart of their usage patterns in HTML format which is viewable on desktop or mobile devices.   

 
Mission:data believes that all jurisdictions should adopt widely-used national standards and 

best practices. In the case of customers sharing their energy data, Mission:data states that standard 
is GBC.  Mission:data describes GBC as follows: 

 
GBC, originally created by the U.S. Department of Energy and the 
National Institute for Standards and Technology, is mandated in 
numerous states covering over 36 million electric meters 
nationwide. The GBC standard is composed of two parts: The data 
format itself, which uses XML, and the application programming 
interface (“API”), which defines electronic interactions between a 
utility, third party and customer. The non-profit Green Button 
Alliance provides testing and certification services so that utilities 
and regulators can be assured of maximum interoperability between 
jurisdictions.  
 

Furthermore, Mission:data asserts that if Duke Energy Ohio complied with the GBC 
standard, and since Dayton Power & Light is also required to implement GBC, customers who 
move from DP&L territory to Duke Energy Ohio territory would be able to continue using energy 
management services with minimal interruption as a result of a standardized data format and 
electronic delivery mechanism, provided that both utilities achieve certification.   

 
3. Customer Privacy Protections 

 
While collaborative participants disagree on whether to offer the level of third-party access 

sought by Mission:data or the currently available level provided by Duke Energy Ohio, both 
participants offered thoughts on the level of customer privacy protections that would be necessary 
and also on the potential risks involved.   

 
Duke Energy Ohio is concerned that direct real-time third party access to utility customer 

information would not be paired with utility Commission oversight.  Aggrieved customers seeking 
recourse against third parties would need to, for instance, file a lawsuit or report problematic third 
party behavior to the Ohio Attorney General.  By comparison, the Commission has informal and 
formal complaint processes which are both free and offer robust assistance to the complainant. 
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In addition to the direct harms that could be caused to customers in the event that third 
parties misuse their information, “slam” customers (i.e., enroll unwilling or nonconsenting 
participants), or otherwise exploit the functionality, Duke Energy Ohio is concerned that such 
misuse would be attributed to the Company and harm the Company’s relationship and trust with 
its customers. 

 
Duke Energy Ohio states that, if the Company was required to implement direct third-party 

data access—which the Company does not recommend—it would want to see extensive customer 
privacy protections, including but not limited to: 

 
• Some sort of certification/application process to initially validate 

third parties who would want to utilize this capability; 
• Robust consent requirements, no less than what the OAC requires 

from utilities for disclosure of customer data, including specific 
language; and, 

• Reasonable time limits after which consent would expire and need 
to be renewed. 

 
Mission:data states that, aside from entities engaging in brokering or selling electricity, it 

understands that the Ohio Commission does not have jurisdiction over third parties whose sole 
business involves energy management. As a result, customers who were harmed by an alleged 
privacy breach would not be able to ask the Commission to levy a fine on, or revoke the license to 
operate of, a third party. Nevertheless, as explained below, Mission:data believes a reasonable 
balance between customer access and privacy can be found.  

 
Mission:data notes that many other jurisdictions including California, Colorado, Michigan 

and Texas have implemented GBC without those state commissions having authority over third 
parties. Further, Mission:data recommended in the collaborative that third parties – in registering 
with Duke in order to receive customer energy data – commit to abide by the U.S. Department of 
Energy’s DataGuard Energy Data Privacy Program (“DataGuard”). According to Mission:data 
DataGuard is a comprehensive privacy policy that has been adopted by several utilities and 
numerous third parties nationwide.  

 
Mission:data also states that a third party who violates the privacy policy is subject to 

enforcement action under the Federal Trade Commission Act and state laws banning misleading 
or deceptive trade practices. Moreover, Mission:data recommends that suspicions of potential 
privacy breaches be reported to Commission staff, and that Commission staff should then 
investigate the allegations. If the Commission ultimately finds that a third party broke the 
DataGuard privacy rules, then the Commission could, under its authority to regulate electric 
utilities, order Duke to cease providing customer data to a particular third party. According to 
Mission:data, this enforcement approach has been used successfully in states such as California, 
which required GBC in 2013. Mission:data is not aware of any data misuse in other jurisdictions 
that has led to complaints to commissions, state attorneys general or the Federal Trade 
Commission. 
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4. Cost and Timing of Implementation 
 

The collaborative has not reached consensus regarding the cost and timing of 
implementation. 

 
Although Duke Energy Ohio recommends against implementing additional third-party 

access, Duke Energy Ohio provided an estimate of the total costs of a potential implementation 
and support for real-time third-party access over 5 years at the April 12, 2022, collaborative 
session.  The estimate is attached hereto as Attachment A.1   

 
Mission:data presented several publicly-available price estimates from other jurisdictions, 

which are summarized below. Mission:data noted in the collaborative that Duke’s price estimate 
given to the collaborative is triple the amount originally quoted in 2019 by Duke. 

 Year Initial (one-time) cost Annual cost $ / electric 
meter 

Xcel Energy (CO)2 2015 $2,000,000 unclear $1.26 
Consolidated Edison (NY)3 2016 $9,009,000 $1,195,000 $2.54 
Ontario, Canada (low)4 2017 CAD$4.69 million over 5 years $0.98 
Ontario, Canada (high) 2017 CAD$8.96 million over 5 years $1.87 
AEP Ohio5 2018 $900,000 $75,000 $0.60 
Duke Energy (NC)6 2019 $850,000 $52,000 $0.25 
National Grid (NY)7 2020 $3,000,000 unclear $1.77 

 

Regarding timing, Mission:data recommends that Duke be required to implement a certified GBC 
with a complete dataset within six months of a Commission order. 

 Duke Energy Ohio disagrees with Mission:data’s characterization that the Company’s 
2022 estimate is triple the amount of its 2019 estimate. The total estimated cost in 2022 was $3.2 
million, as compared to $1.7 million total estimated cost in 2019.  The $850,000 identified by 
Mission:data as representing the 2019 estimate does not reflect the fact that—as of today—

 
1 Attachment A and the Attachment B discussed below are offered for purposes of illustration and discussion only. 
2 Price quote as given from Opower/Oracle to Xcel via email dated October 12, 2015, as quoted in Exhibit No. 
Mission:data-2, Prepared Rebuttal Testimony of Michael Murray on Behalf of the Mission:data Coalition. California 
Public Utilities Commission. Application (A.18-11-005) of Southern California Gas Company to Establish a Demand 
Response Program. April 26, 2019 at Bates 51-52.   
3 Consolidated Edison, Customer Engagement Plan. Slides presented at Stakeholder Collaboration Meeting July 15, 
2016 at 21. 
4 Low and high estimates of direct costs estimated over a 5-year period. Ontario Report, Tables 39-40 at 60. 
5 AEP Ohio presentation dated June, 2018 to the gridSMART Collaborative working group pursuant to Case No. 13-
1939-EL-RDR. 
6 Duke Energy cost-benefit analysis. April 12, 2019, as required by North Carolina Utilities Commission order dated 
March 7th, 2018 in Docket No. E-100 Sub 147. 
7 Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation d/b/a National Grid. Fiscal Year 2021 Information Technology Capital 
Investment Plan Report. New York Public Service Commission, Case Nos. 17-E-0238 and 17-G-0239. April 10, 2020, 
p. 2.  
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implementing GBC would require the Company to redesign the existing Download My Data 
feature. 

 Additionally, Duke Energy Ohio believes that a six-month implementation timetable 
would be extremely aggressive and would require the Company to give this project the highest 
priority, including potentially over projects that deliver more value to customers. If required to 
implement GBC—which the Company opposes—the Company would seek at least 18 months for 
such implementation.  

5. Cost-Effectiveness of Modifications 
 
The collaborative has not reached consensus regarding the cost-effectiveness of modifications. 

 
Duke Energy Ohio does not believe that implementing additional third-party access would 

be cost-effective due to seemingly little-to-no demand and the prospect of benefits being highly 
speculative, especially for residential customers. 

 
Mission:data states that, now that Duke’s Customer Connect program is nearly complete 

and its back-end customer information systems are modernized, now is a good time to implement 
GBC because it will be technologically efficient to do so.  

 
In addition, Mission:data notes that numerous commercial customers, including Walmart, 

commercial real estate entities, federal buildings, and other multi-site customers are demanding 
standardized, streamlined access to their energy usage and cost information from utilities across 
the country. Duke can support its customers by providing a GBC platform.  

 
Finally, Mission:data presented to the collaborative the Ontario, Canada, government’s 

comprehensive Green Button cost-benefit analysis conducted in 2017. That analysis is enclosed as 
Attachment 3. It found that GBC implementation yielded a benefit-to-cost ratio for electric utilities 
of 1.4 to 3.5, depending on various scenarios considered. 

 
6. Customer Experience 

 
Duke Energy Ohio believes that the existing Download My Data capability is user-friendly 

and provides a positive customer experience that complies with Ohio regulations, and recommends 
retaining it. 

 
Mission:data presented information on lessons learned with regard to the customer 

experience from other jurisdictions. A simple, streamlined, one-page authorization page, such as 
that shown below, has been shown in other jurisdictions to be both simple for customers to 
understand and consistent with other, non-energy transactions from customers’ digital lives, such 
as granting a smartphone app permission to access your contact information.  Mission:data 
believes the wireframe diagram below can, with modest effort, be made to comply with applicable 
regulations such as OAC 4901:1-10-24(E)(4)(b). 
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7. Performance Metrics and Accountability Benchmarks 
 
Although Duke Energy Ohio recommends against implementing additional third-party 

data access at this time, the Company would want to see certain accountability metrics if it was 
required to implement the capabilities sought by Mission:data, including but not limited to: 

 
• The number of customers having their data directly accessed by each 

third-party participant; and, 
• At least annual public reporting of the number of customer 

complaints for each third-party participant. 
 

Mission:data presented Attachment 4, Performance Metrics, to the collaborative. 
Mission:data recommends that the specified performance metrics be presented by Duke on a 
publicly-available website, updated daily or continuously. Mission:data’s experience is that, in 
other jurisdictions, utilities have not always operated their GBC platforms with a reasonable degree 
of accuracy and uptime, and that it is appropriate for both the Commission and for third parties to 
know the real-time status of the performance of the regulated utility’s GBC platform. Further, 
Mission:data notes that some utilities, such as SDG&E in California, have used Google Analytics 
to provide the information detailed in Attachment 4 at a de minimis cost. 

 
8. Cost Recovery and/or Rate Mechanisms 

 
The collaborative has not reached consensus regarding cost recovery and/or rate 

mechanisms. 
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Although Duke Energy Ohio recommends against the implementation of third-party access 
capability, the Company presented two options for cost recovery during the collaborative: 

 
1. Recovery socialized to all ratepayers via Rider PF. This option is 

depicted in Attachment B; however Attachment B only depicts the 
first year’s capital and expenses, and not capital or expenses 
necessitated by administrative support and maintenance in 
subsequent years.8 
 

2. Implementation costs covered directly by a pilot group of third 
parties. 
 

In the absence of demonstrated demand by a critical mass of customers, the Company 
recommends that the costs of implementing and maintaining any third-party data access capability 
be borne by the third parties. 

 
Mission:data believes that GBC is a platform of grid modernization providing benefits to 

both participating and non-participating customers (such as peak demand reduction). As such, 
prudently incurred costs should be recoverable from all ratepayers.  

 
8 As noted earlier, Attachment B is offered for illustration and discussion purposes only. Among other things, 
Attachment B is based on current class allocations and rate of return, and does not account for the Company’s pending 
electric rate case.  



Field Green Button Location Enumerated/Allowed Values Example
Account Number Retail Customer Schema > CustomerAccount 1089999
Premise
Customer Name Bob Smith
Customer Email Address smith@mail.com
Customer Phone Home / Mobile / Business
Account Address Retail Customer Schema > ServiceLocation This should be multiple addresses: Contact and Service. 123 Main Street Salem NH 03079
Customer Rate Code D1 Res
Meter Number Retail Customer Schema > ServiceLocation > Usage Point 234433
Meter Reading Previous Register Read End KWH or KW at end of cycle "meter reading previous' 345878
Meter Reading Current Register Read End KWH or KW at end of cycle "meter reading current' 345878
Overall Consumption Last Period UsageSummary > OverallConsumptionLastPeriod 809
Overall Consumption This Period UsageSummary > CurrentBillPeriodOverAllConsumption 784
Billing Period UsageSummary > BillingPeriod > Duration and Start
Commodity UsageSummary > Commodity Gas or Electric "E"
Bill Amount UsageSummary > Amount Current bill total 106.5100
Balance Forward?
Customer Charge UsageSummary > CostAdditionalDetailLastPeriod (bill line item collection) 17.00
Delivery Charge UsageSummary > CostAdditionalDetailLastPeriod (bill line item collection) ItemKind 2: Energy Delivery Fee 0.0233
Stranded Cost Charge UsageSummary > CostAdditionalDetailLastPeriod (bill line item collection) 0.0432
System Benefit Charge UsageSummary > CostAdditionalDetailLastPeriod (bill line item collection) 0.00456
Consumption Tax UsageSummary > CostAdditionalDetailLastPeriod (bill line item collection) ItemKind 5: Tax 0.00005
Energy Service Charge Fixed UsageSummary > CostAdditionalDetailLastPeriod (bill line item collection) 0.0823

Quality of Reading UsageSummary > QualityofReading

0 - Valid
7 - manually edited
8 - estimated using reference day
9 - estimated using linear interpolation
10 - questionable
11 - derived
12 - projected (forecast)
13 - mixed
14 - raw
15 - normalized for weather
16 - other
17 - validated
18 - verified
19 - revenue-quality valid

Service Supplier Kind Retail Customer Schema > Service Supplier > Supplier Kind Utility, Retailer, Other, LSE, MDMA, MSP retailer
Service Supplier ID Retail Customer Schema > Service Supplier > SupplierID
Service Supplier Effective Date Retail Customer Schema > Service Supplier > EffectiveDate
Service Supplier Name Retail Customer Schema > Service Supplier > Name
Peak Demand (for current bill period) UsageSummary > PeakDemand
Interval Reading Start Date and Time MeterReading > IntervalBlock > IntervalReading > TimePeriod
Interval Reading Value MeterReading > IntervalBlock > IntervalReading > Value
Interval Duration MeterReading > IntervalBlock > IntervalReading > TimePeriod > Duration

Interval Reading Quality MeterReading > IntervalBlock > IntervalReading > ReadingQuality

Valid, Manually Edited, Estimated Using Reference Day, Estimated Using 
Linear Interpolation, Questionable, Derived, Projected, Mixed, Raw, 
Normalized for Weather, Other, Validated, Verified, Revenue-Quality

TOU MeterReading > IntervalBlock > IntervalReading > TOU TOU bucket for interval period
Demand Response Program RetailCustomerSchema > DemandResponseProgram
Energy Efficiency Programs RetailCustomerSchema > ProgramDateIDMappings collection of all customer EE programs
Time Configuration RetailCustomerSchema > TimeConfiguration time info (i.e. daylight savings)
Interval Reading Direction MeterReading > IntervalBlock > IntervalReading > Direction
Tariff Profile UsageSummary > TariffProfile

ATTACHMENT D

MD - Attachment 1 
Page 1 of 1



Resolution E-4868  August 24, 2017 
PG&E AL 4992-E, SCE AL 3541-E, and SDG&E AL 3030-E/KJS 
 

1 of 6 

ATTACHMENT 1 

Comparison of Current and Expanded Data Set 

Southern California Edison (SCE) 

 

SCE CURRENT  

RULE 24 DATA ELEMENTS  

SCE EXPANDED (FUTURE)  

RULE 24 DATA ELEMENTS  

Account Elements Account Elements 

Account name  
   (ACME INC. or JOE SMITH) 

Account address (123 OFFICE ST...) 

Account ID (2-xxx...) 

Service Elements Outage block (A000) 

SCE Unique Identifier Service Elements 

Service ID (3-xxx...) Known future changes to Status of Service 

Service address  
(123 MAIN ST #100...) 

Service tariff options (CARE, FERA, etc.) 

Known future changes to Sublap 

Service tariff (D-TOU) Known future changes to Pricing Node 

Service voltage (if relevant) Local Capacity Area 

Service meter number (if any) Known future changes Local Capacity Area 

Meter Read Cycle Customer Class Indicator 

Sublap Bill tier breakdown (if any) 

Pricing Node Name (Over Baseline 1%-30%) 

Billing Elements Volume (1234.2) 

Bill start date Cost ($100.23) 

Bill end date Bill TOU kwh breakdown (if any) 

Bill total charges ($) Cost ($100.23) 

Bill total kWh Bill demand breakdown (if any) 

Bill TOU kwh breakdown (if any) Cost ($100.23) 

Name (Summer Off Peak) Bill line items (sum should equal bill total 

charges above) Volume (1234.2) 

Bill demand breakdown (if any) Charge name (DWR Bond Charge) 

Name (Summer Max Demand) Volume (1234.2) 

Volume (1234.2) Unit (kWh) 

 Rate ($0.032/kWh) 

 Cost ($100.23) 

MD- ATTACHMENT 2 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

Comparison of Current and Expanded Data Set 

Southern California Edison (SCE) (CONTINUED) 

 

SCE CURRENT  

RULE 24 DATA ELEMENTS  

(CONTINUED) 

SCE EXPANDED (FUTURE)  

RULE 24 DATA ELEMENTS  

(CONTINUED) 

Historical Intervals Tracked line items 

Start Charge name (e.g. Net In/Net Out) 

Duration Volume (1234.2 in kWh) 

Volume (1234.2) Unit (kWh) 

Unit (kWh) Rate ($0.032/kWh, if any) 

Utility Demand Response Programs Cost ($100.23) 

Program Name Utility Demand Response Programs 

Earliest End Date w/o penalty Capacity Reservation Level (CRL) for 

CPP/PDP customers Earliest End Date regardless of penalty 

Service Providers DR Program Nomination if fixed 

LSE Service Providers 

MDMA Known future changes to LSE 

MSP  

Contact Information for LSE, MDMA, MSP  

  

DATA ELEMENTS NOT ADDING  
IN THE FUTURE (SCE) 

Service Elements 

# of Service Meters 

Standby Rate Option if On-Site Generation 

(but “S” indicated in rate schedule) 

 Historical Bills (PDF) 

 Payment Information 

MD- ATTACHMENT 2 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

Comparison of Current and Expanded Data Set 

Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) 

 

PG&E CURRENT  

RULE 24 DATA ELEMENTS  

PG&E EXPANDED (FUTURE)  

RULE 24 DATA ELEMENTS 

Account Elements Account Elements 

Account name (ACME INC. or JOE SMITH) Account address (123 OFFICE ST...) 

Outage block (A000) Account ID (2-xxx...) 

Service Elements Service Elements 

PG&E Unique Identifier Known future changes to Status of Service 

Service ID (3-xxx...) Service tariff options (CARE, FERA, etc.) 

Service address (123 MAIN ST #100...) Known future changes to Sublap 

Service tariff (D-TOU) Known future changes to Pricing Node 

Service voltage (if relevant) Local Capacity Area 

Service meter number (if any) Known future changes Local Capacity Area 

# of Service meters Standby Rate Option if On-Site Generation 

Meter Read Cycle Customer Class Indicator  

Sublap Bill tier breakdown (if any) 

Pricing Node Name (Over Baseline 1%-30%) 

Billing Elements Volume (1234.2) 

Bill start date Cost ($100.23) 

Bill end date Bill TOU kwh breakdown (if any) 

Bill total charges ($) Cost ($100.23) 

Bill total kWh Bill demand breakdown (if any) 

Bill TOU kwh breakdown (if any) Cost ($100.23) 

Name (Summer Off Peak) Bill line items (sum should equal bill total 

charges above) Volume (1234.2) 

Bill demand breakdown (if any) Charge name (DWR Bond Charge) 

Name (Summer Max Demand) Volume (1234.2) 

Volume (1234.2) Unit (kWh) 

Historical Intervals Rate ($0.032/kWh) 

Start Cost ($100.23) 

Duration  

Volume (1234.2)  

Unit (kWh)  

MD- ATTACHMENT 2 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

Comparison of Current and Expanded Data Set 

Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) (CONTINUED) 

 

PG&E CURRENT  

RULE 24 DATA ELEMENTS 

(CONTINUED) 

PG&E EXPANDED (FUTURE)  

RULE 24 DATA ELEMENTS 

(CONTINUED) 

Utility Demand Response Programs Utility Demand Response Programs 

Program Name Capacity Reservation Level (CRL) for 

CPP/PDP customers Earliest End Date w/o penalty 

Earliest End Date w/o penalty DR Program Nomination if fixed 

Service Providers Service Providers 

LSE MSP  

MDMA Known future changes to LSE 

  Contact Information for LSE, MDMA, MSP 

  Tracked line items 

 Charge name (e.g. Net In/Net Out) 

 Volume (1234.2 in kWh) 

 Unit (kWh) 

 Rate ($0.032/kWh, if any) 

  

DATA ELEMENTS NOT ADDING  
IN THE FUTURE (PG&E) 

Historical Bills (PDF) 

Payment Information 

 

  

MD- ATTACHMENT 2 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

Ordered Current and Expanded Data Set 

San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) 

 

ADOPTED SDG&E CURRENT AND EXPANDED RULE 32 DATA ELEMENTS  

Account Elements Bill tier breakdown (if any) 

Account name (ACME INC. or JOE SMITH) Name (Over Baseline 1%-30%) 

Account address (123 OFFICE ST...) Volume (1234.2) 

Account ID (2-xxx...) Cost ($100.23) 

Outage block (A000) Bill TOU kwh breakdown (if any) 

Service Elements Name (Summer Off Peak) 

SDG&E Unique Identifier Volume (1234.2) 

Service ID (3-xxx...) Cost ($100.23) 

Service address (123 MAIN ST #100...) Bill demand breakdown (if any) 

Service tariff (D-TOU) Name (Summer Max Demand) 

Service voltage (if relevant) Volume (1234.2) 

Service meter number (if any) Cost ($100.23) 

# of Service meters Bill line items (sum should equal bill total 

charges above) Meter Read Cycle 

Sublap Charge name (DWR Bond Charge) 

Pricing Node Volume (1234.2) 

Known future changes Status of Service Unit (kWh) 

Service tariff options (CARE, FERA, etc.) Rate ($0.032/kWh) 

Known future changes to Sublap Cost ($100.23) 

Known future changes to Pricing Node Tracked line items 

Local Capacity Area Charge name (e.g. Net In/Net Out) 

Known future changes Local Capacity Area Volume (1234.2 in kWh) 

Standby Rate Option if On-Site Generation Unit (kWh) 

Customer Class Indicator Rate ($0.032/kWh, if any) 

Billing Elements Cost ($100.23, if any) 

Bill start date Historical Intervals 

Bill end date Start 

Bill total charges ($) Duration 

Bill total kWh Volume (1234.2) 

 Unit (kWh) 

MD- ATTACHMENT 2 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

Ordered Current and Expanded Data Set 

San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) 

 

ADOPTED SDG&E CURRENT AND EXPANDED RULE 32 DATA ELEMENTS  
(CONTINUED) 

Utility Demand Response Programs Service Providers 

Program Name LSE 

Earliest End Date w/o penalty MDMA 

Earliest End Date regardless penalty MSP 

Capacity Reservation Level (CRL) for 
CPP/PDP customers 

Known future changes to LSE 

Contact Information for LSE, MDMA, MSP 

DR Program Nomination if fixed   

  

DATA ELEMENTS NOT REQUIRED  
TO ADD IN THE FUTURE (SDG&E) 

Historical Bills (PDF) 

Payment Information 
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Case No. 20-666-EL-RDR, Virtual Collaborative Session, April 12, 2022

Description Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 5 Year Summary

Total Cost 1,876,000.00$    340,000.00$   340,000.00$   340,000.00$    340,000.00$     3,236,000.00$    

Technical Delivery GBC 1,536,000.00$    1,536,000.00$    

Maintenance & Operation 52,000.00$     52,000.00$     52,000.00$     52,000.00$    52,000.00$   260,000.00$     

Administrative Support 288,000.00$     288,000.00$   288,000.00$    288,000.00$    288,000.00$     1,440,000.00$    

Labor Estimation 

FTE Hours Duration Rate Annual Cost

Technical Delivery GBC 

Itemization 8 160 12 100 1,536,000.00$  

Agile Software Team & QA

OAuth Implementation 

Oauth integration with legacy 

web services

Web/App Development

FTE Hours Duration Rate Annual Cost

Administrative Support 

Itemization 2 160 12 75 288,000.00$     

Yearly certification Testing

Auditing 3rd party access

Supporting 3rd parties access 

Quality Assurance

Estimated Costs For Discussion Purposes Only And Subject To Change

Duke Energy Ohio 
3rd Party Data Access Collaborative 

Recommendations as of August 29, 2022 
Attachment A 

Page 1 of 1
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3rd Party Data Access Collaborative

Recommendations as of August 29, 2022
Attachment B

Page 1 of 10
Duke Energy Ohio
Rider Power Future Initiatives - GBC Impact
Revenue Requirement

Line Description December 31, 2023 Reference

1 Gross Plant $1,876,000 Schedule 1
2 Accumulated Depreciation (203,233)                                 Schedule 2
3   Net Plant in Service $1,672,767 Line (1) + Line (2)

4 Accum Def Income Taxes on Plant ($22,982) Schedule 3

5 Rate Base $1,649,784 Line (3) + Line (4) + Line (5)

6 Return on Rate Base (Pre-Tax %) 8.94% Footnote (1)

7 Return on Rate Base (Pre-Tax) $147,491 Line (6) * Line (7)

8 Operation and Maintenance Expenses 340,000                                  Schedule 5
9 Depreciation Expense 203,233                                  Schedule 2a

10 Annualized Property Tax Expense 43,175                                     Schedule 6

11   Revenue Requirement Before CAT $733,899 Lines (8) through (11)

12 Commercial Activities Tax $1,913 {(1/(1-CAT)-1) * Line (12)}

13   Total Rider PF Revenue Requirement $735,812 Line (12) + Line (13)

14 Residential @ 61.99648% 456,178$                                Line (14) * 61.99648% Footnote (2)
15 Non Residential 279,635$                                Line (14) - Line (15)
16 Total 735,812$                                Line (15) + Line (16)

17 Residential Bill Count February 2021 - January 2022 8,023,419                               
18 Non-Residential Bill Count Febuary 2021 - January 2022 802,220                                  
19 Total Bill Count 8,825,639                               Line (18) + Line (19)

20 Residential Fixed cost per bill 0.06                                         Line (15)/Line (18)
21 Non-Residential Fixed cost per bill 0.35                                         Line (16)/Line (19)

(1) Return on Rate Base (Pre-Tax %) set per Stipulation in Case No. 17-32-EL-AIR.
     Upon the Tax Cut and Jobs Act of 2017 becoming law the Return on Rate Base (Pre-Tax %)

        has been adjusted to reflect a reduction of the Corporate tax rate from 35% to 21%.

  (2) Allocation percentage set per Stipulation in Case No. 20-666-EL-RDR

December 31, 2023
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Page 2 of 10Duke Energy Ohio
Rider Power Future Initiatives - GBC Impact
Plant in Service Summary by Major Property Groupings
December 31, 2023

FERC Company Account Title GBC Total Company

1 303 3030  Miscellaneous Intangible $1,876,000 $1,876,000
2 303 3030  Miscellaneous Intangible $0 $0

3      Total General Plant $1,876,000 $1,876,000

Line No.

Account Number

General Plant Accounts
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Page 3 of 10Duke Energy Ohio
Rider Power Future Initiatives - GBC Impact
Accumulated Depreciation by Major Property Groupings 
December 31, 2023

FERC Company Account Title GBC Total Company

1 303 3030  Miscellaneous Intangible $203,233 $203,233
2 303 3030  Miscellaneous Intangible $0 $0

3 $203,233 $203,233

Line No.

Account Number

General Plant Accounts
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Page 4 of 10Duke Energy Ohio
Rider Power Future Initiatives - GBC Impact
Gross Plant & Accumulated Depreciation Detail
December 31, 2023

Line No. FERC ACCT CO. ACCOUNT Project ACCOUNT TITLE Rate 202301 202302 202303 202304 202305 202306
1 303 3030 GBC  Miscellaneous Intangible 1,876,000      

2 Gross Plant Cumulative Total -           -           -           -           -           1,876,000      

3 Monthly Depreciation Expense 20.00% -           -           -           -           -           15,633           

4 Accumulated Depreciation -           -           -           -           -           15,633           



Duke Energy Ohio
3rd Party Data Access Collaborative

Recommendations as of August 29, 2022
Attachment B

Page 5 of 10

202307 202308 202309 202310 202311 202312 202401 202402 202403 202404 202405 202406 202407 202408 202409 202410

1,876,000      1,876,000      1,876,000      1,876,000      1,876,000      1,876,000      1,876,000      1,876,000      1,876,000      1,876,000      1,876,000      1,876,000      1,876,000      1,876,000      1,876,000      1,876,000      

31,267           31,267           31,267           31,267           31,267           31,267           31,267           31,267           31,267           31,267           31,267           31,267           31,267           31,267           31,267           31,267           

46,900           78,167           109,433         140,700         171,967         203,233         234,500         265,767         297,033         328,300         359,567         390,833         422,100         453,367         484,633         515,900         
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202411 202412 202501 202502 202503 202504 202505 202506 202507 202508 202509 202510 202511 202512 Cumulative Total
1,876,000                       

1,876,000      1,876,000      1,876,000      1,876,000      1,876,000      1,876,000      1,876,000      1,876,000      1,876,000      1,876,000      1,876,000      1,876,000      1,876,000      1,876,000      

31,267           31,267           31,267           31,267           31,267           31,267           31,267           31,267           31,267           31,267           31,267           31,267           31,267           31,267           953,633                          

547,167         578,433         609,700         640,967         672,233         703,500         734,767         766,033         797,300         828,567         859,833         891,100         922,367         953,633         
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2023 Totals 2024 Totals 2025 Totals
1,876,000          -                      -                      

203,233             375,200             375,200             



Duke Energy Ohio
3rd Party Data Access Collaborative

Recommendations as of August 29, 2022
Attachment B

Page 8 of 10

Duke Energy Ohio
Rider Power Future Initiatives - GBC Impact
Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes - GBC
December 31, 2023

Project 2023 2024 2025 2026

PF Capital Expenditure $1,876,000 $0 $0 $0
  Cumulative Gross Plant 1,876,000             1,876,000                1,876,000             1,876,000             

Depreciation Expense 203,233                 375,200                   375,200                 

Accumulated Depreciation ($203,233) (578,433)                  (953,633)               

Accumulated Deferred Income Tax ($22,982) (75,509)                    (128,036)               

Book Life Tax Life

5                             5                               

Total Book Gross Accumulated
20 Yr MACRS Cap Additions 2023 Spend 2024 Spend Tax Depr Depreciation Plant Depreciation Deferred Tax ADIT

2023 16.67% $1,876,000 $312,673 312,673        $203,233 1,876,000             $203,233 22,982                   $22,982
2024 33.33% -                            625,327                 $0 625,327        375,200                 1,876,000             578,433                 52,527                   75,509                   
2025 33.33% -                            625,327                 -                         625,327        375,200                 1,876,000             953,633                 52,527                   128,036                 
2026 16.67% -                            312,673                 -                         312,673        375,200                 1,876,000             1,328,833             (13,131)                  114,905                 
2027 -                         -                         -                 375,200                 1,876,000             1,704,033             (78,792)                  36,113                   
2028 -                         -                         -                 171,967                 1,876,000             1,876,000             (36,113)                  0                             

-                 
-                 

100.0% $1,876,000 $1,876,000 $0 0                             

Property, Plant and Equipment (Capital)

Tax Deprecation on 
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Page 9 of 10Duke Energy Ohio
Rider Power Future Initiatives - GBC Impact
Operation and Maintenance Expenses
December 31, 2023

Project

1 GBC Annual Maintenance and Operation Expense 52,000                     
2 GBC Administrative Support Expense 288,000                   

3      Total Operation and Maintenance Expenses 340,000                   

Line No.

Operation and 
Maintenance 

Expenses
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Rider Power Future Initiatives - GBC Impact
Personal Property Tax
December 31, 2023

Line Description Total Company Reference

1 Plant in Service (General Plant) - Vintage 2023 1,876,000$         Schedule 2a
2 Plant in Service (General Plant) - Vintage 2022 -$                    Schedule 2a  
3 Plant in Service (General Plant) - Vintage 2021 -$                    Schedule 2a
4 Plant in Service (General Plant) - Vintage 2020 -$                    Schedule 2a
5 Real Property -$                    Schedule 2a

6 Net Cost of Taxable Personal Property 1,876,000$         Line (1) through Line (5)

7 True Value Percentage - Vintage 2023 96.7%
8 True Value Percentage - Vintage 2022 90.0%
9 True Value Percentage - Vintage 2021 83.3%
10 True Value Percentage - Vintage 2020 76.7%

11 True Value of Taxable Personal Property - Vintage 2021 1,814,092$         Line (1) x Line (7)
12 True Value of Taxable Personal Property - Vintage 2020 -$                    Line (2) x Line (8)
13 True Value of Taxable Personal Property - Vintage 2019 -$                    Line (3) x Line (9)
14 True Value of Taxable Personal Property - Vintage 2018 -$                    Line (4) x Line (10)

15 Total True Value of Taxable Personal Property] $1,814,092 Line (11) + Line (12) + Line (13) + Line (14)

16 Assessment Percentage 24.0%

17 Assessment Value $435,382 Line (15) x Line (16)

18 Personal Property Tax Rate 9.9166%

Personal Property Tax $43,175 Line (17) x Line (18)
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1

INTRODUCTION

Ontario’s Ministry of Energy has hired Dunsky Energy Consulting to support its efforts in developing policy
recommendations for the potential implementation of Green Button for electricity, natural gas, and water
utilities in Ontario. Specifically, our team is conducting a cost-benefit analysis and facilitating stakeholder
consultations on behalf of the Ministry. The Ministry is taking on an exciting leadership role in this area,
as no jurisdiction has attempted a quantified cost-benefit analysis of the Green Button standard to date.

This report includes the following information:

 The cost-benefit analysis report, which outlines how the Green Button cost-benefit analysis was
developed including:

 Overview of cost-benefit analyses in general: principles, strengths, and limitations of
cost-benefit analyses (not Green-Button-specific);

 Green-Button cost-benefit analysis assumptions: generic assumptions and inputs used
in our modelling (not scenario-specific); and

 Key scenarios: assumptions and inputs used in our modelling related to specific
scenarios.

 Appendix A includes the Cost-Benefit Analysis slide deck, which was presented to stakeholders
during the second round of consultations, held July 18th to 27th.

 Appendix B includes descriptions of, and sources for, the assumptions built into the cost-benefit
analysis model and is designed to provide the Ministry with an understanding of how our research
informed the analysis and the inclusions therein.

 Appendix C provides an overview of the components of the costs and benefits that are included
in the model. To avoid double-counting costs and benefits, many important considerations of a
Green Button initiative were required to be rolled up into larger categories. This table is intended
to demonstrate that these costs and benefits have not been excluded from the analysis; rather,
they have been included at a higher level.

 Appendix D explains the methodology, assumptions, and inputs used to estimate the
conservation costs and benefits, including greenhouse gas reductions, related to the
implementation of Green Button.

 Appendix E includes additional scenario analyses using a real societal discount rate of 3.5%, which
has been used by the Ministry of Energy in other recent analyses.

MD - ATTACHMENT 3 
Page 7 of 132



COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS REPORT Green Button Consultation and Cost Benefit Analysis

2

COST-BENEFIT ANALYSES

This section explains how cost-benefit analyses in general are structured, as well as alternatives and
limitations.

OVERVIEW

The cost-benefit analysis (CBA) developed to assess the potential implementation of Green Button in
Ontario follows the general principles of cost-benefit analyses: it provides a common ground to compare
the costs incurred by each scenario under consideration to the potential benefits that are expected to
materialize as a consequence of that scenario. One of the key strengths of a CBA analysis is that it provides
a coherent and consistent view of benefits and costs using a common expression. In most cases the
common expression is monetary value, which means that all costs and benefits in the analysis must be
expressed as a monetary value. If they cannot be expressed in this way, they cannot be included in the
analysis. For example, time can be converted by utilizing assumptions for hourly or daily labour costs.

CBA analyses are based on a set of fundamental parameters and considerations. Some of the key ones
are the following:

 Benefits and costs are expressed in constant dollars, taking into consideration the time-value
of monetary flows.

 CBA analyses must be balanced (i.e., the analysis should strive to account for all costs and
benefits of any specific component).

 Its boundaries must be clearly defined, to capture and express costs and benefits within these
boundaries.

 Double counting of costs and benefits must be avoided. This can be challenging when benefits
can be expressed in different fashions or accrue to different stakeholders (i.e., if any
components are included at a more granular population than the general boundary of the
analysis, they should not be included in a broader stakeholder category).

 CBA analyses cannot provide a perfect appraisal of all present and future costs and benefits.
Recognizing this, effort should be focused on the evaluation of costs and benefits with a
material impact on the expected results.

 CBA outcomes rely on the accuracy and quality of the inputs used. Data quality can be higher
when it is possible to draw from similar types of analyses conduct in other jurisdictions or
when detailed, market-specific data is available.
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COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS REPORT Green Button Consultation and Cost Benefit Analysis

3

BENEFIT-COST RATIOS

Benefit-cost ratios are the result of a cost-benefit analysis. To calculate them, total benefits (in dollars)
are divided by total costs in the following way:

=
If the ratio is positive, it means that the benefits outweigh the costs, so the initiative being analyzed is
cost-effective. If it is negative, the costs exceed the benefits and the initiative is not cost-effective.

Here is an example:

= $4,000,000$1,000,000 = 4
In this example, the benefits outweigh the costs by 4 to 1, so the initiative being analyzed is cost-effective.

ALTERNATIVES

Alternatives to CBA exist that use a different denominator for the benefits where appropriate. As an
example, cost-effectiveness analyses for energy efficiency programs can be expressed in $/unit of energy
saved, and similar constructs are used for economic analysis in other spheres ($ per life-year saved, $ per
GHG emissions reduction, etc.). When assessing the potential implementation of a Green Button policy,
since the vast majority of benefits can be readily expressed in a monetary figure, this is the most
appropriate denominator to be used for a CBA analysis.

LIMITATIONS

BENEFIT-COST RATIOS

The cost-benefit results (in the form of benefit-cost ratios) are presented at the societal level, not for
individual sectors or customer groups. This is because there are numerous overlapping and multi-tiered
costs and benefits that cannot be broken out. For example, setup costs are incurred at the utility level
(therefore all customers), but only a subset of customers see associated process efficiencies. Conversely,
some customers will incur costs, but other customers will receive benefits related to that investment.

While we are unable to present balanced cost-benefit ratios at the sector or customer-group level, the
results have been built up from inputs at those levels rather than developed from a top-down approach.
We are therefore able to present the dollar values used as inputs in key scenarios to provide a sense of
scale.
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4

LEVEL OF GRANULARITY

CBA analyses provide a reasonable estimate of the best alternatives to be considered. However, they
should be used to inform and guide decisions, not to dictate them. Components and considerations not
included in the CBA analysis (including qualitative benefits) should also be accounted for in the decision-
making process.

It is also important to note that Green Button is a relatively new opportunity, and little documented and
verified data exists at the granularity that exists for other types of CBAs. The information we gathered was
largely new and primary-source based, and data for some sectors, costs and benefits is more widely
available than others. Where detailed, granular data does not exist, or the project scope did not allow for
in-depth research, our team therefore developed assumptions and proxies.

For this reason, the analysis highlights scenarios that are cost-effective and ones that are not. However,
the results should not be interpreted as exact; they should be interpreted as indicative. The inputs we
gathered and developed are appropriate for a policy-level analysis designed to determine whether the
benefits of a Green Button implementation outweigh the potential costs. However, they are not
developed at the granularity that an actual implementation plan would require.

Where costs and benefits have been broadly quantified based on limited data availability, we recommend
caution in the interpretation of the results. This is especially the case with results for which the benefit-
to-cost ratio is close to one, as small deviations from the assumptions used can lead to different
conclusions (e.g., the benefit/cost ratio can fall or rise above one if assumptions change).

RESEARCH SOURCES

Our team conducted secondary research and literature reviews that included evaluation and research
reports, utility filings and reports, Statistics Canada data, conservation and demand management (CDM)
and demand-side management (DSM) programs, and other sources.

We also generated key inputs and assumptions through a series of consultations, surveys and interviews
with stakeholders. Information on this source of primary data is provided below, and the assumptions
developed from each source is provided in Appendix B.

STAGE ONE CONSULTATIONS

We obtained initial input from stakeholders on general costs and benefits they could experience from a
Green Button implementation. This stage was designed to ensure we research the appropriate topics and
details. Eighty-nine organizations attended these sessions, with the breakout by stakeholder group
provided below.
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Figure 1. Breakdown of Stakeholder Groups Attending
Stage One Consultations

STAGE ONE WORKBOOKS

We asked a series of questions asking stakeholders to quantify costs and benefits they could see as a
result of a Green Button implementation. Questions focused on how and for what purposes utility data is
requested or shared, challenges with accessing or providing data, time and effort that could be saved by
accessing data via Green Button, and other potential benefits such as access to additional insights in
energy or water use, greater potential for taking action to save energy or water, and other outcomes. We
received thirty workbooks in total, with the cross-section of stakeholder groups provided in figure 2
below.

Figure 2. Breakdown of Completed Workbooks by
Stakeholder Group
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INTERVIEWS

The Stage One Consultations and workbooks were designed to ensure we understood the potential scope
of costs and benefits for a Green Button implementation. However, to obtain more granular data and
inputs with which to assess the costs and benefits, our team conducted interviews with multiple
organizations in each stakeholder group.

For interviews with utilities:

 We interviewed small, medium, and large electricity and water utilities as well as both large
natural gas utilities to ensure we captured differences between how each size and type would be
impacted by a Green Button implementation.

 We interviewed both utilities involved in Ontario’s Green Button Connect My Data Pilot in order
to obtain as much detail as possible on the actual implementation experience in Ontario, in
particular for the costs of implementing Green Button Connect My Data (including Extract,
Transform, and Load (ETL) protocols, integration with customer portals, meter data, external
testing and validation, etc.).

These semi-structured interviews went into more detail in terms of quantifying the costs and benefits
identified in the earlier consultations and workbooks. Our team completed 52 interviews across the range
of stakeholder groups, with a higher percentage completed with groups identified as having the greatest
potential benefits and/or costs: Commercial, Industrial and Institutional customers, utilities, and third-
party service providers (consultants, energy efficiency services organizations, app developers, and hosted
solution providers), as highlighted in figure 3 below.

Figure 3. Breakdown of Completed Interviews by
Stakeholder Group
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UTILITY INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY SURVEY

An important component of the cost-benefit analysis was understanding the information technology (IT)
infrastructure of utilities. Because benefits arising from Green Button change based on the type and
frequency of utility metering and meter reads and other utility IT considerations, we sent surveys to
electricity, natural gas, and water utilities. The surveys included the following question categories:

Category Type Information Sought

Consumption Data

Type of metering infrastructure by customer segment

Number of installed meters and sub-meters by customer segment

Typical time intervals for meter reads and whether estimates are
used, by customer segment

How meter data is managed for General Service and Large User
customers (specifically whether or not it is outsourced or done in-
house)

Availability and frequency of access of online customer portals

Billing frequency and format

Billing processes including whether or not it is conducted by a third
party

Customer access to consumption data, including availability, format,
process, granularity, frequency, and cost

Processes for authorized third-party access to customer utility data,
including time and effort required to grant approvals

Percentage of customers requesting access to their consumption data
in a machine-readable form, by customer segment, and the cost and
effort of fulfilling such requests

Generation Data

Availability of customer generation data (for applicable customers), by
customer segment

Level of granularity and frequency of customer generation data

Percentage of customers requesting access to their generation data in
a machine-readable form, by customer segment, and the cost and
effort of fulfilling such requests

Additional Questions

Current investment in smart meters, by customer segment

Planned meter and IT investment, including smart meters (by
customer segment), meter data management infrastructure, billing,
customer portals
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These surveys were used, in combination with other sources, to develop estimates of the number of water
utilities with metering infrastructure, accounts by utility type and customer segment, penetration of
submeters in buildings and facilities, percentage of customers currently accessing utility data in electronic
format, and annual cost reductions by utility type and size.

Overall, our team received 61 completed surveys, broken down as follows:

 33 electricity utilities (46 percent of possible utilities);
 2 natural gas utilities (67 percent of possible utilities); and
 26 water utilities (5 percent of possible utilities).

SOLUTION PROVIDER SURVEY

Additional data was also required to estimate the costs for developing, hosting, and maintaining the Green
Button platforms. Because we required detailed cost information that is difficult to gather via phone
interview, we sent surveys to eleven solution providers, from which we received two submissions. The
surveys asked for estimates of the following costs for each of two scenarios:

Scenarios:

1. Implementing Green Button Connect My Data as a hosted solution for each utility (e.g. if each
utility was responsible for hiring a firm to implement Green Button Connect My Data).

2. Implementing Green Button Connect My Data as a hosted solution for a group of utilities (e.g. if
a hosted solution provider were hired to implement it for a group of utilities or for the entire
province).

Information Requested:

 Fixed and variable costs for each utility if hired on an individual basis, by utility type, size (small,
medium, or large), or group;

 Time required to set up and launch the platform; and
 Assumptions, including whether or not the provider is hosting Connect My Data or is installing

Connect My Data software.

This information was used to develop estimates for the costs of developing and hosting a Green Button
Platform. Rolled-up, not itemized, costs were requested; they included front-end solutions, cloud services,
platform costs, development and testing, and registration.
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GREEN BUTTON COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS

The following sections describe 1) the general assumptions used in the Green Button cost-benefit analysis
and 2) inputs and assumptions used in modelling specific scenarios.

STAKEHOLDER GROUPS

There are five key stakeholder groups involved in the analysis, with further categorization within the
groups, as outlined below1:

Stakeholder
Group

Stakeholder
Sub-Group Additional Considerations (if applicable)

Customers

Commercial
Large Owners/Managers;

Tenants
Existing users of utility data;
New users of utility data

Small Owners/Managers;
Tenants

Existing users of utility data;
New users of utility data

Large Industrial Owners/Managers;
Tenants

Existing users of utility data;
New users of utility data

Institutional Owners/Managers;
Tenants

Existing users of utility data;
New users of utility data

Residential Owners/Managers;
Tenants

Existing users of utility data;
New users of utility data

Third-Party
Service
Providers

Energy Efficiency Services

Hosted Solution Providers

Application Developers

Consultants

Renewables

Non-Profit
Groups and
Associations

Associations

Non-Profit Organizations

Utilities

Electricity
Utilities Large; Medium, Small

Natural Gas
Utilities Large; Medium, Small

Water Utilities Large; Medium, Small
Government and Intra-Sector

1 Note that stakeholder groups do not necessarily align with higher-level groups used for stakeholder consultations
and workshops – these sub-groups align with how research for the cost-benefit analysis was conducted.
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QUANTITATIVE AND QUALITATIVE BENEFITS

We considered multiple costs and benefits in our analysis, some of which are direct results of a Green
Button implementation, others that are prompted by (but not automatically resulting from) Green
Button, and others that are important but cannot be quantified. For this reason, we group them in the
following way:
Table 1. Grouping of Costs and Benefits

QUANTITATIVE QUALITATIVE
Direct

(Layer 1A)
Indirect

(Layer 2A) (Layer 2B)

Benefits and costs are a direct
result of Green Button
implementation

Monetary value can be
estimated based on available
information

Indirect consequence of Green
Button implementation

Require an additional external
influence or decision point in
order to materialize

Monetary value can be estimated
based on available information

Not included in Cost-Benefit
Model

Reported as “additional costs/
benefits”

Used in overall analysis and policy
recommendations

SCENARIOS

Two core considerations in the Green Button Cost-Benefit Analysis were the potential implementation of
either Green Button Download my Data (DMD) or the implementation of both Download my Data and
Connect my Data (CMD). For clarity, these are the definitions we used, per the Ministry’s definition:

Table 2. Green Button Option Definitions

Option Details

Green Button
Download My
Data (DMD)

• Provides customers with the ability to download their utility data directly,
through their utilities’ websites

• Data is downloaded in XML and is provided in a consistent format

Green Button
Connect My
Data (CMD)

• Provides customers with the ability to share their data with solution
providers/app developers and compatible databases in an automated way,
based on consumer authorization

• Process follows Privacy By Design principles

For each of these options, we then layered additional dimensions:

 Utility Type: Electricity, Natural Gas, Water
 Implementation Type: Single Integrated (Hosted), Multi-Integrated (Hosted), Non-Integrated

(Hosted), In-House
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For the implementation types, we used the following definitions:

 Single Integrated (Hosted): One Hosted Software as a Service (SaaS) provider implements Green
Button for all utilities, incorporating one platform for each utility type (three platforms in total).

 Multi-Integrated (Hosted): A limited number of Green Button hosted SaaS platforms are used
by all utilities.2 This implementation assumed five implementation platforms for electricity and
water utilities and two for natural gas utilities.

 Non-Integrated (Hosted): Each utility has the option to develop/procure its own Green Button
SaaS hosted platform. One platform per utility was assumed, for 591 platforms in total.

 In-House: Each utility develops its own platform on its own IT systems. One platform per utility
was assumed, for 591 platforms in total.

Overall, the layering (and resulting combinations of scenarios) can be conceptualized in the following
way:

Figure 4. Cost-Benefit Analysis Scenarios

GENERAL INPUTS AND ASSUMPTIONS

UTILITY TYPE

The inputs for each utility type (electricity, natural gas, and water) are critical because Green Button
would be implemented by utilities. Our general assumptions are:

2 This was a hypothetical scenario to demonstration potential synergies in limiting the number of providers; the
same assumptions were used for this scenario as for the non-integrated, with the difference being the number of
platforms developed and integrated.
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Table 3. Utility Input Assumptions

Utility
Type

Key Factors in
Analysis Details Source (if applicable)

Electricity

Utility
Population/Sizes • 7 Large, 21 Medium, 44 Small • OEB 2014 Yearbook of Electricity

Distributors

Metering
Infrastructure

• All are metered
• Most have completed smart meter

implementation for Residential and
Small Commercial

• Sub meters exist for many buildings
(but unknown to what extent by
utilities)

• Utility IT survey
• Interviews with stakeholders

Total Number of
Accounts • 5,162,768 accounts

• OEB 2014 Yearbook of Electricity
Distributors

• Utility IT survey

Natural
Gas

Utility
Population and
Sizes

• 2 Large, 1 Small
• OEB 2014 Yearbook of Natural Gas

Distributors

Metering
Infrastructure

• All are metered
• Combination of Automatic Meter

Reading (AMR) and analog meters

• Consultations with utilities

Total Number of
Accounts • 3,423,622 accounts

• Utility scorecards – Ontario Energy
Board

• Union Gas and Enbridge Gas filings

Water

Utility
Population and
Sizes

• 39 Large, 91 Medium, 385 Small  (only
metered utilities were included in the
analysis)

• Watertap Ontario

Metering
infrastructure

• All large and medium utilities metered
• 70% of Ontario’s 550 small water

utilities assumed to be metered
(resulting in the 385 indicated above)

• Analog meters

• Utility IT Survey

Total Number of
Metered
Accounts

• 4,955,366 metered accounts

• Residential: based on population in
each municipality and average
number of individuals per
household in Ontario (Statistics
Canada)

• Commercial: based on proportion
of electricity to water accounts
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ADDITIONAL INPUTS

Separate from the utility types, our team had to make decisions as to the information and inputs to
include in the analysis based on the data available or accessible through research and interviews, as well
as the requirements of the analysis. These types of inclusions (and exclusions, as applicable) are
provided in Table 4: General Inputs.

A NOTE ABOUT NET-PRESENT VALUE CALCULATIONS AND SOCIETAL DISCOUNT RATE

The economic analysis of Green Button was conducted based on the net present value of the benefits and
costs streams generated by the program. All benefits and costs monetary streams were assessed in real
values to isolate them from the impacts of inflation and to account for the uncertain timing of the Green
Button implementation. Conducting cost-effectiveness analysis using real values is a leading industry
practice and recommended in the IESO Conservation & Demand Management Energy Efficiency Cost
Effectiveness Guide of June 2015.

The monetary streams were then discounted to the first year of implementation, using a real social
discount rate of 2%. The proposed discount rate was informed by the long-term Ontario Global bonds
maturing in December 2046 (Series no. DMTN228) with an interest rate of 2.9%, the inflation rate in June
2016 of 1.7%, and the IESO real social discount rate of 4% applied for utilities’ CDM initiatives. Monetary
values are expressed in 2016 dollars.

Although there are no set criteria to define an appropriate discount rate for government-led energy
efficiency initiatives, the public benefit perspective of Green Button advocates for the use of a long-term,
risk-free discount rate attuned to the provincial government’s long-term interest rates. However,
considering that this would translate into a real discount rate of 1.2%, and considering the discount rates
used for CDM initiatives of 4%, a more conservative real discount rate of 2% was applied to the Green
Button economic analysis.

Relevant sources are as follows:
 Province of Ontario Bond Issues Details:

http://www.ofina.on.ca/pdf/bond_issue_details_DMTN228_to_R19.pdf
 2016 Consumer Price Index and Inflation Rates for Ontario: http://inflationcalculator.ca/2016-cpi-

and-inflation-rates-for-ontario/
 Conservation and Demand Management Energy Efficiency Cost Effectiveness Guide:

http://www.ieso.ca/-/media/files/ieso/document-library/conservation/ldc-toolkit/cdm-ee-cost-
effectiveness-test-guide-v2-20150326.pdf?la=en
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Table 4. General Inputs
Category Assumption/Consideration Status Rationale Source (if applicable)

General
Inputs

Metered utility types beyond electricity,
natural gas, and water Excluded Lack of data

Societal discount rate Included The final policy will provide benefits and
costs for Ontario as a whole.

Adjustment to IESO real discount
rate (CDM EE Cost-Effectiveness
Test Guide) to reflect
conservative view of 30-year
Ontario real bond rates of 1.2%)3

Participation in Green Button based on
Rogers’ Diffusion of Innovation (varies by
cost/benefit category)

Included
Used in Energy Efficiency Forecasting.
Parameters fitted to observed and expected
behaviours

Rogers’ Diffusion of Innovation

Green Button
Standard

Updates to Ontario Green Button
architecture Excluded Out of scope

Single version of the standard for
deployment Included Ensures consistency among utility

implementations
Green Button certification costs (utility or
solution provider/app developer) Excluded Lack of data, certification approach and

costs under development at time of analysis

Application registration platform costs Excluded Not a fundamental requirement and lack of
data

Metering
Infrastructure

Infrastructure upgrades (i.e., upgrading to
smart meters or installing meters) Excluded Out of scope

Existing sub-meters: benefits Included Small, but quantifiable Interviews with stakeholders

Existing sub-meters: costs Excluded
Initial research indicates lack of additional
costs to implement Green Button for
existing sub-meters

Interviews with stakeholders

3 For additional analyses using a real societal discount rate of 3.5%, which has been used by the Ministry of Energy in other recent analyses, please see
Appendix E.
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Category Assumption/Consideration Status Rationale Source (if applicable)

Energy Inputs

Duration limited to analysis periods of 5
and 10 years (no end effects) Included Conservative assessment and unknown

lifetime for retrofit measures

Energy retrofit costs ($/kWh or $/annual
m3 saved) accrued at the same time as
benefits materialize

Included Aligns benefits and costs for a more
consistent reporting of results

Ontario gas utility’s DSM Plan;
Canadian Jurisdictions’
Electricity DSM Plans (e.g. New
Brunswick, Nova
Scotia)/Potential Studies
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COSTS OF A GREEN BUTTON IMPLEMENTATION

Quantitative costs of implementing and managing a Green Button Connect My Data solution, whether
direct or indirect, can be categorized into three main components:

1. Set-up: Costs required to develop the Green Button platform (setup can be administered either
by utilities or third parties).

• Setup costs are largely related to developing the Green Button platform, so the costs are
incurred for each platform developed. This means they vary based on the implementation
model selected (single-integrated hosted, multi-integrated hosted, non-integrated
hosted, and in-house), but not by utility size, type, or other consideration.

2. Integration: Costs incurred to integrate Green Button with utilities’ data systems and processes.
• These costs vary based on the utility size, reflecting the complexity of systems required

to integrate with the Software as a Service (SaaS) hosted implementation platform. As
part of the analysis, we also assumed the integration costs would vary based on the
implementation scenario being assessed, with increased costs if utilities are required to
develop and test all solutions without guidance from a SaaS hosted implementation
provider.

3. Ongoing annual costs: Costs, expressed as a unit cost (cost per participating account) required to
maintain the system and manage third-party solution provider application registration.

• Similar to integration costs, the analysis assumes that annual costs vary based on the type
of implementation model selected (single-integrated hosted, multi-integrated hosted,
non-integrated hosted, and in-house). This reflects the range of values reported by third-
party hosted solutions providers, with a lower unit cost (cost per participating account)
for fewer SaaS platforms and a higher unit cost for individual in-house implementations.
Details are provided in the Costs table below.

• Retrofit costs are also included in this category as an indirect cost, since increased access
to utility data is expected to drive interest in energy efficiency. The analysis is agnostic as
to whether the retrofits occur outside of or through utility CDM programs, as total costs
(whether incurred by the utility or the participant) are included, regardless of the source
of funds.

These costs are incurred regardless of specific implementation scenario, although their magnitude
changes based on the particular scenario being analyzed. In this section, we provide individual cost inputs
to the analysis. Costs associated with specific implementation scenarios (combinations of inputs) are
provided in the following section.
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COST CATEGORIES, DEFINITIONS AND APPLICABILITY

Table 5 provides an overview and clarifying information regarding the various categories of costs,
including definitions and the groups to which the costs apply.
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Table 5. Cost Categories, Definitions and Applicability

Category Cost Definition Impacted Groups4 Grouping

Platform
Setup Costs

Front-end solutions Interfaces and applications that users interact
with directly

Utilities (can be via Software as a
Service Green Button
Implementation Providers)

Direct,
Quantified

Cloud services

Computing resources and services that support
the deployment of Green Button and provide
access to its applications, resources and
services

Utilities (can be via Software as a
Service Green Button
Implementation Providers)

Direct,
Quantified

Green Button platform

The technical foundation that allows multiple
products (such as Green Button applications) to
be built within the same framework and
execute successfully

Utilities (can be via Software as a
Service Green Button
Implementation Providers)

Direct,
Quantified

Development and testing of
the services to manage
third-party (solution
provider) applications

Management of integration, registration, risk
assessment, issues, etc.

Utilities (can be via Software as a
Service Green Button
Implementation Providers)

Direct,
Quantified

Testing of required security
and privacy mechanisms and
protocols

Required for ensuring mechanisms and
protocols are acceptable

Utilities (can be via Software as a
Service Green Button
Implementation Providers)

Direct,
Quantified

4 Party incurring the costs
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Category Cost Definition Impacted Groups4 Grouping

Utility
Integration
Costs

Customer information
system extract, transform
and load (ETL) protocols

Protocols for the functions required to pull data
from a utility’s database into another database

Utilities (can be via SaaS Green
Button Implementation Provide

Direct,
Quantified

Other integration costs such
as integration with customer
portals, meter data, external
testing and validation, etc.

Testing and resolving issues with the
connections between utility data systems and
external systems via Green Button

Utilities Direct,
Quantified

Annual
Variable
Costs by
Participating
Customer

Maintenance and ongoing
operations

Ongoing modification to address issues,
improve performance, or incorporate changes
to the standard

Utilities Direct,
Quantified

Retrofit
Costs

Unit Costs of Retrofit
Activity ($/conservation
benefit)

Unit costs are the costs of an activity (e.g.
retrofits) divided by the energy saved.

Increased energy efficiency retrofits are
expected to occur with a Green Button
implementation, so related costs must be
included to provide a balanced analysis.

Customers Indirect,
Quantified
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COST INPUTS, SOURCES AND ASSUMPTIONS

Table 6 includes key inputs for each cost component, including sources and assumptions our team used
to develop them.

Costs associated with solution provider/app developer registration with utilities were excluded because
they were outside of cost-effectiveness testing parameters (they are built into the solution providers’
costs).
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Table 6. Cost Inputs, Sources and Assumptions

Cost Component Unit Cost Assumption/Considerations Sources 5

Platform Setup Costs –
Green Button Platform

$50,000/ platform  Assumes fixed cost per CMD implementation
platform for setup (number of platforms
drives costs).

 Significant differences in values were quoted
by different providers (from $0 to $50,000),
but the value selected is a reasonable
representation because it includes all services,
including third-party registration.

 Based on discussions with
hosted Software as a Service
(SaaS) providers and solution
provider survey.

Utility Integration Costs –
Hosted Solution
Implementation Scenarios
(Multi-Integrated, Single
Integrated, and Non-
Integrated)

Large Utilities:
$225,000/utility

 Costs vary based on utility size, which reflects
complexity of utilities’ IT infrastructure.

 Utility type does not alter the assumptions as
it is IT, not energy, factors that impact the
costs.

 Based on stakeholder
interviews (specifically on
Ontario’s CMD pilot project
experience).Medium Utilities:

72,000$/utility

Small Utilities:
22,500$/utility

Utility Integration Costs –
Impact of in-house
Implementation Model

Integration costs increase by
33% in comparison to the
Single Integrated Hosted
Solution implementation
scenario

 Costs vary based on utility size, which reflects
complexity of utilities’ IT infrastructure.

 Cost inefficiencies occur because software
hosting is not part of utilities’ core business.

 Based on stakeholder
interviews (specifically on
Ontario’s CMD pilot project
experience).

5 When interviewees provided a range of responses our team used the mid-range unless, based on our experience and knowledge, it appeared overly
optimistic, in which case we selected a higher end of the range.
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Cost Component Unit Cost Assumption/Considerations Sources 5

Annual Variable Costs by
Participating Customers

SaaS Multi- and Non-
Integrated Hosted
Implementations:
$1/participating customer

 Fixed costs per participant vary by
implementation scenario: assumes economies
of scale between implementation scenarios
(the fewer the number of platforms, the
greater the cost efficiencies related to
management of the platform and system).

 Assumes mid-range of information provided
by Software as-a-Service providers.

 Includes general operational costs and costs
to support solution provider/app developer
registration.

 Professional judgment based
on information provided by
SaaS providers during
stakeholder interviews.

SaaS Single Integrated
Hosted Implementation:
$0.80/participating customer

 Fixed costs per participant vary by
implementation scenario: assumes economies
of scale between implementation scenarios
(the fewer the number of platforms, the
greater the cost efficiencies related to
management of the platform and system).

 Includes general operational costs and costs
to support solution provider/app developer
registration.

 The input selected reflects operational
maintenance efficiencies compared with the
multi- and non-integrated implementations.

 Representative of
information provided by SaaS
providers during stakeholder
interviews.
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Cost Component Unit Cost Assumption/Considerations Sources 5

In-House Utility
Implementations:
$1.20/participating customer

 Fixed costs per participant vary by
implementation scenario: assumes economies
of scale between implementation scenarios
(the fewer the number of platforms, the
greater the cost efficiencies related to
management of the platform and system).

 Analysis assumes high range of information
provided by Software as-a-Service providers
in order to be conservative and based on
professional judgment.

 High range of information
provided by SaaS providers
during stakeholder
interviews.

Retrofit Costs – Customers’
energy efficiency upgrades
resulting from access to
data

Residential Electricity
Customers: $0.65/$ value of
benefits

Residential Natural Gas and
Customers: $0.69/$ value of
benefits

Non-Residential Customers
(all utility types): $0.50/$
value of benefits

 Annual levelized costs.

 Costs are in relation to level and extent of
retrofit activity.

 Full retrofit costs are included regardless
of whether customers participate in a
CDM/DSM program or not (i.e. if costs are
partially paid by the utility or fully by the
customer).

 Behavioural and operational savings are
assumed to be implemented by the
customer at no cost because they result
from a change in procedures or behaviour
rather than a solution that requires a
capital outlay.6

 Ontario utility and other
Canadian CDM/DSM Plans
(e.g. New Brunswick, Nova
Scotia); Potential Studies

6 Some process efficiencies could require additional resources or labour, but this is expected to be minimal and has therefore been excluded from the
analysis.
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BENEFITS OF A GREEN BUTTON IMPLEMENTATION

Quantified benefits from a Green Button implementation can be categorized into two main categories:

• Operational Efficiencies
o Process efficiencies in accessing consumption, billing and generation utility data;
o Reduced customer care effort; and
o CDM/DSM program efficiencies and innovations.

• Conservation / Energy Efficiency.
o Energy and water savings from behavioural changes resulting from additional access to

utility data; and
o Energy efficiency retrofit improvements resulting from additional access to utility data.

These benefits are incurred regardless of specific implementation scenarios, although their magnitude
will change based on the particular scenario being analyzed. Benefits associated with specific
implementation scenarios (combination of inputs) are provided in the following section.

BENEFIT CATEGORIES, DEFINITIONS AND APPLICABILITY

Table 7 on the following page provides an overview and clarifying information regarding the various
categories of benefits included in the analysis, including definitions and the groups to which they apply.
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Table 7. Benefit Categories, Definitions and Applicability

Category Benefit Definition Impacted Groups7 Grouping

Operational
Efficiencies

Utility consumption,
billing and
generation data
process efficiencies
and Ongoing utility
consumption
monitoring and
benchmarking

 Process efficiencies for customers and consultants/service providers
include efficiencies in energy audits; reduced effort/cost for energy
tracking, reporting, and benchmarking; reduced effort to
consolidate/ standardize data across facilities; reduced effort to
“clean” and quality-check data; reduced effort to authorize data
sharing; and access to increased frequency and granularity of utility
data.

 The benefits relate to customers who require data for their own
internal use (e.g. for internal benchmarking or operational
requirements) or who will need to comply with the Ministry of
Energy’s Large Building Energy and Water Reporting and
Benchmarking initiative under Ontario Regulation 20/17, Ontario
Reporting of Energy Consumption and Water Use.

 Benefits to utilities include increased operational efficiencies from
improvements to IT systems resulting from preparing systems to
meet Green Button requirements.

Customers,
Consultants/Service
Providers, Utilities

Direct,
Quantified

Reduced customer
care effort

 The benefit results from a reduction in the time required to provide
consumption information to utility customers. Utilities Indirect,

Quantified

CDM/DSM program
efficiencies and
innovations

 Efficiencies resulting from streamlined CDM/DSM program
implementation (e.g., easier access to data to conduct audits) and
program evaluation (e.g. less resource time to gain access to billing
data).

 Innovations to existing programs based on increased customer
access to utility data.

Utilities Indirect,
Quantified

7 Who receives the benefits
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Category Benefit Definition Impacted Groups7 Grouping

Energy Efficiency
and Conservation

Energy savings from
behavioural and
retrofit
improvements
resulting from
additional access to
utility data

Behavioural benefits include conservation behaviours resulting from
increased access to utility data, greater operational savings in
commercial/industrial buildings, and increased participation in
CDM/DSM programs. Examples of behavioural/ operational
efficiencies include turning lights off or optimizing equipment
schedules to minimize energy use.

 Energy Efficiency retrofit benefits include increased implementation
of energy efficiency measures (e.g. purchasing and installing energy
efficient measures, conducting building audits and implementing
recommendations, etc.). Measures could be implemented through
participation in existing CDM/DSM programs or outside of utility
programs.

Customers8 Indirect,
Quantified

8 Energy efficiency benefits were not applied to utilities to avoid double-counting the benefits
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BENEFIT INPUTS, SOURCES AND ASSUMPTIONS

Table 8 includes key inputs for each benefit, including sources and assumptions our team used to develop them.

Benefits of increased real estate value were excluded from the analysis because the impact is diffuse and not
material in the analysis: only a certain percentage of homes would be sold during the study period, of which only
a certain percentage would access GB data, of which only a certain percentage would retrofit their homes to
increase the value, of which a low percentage would see an increase in value because purchasers would not likely
have comparable data for other homes.
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Table 8. Benefit Inputs, Sources and Assumptions
Benefit

Component
Unit Benefit Assumptions/Considerations Sources

Utility
consumption,
Billing and
Generation
Data Process
Efficiencies
and Ongoing
Utility
Consumption
Monitoring
and
Benchmarking

Large commercial/
industrial customers
(above 10,000 sq. feet):

 $180 in avoided costs
annually per building
(6 hours of effort at
$30/hr)

 Benefits reflect total budget impact for a portfolio of buildings as well as effort
required to collect and analyze data for a single building.

 The benefits were distributed among each utility type (64% electricity, 22%
natural gas, 14% water), based on stakeholder input as to the type of utility
from which they would receive the most Green Button-related benefits, the
frequency of billing by the utilities, and the granularity of data available.

 Direct benefit of implementing Green Button.

 Stakeholder consultations
and interviews

Small commercial/
industrial customers:

 $198 in avoided costs
annually per building

 Benefits reflect total budget impact for a portfolio of buildings as well as effort
required to collect and analyze data for a single building.

 Assumption that small buildings (less than 10,000 sq. feet) would experience
higher benefits than larger buildings because owners of smaller buildings have
less sophisticated processes to collect and manage consumption data.

 A 10% increase for this benefit category was attributed to the owners of small
buildings category (in comparison to the avoided costs for large buildings),
based on professional judgement.

 Direct benefit of implementing Green Button.

 Stakeholder consultations
and interviews

Building Owners &
Residential Customers:
 Annual benefit

(variable based on
descriptions in
Assumptions column)

 Benefits vary by implementation (DMD/CMD), new vs. current users of
electronic data format, customer type, and building ownership status.

 Greater value to customers not currently accessing data electronically.
 Direct benefit of implementing Green Button.

 Stakeholder consultations
and interviews
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Benefit
Component

Unit Benefit Assumptions/Considerations Sources

Utility
consumption,
Billing and
Generation
Data Process
Efficiencies
and Ongoing
Utility
Consumption
Monitoring
and
Benchmarking
(continued)

Consultants/service
providers (cleaning and
consolidating data)
 Annual benefit
 6 hours of effort at

$50/hour (1 hour for
Natural Gas and
Water)

Consultants/service
providers (conducting
audits)
 Annual benefit
 $150 (electricity only)
 $175 (electricity and

Natural Gas)
 $190 (all three utility

types)

 Consultants/service providers would experience easier access to data and
reduced effort for data cleaning and validation.

 Benefits are per building using these services.
 Assume 2% of commercial building stock uses these services.
 Direct benefit of implementing Green Button.

 Stakeholder consultations
and interviews

CDM/DSM
Program
Efficiencies
and
Innovations

 Large LDC:
$10,000/year avoided
costs

 Medium LDC:
$5,000/year avoided
costs

 Small LDC:
$2,500/year avoided
costs

 Large Natural Gas
utility: $5,000/year
avoided costs

 Small Natural Gas
utility: $2,500/year
avoided costs

 Most utilities reported they do not perceive the value proposition that Green
Button could provide for their CDM/DSM program design and delivery models.
However, they recognize it can bring some benefit to their operations (e.g.
through applications that promote CDM/DSM programs or energy savings tips,
through increased efficiencies for gathering consumption data for program
delivery, customer negotiations, or evaluation).

 The analysis therefore included a conservative estimate, based on experience
evaluating CDM/DSM programs for electricity and natural gas utilities. While the
estimate reflects a lack of specific data, it also reflects our understanding that
the value is not zero.

 No benefits were attributed to water utilities, considering their earlier stages in
conservation program development compared to energy utilities.

 Indirect benefit of implementing Green Button.

 Estimates based on utility
interviews
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Benefit
Component

Unit Benefit Assumptions/Considerations Sources

Behaviour-
Based
Efficiency and
Conservation

Non-Residential
Customers:
 2% electricity and

natural gas savings
for participating
customers (non-
residential)

Residential Customers:
 1% electricity and

natural gas savings
for participating
customers
(residential)

Water Utility Customers:
 1% water savings for

participating
customers (residential
and non-residential)

 Benefits allocated between utility types based on average energy consumption
by sub-sector (residential, small commercial, large commercial, large
industrial, and institutional).

 Based on a conservative reduction of energy savings found to result from
behavioural conservation programs designed around access to utility
consumption data (access to data typically achieves between 4-12%).

 Recognizes that savings achieved as a result of Green Button access to data
may not achieve the same results as a utility-driven CDM/DSM program
(utilities would not have control over all the solutions developed, quality of
advice, and other factors). Behavioural-only programs typically achieve
between 1 and 3%.9

 Benefits assumed to be achieved either through existing CDM/DSM programs
or outside of them (e.g. customers make the changes without receiving an
incentive). The analysis does not differentiate between whether the savings
are generated through utility program participation or not, as
behavioural/operational benefits are assumed to require no cost/investment.

 Benefits assume that utilities would have an opportunity to recruit
participants to existing programs (whether or not customers take advantage of
the opportunity) rather than assuming new programs will necessarily be
developed that could duplicate/compete with existing savings opportunities.

o This is a conservative assumption – new programs could improve the
results.

 New programs were excluded due to lack of information on the costs of new
DSM/CDM programs based on Green Button information and because of
concerns reported by electricity utilities with regards to behavioural savings
and their potential contribution to Conservation First Framework 2020 savings
targets.

 Indirect benefit of implementing Green Button.

 Professional judgment
applied to Murray, M.
and J. Hawley. 2016. Got
Data? The Value of
Energy Data Access to
Consumers.
Mission:Data

 Evaluation experience
and research into
behaviour-based energy
savings.8

9 See, for example: http://ilsagfiles.org/SAG_files/Evaluation_Documents/ComEd/ComEd_EPY7_Evaluation_Reports/ComEd_HER_Opower_PY7_Evaluation_Report_2016-
02-15_Final.pdf (average of 1.15% - depending on cohort, savings range from 0.53% to 2.83% electrical savings)
http://www2.opower.com/l/17572/2013-08-22/bvhvp/17572/49284/25_ODC___Navigant_MA_Four_Year_Cross_Cutting.pdf (presents the findings of behavioural
programs of Massachusetts program administrators for electricity and natural gas, which were typically around 1.5%)
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Benefit
Component

Unit Benefit Assumptions/Considerations Sources

Retrofit-Based
Efficiency and
Conservation

Electricity customers:
 10% electricity

savings per building
for participating
customers (residential
and non-residential)

Natural Gas customers:
 4% natural gas

savings per building
for participating
customers (residential
and non-residential)

Water customers:
 3% water savings per

building for
participating
customers (residential
and non-residential)

 Based on conservative reduction of typical energy efficiency evaluation results
(not measure-specific), in which energy savings from deeper retrofits (e.g.
insulation or building-envelope based) are often 20% or higher.

 Savings estimated to be incremental to Conservation First
Framework/Industrial Accelerator Program and DSM Framework targets.

 Participation varies by sub-sector based on application of adoption curves
(refer to Table 9).

 We reduced utility results to account for a wide range of measures and
retrofits, from simple measures such as selecting a more efficient appliance to
a retrofit that improves the insulation level of the building. Therefore, overall
savings would be expected to be lower than from a retrofit-only solution.

 Benefits allocated between utility types based on average energy consumption
by sub-sector (residential, small commercial, large commercial, large industrial,
and institutional).

 The analysis of retrofit benefits accounts for utility savings that occur only
during the study period (5 years or 10 years, depending on the specific
scenario), even though retrofit measures can produce savings over a much
longer period.

o This is a conservative estimate. While it reduces the potential benefits,
it limits the risk of overstating the indirect benefits of Green Button and
eliminates the uncertainty of the duration of those energy savings.

 Benefits were assumed to be achieved either through existing CDM/DSM
programs or outside of them (e.g. customers make the changes without
receiving an incentive).

 Indirect benefit of implementing Green Button.

 Estimates based on
Ontario utility and other
Canadian CDM/DSM
Plans (e.g. New
Brunswick and Nova
Scotia) and average
Ontario energy rates.
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Benefit
Component

Unit Benefit Assumptions/Considerations Sources

Reduced
Utility
Customer
Care Efforts

 Large LDC:
$10,000/year avoided
costs

 Medium LDC:
$5,000/year avoided
costs

 Small LDC:
$2,500/year avoided
costs

 Large Natural Gas
utility: $5,000/year
avoided costs

 Small Natural Gas
utility: $2,500/year
avoided costs

 Applied to DMD/CMD (not DMD only) since bulk of customer care is for
Residential customers who are not expected to participate in a DMD-only
implementation to an extent that would demonstrate impact.

 Annual cost savings per utility type and size.
 Green Button can support new conservation programs based on easier and more

streamlined access to consumption data and can reduce cost to procure such
services through a single bridge to consumers’ utility data.

 Direct benefit of implementing Green Button.

 Stakeholder
consultations and
interviews
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PENETRATION LEVEL

Everett Rogers, whose Diffusion of Innovation theory is used extensively in behavioural and technology-
related research, identified that people will adopt new ideas or technologies at different stages, even though
benefits may exist from inception. Green Button is no different: despite the benefits that increased access to
utility data may have for all customers, some customers will adopt it early in the process (as was seen in the
Green Button pilots), others will adopt it over time as it becomes more common and mainstream, and yet
others likely never will. These trends are known as adoption curves.

The shape of adoption curves and rate of adoption however, can be different for different technologies and
groups. For example, how quickly Green Button is used by a significant number or majority of customers will
likely be different by customer group, depending on their individual data needs and requirements.  For
example, with the Large Building Energy and Water Reporting and Benchmarking initiative, we would expect
large commercial, institutional, and industrial customers to adopt Green Button for data access purposes
relatively sooner than a majority of residential customers.

For this reason, we developed individual adoption curves to represent the potential adoption of Green Button
in the province, varying by benefit and cost category, but also by building type.

The following graph presents the different adoption curves that we applied to different groups using Rogers’
Diffusion of Innovation theory, which outlines different ways in which innovations can be adopted based on
the innovation itself, communications channels, time, and applicable social systems. The various curves
(labelled with the letters a-f) have been applied to different stakeholder groups and benefits, as explained in
Table 3 below the graph.

Figure 5. Adoption curves based on Rogers’ Diffusion of Innovation Algorithm

The above penetration curves have been used for different benefits and building categories included in the
model. The specific curves and rationales are outlined in Table 9 below.
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Table 9. Penetration curves included in the analysis
Benefit/stakeholder Category Curve Rationale

New users of utility data,
owners/ managers of large
and institutional facilities

Operational
Efficiencies

a Needs expressed during the consultation process
were considerable; owner sophistication supports
high penetration of Green Button

Retrofits to large
commercial and
institutional facilities

Increased
conservation and
energy efficiency

b Limited to 25% of the building stock undergoing
retrofits10

Operational benefits for
large commercial and
institutional facilities

Increased
conservation and
energy efficiency

c Significant potential for building managers,
resources available to actively manage utility
consumption

Retrofits to small
commercial buildings

Increased
conservation and
energy efficiency

c Limited to 25% of the building stock undergoing
retrofits11

New small commercial and
residential users of utility
data

Operational
Efficiencies

d Lower sophistication and availability to manage
utility consumption data

Behavioural benefits for
small commercial and
residential buildings

Increased
conservation and
energy efficiency

d Lower sophistication and availability to manage
utility consumption

Retrofits to residential
buildings

Increased
conservation and
energy efficiency

d Limited to 25% of the building stock undergoing
retrofits12

Large Building Energy and
Water Reporting and
Benchmarking (O.Reg.
20/17)

Operational
Efficiencies

e Assumes 35% would comply with regulations
through means other than Green Button, such as
hiring third-party consultants to capture, clean, and
consolidate data (so a lower adoption curve has
been selected than could be achieved from a
technical perspective).

Current users of data
(commercial, institutional,
and industrial)

Operational
Efficiencies

f Automatic adoption of GB solution by proportion of
customers accessing data as indicated by IT survey
and interviews.

10 Calculated based on common values for retrofit savings and research on additional savings (Hummer, J. and D.
Brannan. 2014. Quantifying Behavioral Spillover: The Overlooked, Uncounted Source of Program-Influenced Savings.
Behavior, Energy & Climate Change Conference.)
11 Ibid
12 Ibid
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RESULTS OF THE ANALYSIS

As the analysis resulted in multiple iterations of very similar scenarios, this section provides an overview of
the high-level results for each dimension of the analysis. In the following section, we provide the specific
results of key scenarios that we believe warrant further consideration by the Ministry.

Benefit-cost ratios are provided for each result. As explained above, if a ratio is positive, the benefits
outweigh the costs of that scenario, so it is cost-effective. If it is negative, the costs exceed the benefits and
the scenario is not cost-effective. To make the consideration of such a wide range of scenarios simpler, we
have colour-coded the tables: green means the combination of options (the scenario) is cost-effective; red
means it is not.

GREEN BUTTON OPTIONS

The first dimension we analyzed was the consideration of Green Button implementation options: DMD only,
or DMD and CMD together. The results show that, in general, a DMD/CMD implementation is more cost-
effective across a range of scenarios.13

Table 10. Green Button DMD Scenario Cost-Benefit Results

13 The analysis was built up from a base case of electricity utilities implementing Green Button, to which natural gas
utilities were added, and then water utilities. For this reason, in all results tables, the natural-gas-only and water-only
components are based on incremental results (the differences in benefits and cost when the other utility types are
removed), rather than on independent scenario assumptions.
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Table 11. Green Button DMD/CMD Scenario Cost-Benefit Results

As the tables above show, deploying Green Button Connect My Data (CMD) in conjunction with Download My
Data (DMD) provides greater benefits than deploying DMD alone. While consistently formatted electronic
data downloads (DMD-only) are beneficial for sophisticated customers, the ability to develop tailor-made
solutions and applications and create efficiencies with data transfer and authorization multiply the benefits
when CMD is added.

For this reason, for the remaining scenarios, we present the DMD/CMD option only.

UTILITY TYPE

As part of our analysis, we also examined whether the results changed, and to what extent, based on the type
of utility to implement Green Button:

As shown in table 11 above, deploying Green Button for electricity and natural gas only is the most cost-
effective option, with ratios ranging between 3.5 and 4.4 (meaning that benefits outweigh the costs by 3.5 to
4 times).

This scenario has the highest results because:

 The benefits are greatest for electricity: During stakeholder consultations and interviews, customers
indicated they are most interested in energy efficiency and conservation for electricity and most often
require data for internal reporting and benchmarking requirements. This perspective is supported by
market pricing, with electricity having the highest average rate, followed by natural gas and then
water.

 The setup and integration costs for natural gas are comparatively low: The setup and integration
costs in relation to Green Button benefits are lower for natural gas utilities in comparison to
electricity-only or with water utilities included because of the lower number of natural gas utilities.
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While the most cost-effective option is electricity and natural gas only, including water utilities is also cost-
effective from a societal level when combined with electricity and natural gas. However, this is primarily
based on the benefits from electricity and natural gas outweighing the costs of implementing Green Button
for water. In other words, implementing Green Button for water utilities in and of themselves is generally not
cost-effective, because the costs outweigh the benefits when considering water on its own.14

Table 12. Green Button Implementation for Water Utilities Only

This option is not cost-effective under most scenarios for the following reasons:

 Higher integration costs:
o There are a large number of metered water utilities (515), and each one would incur

integration and platform development costs.
 Lower unit benefits per customer:

o Customers (excluding large customers) are generally not engaged or interested in water
conservation.

o Water utilities generally distribute bills on a less frequent basis, so there is less opportunity
for customers to use the data or receive benefits.

Water may be cost-effective on its own over a 10-year horizon with a Single Integrated Hosted or Multi-
Integrated Hosted implementations; however, the result is well within the potential for error. Nevertheless,
in developing our analysis, we have erred on the side of being conservative rather than permissive in terms
of benefits, so this scenario should not be dismissed solely on a quantitative basis. Additional considerations
may demonstrate added benefits.

IMPLEMENTATION TYPE

Implementation type refers to the type of Green Button platform scenario assessed. As highlighted above,
the differences between the implementation types are the following:

14 Only water utilities with metering infrastructure were included in the analysis. Water utilities not included in the
analysis are not generally planning to upgrade their infrastructure in the next five years.
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 Single Integrated (Hosted): One Green Button hosted Software as a Service (SaaS) platform is used
by each utility type (one each for electricity, natural gas, and water utilities).

 Multi-Integrated (Hosted): A limited number of Green Button hosted SaaS platforms are used by all
utilities.15

 Non-Integrated (Hosted): Each utility has the option to develop/procure its own Green Button SaaS
hosted platform.

 In-House: Each utility develops its own platform on its own IT systems.

In terms of Single Integrated (Hosted) and Multi-Integrated (Hosted), the same assumptions were used to
develop costs and benefits for both scenarios. However, they were applied differently: we applied the costs
to three platforms for the Single Integrated Scenario (one for each utility type) and twelve platforms for the
Multi-Integrated Scenario (five for electricity and water, and two for natural gas), which increased the costs
for the Multi-Integrated option. The results show that the Single Integrated Hosted implementation option is
the most cost-effective option when implementing for all utility types over a five-year timeframe. However,
the difference is only 0.1, which is well within a margin of error due to the high-level nature of the analysis. In
addition, when implementing for all utility types over a ten-year timeframe or for electricity and natural gas
only, both Single Integrated and Multi-Integrated implementations are equally cost-effective.

The assumptions for both the Single Integrated and Multi-Integrated hosted implementation scenarios were
identical and further refinement and granularity of results is possible. For example, these scenarios do not
fully explore all the potential synergies that may exist through a single or multi-hosted solution for electricity
and natural gas utilities. More in-depth research and proposals or more refined quotes from Green Button
hosted solutions providers could identify additional cost savings and would also provide an opportunity to
increase the accuracy of the cost component of these scenarios. Similarly, the utilities’ integration costs could
be further researched to increase confidence in these assumptions. For example, they could demonstrate
reduced costs in a Multi-Integrated Scenario due to increased competition.

A Non-Integrated Hosted option is assumed to increase costs because of the need to develop a greater
number of platforms, and In-House implementation is the least cost-effective because IT hosting is not part
of utilities’ core business and is therefore the least efficient in terms of costs.

15 This was a hypothetical scenario to demonstration potential synergies in limiting the number of providers; the same
assumptions were used for this scenario as for the non-integrated, with the difference being the number of platforms
developed and integrated.
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Table 13. Green Button Implementation Type Cost-Benefit Results
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KEY SCENARIOS

This section provides an overview of the key scenarios resulting from the analysis. In general, all scenarios
included the costs and benefits assumptions included above. Specific assumptions are provided in the
explanations where warranted.

As indicated earlier in this report, our analysis is designed to be conservative, so some benefits that could not
be quantified with a relative degree of certainty or documentation were excluded. In addition, because of the
limited data for this relatively new initiative, some proxies have been used and high-level assumptions
incorporated. Therefore, we recommend interpreting the results with caution, particularly with results for
which the benefit-to-cost ratio is close to 1 or in which ratios are similar but not identical. In these cases, small
deviations from the assumptions used can lead to different conclusions (e.g., the benefit/cost ratio can fall or
rise above 1 or be ranked differently if assumptions change).

For this reason, results from this analysis should be used to guide, not dictate, decisions. Components and
considerations not included in the CBA analysis (including qualitative benefits) should also be accounted for
in the decision-making process.

SCENARIO 1: SINGLE INTEGRATED/MULTI-INTEGRATED HOSTED DMD/CMD (ELECTRICITY AND
NATURAL GAS ONLY)

This scenario assumes that all Ontario’s electricity and natural gas utilities would implement Green Button
Download My Data (DMD) and Connect My Data (CMD) for all their customers. In doing so, we assume that
there is either a single hosted Software as a Service provider providing this service for all utilities (Single
Integrated) or a limited number would serve the market, each with its own platform that would be shared by
multiple utilities (Multi-Integrated).

The key distinction between these scenarios lies in the number of independent Green Button Platforms
included in the analysis, e.g., Single Integrated (3 platforms) and Multi-Integrated (12 platforms). The
difference in the number of platforms included in the analysis translates to a cost reduction for the Single
Integrated scenario compared to the Multi-Integrated scenario because there are fewer platforms included
in this scenario. There are no differences in the total value of benefits estimated under these two scenarios,
since there is no evidence that the number of independent Green Button platforms would modify the nature
and/or value of the benefits generated by Green Button DMD or CMD.

These scenarios are arguably the most cost-effective implementation scenarios analyzed. They capture the
vast majority of potential benefits while reducing the costs required for developing and delivering Green
Button solutions.

The benefit-cost ratios estimated for these scenarios are of a sufficient magnitude for us to consider them to
be highly cost-effective for the province.

MD - ATTACHMENT 3 
Page 46 of 132



COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS REPORT Green Button Consultation and Cost Benefit Analysis

41

SCENARIO 1A: SINGLE INTEGRATED HOSTED DMD/CMD (ELECTRICITY AND NATURAL GAS
UTILITIES ONLY)

This section provides an overview of the costs and benefits, in dollars, incorporated within the analysis of a
Single Integrated Green Button implementation for electricity and natural gas utilities only.

COSTS
The following table outlines the cost categories included in the analysis.

Table 14. Scenario 1A Cost Details

Cost Category Cost
Type

5-Year
Analysis

($)

10-Year
Analysis

($)
Scenario-Specific Assumptions

Implementation
(Utility one-time
setup and
integration costs)

Direct 3,920,248 3,924,55816

The setup cost for the Single Integrated
scenario assumes one setup cost per
utility type. This is a conservative
estimate based on input from a SaaS
provider that indicated a cost per
addition of utility type.

Operational Costs17 Direct 771,753 2,406,040

Retrofit Costs Indirect 11,172,735 67,265,834

Total 15,864,736 73,596,433

Operational costs are significantly higher over a 10-year timeframe than over a 5-year timeframe due to
increased customer participation with Green Button. Operational costs are directly related to the number of
participants. Retrofit costs are significantly higher over 10 years because individuals are less likely to
undertake retrofits during the initial few years of Green Button. After implementation, customers will require
time to receive their data, analyze it, determine next steps, and implement changes, which delays impacts
from retrofits (on both the costs and benefits side) until later in the implementation period.

BENEFITS

16 While in reality the 5-year and 10-year one-time implementation costs would likely be identical, the analysis required
a mathematical function to forecast implementation costs. The mathematical function forecasts the following rollout of
Green Button through the first 5 years following enactment of the policy: 35%, 70%, 92%, 99%, 99.9%, which means
that 0.1% of costs remained to be implemented after the 5-year rollout period and are reflected in the slight increase in
one-time costs for the 10-year period.
17 Sum of net-present value of annual costs over the timeframe.
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The following table outlines the benefits categories included in the analysis. We note that multiple benefits
are included in each category, but to avoid double-counting overlapping benefits, they have been
aggregated into these higher-level considerations. The specific benefits included in each category are
outlined in Appendix C.

Table 15. Scenario 1A Benefits Details18

Benefit
Category Benefit Component Benefit

Type

5-Year
Analysis

($)

10-Year
Analysis

($)

Operational
Efficiencies

Utility Consumption, Billing and Generation Data
Process Efficiencies Direct 18,072,196 60,083,680

Process Efficiencies (Large Building Energy and
Water Reporting and Benchmarking
requirements)

Direct 12,716,122 25,688,618

Reduced Customer Care Efforts Indirect 1,082,114 2,455,960

CDM/DSM Program Efficiencies and Innovation Indirect 893,384 2,027,619

Energy
Efficiency and
Conservation

Increased Conservation - Behavioural &
Operational Indirect 11,413,765 57,765,514

Increased Conservation - Retrofits Indirect 26,093,050 134,153,770

Total 70,270,632 282,175,160

Benefits from improvement in customers’ processes for accessing, cleaning, consolidating, analyzing, and
reporting on their utility consumption, billing and generation data are also significantly higher over 10 years
than over 5 years. During the initial period following enactment of the policy, customers with a direct interest
in simplified access to building consumption data (because they already go through the process of accessing
of requesting access to their consumption data in electronic format) are assumed to take advantage of Green
Button features. During the next 5-year period, increased usage of Green Button is forecasted, leading to an
increase in annual benefits.

Benefits resulting from retrofits are also significantly higher over 10 years than 5 for the same reasons that
retrofit costs are higher: the impacts from retrofits will occur later in the period because it will take time for
customers to make decisions and implement them.

RESULTS

Detailed results for the Single Integrated version of this scenario (Scenario 1A) are presented in the following
tables.

18 No scenario-specific assumptions required
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Table 16. Scenario 1A Benefit-Cost Ratios
Ratio Type 5-Year Analysis 10-Year Analysis

Direct and Indirect Costs and
Benefits 4.4 3.8

Direct Benefits and Costs
only19 6.8 13.9

In this scenario, total benefits outweigh total costs by over 4 to 1 (over 5 years) or almost 4 to 1 (over 10
years). When analyzing direct benefits and costs only (excluding indirect considerations such as retrofits and
program efficiencies, benefits outweigh the costs by almost 7 to 1 (over 5 years) or almost 14 to 1 (over 10
years).

Additional Results:

Table 17. Scenario 1A Energy and GHG Cumulative Impacts
Result 5-Year Analysis 10-Year Analysis

Electricity Savings 311 GWh 1741 GWh

Natural Gas Savings 1.65 PJ 8.67 PJ

GHG Reductions 168 kt CO2e 947 kt CO2e

To illustrate how the costs and benefits are distributed across stakeholder groups, we present the following
tables.

Table 18. Scenario 1A Costs by Stakeholder Groups (5-year horizon)

Cost Component Cost Type

Stakeholder Group

Electricity
Utility

($)

Natural
Gas Utility

($)
Customers20

($)
Total

($)

Implementation (One-time
setup and integration costs) Direct 3,380,494 539,754 - 3,920,248

Operational Costs21 Direct 456,696 315,057 - 771,753

Retrofit Costs Indirect - - 11,172,735 11,172,735

Total 3,837,190 854,811 11,172,735 15,864,736

19 Direct benefits and costs are a subset of total benefits and costs. However, the direct benefits and costs ratios are
higher than the total ratios because the magnitude of benefits to costs is different for direct results than for total
results.
20 Includes all customer classes (Residential, Commercial, Industrial, and Institutional)
21 Sum of net-present value of annual costs over the timeframe.
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Table 19. Scenario 1A Benefits by Stakeholder Group (5-year horizon)

Benefit
Category Benefit Component Benefit

Type

Stakeholder Group

C&I
($)

Industrial
($)

Other22

($)
Residential

($)
Utility

($)
Total

($)

Operational
Efficiencies

Customers’ Utility
Consumption, Billing and
Generation Data Process
Efficiencies

Direct 10,144,702 7,900 5,308,456 2,611,138 - 18,072,196

Process Efficiencies
(requirements) Direct 12,631,762 84,360 - - - 12,716,122

Reduced Customer Care
Efforts Indirect - - - - 1,082,114

CDM/DSM Program
Efficiencies and Innovation Indirect - - - - 893,384

Energy
Efficiency and
Conservation

Increased Conservation -
Behavioural & Operational Indirect 9,753,339 14,529 - 1,645,898 - 11,413,765

Increased Conservation -
Retrofits Indirect 20,106,940 77,336 - 5,908,773 - 26,093,050

Total 52,636,743 184,125 5,308,456 10,165,809 1,975,478 70,270,631

22 Other Stakeholders include third-party Energy Efficiency Consultants/Service Providers providing utility consumption monitoring services, energy
assessments, and/or engineering services.
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SCENARIO 1B: MULTI-INTEGRATED HOSTED DMD/CMD (ELECTRICITY AND NATURAL GAS
UTILITIES ONLY)

The table below provides an overview of the costs and benefits, in dollars, incorporated within the analysis
of a Multi-Integrated Green Button implementation for electricity and natural gas utilities only.

We note that all costs and benefits are the same as for the Single Integrated scenario except for the
Implementation (one-time setup and integration) costs. This is why the scenarios are labelled 1A and 1B
rather than as two different scenarios.

Table 20. Scenario 1B Cost Details

Cost Category Cost Type
5-Year

Analysis
($)

10-Year
Analysis

($)
Scenario-Specific Assumptions

Implementation (One-
time setup and
integration costs)

Direct 4,101,232 4,105,74223

The setup cost for the Multi-
Integrated scenario assumes:
 5 independent platforms for

the electricity sector
 1 platform for the natural gas

sector (because there are so
few utilities)

 5 platforms for the water
utilities

Operational Costs24 Direct 771,753 2,406,040

Retrofit Costs Indirect 11,172,735 67,265,834

Total 16,045,720 73,777,616

While most costs are approximately double when comparing the 10-year period to the 5-year period, the
retrofit costs are significantly higher over 10 years because individuals are less likely to undertake retrofits
during the initial few years of Green Button. After implementation, customers will require time to receive
their data, analyze it, determine next steps, and implement changes, which delays impacts from retrofits (on
both the costs and benefits side) until later in the implementation period.

23 Differences between the 5-year and 10-year Implementation Costs are an artefact of the mathematical function used
to forecast implementation costs. The mathematical function forecasts the following rollout of Green Button through
the first 5 years following enactment of the policy: 35%, 70%, 92%, 99%, 99.9%.
24 Sum of net-present value of annual costs over the timeframe.
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Table 21. Scenario 1B Benefits Details25

Benefit Category Benefit Component Benefit
Type

5-Year
Analysis

($)

10-Year
Analysis

($)

Operational
Efficiencies

Customers’ Utility Consumption, Billing and
Generation Data Process Efficiencies Direct 18,072,196 60,083,680

Process Efficiencies (Large Building Energy
and Water Reporting and Benchmarking) Direct 12,716,122 25,688,618

Reduced Customer Care Efforts Indirect 1,082,114 2,455,960

CDM/DSM Program Efficiencies and
Innovation Indirect 893,384 2,027,619

Energy Efficiency
and Conservation

Increased Conservation - Behavioural &
Operational Indirect 11,413,765 57,765,514

Increased Conservation - Retrofits Indirect 26,093,050 134,153,770

Total 70,270,632 282,175,160

Benefits from improvement in customers’ processes for accessing, cleaning, consolidating, analyzing, and
reporting on their utility consumption, billing and generation data are significantly higher over 10 years than
over 5 years. During the initial period following enactment of the policy, customers with a direct interest
towards simplified access to building consumption data (because they already go through the process of
accessing of requesting access to their consumption data in electronic format) are assumed to take advantage
of Green Button features. During the next 5-year period, increased usage of Green Button is forecasted,
leading to an increase in annual benefit.

Benefits resulting from retrofits are also significantly higher over 10 years than 5 for the same reasons that
retrofit costs are higher: the impacts from retrofits will occur later in the period because it will take time for
customers to make decisions and implement them.

The remaining benefits are approximately double when comparing a 10-year horizon to a 5-year horizon,
meaning that a relatively steady and regular pace of benefits are incurred each year.

RESULTS

Detailed results for the Multi-Integrated version of this scenario (Scenario 1B) are presented in the following
tables.

25 No scenario-specific assumptions required
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Benefit-Cost Ratios:

Table 22. Scenario 1B Benefit-Cost Ratios

Ratio Type 5-Year Analysis 10-Year Analysis

Direct and Indirect Costs and
Benefits 4.4 3.8

Direct Benefits and Costs only26 6.8 13.6

ADDITIONAL RESULTS:

Table 23. Scenario 1B Energy and GHG Cumulative Impacts
Result 5-Year Analysis 10-Year Analysis

Electricity Savings 311 GWh 1741 GWh

Natural Gas Savings 1.65 PJ 8.67 PJ

GHG Reductions 168 kt CO2e 947 kt CO2e

Note that the energy and GHG impacts are identical to Scenario 1A, as the only differences between the two
scenarios are in the costs; there are no differences in the benefits.

To illustrate how the costs and benefits are distributed across stakeholder groups, we present the following
tables.

Table 24. Scenario 1B Costs by Stakeholder Group (5-year horizon)

Cost Category Cost
Type

Stakeholder Group

Electricity
Utility

($)

Natural Gas
Utility

($)
Customers27

($)
Total

($)

Implementation (One-time
setup and integration costs) Direct 3,561,478 539,754 - 4,101,232

Operational Costs28 Direct 456,696 315,056 - 771,752

Retrofit Costs Indirect - - 11,172,735 11,172,735

Total 4,018,174 854,810.5 11,172,735 16,045,720

26 Direct benefits and costs are a subset of total benefits and costs. However, the direct benefits and costs ratios are
higher than the total ratios because the magnitude of benefits to costs is different for direct results than for total
results.
27 Includes all customer classes (Residential, Commercial, Industrial, and Institutional)
28 Sum of net-present value of annual costs over the timeframe.
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Table 25. Scenario 1B Benefits by Stakeholder Group (5-year horizon)

Benefit
Category Benefit Component Benefit

Type

Stakeholder Group

C&I
($)

Industrial
($)

Other29

($)
Residential

($)
Utility

($)
Total

($)

Operational
Efficiencies

Customers’ Utility Consumption,
Billing and Generation Data
Process Efficiencies

Direct 10,144,702 7,900 5,308,456 2,611,138 - 18,072,196

Process Efficiencies
(requirements) Direct 12,631,762 84,360 - - - 12,716,122

Reduced Customer Care Efforts Indirect - - - - 1,082,114 1,082,114

CDM/DSM Program Efficiencies
and Innovation Indirect - - - - 893,384 893,384

Energy
Efficiency
and
Conservation

Increased Conservation -
Behavioural & Operational Indirect 9,753,339 14,529 - 1,645,898 - 11,413,765

Increased Conservation -
Retrofits Indirect 20,106,940 77,336 - 5,908,773 - 26,093,050

Total 52,636,743 184,125 5,308,456 10,165,809 1,975,498 70,270,632

29 Other Stakeholders include third-party Energy Efficiency Consultants/Service Providers providing utility consumption monitoring services, energy
assessments, and/or engineering services.
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SCENARIO 2: SINGLE INTEGRATED/MULTI-INTEGRATED HOSTED DMD/CMD: ELECTRICITY,
NATURAL GAS AND WATER

The second key scenario assumes that all of Ontario’s metered electricity, natural gas and water utilities would
implement Green Button Download My Data (DMD) and Connect My Data (CMD) for all their customers. The
implementation could occur with either a single hosted Software as a Service provider providing the service
for all utilities (Single Integrated) or a small group of Software as a Service providers serving the market
through a limited number of platforms shared by multiple utilities (Multi-Integrated).

As with Scenario 1A and 1B (for Electricity and Natural Gas utilities only), the key distinction between these
scenarios lies in the number of independent Green Button Platforms included in the analysis (i.e., Single
Integrated (3) and Multi-Integrated (12). The difference in the number of platforms included in the analysis
translates to a cost reduction for the Single Integrated Scenario compared to the Multi-Integrated scenario.
On the benefits side, there are no differences between the two, as there is no evidence that the number of
independent Green Button platforms would modify the nature and/or value of the benefits generated by
Green Button CMD.

The benefit-cost ratios for these scenarios indicate they are cost-effective, albeit to a lesser extent than the
electricity and natural gas-only scenarios. The lower benefit-to-cost ratio is primarily driven by:

 Higher setup and integration costs required by the large number of water utilities in the province
(because each utility requires its own setup costs).

 A lower benefit for water utility customers than for electricity and natural gas customers relating to
conservation and access to billing and generation data. Specifically, customers consider access to their
water consumption and billing data to be of less value than access to their electricity and natural gas
data, and they are less concerned about conservation opportunities. This lower level of concern
results in fewer benefits when Green Button is implemented for water utilities.

These two factors considerably reduce the value proposition of this scenario from a purely numbers-based
perspective. As noted above, however, additional considerations not included in the quantitative analysis may
be equally important and should inform part of the Ministry’s policy.

Additional synergies that reduce set-up and integration costs could have a profound impact on the result of
this analysis, considering they would apply to a much higher number of utilities. For example, if only the largest
water utilities were included in the implementation (the 37 largest utilities serve approximately 78% of
Ontario’s population), it would reduce the number of implementations drastically. Another example would
be to set up a water-focused task force to explore options that reduce integration costs for small utilities.
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SCENARIO 2A: SINGLE INTEGRATED HOSTED DMD/CMD (ALL UTILITY TYPES)

The table below provides an overview of the costs and benefits, in dollars, incorporated within the analysis
of a Single Integrated Green Button implementation for all utility types.

Table 26. Scenario 2A Cost Details

Cost Category
5-Year

Analysis
($)

10-Year
Analysis

($)
Scenario-Specific Assumptions

Implementation (One-time
setup and integration costs) 30,408,975 30,442,411

The setup cost for the Single Integrated
scenario assumes one setup cost per
utility type. This is based on input from a
SaaS provider that indicated a cost per
addition of utility type and was selected to
provide a conservative estimate.

Operational Costs30 1,225,917 3,822,160

Retrofit Costs 13,290,836 79,923,128

Total 44,925,728 114,187,699

As indicated above, implementation and operational costs are significantly higher because of the number of
water utilities: 590 utilities are included in this scenario (of which 515 are water utilities), compared with 75
in Scenarios 1A and 1B. The number of utilities translates into a multiplication of these costs.

10-year costs are significantly higher than 5-year costs for the same reasons as Scenarios 1A and 1B:
individuals are less likely to undertake retrofits during the initial few years of Green Button. After
implementation, customers will require time to receive their data, analyze it, determine next steps, and
implement changes, which delays impacts from retrofits (on both the costs and benefits side) until later in the
implementation period.

30 Sum of net-present value of annual costs over the timeframe.
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Table 27. Scenario 2A Benefits Details31

Benefit
Category Benefit Component Benefit

Type

5-Year
Analysis

($)

10-Year
Analysis

($)

Operational
Efficiencies

Customers’ Utility Consumption, Billing and
Generation Data Process Efficiencies Direct 25,228,276 78,289,889

Process Efficiencies (Large Building Energy and
Water Reporting and Benchmarking) Direct 14,835,476 29,970,054

Reduced Customer Care Efforts Indirect 1,639,242 3,720,413

CDM/DSM Program Efficiencies and Innovation Indirect 1,712,222 4,609,824

Energy
Efficiency
and
Conservation

Increased Conservation - Behavioural &
Operational Indirect 14,071,675 71,530,678

Increased Conservation - Retrofits Indirect 26,802,103 137,226,936

Total 84,288,994 325,347,793

Benefits from improvement in customers’ processes for accessing, cleaning, consolidating, analyzing, and
reporting on their utility consumption, billing and generation data are significantly higher over 10 years than
over 5 years. During the initial period following enactment of the policy, customers with a direct interest
towards simplified access to building consumption data (because they already go through the process of
accessing of requesting access to their consumption data in electronic format) are assumed to take advantage
of Green Button features. During the next 5-year period, increased usage of Green Button is forecasted,
leading to an increase in annual benefit.

Benefits from increased conservation (retrofits and behavioural) are only marginally larger in this scenario
than in Scenarios 1A and 1B because our research indicated that water conservation is not a primary concern
for customers, who are more likely to invest in electricity and natural gas conservation.

RESULTS

Detailed results for the Single Integrated version of this scenario (Scenario 1B) are presented in the following
tables.

31 No scenario-specific assumptions required
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Table 28. Scenario 2A Benefit-Cost Ratios
Ratio Type 5-Year Analysis 10-Year Analysis

Direct and Indirect Costs and
Benefits 1.9 2.8

Direct Benefits and Costs only32 1.3 3.3

Scenario 2A, in which water utilities have been added to the analysis for a Single Integrated Hosted solution
of both DMD and CMD, is cost effective when considering total costs and benefits.

While the analysis shows that considering direct costs and benefits only (i.e., excluding actions that are only
indirectly resulting from a Green Button implementation, such as energy efficiency and conservation retrofits)
is also cost-effective, the 5-year analysis is close enough to 1 (i.e., the benefits do not substantially outweigh
the costs) that we cannot be confident in that particular result, since the data inputs and considerations are
not granular enough to assume results close to 1 are definitely cost-effective.

However, we note that the analysis was designed to be conservative, in that we intentionally used mid-to-low
range estimates of benefits, and mid-to-high ranges of costs, in order to provide as rigorous an analysis as
possible within the scope of the work.

ADDITIONAL RESULTS:

Table 29. Scenario 2A Energy and GHG Cumulative Impacts
Result 5-Year Analysis 10-Year Analysis

Electricity Savings 311 GWh 1741 GWh

Natural Gas Savings 1.65 PJ 8.67 PJ

Water 1,567,203 m3 8,466,860 m3

GHG Reductions 168 kt CO2e 947 kt CO2e

To illustrate how the costs and benefits are distributed across stakeholder groups, we present the following
tables.

32 Direct benefits and costs are a subset of total benefits and costs. However, the direct benefits and costs ratios are
higher than the total ratios because the magnitude of benefits to costs is different for direct results than for total
results.
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Table 30. Scenario 2A Costs by Stakeholder Group (5-year horizon)

Cost Category Cost Type

Stakeholder Group
Electricity

Utility
($)

Natural Gas
Utility

($)
Water Utility

($)
Customers

($)
Total

($)
Implementation (One-time setup and integration costs) Direct 3,380,494 539,754 26,488,727 - 30,408,975
Operational Costs33 Direct 456,696 315,057 454,164 - 1,225,917
Retrofit Costs Indirect - - - 13,290,836 13,290,836
Total 3,837,190 854,811 26,942,892 13,290,836 44,925,729

Table 31. Scenario 2A Benefits by Stakeholder Group (5-year horizon)

Benefit
Category Benefit Component Benefit

Type

Stakeholder Group

C&I
($)

Industrial
($)

Other34

($)
Residential

($)
Utility

($)
Total

($)

Operational
Efficiencies

Customers’ Utility Consumption, Billing
and Generation Data Process Efficiencies Direct 12,285,408 9,875 10,038,462 2,894,531 - 25,228,276

Process Efficiencies Direct 14,737,056 98,420 - - - 14,835,476

Reduced Customer Care Efforts Indirect - - - - 1,639,242 1,639,242

CDM/DSM Program Efficiencies and
Innovation Indirect - - - - 1,712,222 1,712,222

Energy
Efficiency
and
Conservation

Increased Conservation - Behavioural &
Operational Indirect 12,407,375 18,403 - 1,645,898 - 14,071,675

Increased Conservation - Retrofits Indirect 20,106,940 77,336 - 6,617,826 - 26,802,103

Total 59,536,779 204,035 10,038,462 11,158,255 3,351,464 84,288,994

33 Sum of net-present value of annual costs over the timeframe.
34 Other Stakeholders include third-party Energy Efficiency Consultants/Service Providers providing utility consumption monitoring services, energy
assessments, and/or engineering services.
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SCENARIO 2B: MULTI-INTEGRATED HOSTED DMD/CMD (ALL UTILITY TYPES)

The table below provides an overview of the costs and benefits, in dollars, incorporated within the analysis of
a Multi-Integrated Green Button implementation for electricity and natural gas utilities only.

Table 32. Scenario 2B Cost Details

Cost Category Cost
Type

5-Year
Analysis

($)

10-Year
Analysis

($)
Scenario-Specific Assumptions

Implementation (One-
time setup and
integration costs)

Direct 31,338,419 31,372,876

The setup cost for the Multi-
Integrated scenario assumes:
 5 independent platforms for the

electricity sector
 1 platform for the natural gas

sector (because there are so few
utilities)

 5 platforms for the water utilities

Operational Costs35 Direct 1,225,917 3,822,160

Retrofit Costs Indirect 13,290,836 79,923,128

Total 45,855,172 115,118,164

The costs are the same in this scenario as for the Single Integrated (All Utilities) scenario except for the
Implementation (one-time setup and integration) costs. This is because the only assumptions that changed
for the Multi-Integrated Scenario were the number of platforms (12 compared to 3), which then increased
the platform setup and integration costs. All other assumptions remain the same. This is why the scenarios
are labelled 2A and 2B rather than as two different scenarios.

35 Sum of net-present value of annual costs over the timeframe.
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Table 33. Scenario 2B Benefits Details36

Benefit Category Benefit Component Benefit Type
5-Year

Analysis
($)

10-Year
Analysis

($)

Operational
Efficiencies

Customers’ Utility Consumption,
Billing and Generation Data Process
Efficiencies

Direct 25,228,276 78,289,889

Process Efficiencies Direct 14,835,476 29,970,054

Reduced Customer Care Efforts Indirect 1,639,242 3,720,413

CDM/DSM Program Efficiencies and
Innovation Indirect 1,712,222 4,609,824

Energy Efficiency
and Conservation

Increased Conservation -
Behavioural & Operational Indirect 14,071,675 71,530,678

Increased Conservation - Retrofits Indirect 26,802,103 137,226,936

Total 84,288,994 325,347,793

The benefits for this Scenario are identical to those in the Single Integrated (All Utilities) Scenario, as our
research indicated the benefits would not differ based on the number of platforms implemented.

RESULTS

Detailed results for the Multi-Integrated version of this scenario (Scenario 2B) are presented in the following
tables.

Table 34. Scenario 2B Benefit-Cost Ratios
Ratio Type 5-Year Analysis 10-Year Analysis

Total 1.8 2.8

Direct Benefits and Costs only37 1.3 3.3

The results for this scenario are identical to the results for the Single Integrated scenario (2A) because the
difference between the two are only related to the costs for developing 12 platforms (for Multi-Integrated)
rather than 5 platforms (for Single Integrated). These costs are minimal compared to the overall costs, so the
difference is eliminated through rounding the numbers to one decimal place. In other words, it is insignificant.

36 No scenario-specific assumptions required
37 Direct benefits and costs are a subset of total benefits and costs. However, the direct benefits and costs ratios are
higher than the total ratios because the magnitude of benefits to costs is different for direct results than for total
results.
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ADDITIONAL RESULTS:

Table 35. Scenario 2B Energy and GHG Cumulative Impacts
Result 5-Year Analysis 10-Year Analysis

Electricity Savings 311 GWh 1741 GWh

Natural Gas Savings 1.65 PJ 8.67 PJ

Water 1,567,203 m3 8,466,860 m3

GHG Reductions 168 kt CO2e 947 kt CO2e

To illustrate how the costs and benefits are distributed across stakeholder groups, we present the following
tables.

Table 36. Scenario 2B Costs by Stakeholder Group (5-year horizon)

Cost Category Cost
Type

Stakeholder Group

Electricity
Utility

($)

Natural Gas
Utility

($)

Water
Utility

($)
Customers

($)
Total

($)

Implementation (One-
time setup and
integration costs)

Direct 3,561,478 539,754 27,237,186 - 31,338,419

Operational Costs38 Direct 456,696 315,057 454,164 - 1,225,917

Retrofit Costs Indirect - - - 13,290,836 13,290,836

Total 4,018,174 854,811 27,691,351 13,290,836 45,855,172

38 Sum of net-present value of annual costs over the timeframe.
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Table 37. Scenario 2B Benefits by Stakeholder Group (5-year horizon)

Benefit Category Benefit Component Benefit
Type

Stakeholder Group

C&I
($)

Industrial
($)

Other
($)

Residential
($)

Utility
($)

Total
($)

Operational
Efficiencies

Customers’ Utility Consumption,
Billing and Generation Data
Process Efficiencies

Direct 12,285,408 9,875 10,038,462 2,894,531 - 25,228,276

Process Efficiencies Direct 14,737,056 98,420 - - - 14,835,476

Reduced Customer Care Efforts Indirect - - - - 1,639,242 1,639,242

CDM/DSM Program Efficiencies
and Innovation Indirect - - - - 1,712,222 1,712,222

Energy Efficiency
and
Conservation

Increased Conservation -
Behavioural & Operational Indirect 12,407,375 18,403 - 1,645,898 - 14,071,675

Increased Conservation -
Retrofits Indirect 20,106,940 77,336 - 6,617,826 - 26,802,103

Total 59,536,779 204,035 10,038,462 11,158,255 3,351,464 84,288,994
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DIRECT AND INDIRECT COSTS

The tables on the following pages provide an overview of the total costs (in dollars) by key scenario, over five-
and ten-year timeframes as well as subsequent breakouts of direct and indirect costs.

We note that these costs are high level and used to generate comparisons between potential scenarios; they
are not implementation-level cost estimates.
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FIVE-YEAR HORIZON

Table 38. Total Benefits and Costs, Combining Direct and Indirect (5-year horizon)

5 Years
Single Integrated Hosted Multi-Integrated

Hosted
Non-Integrated

Hosted In-House

Benefits Costs Benefits Costs Benefits Costs Benefits Costs

Electricity $54,348,157 $13,239,659 $54,348,157 $13,420,643 $54,348,157 $15,353,563 $54,348,157 $17,153,013

Electricity and
Natural Gas $70,270,632 $15,864,736 $70, 270,632 $16,045,720 $70, 270,632 $18,255,315 $70, 270,632 $20,133,528

Electricity,
Natural Gas,
and Water

$84,288,994 $44,925,729 $84, 288,994 $45,855,172 $84, 288,994 $59,527,055 $84, 288,994 $73,435,858
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Table 39. Breakout of Direct and Indirect Benefits and Costs, Single- and Multi-Integrated (5-year horizon)

5 Years
Single Integrated Hosted Multi-Integrated Hosted

Benefits Costs Benefits Costs

Direct Indirect Direct Indirect Direct Indirect Direct Indirect

Electricity $24,638,139 $29,710,018 $3,837,190 $9,402,468 $24,638,139 $29,710,018 $4,018,174 $9,402,468

Electricity and
Natural Gas $31,903,633 $38,366,999 $4,692,001 $11,172,735 $31,903,633 $38,366,999 $4,872,985 $11,172,735

Electricity, Natural
Gas, and Water $42,555,032 $41,733,962 $31,634,892 $13,290,836 $42,555,032 $41,733,962 $32,564,336 $13,290,836

Table 40. Breakout of Direct and Indirect Benefits and Costs, Non-Integrated and In-House (5-year horizon)

5 Years
Non-Integrated Hosted In-House

Benefits Costs Benefits Costs

Direct Indirect Direct Indirect Direct Indirect Direct Indirect

Electricity $24,638,139 $29,710,018 $5,951,095 $9,402,468 $24,638,139 $29,710,018 $7,750,544 $9,402,468

Electricity and
Natural Gas $31,903,633 $38,366,999 $7,082,579 $11,172,735 $31,903,633 $38,366,999 $8,960,793 $11,172,735

Electricity,
Natural Gas, and
Water

$42,555,032 $41,733,962 $46,236,219 $13,290,836 $42,555,032 $41,733,962 $60,145,022 $13,290,836
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TEN-YEAR HORIZON

Table 41. Total Benefits and Costs, Combining Direct and Indirect (10-year horizon)

10 Years

Single Integrated
Hosted

Multi-Integrated
Hosted

Non-Integrated
Hosted In-House

Benefits Costs Benefits Costs Benefits Costs Benefits Costs

Electricity $220,141,043 $60,938,670 $220,141,043 $61,119,853 $220,141,043 $63,155,925 $220,141,043 $65,199,079

Electricity and
Natural Gas $282,267,635 $73,635,939 $282,267,635 $73,777,616 $282,267,635 $76,187,875 $282,267,635 $78,477,384

Electricity,
Natural Gas, and
Water

$325,440,269 $114,227,205 $325,440,269 $115,118,165 $325,440,269 $129,204,994 $325,440,269 $143,778,684
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Table 42. Breakout of Direct and Indirect Benefits and Costs, Single and Multi-Integrated (10-year horizon)

10 Years
Single Integrated Hosted Multi-Integrated Hosted

Benefits Costs Benefits Costs

Direct Indirect Direct Indirect Direct Indirect Direct Indirect

Electricity $68,380,297 $151,760,747 $4,808,314 $56,130,356 $68,380,297 $151,760,747 $4,989,497 $56,130,356

Electricity and
Natural Gas $88,303,608 $193,871,551 $6,330,599 $67,265,834 $88,303,608 $193,871,551 $6,511,782 $67,265,834

Electricity, Natural
Gas, and Water $114,637,912 $210,709,882 $34,264,571 $79,923,128 $114,637,912 $210,709,882 $35,195,036 $79,923,128

Table 43. Breakout of Direct and Indirect Benefits and Costs, Non-Integrated and In-House (10-year horizon)

10 Years
Non-Integrated Hosted In-House

Benefits Costs Benefits Costs

Direct Indirect Direct Indirect Direct Indirect Direct Indirect

Electricity $68,380,297 $151,760,747 $7,166,269 $56,130,356 $68,380,297 $151,760,747 $9,209,423 $56,130,356

Electricity and
Natural Gas $88,303,608 $193,871,551 $9,132,166 $67,265,834 $88,303,608 $193,871,551 $11,420,804 $67,265,834

Electricity, Natural
Gas, and Water $114,637,912 $210,709,882 $49,530,676 $79,923,128 $114,637,912 $210,709,882 $64,103,496 $79,923,128
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QUALITATIVE BENEFITS

In addition to the purely numerical analysis presented above, Green Button provides additional benefits
to customers, utilities and the Government. Benefits that were minimal, could not be quantified or
estimated due to a lack of data, or could not be robustly or clearly attributed to Green Button were
excluded from the analysis presented above. However, this does not mean they are not important
considerations.

We recommend the Ministry’s use the quantitative analysis provided above to inform its proposal.
However, the proposal should not be limited to this assessment; qualitative benefits should also be
considered. The following are benefits related to Green Button that were confirmed by our research but
were not included in the quantitative analysis for the reasons explained above:

 Increased energy efficiency awareness/education: Customers benefit from increased awareness
about energy efficiency and utilities benefit from opportunities to educate their customers through
Green Button applications. While some of these benefits are quantified through increased
conservation efforts resulting from access to data, our research indicates additional opportunities
exist that would result in higher benefits were they able to be quantified or confirmed.

 Increased real estate value: Access to data about utility costs for buildings (homes and commercial
buildings) can increase real estate value when these buildings are for sale. However, this value tends
to increase over time, as the market becomes attuned to looking for, and basing decisions on, this
type of information. For this reason, the benefits would not be material in the early years. In addition,
they would not be material because they would be a subset (of buildings sold on the market) of a
subset (of buildings that had retrofits resulting from Green Button). In addition, while initiatives such
as Home Energy Rating and Disclosure are being examined and planned in Ontario, without an
immediate launch, owners will not be required to provide this information, leading to even lower
potential benefits due to lack of consistency until programs launch. For this reason, we were not able
to estimate the impacts, and we expect them to be minimal in the early years. However, over time,
we suggest these benefits will play a larger role in overall Green Button benefits.

 Increased customer satisfaction: While increased customer satisfaction as a result of customers
understanding their utility consumption and changes to bills can be quantified in terms of survey scale
results, it is difficult to convert this satisfaction to dollars saved on the part of utilities. There is not an
automatic, direct link between customer satisfaction and reduced customer care centre calls, for
example. Therefore, we were not able to include this benefit in the quantified analysis. Nevertheless,
it can be an important benefit to utilities at a qualitative level.

 Innovation in CDM/DSM programs: Future CDM/DSM programs being developed as a result of Green
Button Connect My Data, including to assist with Pay-for-Performance program design, are a very real
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possibility of a province-wide implementation of Green Button. We therefore included a token
amount as an indirect benefit; however, it is not significant and not to the extent that could be
expected for the following reasons:

o We did not have enough data to suggest the magnitude of such programs (either in terms of
costs or savings).

o Concerned about the risk of relying on behavioural change to achieve their 2020 targets,
electricity utilities were clear they were not specifically planning to design these programs in
the near future.

o There is the potential for evaluation efficiencies related to easier, real-time access to
consistent, machine-readable data; however, while utilities admitted this potential existed,
they could not see how it could be executed.

We therefore believe there are benefits of CDM/DSM program innovation resulting from Green
Button, but we were not able to quantify them to a great extent in the analysis.

 Supporting government policy objectives: An important benefit of Green Button is its ability to
support government policy objectives, including helping to reduce fossil fuel emissions from
enhanced customer access to utility data (as stated in Ontario’s Climate Change Action Plan). Another
example is the Minister’s directive to the Ontario Energy Board to provide guidance and expectations
to utilities within three parameters, one of which is customer control (defined as “providing the
customer with increased information and tools to promote conservation of electricity”. 39 The Board
highlights Green Button as an example for utilities to provide consumption data to their customers in
a user-friendly format in order to achieve customer control objectives. Green Button is able to support
these, and other similar objectives. However, the quantified dollar value cannot be estimated and is
therefore addressed qualitatively only.

 Economic development and innovation (i.e., improved access to North American market,
supporting development of innovative services): Third-party solution providers/application
developers indicated that a province-wide implementation of Green Button would provide them with
an important opportunity to develop applications that could be used in a broader North American
market and support the development of innovative services. In addition, customer access to data
could result in job creation and positive economic impact in Ontario (through increased demand for
consultant/service provider services, greater efficiencies in existing organizations, etc.). While some
of these benefits can be quantified, to do so requires a great number of assumptions that we believed
would reduce the robustness and validity of the outputs. We therefore elected to exclude them from
the model and address them qualitatively.

39 Ontario Energy Board. 2013. Supplemental Report on Smart Grid. EB-2011-0004. February 11, 2013.
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CONCLUSION

Dunsky’s cost-benefit analysis of mandating Green Button in Ontario, conducted for Ontario’s Ministry of
Energy, was designed to assess the cost-effectiveness of implementing Green Button across a range of
scenarios, with variables focused on:

 Green Button Options: DMD only or DMD/CMD;
 Utility Type: Electricity, Natural Gas, Water; and
 Implementation Type: Single Integrated (Hosted), Multi-Integrated (Hosted), Non-Integrated

(Hosted), In-House.

To develop inputs and obtain feedback on the results of the analysis, we consulted a broad range of
stakeholders, including utilities, customers, government and intra-sector organizations, third-party
service providers, and non-profit groups and associations.

The results of our analysis indicate that implementing Green Button in Ontario will be cost-effective from
a societal standpoint. When focusing purely on the numbers, implementing Green Button DMD/CMD
across electricity and natural gas utilities is the most cost-effective path forward.

Adding water utilities to the implementation is also a cost-effective scenario from a societal standpoint
under a single-integrated or multi-integrated model. However, this is primarily based on the benefits from
electricity and natural gas outweighing the costs of implementing Green Button for water. In other words,
implementing Green Button for water utilities in and of themselves is generally not cost-effective, because
the costs outweigh the benefits when considering water on its own.

In addition, implementing Green Button Connect My Data (CMD) in conjunction with Download My Data
(DMD) provides the greatest benefits, and a single-integrated or multi-integrated implementation (with
one, or a limited number of Green Button platforms for each utility type) is the most cost-effective
implementation type, with negligible differences in results between the two.

We note that our analysis was high-level and designed to assess whether or not benefits outweighed the
costs of a Green Button implementation. It does not contain enough granularity to assess actual
implementation costs. Qualitative considerations such as such as increases in awareness of energy
efficiency, real estate value, customer satisfaction, and CDM/DSM program innovation, and economic
development and innovation, as well as support for government policy objectives would also increase the
value of a Green Button implementation. They have not, however, been included within the quantitative
analysis. For these reasons, any of the scenarios included in this report should be considered valid outputs
to assist the Ministry in moving forward with a proposal for a Green Button implementation in Ontario.
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APPENDIX A: COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS RESULTS STAKEHOLDER PRESENTATION
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 Objective:
 Assess the impacts of implementing Green Button in Ontario

across a range of potential scenarios to help inform the
Ministry of Energy’s Green Button proposal.

OVERVIEW

March/
April

• Stakeholder consultations (focus groups) to introduce Green Button and to understand
stakeholder data requirements and areas of benefits.

April/
May

• Interviews with identified stakeholders to gather information on costs and benefits related
to Green Button implementation.

June

• Surveyed utilities and hosted Software as a Service (SaaS) Green Button implementation
providers to help quantify costs and benefits.

• Additional secondary research to develop assumptions and gather data for additional costs
and benefits.
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COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

1. Stakeholder Consultations

2. Primary and Secondary Research

3. Inputs and Assumptions

4. Implementation Scenarios

4. Scenario Analysis
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QUANTITATIVE
Direct (Layer 1A) Indirect (Layer 2A)
• Benefits and costs are a

direct result of Green
Button implementation

• Monetary value can be
estimated based on
available information

• Indirect consequence of
Green Button
implementation

• Require an additional
external influence or
decision point in order to
materialize

• Monetary value can be
estimated based on
available information

COSTS & BENEFITS – CATEGORIZATION

QUALITATIVE
(Layer 2B)

• Not included in Cost-Benefit
Model

• Reported as “additional costs/
benefits”

• Used in overall analysis and
policy recommendations
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 Quantitative categories included in the cost-benefit analysis are presented below.
 The analysis is conservative.

 Benefits that were minimal, could not be quantified or estimated, or could not be attributed clearly
to Green Button were excluded or included in the qualitative benefits.

Item Impacted
Groups* Category

Costs

• Implementation – one-time set-up costs (platform development  and
utility integration)

Hosted SaaS GB
Implementation
Providers,
Utilities

Direct, Quantified

• Operational - annual Utilities Direct, Quantified
• Energy efficiency retrofits Customers Indirect, Quantified

Benefits
(Quantified)

• Resource and time efficiencies due to simplified process and standard
format related to accessing data (i.e., for internal or external
monitoring, or benchmarking requirements)

• Included for customers/service providers currently monitoring and
benchmarking, and for new customer requirements resulting from Bill
135

Customers,
Service Providers Direct, Quantified

• Increased energy efficiency and conservation (behavioural, operational,
retrofit), both within and outside of existing CDM/DSM programs Customers** Indirect, Quantified

• Reduced customer care effort Utilities Indirect, Quantified
• CDM/DSM program efficiencies and innovations Utilities Indirect, Quantified

COSTS AND BENEFITS

*Groups to which costs and benefits are assigned.
**Benefits are assigned to end-users only (not utilities) to avoid double-counting.
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 Qualitative categories are presented below but were not
included in the cost-benefit analysis calculations.

Item Impacted
Groups* Category

Benefits
(Not
Quantified)

Increased energy efficiency awareness/education Customers, Utilities Direct, Qualitative

Increased real estate value Customers Direct, Qualitative

Increased customer satisfaction Utilities Direct, Qualitative

Innovation in CDM/DSM programs Utilities Direct, Qualitative

Supporting government policy objectives Utilities, Government Direct, Qualitative

Economic development and innovation (i.e., improved access
to North American market, supporting development of
innovative services)

Service Providers,
Government Direct, Qualitative

COSTS AND BENEFITS

*Groups to which costs and benefits are assigned.
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 Setup Costs
 Setup costs are mostly influenced by the utility’s integration services.*
 For utility types with a significant number of individual utilities (e.g.,

water and electricity), the number of independent platforms
represent a significant portion of the costs.

 Annual Costs
 Ongoing annual costs are influenced mostly by the penetration of

Green Button in Ontario.
 Directly related to activity level on the platform.

KEY DRIVERS - COSTS

*i.e., integration with customer portals, Extract, Transform, Load (ETL) systems, meter data, MDM/R; testing; marketing;
security and privacy validation.
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 Benefits – ~85% in Commercial and Institutional (C&I)
Sector

1. Increased Conservation – Energy Efficiency (EE) Retrofit and Behavioural (indirect
benefit from Green Button)
 Green Button provides customers with more timely and easier access to

data so they are more likely to undertake EE actions
 Greatest benefits are in C&I EE Retrofit
 2nd greatest benefits are in C&I Behavioural and Operational

2. Future Large Building Energy and Water Reporting and Benchmarking
requirements (Bill 135) (indirect benefit from Green Button)
 ~18,000 buildings are expected to be required to annually report monthly

energy and water consumption
 Green Button provides a simplified process to collect this information

3. Increased Efficiencies in Consumption, Billing and Generation Data Processes –
replace existing processes (direct benefit from Green Button)
 Reduced efforts to collect and process utility consumption data
 Reduced efforts to collect and process utility bills
 Reduced efforts for data validation and quality control

KEY DRIVERS - BENEFITS
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 3 Dimensions
 Utility Type: Electric, Natural Gas, Water
 Implementation Type: Single Integrated (Hosted), Multi-

Integrated/Non-Integrated (Hosted), In-House
 Green Button Option: DMD, DMD+CMD

Nat Gas
Water

Electric

Nat Gas
Water

Electric

Nat Gas
Water

Electric

Nat Gas
Water

Electric

Nat Gas
Water

Electric

Nat Gas
Water

Electric

Co
st

s
Be

ne
fit

s Single Integrated (Hosted)

Non-Integrated/M
ulti-

Integrated  Hosted
Implementation

In-House (Utility Hosted)

DMD
DMD + CMD

SCENARIOS
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GREEN BUTTON OPTION

Option Details

Green Button
Download My
Data (DMD)

• Provides customers with the ability to download their
utility data directly, through their utilities’ websites

• Data is downloaded in XML and is provided in a
consistent format

Green Button
Connect My
Data (CMD)

• Provides customers with the ability to share their data
with solution providers and compatible databases in an
automated way, based on consumer authorization

• Process follows Privacy By Design principles
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UTILITY TYPE

Utility Type Key Factors in Analysis Details

Electricity

Utility Population and Sizes • 7 Large, 21 Medium, 44 Small

Metering Infrastructure • All are metered
• Most have completed smart meter

implementation for Residential and Small
Commercial

• Submeters exist for many buildings (but
unknown to what extent by utilities)

Total Number of Accounts • 5,162,768 accounts

Natural Gas

Utility Population and Sizes • 2 Large, 1 Small

Metering Infrastructure • All are metered
• Combination of Automatic Meter Reading

(AMR) and analog meters

Total Number of Accounts • 3,423,622 accounts

Water

Utility Population and Sizes • 39 Large, 91 Medium, 550 Small

70% of Small Water Utilities are Metered • Only metered utilities included in analysis

Of the Metered Utilities:
Utility Population and Sizes

• 39 Large, 91 Medium, 385 Small

Total Number of Accounts • 4,955,366 accounts
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IMPLEMENTATION TYPE: HOSTED

 Difference between hosted implementation types is in the number of providers
(fewer providers creates efficiencies in cost and effort)
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IMPLEMENTATION TYPE: IN-HOUSE
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IMPLEMENTATION TYPE

*Hypothetical scenario demonstrating potential synergies

Lower
Cost

Higher
Cost

Single Integrated
Hosted

Multi-Integrated
Hosted

Non-Integrated
Hosted

In-House

Hosted SaaS
provider

implements
Green Button for

all utilities

3
implementation
platforms (1 per

utility type)

Single platform
development
cost per utility

type.

Each utility
develops its own
platform on its
own IT systems

Each utility has the
option to develop/
procure its own GB

SaaS hosted platform

Limited number
of Green Button

hosted SaaS
platforms are

used by all
utilities*

591
implementation

platforms

All utilities incur
development

costs

591
implementation

platforms

Multiple
development

costs

5
implementation

platforms

Platform
development

cost multiplied
by 12
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RESULTS
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CONTEXT AND CONSIDERATIONS

 Green Button is a relatively new standard, with little existing data on
implementation.
 Information gathered was largely new and primary-source based.
 Data for some sectors and/or costs and benefits is more widely available

than others.
 Where detailed, granular data does not exist or the project scope did not

allow for in-depth research, our team developed assumptions and proxies.
 The analysis shows scenarios that are cost-effective and ones that are not.
 There is a margin of error associated with the results. Ratios should not be

interpreted as exact; they should be interpreted as indicative.

 Results are presented at the societal level, not for individual sectors or
customer groups.
 However, the results have been built up from inputs at the sector and

customer-group level rather than developed from a top-down approach.

 Results include both direct and indirect benefits.
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SUMMARY OF SCENARIO RESULTS

 Benefit/Cost Ratios of Green Button DMD only

Utility Type Single Integrated
Hosted

Multi-Integrated
Hosted

Non-Integrated
Hosted In-House

5-year 10-year 5-year 10-year 5-year 10-year 5-year 10-year

Electricity 2.2 3.5 2.1 3.4 1.8 3.03 1.4 2.5

Electricity and
Natural Gas 2.3 2.9 2.1 2.8 1.7 2.5 1.3 2.1

Electricity, Natural
Gas, and Water 0.3 0.8 0.6 1.4 0.2 0.5 0.2 0.6

Natural Gas
Component** 2.4 1.8 2.1 1.7 1.9 1.4 0.5 0.8

Water Component** 0.04 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.02 0.1 0.03 0.1

*Utility-hosted
**Incremental results
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SUMMARY OF SCENARIO RESULTS

 Benefit/Cost Ratios of Green Button DMD/CMD

Utility Type
Single

Integrated
Hosted

Multi-Integrated
Hosted

Non-Integrated
Hosted In-House*

5-year 10-
year

5-year 10-
year

5-year 10-
year

5-year 10-
year

Electricity 4.1 3.6 4.04 3.6 3.5 3.5 3.2 3.4

Electricity and Natural
Gas 4.4 3.8 4.4 3.8 3.9 3.7 3.5 3.6

Electricity, Natural Gas,
and Water 1.9 2.8 1.8 2.8 1.4 2.5 1.1 2.3

Natural Gas
Component** 6.2 4.9 6.0 5.0 5.6 4.8 5.4 4.7

Water Component** 0.5 1.1 0.5 1.04 0.3 0.8 0.3 0.7

*Utility-hosted
**Incremental results
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 Deploying Green Button Connect My Data (CMD) in
conjunction with Download My Data (DMD) provides
greater benefits than DMD alone.
 While consistently formatted electronic data downloads (DMD-

only) are beneficial for sophisticated customers, the ability to
develop tailor-made solutions and applications and create
efficiencies with data transfer and authorization multiply the
benefits when CMD is added.

RESULTS: GREEN BUTTON OPTION
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RESULTS: UTILITY TYPES

 Deploying Green Button for electricity and natural gas only is
the most cost-effective option.
 The benefits are highest for electricity, and the costs are lower for natural

gas because there are so few utilities.

 Including water is cost-effective from a societal level when
combined with electricity and natural gas.

 However, this is primarily based on the benefits from
electricity and natural gas outweighing the costs of
implementing Green Button for water.
 The majority of water utilities are small, with limited resources and

minimal IT and metering infrastructure.
 The costs to become “Green Button ready” would be significant for them,

and the benefits are limited.
 Only water utilities with metering infrastructure were included in the

analysis. Water utilities not included in the analysis are not generally
planning to upgrade their infrastructure in the next five years.
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WATER UTILITIES
 Implementing Green Button for all water utilities on their own (i.e. not combined with

electricity and natural gas) is not cost-effective under most options due to:
 Higher integration costs:

 Large number of metered water utilities
 Each one results in multiplied integration and platform costs

 Lower unit benefits per customer. For example:
 Lack of engagement in water conservation (not including large customers)
 Lower bill frequency (so less chance to use data/receive benefits)

 Water may be cost-effective on its own with Single Integrated Hosted and Multi-Integrated
Hosted implementations over a 10-year horizon.
 The result is well within the margin of error.
 However, in developing our analysis, we have erred on the side of being conservative

rather than permissive in terms of benefits.

Option
Single Integrated

Hosted
Multi-Integrated

Hosted
Non-Integrated

Hosted In-House*

5-year 10-year 5-year 10-year 5-year 10-year 5-year 10-year
DMD 0.04 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.02 0.1 0.03 0.1

DMD/CMD 0.5 1.1 0.5 1.04 0.3 0.8 0.3 0.7
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WATER UTILITIES

 There are some options that increase the cost-
effectiveness of implementing Green Button for water
utilities on their own, including implementing it only for
the largest utilities:

 37 utilities, representing ~78% of the population

 Lower integration costs:

 Fewer number of utilities, reducing integration and platform costs

 Larger number of customers per utility, reducing the per-
customer cost

Deployment
Non-Integrated

Hosted
Single Integrated

Hosted In-House*

5-year 10-year 5-year 10-year 5-year 10-year

DMD/CMD 1.7 1.7 1.2 1.8 0.8 1.4
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RESULTS: IMPLEMENTATION TYPE

 The Single Integrated Hosted implementation is the most cost-
effective option when implementing for all utility types.*

 Single Integrated and Multi-Integrated Hosted are equally cost-
effective when implementing only for electricity and natural gas.

 A Non-Integrated Hosted option is assumed to increase costs
because of the need to develop a greater number of platforms.

 In-House Hosting is the least efficient because it is not part of
utilities’ core business.

*For Green Button DMD+CMD over 10 years, a Multi-Integrated implementation has the same cost-benefit ratio as the Single Integrated option.
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KEY SCENARIO 1: SINGLE INTEGRATED/MULTI-INTEGRATED
HOSTED ELECTRICITY & NATURAL GAS

Dimension Results
Cost-Benefit
Ratio

5-Year
Horizon 4.4

10-Year
Horizon 3.8

Utility Type Electricity and Natural Gas
Implementation Single Integrated Hosted;

Multi-Integrated Hosted
Green Button Option Download My Data and Connect My Data
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KEY SCENARIO 2: SINGLE INTEGRATED HOSTED
ELECTRICITY, NATURAL GAS & WATER

Dimension Results
Cost-Benefit
Ratio

5-Year
Horizon 1.9

10-Year
Horizon 2.8

Utility Type Electricity, Natural Gas and Water
Implementation Single Integrated Hosted
Green Button Option Download My Data and Connect My Data
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KEY SCENARIO 3: MULTI-INTEGRATED HOSTED
ELECTRICITY, NATURAL GAS & WATER

Dimension Results
Cost-Benefit
Ratio

5-Year
Horizon 1.8

10-Year
Horizon 2.8

Utility Type Electricity, Natural Gas and Water
Implementation Multi-Integrated Hosted
Green Button Option Download My Data and Connect My Data
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General Inputs:
Source

IESO real discount rate (CDM EE Cost-Effectiveness Test Guide): http://www.ieso.ca/-
/media/files/ieso/document-library/conservation/ldc-toolkit/cdm-ee-cost-effectiveness-test-guide-v2-
20150326.pdf?la=en
Ontario long-term bond rates: http://www.ofina.on.ca/pdf/bond_issue_details_DMTN228_to_R19.pdf

Ontario's annual inflation rate in June 2016: http://inflationcalculator.ca/2016-cpi-and-inflation-rates-for-
ontario/

Monetary values base year: 2016 Costs and benefits are expressed in 2016 values.
Rogers' Diffusion of Innovation

Population Inputs:

Group to which
Costs/Benefits are

Assigned
Sub Group Population Source Submeter

penetration Source

Large Commercial 32,011 Statistics Canada, Survey of Commercial and Institutional Energy use - Buildings 2009 0.03%
Small Commercial 112,672 Statistics Canada 0.40%
Large Industrial 120 Statistics Canada 0
Institutional 19,630 Statistics Canada 0.03%
Residential 3,342,822 Statistics Canada, Private Households, by structural type of dwellings 3.40%
Large Commercial 54,706 0.03%
Small Commercial 432,565 0.40%
Large Industrial 120 0.00%
Institutional 19,637 0.03%

Residential 4,655,740
OEB 2014 Yearbook of Electricity Distributors; Utility IT Survey; For water utilities: based on population in
each municipality, average numer of individuals per household in Ontario 3.40%

Electricity Utility Large 7 OEB 2014 Yearbook of Electricity Distributors
Electricity Utility Medium 21 OEB 2014 Yearbook of Electricity Distributors
Electricity Utility Small 44 OEB 2014 Yearbook of Electricity Distributors
Natural Gas Utility Large 2 OEB 2014 Yearbook of Natural Gas Distributors
Natural Gas Utility Small 1 OEB 2014 Yearbook of Natural Gas Distributors
Water Utility Large 39 http://www.watertapontario.com/asset-map/utilities/water-and-wastewater-utilities
Water Utility Medium 91 http://www.watertapontario.com/asset-map/utilities/water-and-wastewater-utilities

Water Utility Small 385
Assumes 70% are metered (IT Survey); http://www.watertapontario.com/asset-map/utilities/water-and-
wastewater-utilities

Discount Rate (Societal): 2%

Participation in Green Button

Buildings/ Facilities

Total Utility Accounts per
customer type

Notes

Adjustment to IESO real discount rate of 4% (CDM EE Cost-
Effectiveness Test Guide) to reflect conservative view of
30-year Ontario real bond rates of 1.2%). The social
discount rate represents the public benefit perspective of
the Green Button framework, and based on industry
practices, normally reflects the long-term treasury bonds
borrowing rates. For the Green Button Framework
analysis, considering the IESO social discount rate, a 2%
social discount rate was selected.

Varies by cost/benefit category

Estimates developed from IT Survey

Estimates for percentage of accounts by
customer type developed from IT Survey

OEB 2014 Yearbook of Electricity Distributors; Utility IT Survey; For water utilities: based on proportion of
electric to water accounts

General Input

As per leading industry practices, the cost-effectiveness
analysis uses real values, and do not require adjustments
for inflation.Inflation Rate: 1.7%
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Costs:
Category and Input Source Notes

Platform Setup Costs Stakeholder Interviews, Solution Providers survey Includes front-end solutions, cloud services, Green Button platform, development and testing, and registration costs

Utility Integration Costs, variable by utility size Stakeholder interviews with Ontario GB Pilot utilities Includes ETL protocols and other integration costs such as integration with customer portals, meter data, external testing and validation, etc.

Setup Costs account for the number of platforms in each implementation scenario (single integrated = 3 (1 per utility type), in-house/non-integrated = 591 (1
per utility), multi-integrated = 12 (5 per utility type except 2 for natural gas)
Efficiencies increase from in-house, to non-integrated, to single-integrated. Separate assumptions were not developed for multi-integrated hosted
(centralized assumptions were used with a simple multiplication of development costs)
100% implementation within 4 years: 35%, 70%, 92%, 100%
Accounts for current implementation of DMD and CMD in electricity utilities

Platform Setup Costs Stakeholder Interviews, Solution Providers survey Includes front-end solutions, cloud services, Green Button platform, development and testing (including of required security and privacy mechanisms and
protocols), and registration costs

Utility Integration Costs, variable by utility size Stakeholder interviews Subset of DMD/CMD costs, based on cost breakdown and professional judgment. Includes ETL protocols and other integration costs such as integration with
customer portals, meter data, external testing and validation, etc.

Setup Costs account for the number of platforms in each implementation scenario (single integrated = 3 (1 per utility type), in-house/non-integrated = 591 (1
per utility), multi-integrated = 12 (5 per utility type except 2 for natural gas)
Efficiencies increase from in-house, to non-integrated, to single-integrated. Separate assumptions were not developed for multi-integrated hosted
(centralized assumptions were used with a simple multiplication of development costs)
100% implementation within 4 years: 35%, 70%, 92%, 100%
Accounts for current implementation of DMD in electricity utilities

Annual Variable cost by participating customer Stakeholder Interviews Costs are for maintenance and ongoing operations
Impact of Implementation Scenarios Professional judgement and stakeholder interviews Efficiencies increase from utility-hosted, to non-integrated hosted, to single-integrated.
Forecasted Participation Modeled through the Adoption/Penetration Rate analysis

Unit Costs of Retrofit Activity ($/conservation benefit) Ontario utility and other Canadian CDM/DSM Plans Water: assumes similar cost per benefit value as electricity
Forecasted Participation Rogers' Diffusion of Innovation Uses the same adoption rate as retrofit activity (see benefits).

They do not include potential costs from new programs developed as a result of Green Button or additional program administrator costs that could be incurred due to higher participation in CDM/DSM programs (which are not a
one-to-one relationship).

General Notes:

Key Inputs:

Forecasted Participation Professional judgement

Key Inputs:

Costs are total measure costs.

Forecasted Participation Professional judgement

Variability by implementation scenario Professional judgement and stakeholder interviews

Retrofit Costs

Annual Green Button Implementation Costs

One-Time Green Button Implementation Costs
Use Case: Set-Up and Integration Costs - One Time - DMD/CMD
Key Inputs:

Use Case: Set-Up and Integration Costs - One Time - DMD
Key Inputs:

Variability by implementation scenario Professional judgement and stakeholder interviews
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Benefits:
Category and Input Source Notes

Value by customer participating through a CMD solution
(quantified through avoided costs) Stakeholder consultations and interviews

Assigning benefit unit value Source Data: interviews with stakeholders Stakeholders clearly identified electricity as the key utility consumption data that would provide the majority of benefits
for a GB implementation. The distribution reflects the feedback provided by stakeholders.

Benefits for a new user of utility data through CMD, for
electricity Stakeholder consultations and interviews Distribution by utility type based on the value of each utility type's data to customers (+/-64% of total benefits attributed

to electricity)
Benefits for a new user of utility data through CMD, for
natural gas Stakeholder consultations and interviews Distribution by utility type based on value of each utility type's data to customers (+/-22% of total benefits attributed to

natural gas
Benefits for a new user of utility data, through CMD, for
water Stakeholder consultations and interviews Distribution by utility type based on value of each utility type's data to customers (+/-14% of total benefits attributed to

water)

Benefits for existing users of utility data in e-format Interviews with Stakeholders & Professional Judgement Incremental benefits to current process. Benefits stem from simplified process and standardized format. A minimal dollar
value was assigned because several of the key benefits were already being experienced by those customers.

Benefits for tenants Professional judgement used to link to study addressing behavioural spillover effects

Existing users of utility data in e-format Utility IT surveys

O.Reg. 20/17 Communication with the Ministry of Energy; Ministry of Energy "Energy use and greenhouse gas emissions from the
Broader Public Sector: 2014" (reporting and non-reporting organizations).

Institutional buildings accessing data through the EBT Hub are excluded from this class. Includes the 10% of federal and
provincial institutional buildings not included in O.Reg. 397/11

New C&I users of utility data Communication with the Ministry of Energy; Ministry of Energy "Energy use and greenhouse gas emissions from the
Broader Public Sector: 2014" (reporting and non-reporting organizations). Remaining proportion of population of C&I buildings not currently accessing consumption data or subject to O.Reg. 20/17

New residential users of utility data See number of customer accounts and number of buildings in General Inputs

Based on diffusion of innovation algorithm Rogers' Diffusion of Innovation This theory has been applied successfully to DSM/CDM programs to forecast participation.
Professional judgement based on barriers for each customer type, considering sophistication in consumption data
management, resource availabilities (lower penetration for small commercial and residential)
Other requirements (compliance to O.Reg. 20/17)

Utility Consumption, Billing and Generation Data Process Efficiencies

Key Inputs:

Parameters of Algorithm

Forecasting Penetration

Assigning customers to appropriate category

GB Phase: DMD and CMD do not bring the same value to participants
Customer Type: Residential and Small Commercial customers have less sophisticated processes to collect and analyze consumption data - GB translates into higher unit benefits
Current Practices: Customers already accessing consumption data in e-format will have lower benefits than new participants
Utility Type: The benefits are higher when more utility types are involved. Customers need to access or request data to each utility type individually.
Ownership Status: C&I Building Owners and Property Managers are experiencing higher benefits: benchmarking efficiencies, more use cases for energy tracking.

General Notes:

Customers
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Benefits (continued):
Category and Input Source Notes

General Sources:

Average Building Electricity Consumption Average Electricity Intensity in Ontario, based on NRCAN's Comprehensive Energy Use Database Conservative estimates were used due to unknowns regarding actual impacts

Average Building Natural Gas Consumption Average Electricity Intensity in Ontario, based on NRCAN's Comprehensive Energy Use Database Conservative estimates were used due to unknowns regarding actual impacts

Average Building Water Consumption
Calculated from Total Water Consumption per Capita (Sustainable Water Management Division, Environment Canada.
2011 Municipal Water Use Report – Municipal Water Use 2009 Statistics), Residential Water Consumption per Capita,
number of accounts.

Assuming water consumption across customer class is proportional to electricity consumption. Conservative estimates
were used due to unknowns regarding actual impacts

Value of Conservation Avoided Costs - based on Union Gas DSM Plan 2015-2018 , app. B (the Plan includes avoided costs for natural gas,
electricity, and water Conservative estimates were used due to unknowns regarding actual impacts

Conservation Level Literature Review of conservation programs based on access to utility consumption data (Murray, M. and J. Hawley.
2016. Got Data? The Value of Energy Data Access to Consumers. Mission:Data) Conservative estimates were used due to unknowns regarding actual impacts

Behavioural & Operational Savings Unit Value per building
type Average Building Utility Consumption by building type * Avoided Costs * Conservation Level

Electricity Retrofit Savings Ontario utility and other Canadian CDM/DSM Plans and average energy rates
Natural Gas Retrofit Savings Ontario utility and other Canadian CDM/DSM Plans and average energy rates

Water Retrofit Savings Conservatively estimated based on electricity/natural gas potential savings (Ontario utility and other Canadian CDM/DSM
Plans and average energy rates) Conservatively estimated based on electricity/natural gas potential savings

Based on diffusion of innovation algorithm Rogers' Diffusion of Innovation This theory has been applied successfully to DSM/CDM programs to forecast participation.

Parameters of Algorithm Professional judgement based on barriers for each customer type, considering sophistication in consumption data
management, resource availabilities (lower penetration for small commercial and residential)

Residential: Participation after 5 yrs is 1% of total customers
Commercial participation after 5 yrs: large: 6%, small: 2%, institutional: 6%

Use Case: Increased Conservation: Behavioural & Operational

General Notes:

Literature review including:
- Murray, M. and J. Hawley. 2016. Got Data? The Value of Energy Data Access to Consumers.Mission:Data.
- Navigant Consulting Inc., 2016. Home Energy Report Opwer Program PY7 Evaluation Report: Commonwealth Edison.
- Opinion Dynamics. 2013. Massachusetts Cross-Cutting Behavioral Program Evaluation Integrated Report: Massachusetts Energy Efficiency Advisory Council and Behavioral Research Team.

Does not differentiate between savings within and outside of CDM/DSM programs.
Does not include potential savings resulting from new programs developed as a result of Green Button.
Behavioural savings from access to consumption data have been evaluated to vary between 4 and 12%, depending on the technology involved and engagement methodologies.

The model assumes a conservative 1% for behavioural savings to recognize that the utilities do not have control over the engagement.

Key Inputs:

Calculation:

Customers

Utility Consumption, Billing and Generation Data Process Efficiencies

A DSM-driven GB-related program would elicit a much higher level of participation than what is included in the model. Current behavioural programs available (Home Energy Report) claim 1 to 2% savings across the entire population receiving the
reports. Savings by individual customers attributable to reports can be much higher than this.

Results:

Forecasting Penetration

The penetration curve selected were modest, and reflects early evidence of use of GB-enabled apps in other jurisdictions.

Conservation savings achieved as a result of increased access to data.
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Benefits (continued):
Category and Input Source Notes

Average Building Electricity Consumption Average Electricity Intensity in Ontario, based on NRCAN's Comprehensive Energy Use Database
Average Building Natural Gas Consumption Average Electricity Intensity in Ontario, based on NRCAN's Comprehensive Energy Use Database

Average Building Water Consumption Calculated from Total Water Consumption per Capita, Residential Water Consumption per Capita, number of accounts
per capita

Assuming water consumption across customer class is proportional to electricity consumption

Value of Conservation Avoided Costs - based on Union Gas DSM Plan 2015-2018, app. B (the Plan includes avoided costs for natural gas,
electricity, and water)

Conservation Level  Savings estimation based on evaluation experience and Ontario utility and other Canadian CDM/DSM Plans. Conservative Estimate - 10% savings - average of retrofit activities considering several achieve 20% more savings with
utility conservation programs.

Behavioural & Operational Savings Unit Value per building
type Average Building Utility Consumption by building type* Avoided Costs * Conservation Level

Based on diffusion of innovation algorithm Rogers' Diffusion of Innovation This theory has been applied successfully to DSM/CDM programs to forecast participation.

Parameters of Algorithm Professional judgement based on barriers for each customer type, considering sophistication in consumption data
management, resource availabilities (lower penetration for small commercial and residential)

Residential: Participation after 5 yrs is 0.4% of total customers - this captures conservation activities requiring expenditure

Commercial participation after 5 yrs: large: 0.7%, small: 0.12%, institutional:0.7%

Average benefit per building, per building type, utility type Interviews with Stakeholders This benefit is included as a dollar value reflecting reduced effort to access utility consumption data for monitoring and
benchmarking activities

Based on diffusion of innovation algorithm Rogers' Diffusion of Innovation This theory has been applied successfully to DSM/CDM programs to forecast participation
Parameters of Algorithm Professional judgement based on barriers, interviews with stakeholders

Average benefit per building, per building type, utility type Interviews with Stakeholders This benefit stems from reduced effort to access utility consumption data to conduct engineering analysis

Based on diffusion of innovation algorithm Rogers' Diffusion of Innovation This theory has been applied successfully to DSM/CDM programs to forecast participation
Parameters of Algorithm Professional judgement based on barriers, interviews with stakeholders

Annual Cost Reduction- reduced customer care efforts - by
utility type and size Stakeholder Interviews, Utility IT Surveys

Forecasting Penetration Professional Judgement 100% implementation within 4 years: 35%, 70%, 92%, 100%

Annual Cost Reduction- CDM/DSM Program Efficiencies
and Innovations - by utility type and size

Values estimated based on Stakeholder Interviews This is a token benefit expressed in $ per utility

Key Inputs:

Results:

Key Inputs:

Forecasting Penetration

Key Inputs:

Forecasting Penetration

Key Inputs:

Utility CDM/DSM Program Efficiencies and Innovations

Use Case: Engineering Services - One-Time Services Requiring Utility Consumption Data

Use Case: Ongoing Utility Consumption Monitoring and Benchmarking
Solution Providers

Utility Reduced Customer Care Effort

Utility Consumption, Billing and Generation Data Process Efficiencies
Customers (continued)

Key Inputs:

Calculation:

Forecasting Penetration:

Use Case: Increased Conservation: Retrofit
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Benefits
Direct
Quant

Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual

Utility Consumption, Billing and Generation Data Process Efficiencies
Energy  tracking (voluntary and internal) - customers who currently
gather and track data Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Energy audit efficiencies
Energy  tracking
Energy and water reporting and benchmarking
Consistent machine readable data among multiple utilities
Increased data (consumption, billing and generation) accuracy/
quality
Simplified data sharing authorization process
Increased frequency and granularity of utility data

Energy and water reporting and benchmarking - customers' future
data collection related to Bill 135 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Energy audit efficiencies (new customer requirements)
Energy  tracking (new customer requirements)
Energy and water reporting and benchmarking
Consistent machine readable data among multiple utilities
Increased data (consumption, billing and generation)
accuracy/quality
Simplified data sharing authorization process
Increased frequency and granularity of utility data
Increased operational efficiencies within utilities from
improvements to IT systems

Increased Conservation
Non-retrofit savings Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Greater behavioural-based conservation
Greater operational savings in buildings
Increased CDM/DSM program participation

Increased energy efficiency retrofit savings Y Y Y Y Y
Increased energy efficiency / conservation education
Increased CDM/DSM program participation

Other Conservation
CMD/DSM program efficiencies and innovations
New CDM/DSM program design based on Green Button
CDM/DSM program implementation efficiencies
CDM/DSM program evaluation efficiencies

Quantitative input into model

Large Commercial Small Commercial Large Industrial Institutional Residential Large Commercial ResidentialInstitutional

Property Owners/Managers

Customer Groups

Tenants/Residents

Large IndustrialSmall Commercial

Benefit that is not broken out quantitatively in the model Category Heading
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Benefits
Direct
Quant

Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual

Increased Real Estate Value Y Y Y Y Y
Customer Service Benefits

Reduced customer care effort
Increased customer satisfaction / engagement
Improved customer access to data

Support government policy objectives

Reduce/remove barriers to reporting & benchmarking requirements
Support OEB's customer education/customer control goals
Support Ontario's Conservation objectives and Climate Change
Action Plan

Economic Development and Innovation
Job Creation
Improved Access to North American Market
Support new use cases and development of innovative services

Costs
GB Implementation Costs

GB infrastructure - cloud services, platform
GB infrastructure - front end
Security and privacy
Third-party applications - registration and testing

GB Utility Integration
Integration with customer portal
Computer information systems Extract, Transform, and Load (ETL)
protocols
Meter Data
Integration with third-party meter data management
Testing
Marketing
Security and privacy

Increased energy efficiency retrofit costs Y Y Y Y Y

Quantitative input into model Benefit that is not broken out quantitatively in the model Category Heading

Customer Groups

Property Owners/Managers Tenants/Residents

Large Commercial Small Commercial Large Industrial Institutional Residential Large Commercial Small Commercial Large Industrial Institutional Residential
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Direct
Quant

Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual

Utility Consumption, Billing and Generation Data Process Efficiencies
Energy  tracking (voluntary and internal) - customers who currently gather
and track data Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Energy audit efficiencies
Energy  tracking
Energy and water reporting and benchmarking
Consistent machine readable data among multiple utilities

Increased data (consumption, billing and generation) accuracy/ quality
Simplified data sharing authorization process
Increased frequency and granularity of utility data

Energy and water reporting and benchmarking - customers' future data
collection related to Bill 135 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Energy audit efficiencies (new customer requirements)
Energy  tracking (new customer requirements)
Energy and water reporting and benchmarking
Consistent machine readable data among multiple utilities

Increased data (consumption, billing and generation) accuracy/quality
Simplified data sharing authorization process
Increased frequency and granularity of utility data
Increased operational efficiencies within utilities from improvements to
IT systems

Increased Conservation
Non-retrofit savings

Greater behavioural-based conservation*
Greater operational savings in buildings*
Increased CDM/DSM program participation*

Increased energy efficiency retrofit savings
Increased energy efficiency / conservation education Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Increased CDM/DSM program participation*

Other Conservation
CMD/DSM program efficiencies and innovations Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
New CDM/DSM program design based on Green Button Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
CDM/DSM program implementation efficiencies Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
CDM/DSM program evaluation efficiencies Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Quantitative input into model

Water Utilities
(Large)

Water Utilities
(Medium)

Water Utilities
(Small)

Water Utilities
(linked to LDC)

Benefits

Utilities

Electric Utilities

Benefit that is not broken out quantitatively in the model Category Heading

Natural Gas Utilities Water Utilities
Electricity

(Large)
Electricity
(Medium)

Electricty
(Small)

Natural Gas Utilities
(Large)

Natural Gas Utilities
(Small)
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Direct
Quant

Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual

Increased Real Estate Value
Customer Service Benefits

Reduced customer care effort Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Increased customer satisfaction / engagement Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Improved customer access to data Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Support government policy objectives

Reduce/remove barriers to reporting & benchmarking requirements
Support OEB's customer education/customer control goals

Support Ontario's Conservation objectives and Climate Change Action Plan

Economic Development and Innovation
Job Creation
Improved Access to North American Market
Support new use cases and development of innovative services Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Costs
GB Implementation Costs Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

GB infrastructure - cloud services, platform
GB infrastructure - front end
Security and privacy
Third-party applications - registration and testing

GB Utility Integration Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Integration with customer portal

Computer information systems Extract, Transform, and Load (ETL) protocols
Meter Data
Integration with third-party meter data management
Testing
Marketing
Security and privacy

Increased energy efficiency retrofit costs*
*Included as a cost/benefit to end users (customers) rather than utilities

Benefits

Utilities

Electric Utilities Natural Gas Utilities Water Utilities
Electricity

(Large)
Electricity
(Medium)

Electricty
(Small)

Natural Gas Utilities
(Large)

Natural Gas Utilities
(Small)

Water Utilities
(Large)

Water Utilities
(Medium)

Water Utilities
(Small)

Water Utilities
(linked to LDC)
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Direct
Quant

Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual

Utility Consumption, Billing and Generation Data Process Efficiencies
Energy  tracking (voluntary and internal) - customers who currently gather and track
data Y Y

Energy audit efficiencies
Energy  tracking
Energy and water reporting and benchmarking
Consistent machine readable data among multiple utilities

Increased data (consumption, billing and generation) accuracy/ quality
Simplified data sharing authorization process
Increased frequency and granularity of utility data

Energy and water reporting and benchmarking - customers' future data collection
related to Bill 135 Y Y

Energy audit efficiencies (new customer requirements)
Energy  tracking (new customer requirements)
Energy and water reporting and benchmarking
Consistent machine readable data among multiple utilities

Increased data (consumption, billing and generation) accuracy/quality
Simplified data sharing authorization process
Increased frequency and granularity of utility data

Increased operational efficiencies within utilities from improvements to IT systems

Increased Conservation
Non-retrofit savings

Greater behavioural-based conservation
Greater operational savings in buildings
Increased CDM/DSM program participation

Increased energy efficiency retrofit savings
Increased energy efficiency / conservation education Y
Increased CDM/DSM program participation

Other Conservation
CMD/DSM program efficiencies and innovations Y
New CDM/DSM program design based on Green Button Y
CDM/DSM program implementation efficiencies Y
CDM/DSM program evaluation efficiencies Y

Quantitative input into model

EE/Technical Service Solution
Providers

SaaS GB Implementation
ProvidersOEBIESOGov Depts

Government Third Parties

Additional Stakeholders

Benefit that is not broken out quantitatively in the model Category Heading
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Direct
Quant

Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual Direct

Quant
Indir.
Quant Qual

Increased Real Estate Value
Customer Service Benefits

Reduced customer care effort
Increased customer satisfaction / engagement
Improved customer access to data

Support government policy objectives

Reduce/remove barriers to reporting & benchmarking requirements Y

Support OEB's customer education/customer control goals Y

Support Ontario's Conservation objectives and Climate Change Action Plan Y Y Y

Economic Development and Innovation
Job Creation Y Y Y
Improved Access to North American Market Y Y Y
Support new use cases and development of innovative services Y Y

Costs
GB Implementation Costs

GB infrastructure - cloud services, platform
GB infrastructure - front end
Security and privacy
Third-party applications - registration and testing**

GB Utility Integration
Integration with customer portal

Computer information systems Extract, Transform, and Load (ETL) protocols
Meter Data
Integration with third-party meter data management
Testing
Marketing
Security and privacy

Increased energy efficiency retrofit costs
**Included within costs to utilities but not for SaaS implementation providers as it is a business-related cost built into existing costs

Additional Stakeholders

Government Third Parties

Gov Depts IESO OEB SaaS GB Implementation
Providers

EE/Technical Service Solution
Providers
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APPENDIX D: CONSERVATION METHODOLOGY

The following section walks through the methodology, assumptions and inputs used to estimate
impacts from increased conservation activity resulting from improved access to utility
consumption and billing data. We use building retrofits as the basis of the example, and the same
methodology is used for behaviour-based conservation.

INCREASED CONSERVATION

ALGORITHM

Our general methodology links estimated energy and water savings to avoided costs to derive
an annualized benefit from energy conservation. The general algorithm used is:

Conservation Benefit = Unitary Benefit * Participation

Unitary Benefit = % Savings * Annual Consumption * AC

Where:

 Conservation Benefit: Total annual conservation benefits from increased retrofit activity

 Unitary Benefit: Average annual benefit value per participant

 % Savings: Percentage of total building or house consumption saved through retrofit

 Annual Consumption: Total yearly building or house consumption (electricity, natural
gas or water)

 AC: Utility avoided costs

 Participation: Annual number of participants

Where additional information was available to assess the unitary benefit value, an alternative
approach based on the available information was used. This is notably the case for natural gas
benefits in the residential sector. For natural gas savings, Union Gas presents unitary savings for
its Home Renovation program. Considering that in the residential sector, the vast majority of
benefits would be derived from measures and technologies covered under the Union Gas
program, it was deemed a good representation of energy efficiency improvements.

The annual benefit value per participant is a model input, and the participation level is calculated
through application of penetration curves. Inputs and assumptions used for each of these
variables are presented below.
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UTILITY SAVINGS

The impacts of increasing access to utility consumption and billing data has the potential to induce
increased conservation activities, both through increased home and building retrofit activities
(envelope improvements, high-efficiency HVAC equipment, etc.) and other actions requiring
investments from the participants.

Residential Sector
For the residential sector, annual incremental savings are presented in the following table:

Utility Type Annual Savings:
Retrofit-Based
Efficiency and
Conservation

Annual Savings:
Behaviour-Based

Efficiency and
Conservation

Electricity 10% 1%
Natural Gas 12% 1%

Water 3% 1%

Electricity Savings: Participants in Ontario’s ecoENERGY retrofit program have realised a 20%
reduction in their annual energy consumption.1 More specifically for electricity, a Canmet Energy
Study2 has identified average potential savings representing 11% of individual home baseload
electricity consumption (defined as lighting, major appliances, common plug-load and other
atypical loads). We used 10%, which is lower than both these values, to ensure our analysis was
conservative.

Natural Gas Savings: The potential measures to reduce consumption are essentially covered by
Union Gas Home Renovation programs. Union Gas 2015-2020 DSM Plan provides information that
allows us to calculate the average natural gas savings of 1,039 m3/year for participants in the
program. Considering that those natural gas savings were derived from utility programs, and that
envelope improvements have higher barriers to participation (access to capital, discretionary
measures, etc.) only 30% of those savings have been retained for the cost-benefit analysis.

Water Savings: In the absence of robust data on potential water savings improvements, a
conservative 3% of annual load savings was used to estimate impacts.

1 Natural Resources Canada, ecoENERGY Retrofit Statistics, August 1st, 2012.
2 Canmet ENERGY: Base-Load Electricity Usage – Results from In-home Evaluations, 2012.
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Commercial Sector
For the commercial sector, annual incremental savings are presented in the following table:

Utility
Type

Annual Savings:
Retrofit-Based
Efficiency and
Conservation

Annual Savings:
Behaviour-Based

Efficiency and
Conservation

Electricity 10% 2%
Natural

Gas 4% 2%

Water 3% 1%

Electricity and Natural Gas Savings: Annual savings factors were derived from Ontario’s potential
studies3. The economic potential was used as a representation of potential energy savings for the
average C&I building in Ontario. Recognising that the economic potential (24% of commercial
sector consumption for electricity and 23% for natural gas) represents all the savings economically
feasible in buildings, the results from the potential studies were reduced to account for several
barriers not addressed by increased access to energy consumption and billing information. The
conservative estimates used for the analysis are also meant to reflect incremental savings
specifically due to increased access to information. Specifically, for natural gas savings, we took
into consideration the magnitude of required investments to achieve savings (i.e., most measures
will require significant upfront capital investments to be realized). This is less of an issue for
electricity measures, since lighting and plug load improvements can be individually procured for
a reasonable cost.

For water savings, in the absence of robust information assessing the economic potential, we have
used a conservative estimate of 3% annual savings.

3 (ICF International, Natural Gas Potential Study, June 2016.
http://www.ontarioenergyboard.ca/oeb/_Documents/EB-2015-
0117/ICF_Report_Gas_Conservation_Potential_Study.pdf;
Nexant Achievable Potential Study: Short Term Analysis, June 2016. http://www.ieso.ca/-
/media/files/ieso/document-library/working-group/aps/aps-short-term-analysis-2016.pdf
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BASELINE ANNUAL CONSUMPTION

Baseline average consumption was used to calculate unit annual savings per home or per building.

Residential Sector

Annual Utility Consumption – Residential Sector

Utility
Type

Annual
Consumption Source

Electricity 5,454 kWh  Natural Resources Canada Comprehensive Energy Use
Database, Residential Sector, Ontario, table 1 for 2014.
o Total residential electricity consumption is reported as

118.7 PJ for 5,196,000 households.
o For the purpose of the analysis, we used 85% of the

calculated average consumption, considering notably the
evolution of codes and standards and their potential
impacts on electrical savings.

Natural
Gas

2,600 m3  Navigant. Analysis Investigating Revenue Decoupling for
Electricity and Natural Gas Distributors in Ontario, March
2014.

Water 213.5 m3  Environment Canada, 2011 Municipal Water Use Report:
o Assumes 225 liters per capita per day

 Statistics Canada, 2011 Census:
o 2.6 persons per household

C&I Sector

The following values were used for the annual utility consumption for non-residential buildings
in Ontario.

Annual Utility Consumption – Commercial and Institutional Sector

Utility Type
Small Buildings

(less than 10,000
ft2)

Large Buildings
(more than
10,000 ft2)

Institutional Source

Electricity
(kWh) 42,464 508,905 344,105 Natural

Resources
Canada’s

Comprehensive
Energy Use

Database for
the Commercial

and
Institutional

Sector

Natural Gas
(m3) 7,442 89,912 60,309

Water
(m3) 3,441 41,240 27,885
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The energy consumption values for non-residential buildings were derived from Natural
Resources Canada’s Comprehensive Energy Use Database for the Commercial and Institutional
Sector. The total energy consumption by energy source for and total Floor Space was used to
estimate an average energy intensity (GJ/m2) for the C&I sector. This resulted in an average
energy intensity of 116,25 kWh/m2 for electricity and 20.374 m3/m2 for natural gas. The energy
intensity factor was then applied to average building size for small, large and institutional
buildings based on information from the Survey of Commercial and Institutional Energy use –
Buildings 2009 (Detailed Statistical Report December 2012).

Building Size (ft2) Average
Size Count Distribution

Estimated
Electricity

Consumption
(kWh/yr)

Natural Gas
Consumption

(m3/yr)

Less than 5,000 2,500 80082 49% 26,999 4,732

5,000-10,000 7,500 32141 20% 80,997 14,196

10,000 to 50,000 30,000 39054 24% 323,988 47,319

50,000 to
200,000 125,000 10103 6% 1,349,950 189,277

Greater than
200,000 200,000 2157 1% 2,159,920 378,554

The average energy consumption for small, large and institutional buildings were estimated
through a weighted average of buildings for small (less than 10,000 ft2), large (more than 10,000
ft2) and institutional (more than 5,000 ft2).

Information for water consumption for non-residential accounts is not readily available. Our
analysis used a water use intensity of 380 L/ft24 applied to the average size to estimate annual
water consumption per building size.

AVOIDED COSTS

Annual resource benefits for all utility types were calculated using a fixed discount rate based on
information provided in the Union Gas 2015-2020 DSM Plan, Appendix B. Electricity and water
avoided costs remain constant in real value, whereas natural gas avoided costs vary annually. To
simplify analysis, the cost-benefit models has assumed constant real avoided costs for each utility

4 This water use intensity was derived from the City of Orillia Water Conservation and Efficiency Plan –
2014. The Plan indicates a 1,476 m3 per non-residential connection. Considering Orillia is a small city, we
have assumed that most of those connections would be in the small building category.
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type. For natural gas, baseload avoided costs have been selected to remain conservative. The
following table presents the avoided costs used in the analysis.

PARTICIPATION RATE

Participation rates for increased retrofit activities were based on the adoption curves developed
for the cost-benefit model (see Penetration Level on page 26 of the report).

The table below presents the annual participation as a % of eligible population.

Year
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Small Commercial &
Residential 0.66% 0.87% 1.13% 1.48% 1.93% 2.50% 3.24% 4.20% 5.41% 6.96%

Large Commercial,
Industrial & Institutional 1.66% 3.20% 5.23% 7.86% 11.24% 15.52% 20.82% 27.22% 34.69% 43.04%

Eligible Population

The following table presents the eligible population for each customer class included in the
analysis. We further include an applicability factor to further reduce the proportion of GB
participants estimated to conduct retrofit activity due to increased accessibility to consumption
and billing data. This was done to ensure our analysis was conservative and is highlighted as the
Eligible Population in the table below.

SubGroup
Population
(Number of
Buildings)

Applicability
Factor

Eligible
Population Source

Large Commercial 32,011 25% 8,003 Calculated from
Survey of Commercial
and Institutional
Energy use – Buildings
2009 and Submeter
Penetration Estimates
developed from IT
survey

Small Commercial 112,672 25% 28,168

Large Industrial 120 25% 30

Institutional 19,630 25% 4,908

Residential 3,342,822 25% 835,706

Utility Type Avoided Costs
Electricity 0.1128 $/kWh

Natural Gas 0.21378 $/m3

Water 2.2729 $/m3
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CALCULATION EXAMPLE

Below, we present the calculations conducted to evaluate the benefits for the DMD/CMD Electric
Utility Only Scenario.

Unitary Benefit = % Savings * Annual Consumption * AC

Unit Benefit

Customer Class
% Savings

(1)

Annual Consumption
(kWh)

(2)

Avoided Costs
($/kWh)

(3)

Unit Benefits
($)

(1)*(2)*(3)
Residential 10% 5454 0.11 60
Small
Commercial 10% 42,464 0.11 467

Large
Commercial 10% 508,906 0.11 5,598

Institutional 10% 344,105 0.11 3,785
Large Industrial 10% 763,359 0.11 8,397

Eligible Population

Customer Class Population
(1)

Applicability
(2)

Eligible Population
(1) * (2)

Residential 3,342,822 25% 835705
Small
Commercial 112,672 25% 28168

Large
Commercial 32,011 25% 8003

Institutional 19,630 25% 4908
Large Industrial 120 25% 30

ESTIMATION OF COSTS

The calculation of costs was conducted at a high level, as the cost-benefit analysis was focused on
the overall impacts of a Green Button implementation rather than a measure-level analysis.

CALCULATION OF COST ESTIMATES
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Because the benefits of increased conservation (energy savings) are calculated on an annualized

basis, the costs are as well in order to ensure alignment. Our methodology for estimating costs is

as follows:

 The energy savings as calculated in earlier sections of this appendix were used as a starting

point.

 As a starting point, we used cost-benefit results from the Union Gas 2015-2020 DSM Plan to

estimate the costs of the energy savings that were calculated. The Union Gas Plan was used

as it provided the most detail for an entire portfolio.

 We made adjustments for applicable factors:

o For the Residential Sector, because Total Resource Cost (TRC)-Plus values are

available for the home renovation rebate, we incorporated those values and removed

the generic 15% non-energy benefits adder from the DSM Plan.

 We removed costs unrelated to energy retrofits (for example, audit costs),

which resulted in costs being calculated as 89 percent of the TRC-plus costs.

 This provided a cost-to-benefit ratio of 0.69 for natural gas.

 For electricity and water, we applied a slightly lower ratio of 0.65. This

decision was based on professional experience and a comparison of the

results with measure-level annualized cost-to-benefit values from the IESO’s

Technical Reference Manual as well as internal sources from prior work.

o For the Commercial, Industrial and Institutional Sector we followed the same

methodology without the home renovation input adjustment. This resulted in 0.494

for natural gas and a 0.5 ratio for electricity and water.

 We applied these cost ratios to the annual benefit value to estimate the annualized costs.
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Annual Benefits

Conservation Benefit = Unitary Benefit * Participation

Customer Class
Unit

Ben ($)
(1)

Eligible
Pop.
(2)

Annual Benefits ($)
(1) * (2) * Adoption Curve for each year;

Net Present Values use a 2% discount rate
Yr1 Yr2 Yr3 Yr4 Yr5 Yr6 Yr7 Yr8 Yr9 YR10 NPV (10yr)

Adoption Curve
Res & Small Commercial 0.66% 0.87% 1.13% 1.48% 1.93% 2.50% 3.24% 4.20% 5.41% 6.96%

Adoption Curve
Large Commercial,
Institutional, Large
Industrial

1.66% 3.20% 5.23% 7.86% 11.24% 15.52% 20.82% 27.22% 34.69% 43.04%

Residential 60 835,705 330,505 433,984 568,022 741,455 965,542 1,254,543 1,626,377 2,103,314 2,712,641 3,487,147 12,291,436

Small Commercial 467 28,168 86,733 113,889 149,064 194,578 253,384 329,226 426,805 551,967 711,870 915,122 3,225,605

Large Commercial 5,598 8,003 743,665 1,433,572 2,342,994 3,521,211 5,035,421 6,952,824 9,327,177 12,194,321 15,540,816 19,281,542 65,651,588

Institutional 3,785 4,908 308,356 594,421 971,506 1,460,046 2,087,903 2,882,941 3,867,450 5,056,291 6,443,892 7,994,959 27,221,980

Large Industrial 8,397 30 4,182 8,061 13,175 19,800 28,315 39,096 52,447 68,569 87,387 108,421 369,163
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CALCULATION OF GREENHOUSE GAS REDUCTIONS

Greenhouse gas (GHG) reductions are calculated by multiplying the energy impacts as described
above by the emissions factors provided by the Ministry of Energy:

GHG Reduction = Energy Savings * Emission Factor

As with other inputs, GHG emissions factors may not be up to date with current Ontario
government GHG calculation assumptions because of the timeframe in which the analysis was
conducted.
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APPENDIX E: ADDITIONAL SCENARIO ANALYSIS

This appendix, developed in 2017 after the initial cost-benefit analysis was completed, provides additional
results for Scenarios 1B (Multi-Integrated Hosted DMD/CMD for Electricity and Natural Gas utilities) and 2B
(Multi-Integrated Hosted for All Utility Types), using a real discount rate of 3.5%, which has been used by the
Ministry of Energy in other recent analyses.

SCENARIO 1B: MULTI-INTEGRATED HOSTED DMD/CMD (ELECTRICITY AND NATURAL GAS UTILITIES
ONLY)

Table 1. Scenario 1B Cost Details

Cost Category Cost Type
5-Year

Analysis
($)

10-Year
Analysis

($)
Scenario-Specific Assumptions

Implementation (One-time
setup and integration
costs)

Direct 3,982,723 3,986,8471

The setup cost for the Multi-Integrated
scenario assumes:
 5 independent platforms for the

electricity sector
 1 platform for the natural gas

sector (because there are so few
utilities)

 5 platforms for the water utilities

Operational Costs2 Direct 735,433 2,182,967

Retrofit Costs Indirect 10,573,953 60,072,210

Total 15,292,109 66,242,024

1 Differences between the 5-year and 10-year Implementation Costs are an artefact of the mathematical function used
to forecast implementation costs. The mathematical function forecasts the following rollout of Green Button through
the first 5 years following enactment of the policy: 35%, 70%, 92%, 99%, 99.9%.
2 Sum of net-present value of annual costs over the timeframe.
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Table 2. Scenario 1B Benefits Details3

Benefit Category Benefit Component Benefit
Type

5-Year
Analysis

($)

10-Year
Analysis

($)

Operational
Efficiencies

Customers’ Utility Consumption, Billing and
Generation Data Process Efficiencies Direct 17,221,476 54,410,886

Process Efficiencies (Large Building Energy and
Water Reporting and Benchmarking) Direct 12,143,948 23,695,626

Reduced Customer Care Efforts Indirect 1,029,360 2,252,663

CDM/DSM Program Efficiencies and Innovation Indirect 849,831 1,859,779

Energy Efficiency and
Conservation

Increased Conservation - Behavioural &
Operational Indirect 10,821,748 51,787,669

Increased Conservation - Retrofits Indirect 24,721,779 120,255,887

Total 66,788,142 254,262,509

RESULTS

DETAILED RESULTS FOR THE MULTI-INTEGRATED VERSION OF THIS SCENARIO (SCENARIO 1B) ARE
PRESENTED IN THE FOLLOWING TABLES.

BENEFIT-COST RATIOS:

Table 3. Scenario 1B Benefit-Cost Ratios

Ratio Type 5-Year Analysis 10-Year Analysis

Direct and Indirect Costs and
Benefits 4.4 3.8

Direct Benefits and Costs only4 6.5 13.0

To illustrate how the costs and benefits are distributed across stakeholder groups, we present the following
tables.

Table 4. Scenario 1B Costs by Stakeholder Group (5-year horizon)
Cost Category Stakeholder Group

3 No scenario-specific assumptions required
4 Direct benefits and costs are a subset of total benefits and costs. However, the direct benefits and costs ratios are
higher than the total ratios because the magnitude of benefits to costs is different for direct results than for total
results.
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Cost
Type

Electricity
Utility

($)

Natural Gas
Utility

($)
Customers5

($)
Total

($)

Implementation (One-time
setup and integration costs) Direct 3,458,565 524,157 - 3,982,723

Operational Costs6 Direct 435,205 300,228 - 735,433

Retrofit Costs Indirect - - 10,573,953 10,573,953

Total 3,893,770 824,385 10,573,953 15,292,109

5 Includes all customer classes (Residential, Commercial, Industrial, and Institutional)
6 Sum of net-present value of annual costs over the timeframe.
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Table 5. Scenario 1B Benefits by Stakeholder Group (5-year horizon)

Benefit
Category Benefit Component Benefit

Type

Stakeholder Group

C&I
($)

Industrial
($)

Other7

($)
Residential

($)
Utility

($)
Total

($)

Operational
Efficiencies

Customers’ Utility Consumption,
Billing and Generation Data Process
Efficiencies

Direct 9,667,413 7,554 5,056,785 2,489,724 - 17,221,476

Process Efficiencies (requirements) Direct 12,063,383 80,564 - - - 12,143,948

Reduced Customer Care Efforts Indirect - - - - 1,029,360 1,029,360

CDM/DSM Program Efficiencies and
Innovation Indirect - - - - 849,831 849,831

Energy
Efficiency and
Conservation

Increased Conservation -
Behavioural & Operational Indirect 9,243,371 13,761 - 1,564,616 - 10,821,748

Increased Conservation - Retrofits Indirect 19,031,618 73,190 - 5,616,971 - 24,721,779

Total 50,005,785 175,069 5,056,785 9,671,311 1,879,191 66,788,142

7 Other Stakeholders include third-party Energy Efficiency Consultants/Service Providers providing utility consumption monitoring services, energy
assessments, and/or engineering services.
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SCENARIO 2B: MULTI-INTEGRATED HOSTED DMD/CMD (ALL UTILITY TYPES)

Table 6. Scenario 2B Cost Details

Cost Category Cost Type
5-Year

Analysis
($)

10-Year
Analysis

($)
Scenario-Specific Assumptions

Implementation (One-time
setup and integration costs) Direct 30,432,861 30,464,379

The setup cost for the Multi-Integrated
scenario assumes:
 5 independent platforms for the

electricity sector
 1 platform for the natural gas sector

(because there are so few utilities)
 5 platforms for the water utilities

Operational Costs8 Direct 1,168,226 3,467,786

Retrofit Costs Indirect 12,578,686 71,377,618

Total 44,179,773 105,309,783

Table 7. Scenario 2B Benefits Details9

Benefit Category Benefit Component Benefit Type
5-Year

Analysis
($)

10-Year
Analysis

($)

Operational
Efficiencies

Customers’ Utility Consumption, Billing
and Generation Data Process
Efficiencies

Direct 24,054,230 71,046,545

Process Efficiencies Direct 14,167,939 27,644,897

Reduced Customer Care Efforts Indirect 1,559,328 3,412,449

CDM/DSM Program Efficiencies and
Innovation Indirect 1,627,629 4,201,293

Energy Efficiency
and Conservation

Increased Conservation - Behavioural &
Operational Indirect 13,340,724 64,123,022

Increased Conservation - Retrofits Indirect 25,395,815 123,019,789

Total 80,145,666 293,447,994

RESULTS

DETAILED RESULTS FOR THE MULTI-INTEGRATED VERSION OF THIS SCENARIO (SCENARIO 2B) ARE
PRESENTED IN THE FOLLOWING TABLES.

8 Sum of net-present value of annual costs over the timeframe.
9 No scenario-specific assumptions required
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Table 8. Scenario 2B Benefit-Cost Ratios
Ratio Type 5-Year Analysis 10-Year Analysis

Total 1.8 2.8

Direct Benefits and Costs only10 1.3 3.1

To illustrate how the costs and benefits are distributed across stakeholder groups, we present the following
tables.

Table 9. Scenario 2B Costs by Stakeholder Group (5-year horizon)

Cost Category Cost
Type

Stakeholder Group

Electricity
Utility

($)

Natural Gas
Utility

($)
Water Utility

($)
Customers

($)
Total

($)

Implementation (One-time
setup and integration costs) Direct 3,458,565 524,157 26,450,138 - 30,432,861

Operational Costs11 Direct 435,205 300,228 432792 - 1,168,226

Retrofit Costs Indirect - - - 12,578,686 12,578,686

Total 3,893,771 824,385 26,882,930 12,578,686 44,179,773

10 Direct benefits and costs are a subset of total benefits and costs. However, the direct benefits and costs ratios are
higher than the total ratios because the magnitude of benefits to costs is different for direct results than for total
results.
11 Sum of net-present value of annual costs over the timeframe.
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Table 10. Scenario 2B Benefits by Stakeholder Group (5-year horizon)

Benefit Category Benefit Component Benefit
Type

Stakeholder Group

C&I
($)

Industrial
($)

Other
($)

Residential
($)

Utility
($)

Total
($)

Operational
Efficiencies

Customers’ Utility Consumption,
Billing and Generation Data Process
Efficiencies

Direct 11,708,323 9,443 9,576,590 2,759,875 - 24,054,230

Process Efficiencies Direct 14,073,947 93,992 - - - 14,167,939

Reduced Customer Care Efforts Indirect - - - - 1,559,328 1,559,328

CDM/DSM Program Efficiencies and
Innovation Indirect - - - - 1,627,629 1,627,629

Energy Efficiency
and Conservation

Increased Conservation -
Behavioural & Operational Indirect 11,758,678 17,431 - 1,564,616 - 13,340,724

Increased Conservation - Retrofits Indirect 19,031,618 73,190 - 6,291,008 - 25,395,815

Total 56,572,566 194,055 9,576,590 10,615,498 3,186,957 80,145,666
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DIRECT AND INDIRECT COSTS

The following table provides a breakout of direct and indirect benefits and costs for two key
scenarios. We note that these costs are high level and used to generate comparisons between
potential scenarios; they are not implementation-level cost estimates.

Table 11. Breakout of Direct and Indirect Benefits and Costs, Single and Multi-Integrated (10-year
horizon)

10 Years
Single Integrated Hosted Multi-Integrated Hosted

Benefits Costs Benefits Costs

Direct Indirect Direct Indirect Direct Indirect Direct Indirect

Electricity $62,275,755 $136,049,865 $4,578,270 $50,137,048 $62,275,755 $136,049,865 $4,754,206 $50,137,048

Electricity
and
Natural
Gas

$80,428,288 $173,834,221 $5,993,878 $60,072,210 $80,428,288 $173,834,221 $6,169,814 $60,072,210

Electricity,
Natural
Gas, and
Water

$104,514,518 $188,933,476 $33,028,644 $71,377,618 $104,514,518 $188,933,476 $33,932,165 $71,377,618

ADDITIONAL COST-BENEFIT RATIO RESULTS FOR THE MULTI-INTEGRATED HOSTED
SCENARIOS

The following table provides updated cost-benefit ratios for multi-integrated scenarios. Most of
the results are the same as when a 2% discount rate is used, since the relative change in results is
applied to both costs and benefits.

Table 12. Green Button DMD/CMD Multi-Integrated Scenario Cost-Benefit Results
Utility Type 5-Year 10-Year

Electricity 4.04 3.6

Electricity and Natural Gas 4.4 3.8

Electricity, Natural Gas, and Water 1.8 2.8

Natural Gas Component 6.1 4.9

Water Component 0.5 1.0
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Performance Metrics 
 
The Commission should require reporting of Green Button Connect My Data platform 
performance metrics on a publicly-available website, updated daily or continuously, 
including at a minimum the following: 
 

1. Uptime  

a. Percent availability of the application programming interfaces (“APIs”) 
measured as operational time without returning errors and delivering the 
data requested 

b. Percent availability of the customer-facing authentication and authorization 
web pages operating without errors 

c. Number of minutes the platform has failed to meet the uptime and 
accuracy provisions of the Service Level Agreement (“SLA”) 

2. Errors (searchable time periods) 

a. Inventory of errors generated describing date, time, error type, whether 
the error affected customer web pages or third party data requests via 
API, and a brief description 

3. Response times (searchable time periods) 

a. API response times in milliseconds (synchronous and asynchronous), 
including mean, median, count of responses greater than 90 seconds, 
percent of responses greater than 90 seconds 

b. Web page response times in milliseconds, including mean, median, 90th 
percentile load time, etc. 

c. Time elapsed from the moment an authenticated customer clicks the final 
“authorize” button and the moment the requested data payload is available 
to the third party 

4. Funnel statistics (searchable time periods) 

a. Duration and percent of users that complete the flow from start page 
through authentication to authorization, by device type or screen size 

5. Usage Statistics 
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a. Total Authorizations completed (daily) 

i. One-time authorizations 

ii. Ongoing authorizations 

b. Number of views per page (daily) 

c. Number of unique user views per page (daily) 

6. Third Party Onboarding 

a. Time to complete third party administrative onboarding 

b. Time to complete third party technical onboarding 

c. Number of third parties in various stages of onboarding 

7. Trouble Ticket Issues Tracking 

a. Number and type of issues submitted by third parties by severity 

b. Mean and max acknowledgment time 

c. Mean and max resolution time 

d. Number of issues outstanding that have exceeded the SLA 
acknowledgment time, with a description of the issue 

e. Number of issues outstanding that have exceeded the SLA resolution 
time, with a description of the issue 
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