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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Massachusetts - Continued.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency [ National Rank
- investment as Investment Revenue Investment | for Efficiency
Utility Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 [ Investment®
Hull Town of 0.0% %0 4,550,000 0.0%
Sterling Town of 0.0% 30 4,503,000 0.0%
Geargetown City of 0.0% $0 4,082,000 0.0%
Boylston Town of 0.0% 30 2,613,000 0.0%
Asithurnham Town of 0.0% 30 2,574,000 0.0%
Groveland City of 0.0% 50 2,489,000 0.0%
Merrimac Town af 0.0% 30 2,231.000 0.0%
Paxton Town of 0.0% 50 2,227,000 0.0%
Rowley Town of 0.0% %0 2,158,000 0.0%
Princeton Town of 0.0% $0 1,331,000 0.0%
Chester Town of 0.0% $0 592,000 0.0%
Russet! City of 0.0% $0 395,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revapues over $100 million in 1997. There are 268 utitities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
$100 mittion that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from U S. Department of Energy, Enargy Information Administration Data Ferm 861, 1993-1997.

The Enviranmental Working Group is a non-profit enviranmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Web: hitp://'www.ewg.org

Phone: (202) 667-6982

Fax: (202) 232-2592 +

Email: info@ewg.org ¢
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Michigan.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency National Rank
o tnvestment as {nvestment Revenue Investent | for Efficiency
Utility Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 | Trend 93-97 | Invesiment®
Northern States Power Co 0.9% $3,358,000 382,564,000 -6.9% 30
Wisconsin Public Service Corp 0.5% $2,480.000 479,387,000 -84.7% 45
.Lansing City of 0.0% $62,000 140,673,000 244 4% 112
Detroit Edison Co 0.0% 50 3,619,178,000 -100% NIA
Consumers Power Co 0.0% $0 2,512,792,000 -100% N/A
Wisconsin Electric Power Co 0.0% $0 1,412,115,000 -100% N/A
Indiana Michigan Power Co 0.0% $0 1.3391.917,000 -100% NIA
Michigan Public Power Agency 0.0% $0 100,536,000 0.0% N/A
Detroit City of 0.0% $0 75,608,000 0.0%
Upper Peninsuia Power Co 0.0% 30 60,202,000 0.0%
Holland City of 0.0% 30 48,138,000 0.0%
Top O'Michigan Rural Elec Co G.0% $0 39,805,000 0.0%
Edison Sault Electric Co 0.0% $0 37,482,000 0.0%
Great Lakes Energy Coop C.0% 30 30,538,000 0.0%
Michigan South Central Pwr Agy 0.0% 30 24,350,000 0.0%
Fruit Belt Electric Coop 0.0% $0 22,095,000 0.G%
Grand Haven City of 0.0% 30 21,503,000 0.0%
Cherryland Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 21,308,000 0.0%
Wyandotte Municipal Serv Comm 0.0% 50 20,463,000 0.0%
Bay City City of 0.0% $0 20.362.000 0.0%
Tri-County Electric Coop 0.0% $0 19,962,000 0.0%
Presque Iste Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 18,706,000 0.0%
Alpena Power Co 0.0% £0 18,347,000 0.0%
Marquette City of 0.0% 30 17,082,000 0.0%
Sturgis City of 0.0% 30 14,961,000 0.0%
Traverse City City of 0.0% $0 14,903,000 0.0%
Coldwater Board of Public Util 0.0% $0 13,465,000 0.0%
Cloverland Electric Coop 0.0% $0 13,084,000 0.0%
Zeetand City of 0.0% %0 12,668,000 0.0%
Hillsdale Board of Public Wks 0.0% 30 9,673,000 0.0%
Escanaba City of 0.0% $0 9,533,000 0.0%
Thumb Electric Coop-Michigan 0.0% $0 9.214.000 0.0%
Niles City of 0.0% $0 7,711,000 0.0%
South Haven City of 0.0% 30 7,591,000 0.0%
Marshall City of 0.0% 30 7,037,000 0.0%
Petoskey City of 0.0% $0 6,789,000 0.0%
Western Michigan Electric Coop 0.0% $0 6.604.000 0.0%
Bayfigld Electric Caop Inc 0.0% 30 5,415,000 0.0%
Alger-Delta Coop Electric Assn 0.0% 30 4,798,000 0.0%
Charlevoix City of 0.0% $0 4,731,000 0.0%
Dowagiac City of 0.0% $0 3,914,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with reveniues over $100 million in 1997, There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
$100 million that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Envisonmental Working Group. Compiled from 1.5, Deparimen: of Energy, Energy Information Administration Data Form 861, 1893-1997.

The tnvironmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.

Phone: (202) 667-6982

Fax: (202) 232-2592 »

Email: info@ewg.org -

Web: http:/fwww.ewg.org
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Michigan - Continued.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency National Rank
- Investment as Investment Revenue Investment | for Efficiency
Utitity Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 | Investment®
Chelsea Village of 0.0% 30 3.880.000 0.0%
Eaton Rapids City of 0.0% 30 3.648,000 0.0%
Southeastern Michigan REC Inc 0.0% 30 3,806,000 0.0%
Lowell City of 0.0% 30 3,233,000 0.0%
Paw Paw Village of 0.0% $0 2,538.600 0.0%
Croswell City of 0.0% $0 2,494,000 0.0%
Harbor Springs City of 0.0% 30 2,486,000 0.0%
Sehewaing City of 0.0% $0 2,276,000 0.0%
Ontonagon County RE A 0.0% 30 2,257,000 0.0%
Gladstane City of 0.0% %0 2.231.000 0.0%
Portiand City of 0.0% $0 2,168,000 0.0%
St Louis City of 0.0% $0 2,031,000 0.0%
Hart Hydra City of 0.0% 50 1,813,000 0.0%
Norway City of 0.0% 50 1,845,000 0.0%
Clinton Village of 0.0% $0 1.704,000 0.0%
Negaunee City of 0.0% $0 1,541,000 0.0%
Union City City of 0.0% $0 1,205,000 0.0%
Newberry City of 0.0% 30 1,157,000 0.0%
Crystal Falls City of 0.0% $0 1,154,000 0.0%
L Anse Village of 0.0% $0 895.000 0.0%
Wakefield City of 8.0% 30 714,000 0.0%
Baraga City of 0.0% $0 618,000 0.0%
Stephenson City of 0.0% 30 391,000 0.0%
Daggett Village of 0.0% $0 55,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $100 miflin in 1997, There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
$700 miltion that could not be ranked becatise they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from LS. Department of Energy. Energy Information Administration Data Form 8617, 1933-1987,

The Enviranmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research erganization based in Washington, D.C.

Phone: {202) 667-6982

Fax: (202) 232-2592 -«

Email: info@ewg.org =

Web: http:/fwww.ewg.org
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Minnesota.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency Naticnal Rank
- Investment as Investment Revenue | Investment | for Efficiency
Lhility Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 1 Investment®
Minnesota Power & Light Co 1.2% $5,816,000 467.274,000 69.2% 21
Northern States Power Co 1.2% $24,548,000 2,100,512,.600 -1.7% 23
Moorhead City of 1.1% $163,000 15,552,000 0.0%
Otter Tail Power Co 1.0% $2,099,000 203.881.000 47.8% 26
United Power Assh 0.7% $1,488,000 207,213,000 119.2% 38
Northwestern Wisconsin Elec Ca 0.7% $70,000 10,114,000 0.0%
Fairmont Public Utilities Comm 0.7% $75,000 11,305,000 0.0%
Austin City of 0.6% $98,000 17.826,000 117.8%
Thief River Falis City of 0.4% $27,000 6.132.000 0.0%
Coop Power Assn 0.4% $662,000 171.817,000 -48.6% 55
Rochester Public Utilities 0.4% $273,000 71,273,000 139.5%
QOwatonna City of 0.3% $66,000 20,473,000 0.0%
Peoples Coop Power Assn 0.3% $42,000 14,211,000 0.0%
Shakopee Public Utilities Comm 0.3% $24,000 9,339,000 0.0%
Tri-County Electric Coop 0.2% $36,000 16,208,000 3500%
Worthington Public Utilities 0.2% $18,000 8,669,000 0.0%
Freeborn-Mower Electric Coop 0.2% $17,000 8,380,000 0.0%
Grand Rapids Public Utif Comm 0.1% $6,000 7,307,000 G.0%
Marshall City of 0.0% $2,000 17.967,000 -98.4%
Anoka City of 0.0% $2.000 13,567,000 0.0%
Southern Minngsota Mun P Agny 0.0% 0 135,712,000 0.0% N/A
Anoka Electric Coop 0.0% $0 89,837,000 0.0%
Dakota Electric Assn 0.0% $0 85,196,000 0.0%
Western Minnesota Mun Pwr Agny 0.0% $0 42,285,000 0.0%
Eas! Central Electric Assn 0.0% $0 40,869.000 0.0%
Lake County Fower 0.0% $0 33,502,000 0.0%
Wright-Hennepin Coop Elec Assn 0.0% 30 32,515.000 0.0%
Minnesota Mun Pwr Agy 0.0% 30 31,009,000 0.0%
Sioux Valley Empire £ A inc 0.0% 30 23,222,000 0.0%
Crow Wing Coop Power&Light Co 0.0% 30 22,464,000 0.0%
Minnesota Vailey Electric Coop 0.0% 30 21,285,000 0.0%
Stearns Coop Electric Assn 0.0% 30 19,618,000 0.0%
Beltrami Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 19,108,000 0.0%
Lake Region Coop Elec Assn 0.0% $0 18,174,000 0.0%
Wiltmar Municipal Utils Comm 0.0% 30 14,956,000 0.0%
Blue Earth-Nicollet-Faribault 0.0% $0 13,648.0600 0.0%
Hutchinson Utilities Comm 0.0% 30 12,705,000 G.0% :
Chaska City of 0.0% $0 11,446,000 0.0%
Steele-Waseca Coop Electric 0.0% $0 10,895.000 0.0%
Wild Rice Electric Coap Inc 0.0% $0 10,848,000 0.0%
Runestone Electric Assn 0.0% $0 10,529,000 -100%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $100 million in 1937, There are 268 utllities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utifities with revenues above
$3700 milfian that could nat be ranked because they did not invest i energy efficiency programs.

-Soufce: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from U.5, Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1997,

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Web: http:fiwww.ewg.org

Phone: {202) 667-6982

Fax: (202) 232-2592 -

Email: info@ewg.org «
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Minnesota - Continued.

Efficiency Efficiency Effictency Natjonal Rank
- investment as Investment Revenue | Investment | for Efficiency
. Lility Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 | Investment®
New Ulm Public Utilities Cormm 0.0% $0 10,108,000 0.0%
Alexandria City of 0.0% $0 9.723.000 0.0%
Mille Lacs Electric Coop 0.0% $0 8.976,000 0.0%
Minnesota Valley Coop L&P Assn 0.0% $0 8.716.6000 0.0%
Kandiyohi Coop Elec Power Assn 0.0% $0 8.518,000 0.0%
Mcleod Coop Power Assn 0.0% 30 8,515,000 0.0%
Brainerd City of 0.0% 30 8,401,000 0.0%
Meeker Coop Light & Power Assn 0.0% 30 8,199,000 0.0%
Hibbing Public Utifities Comm 0.0% $0 8,098,000 0.0%
ltasca-Mantrap Coop Elec Assn 0.0% 30 7,926,000 0.0%
Todd-Wadena Electric Coop 0.0% 10 7,888,000 0.0%
Agralite Coop 0.0% 30 7,816,000 0.0%
ik River City of 0.0% 30 7,272,000 0.0%
Roseau Etectric Coop inc 0.0% 30 7,262,000 0.0%
Virginia City of 0.0% $0 7,119.000 0.0%
Red River Valley Coop Pwr Assn 0.0% ' $0 7,055,000 0.0%
Federated Rural Electric Assn G.0% $0 6,546,000 0.0%
Nobles Coop Electric 0.0% 30 6,118,000 0.0%
Narth Star Elgctric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 5,986.000 0.0%
Dewroit Lakes City of 0.0% 30 5,966,000 0.0%
Red Lake Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 5,851,000 0.0%
Brown County Rural Elec Assn 0.0% $0 5.921.000 0.0%
East Grand Forks City of 0.0% $0 5,903,000 0.0%
South Central Electric Assn 0.0% 30 5,889.000 0.0%
Goodhue County Coop Elec Assn 0.0% $0 5,729.000 0.0%
P K M Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 5.636.000 0.0%
Lake City City of 0.0% $0 5,345,000 0.0%
Saint Peter Municipal Litils 0.0% 30 5,307,000 0.0%
Lyon-Lincoin Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 4,888,000 0.0%
Renville-Sibley Coop Pwr Assn 0.0% 30 4,797,000 0.0%
North St Paul City of 0.0% 30 4,753,000 0.0%
Le Sueur City of 0.0% %0 4,714,000 0.0%
Waseca City of 0.0% 30 4,513,000 0.0%
Buffaip City of 0.0% $0 4,454,000 0.0%
Melrose Public Utilities 0.0% $0 4,308,000 0.0%
Caoop L & P Assn of Lake County 0.0% $0 4,748,000 0.0%
H-D Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 4,042,000 0.0%
Glencoe Light & Power Comm 0.0% $0 4,019,000 0.0%
Mara City of 0.0% $a 1,989,000 0.0%
Litchfield Public Utility Comm 0.0% $0 3,790,000 0.0%
Clearwater-Polk tlec Coop inc 0.0% 30 3,775,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $100 million in 1937, There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
$100 milfien that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compited from U.5. Department of Energy, Energy information Administration Data Form 881, 1993-1887,

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Web: http:/fwww.ewg.org

Phone: (202) 667-6982

+  Fax: {202) 232-2592 -

Ernail: info@ewg.org «
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Minnesota - Continued.

Efficiency Efticiency Efficiency | National Rark
- Investment as Investment Revenue | tnvestment | for Efficiency
Lititity Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 [ Investment®
Redwood Electric Coop 0.0% 50 3,758,000 0.0%
New Prague Mun Utifs Comm 0.0% $0 3.752.000 0.0%
Jackson City of 0.0% 30 3,725,000 0.0%
Traverse Electric Coop in¢ 0.0% 50 3,686,000 0.0%
Arrowhead Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 3,648,000 0.0%
Head of Lakes Electric Coop 0.0% $0 3,806,000 0.0%
Biue Earth City of 0.0% $0 3,388,000 0.0%
Luverne City of 0.0% $0 3,292,000 0.0%
North Itasca Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 50 3,201,000 0.0%
Princeton Public Utits Comm 0.0% 50 3,096,000 0.0%
Redwood Falls Public Util Comm 0.0% 50 3,083,000 0.0%
Winnebago Rural Elec Coop Assn 0.0% $0 2,830,000 0.0%
Wadena City of 0.0% $0 2.817.000 0.0%
St James City of 0.0% 30 2,755,000 0.0%
Windom City of 0.0% $0 2,438,000 0.0%
Sauk Centre City of 0.0% $0 2,180,000 0.0%
Sleepy Eye Public Utility Comm 0.0% %0 2,034,000 ¢.0%
Aitkin Public Utitities Comm 0.0% 30 2.022,000 0.0%
Roseau City of 0.0% 30 1,966,000 0.0%
Madelia City of 0.0% 30 1,933,000 0.0%
Warroad City of 0.0% $0 1,907,000 0.0%
Delano City of 0.0% 30 1,905,000 0.0%
Ety City of 0.0% $0 1,880,000 0.0%
Breckenridge City of 0.0% 50 1,865,000 0.0%
Benson City of 0.0% 30 1,800,000 0.0%
Two Harbors City of 0.0% 30 1,743,000 0.0%
Granite Falis Town of 0.0% $0 1,689,000 0.0%
Wells City of 0.0% $0 1,632,000 0.0%
St Charles City of 0.0% 30 1,577,000 0.0%
Ortonville City of 0.0% $0 1,534,000 0.0%
Moase Lake Water & Light Comm 0.0% $0 1,530.000 0.0%
Fosston City of 0.0% 30 1,503,000 0.0%
Kasson City of 0.0% $G 1,496,000 0.0%
Grand Marais City of 0.0% $0 1,432,000 0.0%
North Branch Water&Light Comm 0.0% $0 1,427,000 0.0%
Spring Valley Pub Utils Comm 0.0% 30 1,415,000 0.0%
Olivia City of 0.0% $0 1,410,000 0.0%
Blooming Prairie City of 0.0% 30 1,401,000 0.0%
Staples City of 0.0% $0 1,336,000 0.0%
Proctor Public Utilities Comnm 0.0% $0 1,335,000 0.0%
Springfietd Public Utils Cornm 0.0% 30 1.245,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenves over $100 miliion in 1897, There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. NfA appears for wtilities with revenues above
$100 million that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs,

Source: Environmental Working Group. Coempiled from U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration Data Form 861, 1893-1997.

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C,

Phone: (202) 667-6982

Fax: (202) 232-2592 +

Email: info@ewg.org »

Web: htip://www.ewg.org
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Minnesota - Continued.

‘Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency National Rank
. Investment as Investment Revenue Investment | for Efficiency
Utitity Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 | Investment®
Preston Public Weilities Comm 0.0% $0 1,151,000 0.0%
Caledonia City of 0.0% 0 1,136,000 0.0%
Warren City of 0.0% 50 1,109,000 0.0%
Arlington City of 0.0% $0 1.068.000 0.0%
Baudette City of 0.0% 30 1.078,000 0.0%
Bagley Public Utilities Comm 0.0% 30 1,057,000 0.0%
Ada City of 0.0% 30 1,048,000 0.0%
Barnesvitle City of 0.0% 30 999,000 0.0%
Mountain Lake City of 0.0% $0 997,000 0.0%
Madison City of 0.0% 30 950,000 0.0%
Hawley Public Utilities Comm 0.0% 30 977.000 0.0%
Mountain Iron City of 0.0% 30 941,000 0.0%
Kenyon Municipal Urtilities 0.0% 30 920,600 0.0%
Truman Public Utilities Comm 0.0% $0 876,000 0.0%
Centraf Minnesota MPA - 0.0% $o 860,600 0.0%
Winthrop City of 0.0% 30 857.000 0.0%
Spring Grove City of 0.0% $0 834,000 0.0%
Lake Crystal City of 0.0% 30 833,000 0.0%
Elbow Lake City of 0.0% 30 827,000 0.0%
Rushford City of 0.0% $0 800.000 0.0%
Adrian Public Utilities Comm 0.0% $0 716,000 0.0%
Lakefield City of 0.0% $0 680,000 0.0%
Tyler City of 0.0% $0 £72,000 0.0%
Janesville City of 0.0% 30 654,000 0.0%
Gilpert City of 0.0% 50 615.000 0.0%
Round Lake City of 0.0% 50 576,000 0.0%
Hatstad City of 0.0% $0 560,000 0.0%
Stephen City of 0.0% $0 536,000 0.0%
Fairfax City of 0.0% $0 531,000 0.0%
Pierz City of 0.0% 30 531,000 0.0%
Grove City City of 0.0% $0 501,000 2.0%
Harmony City of 0.0% $0 485,000 .0%
Biwabik City of 0.0% $0 467,000 0.0%
Henning City of 0.0% 30 434,000 0.0%
Wastbrook City of 0.0% 30 433,000 0.0%
Lanesboro Public Utility Comm 0.0% 30 391,000 0.0%
Lake Park City of 0.0% 30 382,000 0.0%
Nashwauk City of .0.0% 30 353,000 0.0%
Keewatin Public Utilities Comm 0.0% 30 345,000 0.0%
Brownton City of 0.0% 30 343,000 0.0%
Mabel City of 0.0% 30 303.000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $100 miflion in 1997. There afe 268 wilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
3100 miltion that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Envirenmental Working Group. Compiled from U.S, Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1997.

The Envirenmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research orpanization based in Washinglon, D.C,
Web: http:/feaww ewg.org

Phane: {202} 667-6982

Fax: (202) 232-2592 »

Email: info@ewg.org »
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Minnesota - Continued.

Efficiency

Efficiency Efficiency National Rank
- Investment as Investment Revenue Investment | for Efficiency
Utility Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 | Trend 93-97 | Investment*
Randal! City of 0.0% $0 271,000 0.0%
Buhl City of 6.0% 50 256,000 0.0%
Alvarado City of 0.0% 50 234,000 0.0%
Brewster City of 0.0% 50 229,000 0.0%
Newfolden City of 0.0% $0 206,000 0.0%
Kasota City of 0.0% $0 199,000 0.0%
Kandiyohi City of 0.0% $0 182,000 0.0%
Rushmoare City of 0.0% 30 143.000 0.0%
Eitzen City of 0.0% 50 141,000 0.0%
Ceylon City of 0.0% 10 126,000 0.0%
Darwin Village of 0.0% $o 123,000 0.0%
Bigelow City of 0.0% $0 122,000 0.0%
Shelly City of 0.0% $0 119,000 0.0%
Peterson City of 0.0% $0 94,000 0.0%
Dunnel! Village of 0.0% $0 18,000 0.0%
Alpha City of 0.0% $0 73,000 0.0%
Nielsviite City of 0.0% %0 40,000 0.0%
Whalan City of 0.0% $0 29,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utifities with revenues over $100 million in 1997. There are 268 utilities inciuded in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
3700 miflion that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmentat Working Group. Compiied from U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1997.

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Web: http:/f'www.ewg.org

Phone: (202) 667-6982

Fax: (202) 232-2592 -

Email: info@ewg.org =
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Mississippi.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency National Rank
Utility o investmem as investrent Revenue nvestment ) for Efficienc‘y
ercent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 | lnvestment

Singing River Elec Power Assn 0.1% $64,000 66,275,000 -12.3%

South Mississippi El Pwr Assn 0.0% $102,000 302,835,000 21.4% 114
Entergy Mississippi, Inc 0.0% $0 937,395,000 0.0% N/A
Mississippl Power Co 0.0% $13,000 543,588,000 -87.7% 121
Southern Pine Elec Power Assn 0.0% $0 90,852,000 0.0%

Coast Electric Power Assn 0.0% 50 67,005,000 0.0%

Tombigbee Electric Power Assn 0.0% 50 55,260,000 0.0%

h-County Electric Power Assn 0.0% $0 51,643,000 0.0%

Pearl River Valley E| Pwr Assn 0.0% $0 40,146,000 0.0%

Central Electric Power Assn 0.0% $0 39,016,000 0.0%

Dixie Electric Power Assn 0.0% 30 37,458,000 0.0%

East Mississippi Elec Pwr Assn 0.0% 50 36.884.000 0.0%

Tupelo City of 0.0% $0 36.270,000 0.0%

Marthcentral Mississippi EP A 0.0% b 1¢] 35.089,000 0.0%

Alcorn County Elec Power Assp 0.0% 30 34,626,000 0.0%

Tallahatchie Valley EP A 0.0% 30 34,132,000 0.0%

Delta Elecisic Power Assh 0.0% $0 30.232,000 0.0%

Magnolia Electric Power Assn 0.0% 50 29,721,000 0.0%

Cotumbus City of 0.0% 50 28,237,000 0.0%

Municipai Energy Agency of M$ 0.0% 30 27.8259,000 3.0%

Southwest Mississippl E P A 0.0% 50 24,333,800 0.0%

North East Mississippi E P A 0.0% %0 22,343,000 0.0%

Pontotoc Electric Power Assn 0.0% 30 21,412,000 0.0%

Natchez Trace Elec Power Assn 0.0% 30 19,895,000 0.0%

Starkville City of 0.0% 30 19,447.000 0.0%

Twin County Electric Pwr Assn 0.0% 30 18,468,000 0.0%

Prentiss County Elec Pwr Assn 0.0% $0 18,056,000 0.0%

Tippah Electric Power Assh 0.0% 30 17.908,000 0.0%

Greenwood Utilities Comm 0.0% $0 16,574,000 0.0%

Yazoo Valley £lec Power Assn G.0% $0 16,301,000 0.0%

New Albany City of 0.0% 30 15,146,000 0.0%

Tishomingo County E P A 0.0% $0 14,650,000 0.0%

Hally Springs City of 0.0% $Q 13,407,000 0.0%

Clarksdale City aof 0.0% $Q 12,099,000 0.0%

Monroe County Elec Power Assn 0.0% %0 10,733,000 0.0%

West Point City of 0.0% 50 10.687,000 0.0%

Oxford City of 0.0% 30 9,919,000 0.0%

Aberdeen City of 0.0% 30 9,906,000 0.0%

Louisville City of 0.0% 30 9,541,000 0.0%

Public Serv Comm of Yazoo City 0.0% 30 7,724,000 0.0%

Philadelphia City of 0.0% $0 7.644,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $100 miifion in 1997, There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
£100 mitiion that could not be ranked because they did not invest i1 energy efficiency pragrams,

Source: Envitonmental Working Group, Compiled from U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration Data Form 861, 1893-1997.

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washingion, D.C.
Web: http:/fwww.ewg.org

Phane: (202) 667-6982

Fax: (202) 232-2592 -

Email: info@ewqg.org «
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investment in energy efficiency programs by utifities operating in Mississippi - Continued.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency National Rank
o Investment as Investrment Revenue Investment | for Efficiency
Unility Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 93-57 | tavestment®
Coahoma Electric Power Assn 0.0% 30 7,442,000 0.0%
Amory City of 0.0% $0 7,323,000 0.0%
Canton City of 0.0% $0 6,343,000 0.0%
Okalona City of 0.0% $0 5,889,000 0.0%
Kosciusko City of 0.0% $0 5,182,000 0.0%
Water Valley City of 0.0% 30 4,504,000 0.0%
Leland City of 0.0% $0 2,626,000 0.0%
Collins City of 0.0% 30 2,031,000 0.0%
Macon City of 0.0% $0 1,940,000 0.0%
Durant City of 0.0% $0 1,661,000 0.0%
Itta Bena City of 0.0% $0 1,208.000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues aver $100 million in 1997, There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
$100 million; that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from LS. Depariment of Energy. Energy Information Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1997.

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.

Phone: (202) 667-6982

Fax: (202) 232-2592 -«

Email: info@ewg.org -

Web: http:/fwww.ewg.org
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Missouri.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficlency National Rank
Utility b investment as Investrnent Revenue tnvestment | for Efﬁcienc_y
ercent of Revenue 1557 1997 Trend 93-897 | Investment
North Central MO Elec Coop Inc 2.0% $174,000 8,605,000 0.0%
Columbia City of 1.1% $592,000 56,095,000 393.3%
Independence City of 0.2% $106,000 62,222,000 1.6%
Union Electsic Co 0.1% 42,248,000 2,188,571.000 0.0% 92
Boone Electric Coop 0.0% $5,000 24,244 000 0.0%
St Joseph Light & Power Co 0.0% $9,000 86,730,000 0.0%
Kansas City Power & Light Co 0.0% $0 895,943,000 0.0% N/A
UtitiCarp United tnc 0.0% 0 557,307,000 0.0% NIA
Associated Electric Coop Ine 0.0% 30 543,892,000 0.0% N/A
Springfield City of 0.0% 30 115,891,000 0.0% NIA
Sho-Me Power Electric Coop 0.0% $0 100,381,000 0.0% NiA
Carvoll Electric Coop Corp 0.0% 30 59,767,000 0.0%
Missouri Basin Mun Power Agny 0.0% %0 58.664,000 0.0%
Sikeston City of 0.0% %0 51,715,000 0.0%
Cuivre River Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 40,015,000 -100%
Citizens Elactric Corp Q.0% $0 39,026,000 0.0%
| White River Valley El Coopline = et sl NP 0 R 3 [ J) PR K i s |
e Al TS o s . - | W DD 34,406,000 0.0%
Upper Missouri G&T El Coop Inc 0.0% 30 33,737,000 0.0%
Qzark Border Electric Coop 0.0% $0 29,206.000 0.0%
Laclede Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 28,999,000 0.0%
Southwest Electric Coop Inc £.0% 30 27,868,000 0.0%
fntercounty Electric Coop Assn- 0.0% $0 27.6717.000 0.0%
Qzark Electric Coop Ing 0.0% 30 23,590,000 -100%
Platte-Clay Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 22,089.000 0.0%
Black River tlectric Coop 0.0% $0 21,507,000 0.0%
CO-MO Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 19,956,000 0.0%
Howell-Otegan Elec Caop ing 0.0% $0 18,567,000 2.0%
Three Rivers Etectric Coop 0.0% $o 17,864,000 0.0%
New-Mac Etectric Coop inc 0.0% 30 16,229,000 0.0%
Scott-New Madrid-MS Etec Coop 0.0% $0 15,306,000 0.0%
Crawford Electric Coop inc 0.0% 0 14.830.000 0.0%
Wehster Electric Coop 0.0% 30 14,619,000 0.0%
Osage Valiey flec Coop Assn 0.0% 50 14,051,000 0.0%
Poplar Bluff City of 0.0% $Q 13,645,000 0.0%
Rolla City of 0.0% 30 13,102,000 0.0%
Farmers Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 50 12,656,000 0.0%
Ctay County Eiecuric Coop Corp 0.0% $0 12,480,000 0.0%
West Cenfral Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 12.441,000 0.0%
Central Missouri Elec Coop Jnc 0.0% $0 12,219,000 0.0%
Hannibal City of 0.0% $0 12.170.000 0.0%

* Rankings are for ulifities with revenues over $100 miltion in 1997. There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
$100¢ mitfion that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficienicy programs.

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from U.S. Department of Energy, Engrgy information Adminisiration Data form 861, 1993-1997.

The Environmental Working Group is a nan-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
_Phone; (202) 667-6982  «  Fax: (202) 232-2592 « Email: info@ewg.org «  Web: hitpu//www.ewg.org
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Missouri - Continued.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency MNational Rank
- Investment as Investment Reverue | Investment | for Efficiency
Utility Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 | Trend 93-97 [ Investment®
Kirkwood City of 0.0% 30 11,893,000 0.0%
Macon Electric Coop 0.0% $0 11,124,000 0.0%
Lebanon City of 0.0% 0 11,120,000 0.0%
Carthage City of 0.0% 0 11,025,000 0.0%
Marshall City of 0.0% £0 10.967.000 0.0%
Missouri Rural Efectric Coop 0.0% 30 10,766,000 0.0%
Callaway Electric Coop 0.0% $0 10,488,000 0.0%
United Electric Coop, Inc 0.0% $0 9.969.000 0.0%
Consalidated Electric Coop 0.0% $0 9,942,000 0.0%
Monett City of 0.0% 30 9,214,000 0.0%
West Plains City of 0.0% $0 §,174.000 0.0%
Farmington City of 0.0% $0 19,123.000 0.0%
Barry Electric Coop 0.0% 30 8,838,000 0.0%
Fulton City of 0.0% $0 €,348,000 0.0%
Grundy Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 7,969,000 0.0%
Sac-Osage Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 7,488,000 0.0%
VECkS OB AR s ————— %ﬂ‘ SIRUITLS FREROTORCI
Gascosage Electric Coop ‘ 0.0% ' $0 5,911,000 0.0%
Barton County Elec Caop inc 0.0% 50 6,761,000 0.0%
Pemiscot-Dunkiin Elec Coop Inc 0.0% 50 6,649,000 0.0%
Fri-County Electric Coop Assn 0.0% 30 6,311,000 0.0%
Chillicothe Municipal Utiis 0.0% $0 6.167.000 0.0%
Kennett City of 0.0% 30 6,125,000 0:0%
SuMivan City of 0.0% $0 5,684,000 0.0%
Lewis County Rural EC A 0.0% $0 5.584.000 0.0%
Ralls County Electric Coop 0.0% $0 5,408,000 0.0%
Macon City of 4.0% 50 4,858,000 0.0%
Trenton City of 0.0% 50 4,762,000 0.0%
SE-MA-NO Electric Coop 0.0% $0 4,532,000 0.0%
Harrisonville City of 0.0% $0 4,332,000 0.0%
Cameron City of 0.0% $0 3.890.000 0.0%
Nixa City of 0.0% $G 3,800,000 0.6%
Butler City of 0.0% $0 3,698,000 0.0%
Atchison-Holt Electric Coop 0.0% 30 2,628,000 0.0%
Lamar City of 0.0% 30 3,331,000 0.0%
Cuba City of 0.0% $0 3.272,000 0.0%
Malden City of 0.0% 30 3,040,000 0.0%
Higginsville City of 0.0% $0 2,902,000 0.0%
Salem City of 0.0% $0 2,884,000 0.0%
Howard Electric Coop 0.6% 30 2,758,006 0.0%
Odassa City of 0.0% $0 2,750,000 0.0%

* Rankinigs are for utilities with reverues aver $100 mitlion i1 1997, There are 268 ulilities included in the ramking, N/A appears for utifities with revenues above
100 million ihat could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from U.S, Department of Energy, Energy information Administration Data Form 61, 1993-1997.

The Envirenmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research grganization based in Washington, D.C.

Phone: {202} 667-6982 »

Fax: (202) 232-2502 «

Email: info@ewg.org *

Web: http:iiwww.ewq.org
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Missouri - Continued.

o |

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency National Rank
Utility o investment as tnvestment Revenug | investment § for Efﬁcienc?
ercent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 ) Invesiment

Monroe City City of 0.0% 30 2,700,000 0.0%

Mount Vernon City of 0.0% 0 2,645,000 0.0%

Hermann City of 0.0% $0 2,569,000 0.0%

Palmyra City of 0.0% $0 2,450,000 0.0%

Fredericktown City of 0.0% $0 2,366,000 0.0%

New Madrid City of 0.0% 30 2,250,000 0.0%

St lames City of 0.0% $0 2,253,000 0.0%

El Oarado Springs City af 0.0% $a 2,231,000 0.0%

Shelbina City of 0.0% 30 2,156,000 0.0%

Califarnia City of 0.0% 30 2,070,000 0.0%

Carrollton Board of Pubtic Wks 0.0% 30 2,062,000 0.0%

Houston City of 0.0% 30 2,055,000 0.0%

Bethany City of 0.0% 0 2,031,000 0.0%

Marceline City af 0.0% $0 1.973.000 0.0%

Mountain View City of 0.0% 30 1,829,000 0.0%

St Robert City of 0.0% $0 1,799,000 0.0%

Waynesville City of 0.0% . 30 1 . 1,778.000 I
o A e i K v ot AR WY [T YVTy a ©

Ava City of 0.0% $0 1,624,000

Willow Springs City of 0.0% 30 1,619,000

Centralia City of 0.0% $0 1.581,000

Fayette City of 0.0% 30 1,565,000

La Plata City of 0.0% $0 1.542.000

Owensville City of 0.0% 30 1,527,000

Mansfield City of 0.0% $0 1,493,000

Milan City of 0.0% $0 1,435,000

Vandalia City of 0.0% $0 1,247,600

Thayer City of 0.0% 30 1,243,000

Seymour City of 0.0% 50 1,230,000

tMemphis City of 0.0% %0 1,219,000

Kahoka City of 0.0% 30 1,155,000

Slater City of 0.0% 50 1,110,000

Carnpbelt City of 0.0% 50 1,097,000

Salispury City of 0.0% 40 1,043,000

Richland City of 0.0% $0 1.023,000

Steelville City of 0.0% 50 973.000

Galtatin City of 0.0% 30 §59.000

Uniorwville City of 0.0% %0 951,000

Rockport City of 0.0% 30 886.000

Albany City of C0.0% $0 841,000

Crane City of 0.0% $0 732,000

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $100 million in 1987. There are 2568 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with reveriues above
$100 miltior: that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration Data Forrm 861, 1993-1997.

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profil environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.

Phone: (202) 667-6982

Fax: {202) 232-2592 =

Email: info@ewg.org «

Web: htp:liwww.ewg.org
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Missouri - Continued.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency National Rarnk
Utility b Investment as Investment Revenue Irwes[meAnt for Efficienc‘y
ercent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 | Investment
Rich Hill City of 0.0% $0 633,000 0.0%
Winona City of 0.0% $0 629,000 0.0%
Stanberry City of 0.0% 30 613,000 0.0%
Paris City of 0.0% $0 606,000 0.0%
Lockwaood Water & Light Co 0.0% $0 517,000 0.0%
Perry City of 0.0% 30 412,000 0.0%
Osceola City City of 0.0% $0 411,000 0.0%
Liberal City of 0.0% $0 378,000 0.0%
Newburg City of 0.0% $0 254,000 0.0%
Gifman City City of 0.0% 30 224,000 0.0%
Meadville City of 0.0% $0 209,000 0.0%
Galt City of 0.0% $0 177,000 0.0%
Mindenrmines City of ¢.0% 30 164,000 0.0%
Lictneus City of 0.0% 30 155,000 0.0%
Easton City of 0.0% 30 99.000 0.0%
Pattonsburg City of 0.0% $0 90,000 0.0%
alURE e, Gty Of mm————— m'm(ﬂ.# 200 | 2O e ‘ )

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $100 million in 1997, There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
$100 miition that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1997.

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Phone: (202} 667-6982

.

Fax: (202} 232-2592 «

Email: info@ewg.org «

Wel: http:/fwww.ewg.org
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investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Montana.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency National Rank
o Investment as Investment Revenue Investment | for Efficiency
Utility Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 | Trend 93-97 | Investment®
Montana Power Co 0.6% $2,923.000 508.407,000 -58.5% 42
MDU Resources Group, Inc 0.0% 30 141,590,000 0.0% NIA
Biack Hiils Corp 0.0% 30 126,496.000 -106% NFA
Flathead Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 38,713,000 0.0%
Central MontanaE P C Inc 0.0% $0 24,067,000 0.0%
USBIA-Mission Valiey Power 0.0% 30 16,871,000 0.0%
McKenzie Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 14,435,000 0.0%
Northern Lights Inc 0.0% 30 14,391,000 0.0%
Fall River Rural Elec Coop Inc 0.0% 30 11.299.000 0.0%
Yellowstone Vily Elec Coop inc 0.0% 30 10,829,000 0.0%
Missoula Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 9,819,000 0.0%
Glacier Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 10] 9.371,000 0.0%
Ravalli County Elec Coop Inc 0.0% 30 6.802,000 0.0%
Vigilante Eleciric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 6,423,000 0.0%
Grand Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 6.329,000 0.0%
Fergus Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 6,034,000 0.0%
Big Horn Rural Efectric Ca 0.0% $0 _ 5,868,000 0.0% e e
i o%}ér Vel OWetone R E A NG e I 50 g e e
sun River Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 5,552,000 0.0%
Tongue River Electric Coop inc 0.0% $0 5,334,000 0.0%
Lincaln Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 5,286,000 0.0%
Sheridan Electric Coop Ing 0.0% $0 5,239,000 0.0%
Hill County tlectric Coop Inc 0.0% %0 4,812,000 0.0%
McCone Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 4,616,000 0.0%
Park Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 4,170,000 0.0%
Martas River Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 4,050,000 0.0%
Big Horn County Elec Coap Inc 0.0% %0 3,782,000 0.0%
Beartooth Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 50 3,535,000 0.0%
Big Flat Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 3,124,000 0.0%
Northern Electric Coop inc 0.0% 30 2,065,000 0.0%
Valley Electric Coap Inc 0.0% $0 1,740,000 0.0%
Mid-Yetlowstane Elec Cacp Inc 0.0% $0 1,733,000 0.0%
Southeast Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 1,710,000 0.0%
Gotdenwest Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 1,210,000 0.0%
Troy City of 0.0% 50 776.000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $300 million in 1997, There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
$100 million that could not be ranked because they gid not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmenta) Working Group, Compiled from U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration D2ata Form 861, 1993-1997.

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental yesearch organization based in Washington, D.C.
Web: hitp:/Avww.ewg.org

Phone: (202) 667-6982

3

Fax: (202) 232-2592 -

Email: info@ewg.org »
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investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Nebraska.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency National Rank
. investment as Investment Revenue Investment | for Efficiency
Utility Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 | Investment®
South Sioux City City of 0.1% $8,000 6,880,000 0.0%
Lincoln Electric System 0.1% $80,000 135,073,000 17.7% 106
Nebraska Public Power District 4.0% 3G 588,282,600 0.0% N/A
Omaha Public Power District 0.0% $7.000 483,953,000 -98.5% 120
Nebraska Electric G&T Coop Inc 0.0% $0 93,838,000 0.0%
Loup River Public Power Dist 0.0% 30 48,652,000 0.0%
Grand Island City of 0.0% $0 28,383,000 0.0%
Southern MNebraska Rural PP D 0.0% 30 25,978,000 0.0%
Norris Public Power District 0.0% $0 23,981,000 0.0%
Y-W Electric Assn Inc 0.0% $0 20,686,000 0.0%
Hastings City of 0.0% $0 20.604,000 0.0%
Hightine Eiectric Assn 0.0% $0 19,994,000 0.0%
Dawson County Public Pwr Dist 0.0% $0 18,045,000 0.0%
Fremont City of 0.0% $0 16,459,000 0.0%
Central Nebraska Pub P&1 Dist 0.0% 0 15,222,000 0.0%
Cornhusker Public Power Dist 0.0% 30 12,376,000 0.0%
ssmmmny | 0011, LY, e assnimonats wind 0r 025 S | iy 927;“9%%%
Rural Electric Co 0.0% 30 11.218,000 0.0%
Beatrice City of 0.0% $0 10,141,000 0.0%
Midwest Electric Mernber Corp G.0% $0 10,062,060 0.0%
Custer Public Power District 0.0% 30 9,505,000 0.0%
Wheat Belt Public Power Dist 0.0% $0 9,354,000 0.0%
Southwest Public Power Dist 0.0% $0 9.019,000 0.0%
Elkhorn Rural Public Pwr Dist 0.0% 30 8,823,000 0.0%
York County Rural Pub Pwr Dist 0.0% 30 8,180,000 0.0%
McCook Public Power District 0.0% 30 7,252,000 0.0%
Wyrulec Co 0.0% $0 6,750,000 0.0%
Nebraska City City of 0.0% $0 6,650,000 0.0%
Panhandle Rural El Member Assn 0.0% 30 6,649,000 0.0%
Lexington City of 0.0% $0 6,457,000 0.0%
Niobrara Valley EI Member Corp 0.0% 30 5,945,000 0.0%
Cedar-Knox Public Power Dist 0.0% $0 5,863,000 0.0%
LaCreek Electric Assn Inc 0.0% $0 5,616,000 0.0%
Alliance City of 0.0% 30 5,598,000 0.0%
South Central Public Pwr Dist 0.0% $0 5,672,000 0.0%
Cherry-Todd Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 5,448,000 0.0%
Burt County Public Pawer Dist 0.0% 30 5,060,000 0.0%
Holdrege City of 0.0% $0 4,893,000 0.0%
Butler County Rural PP D 0.0% 30 4,748,000 0.0%
Crete City of 0.0% 50 4,572,000 0.0%
Schuyler City of 0.0% 30 4,540,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $700 milfion in 1997. There are 268 utilities inciuded in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
$100 milftion that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Saurcea: Enviranmental Working Group. Compiled from U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1997.

The Envircnmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Web: hup:/iwww.ewg.org

Phone: (202) 667-6982

Fax: {202) 232-2592 -

Email: info@ewg.org «
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Nebraska - Continued.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency National Rank
. fnvestment as investrment Revenue twestment 1 for Efficiency
Ltility Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97{ lnvestment*®
Twin Valleys Public Power Dist 0.0% 30 4,372,000 0.0%
Northwest Rural Pub Pwr Dist 0.0% 30 4.365.000 0.0%
Cuming County Public Pwr Dist 0.0% $0 4,250,000 0.0%
North Central Public Pwr Dist 0.0% $0 4,184,000 0.0%
Northeast Nebraska Rural PP D 0.0% %0 4.079,000 0.0%
Howard Greeley Rural PP D 0.0% $0 3,821,000 0.0%
Gering City of _ 0.0% 50 3,736,000 0.0%
Seward County Rrl Pub Pwr Dist 0.0% $0 3,704,000 0.0%
Wayne County Public Power Dist 0.0% $0 3,554,000 0.0%
Loup Valleys Rural PP D 0.0% 30 3,517,000 0.0%
Fairbury City of 0.0% $0 3,424,000 0.0%,
Cozad City of 0.0% $0 3,394,000 0.0%
Wayne City aof 0.0% 30 3.377.000 0.0%
KBR Rural Public Power Dist 0.0% $0 3,288,000 0.0%
Seward City of | 0.0% $0 3.251,000 0.0%
Auburn City of 0.0% $0 3.239.000 0.0%
Polk County Rural Pub Pwr Dist 0.0% %0 3,225,000 0.0%
Stanton County Puidlic Pwr Dist 0.0% 50 3,172,000 0.0%
Chimney Roek Public Power Dist 0.0% 30 2,933,000 0.0%
Nigbrara Electric Assn Inc 0.0% $0 2,792,000 0.0%
Sidney City of ©.0% 30 2,766,000 0.0%
Rooseveilt Public Power Dist 0.0% 30 2,753,000 0.0%
Madison City of 0.0% 30 2,548,000 0.0%
Gothenburg City of 0.0% $0 2,382,000 0.0%
Broken Bow City of 0.0% 30 2,278,000 0.0%
Falls City City of 0.0% $0 2,272,000 0.0%
West Point City of 0.0% $0 2,162,000 0.0%
David City City of 0.0% - $0 2,133.000 0.0%
valentine City of 0.0% $0 1,969,000 0.0%
Central City City of 0.0% $0 1,796,000 0.0%
wahoo City of 0.0% $Q 1,724,000 0.0%
Ord City of 0.0% %0 1,577,000 0.0%
Minden City of 0.0% $0 1,569,000 0.0%
Imperiat City of 0.0% $0 1,545,000 0.0%
Superior City of 0.0% 30 1,538,000 0.0%
Tecumseh City of 0.0% $0 1,495,000 0.0%
St Paul City of 0.0% 30 1,294,000 0.0%
Kimball City of 0.0% $0 1,253,000 0.0%
Wakefield City of 0.0% $0 1,233,000 0.0%
Hebron City of 0.0% $0 1,153,000 0.0%
Netigh Village of 0.0% $0 1.097,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $100 million in 1897. There are 268 vtilities inciuded in the ranking. N/A sppears for utitities with revenues above
$100 mitlion that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency pregrams.

Spurce: Environmental Working Group. Compited from U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administiation Data Form 881, 1993-1997.

The Envirenmental Working Group is a hon-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Web: http://www.ewg.org

Phone: (202) 667-6982

.

Fax: {202) 232-2592 -

Email: info@ewg.org =
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Nebraska - Continued.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficlency National Rank

- Investment as Investment Revenue | Investment | for Efficiency

Utitity Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 | Investment®
Pierce City of 0.0% 30 1,025,600 0.0%
De Witt Village of 0.0% 30 964,000 0.0%
Syracuse City of 0.0% %0 942,000 0.0%
Grant City of 0.0% 30 894,000 0.0%
Suttorn City of 3.6% 30 850,000 0.0%
Morrill Village of 0.0% 30 824,000 0.0%
Wilber City of 0.0% . $0 812,000 0.0%
Mitchell City of 0.0% $0 809,000 0.0%
Curtis City of 0.0% 30 800,000 0.0%
Bridgeport City of 0.0% 30 788,000 0.0%
Burwell City of 0.0% $0 787,000 0.0%
City of Scribner 0.0% 30 741,000 0.0%
Wymore City of 0.0% $0 739,000 0.0%
Arapahoe City of 0.0% 30 719,600 0.0%
Wisner City of 0.0% $0 704,000 0.0%
Red Cloud City of G.0% 50 698,000 0.0%

WRIA0KLN, CIUY O mmmmmtsmemerssaibiinmssssnunrans | st O 02 oot | nmmensstsiianin e fasos CHEAUNLT FRPRIALL IO S
Stromsburg City of 0.0% ' $0 T 671,000 0.0% i
Wood River City of 0.0% $0 659,000 0.0%

Plainview City of 0.0% 30 830,000 0.0%
Bayard City of 0.0% $0 615,000 0.0%
Pender City of 0.0% 50 614,000 0.0%
Lyons City of 0.0% $0 611,000 0.0%
Friend City of 0.0% $0 609,600 0.0%
Chappel City of 0.0% 30 600,000 0.0%
Benkelman City of 0.0% $0 593,000 0.0%
Battle Creek City of 0.0% $0 584,000 0.0%
Cambridge City of 0.0% $0 571.000 0.0%
Randolph City of 0.0% 30 545,000 0.0%
Oxford Village of 0.0% $0 525,000 0.0%
Hemingford Village of D.0% 30 505,000 D.0%
Wauneta Village of 0.0% $0 482,000 0.0%
Laurel City of 0.0% $0 472,000 0.0%
Arnold Village of 0.0% $0 455,000 0.0%
Beaver City City of 0.0% $0 448,000 0.0%
Clarkson City of 0.0% $0 436,000 0.0%
Hickman City of 0.0% 30 425,000 0.0%
Blue Hill City of G.G% 50 475,000 0.0%
Snyder City of 0.0% $0 410,000 0.0%
Stuart City of (.0% 30 387,000 0.0%
Decatur Village of 0.0% $0 383,000 0.0%

“ Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $100 million in 1997. There are 268 wtilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
E100 mitfton that cauld ot be ranked because they did not invest in energy sfficiency prograrms.

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from U.S. Department.of Energy, Energy Information Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1997.

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C,
Web: http:/fwww.ewg.org

Phone: (202) 667-6982 »

Fax: (202) 232-2592 -

Email: info@ewg.org -
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Nebraska - Continued.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency Natignal Rank
Utifity Pe:gvestment as Investment Revenue Investment | for Efficiency
ent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 | Investment
Deshiler City af 0.0% 10 381,000 0.0%
Edgar City of 0.0% $0 373,000 0.0%
Lyman Village of 0.0% $0 362,000 0.0%
Spencer City of 0.0% 30 361,000 0.0%
Trenton City of 0.0% 30 358,000 0.0%
Emerson City of 0.0% %0 358,000 0.0%
_Walthill village of 0.0% $0 344,000 0.0%
Sargent City of 0.0% 30 335,000 0.0%
Fairmont City of 0.0% $0 327,000 0.0%
Callaway Village of 0.0% 30 322,000 0.0%
Hampicn Village of 0.0% 30 250,000 0.0%
Indianata City of 0.0% 30 289,000 0.0%
Leigh Village of 0.0% $0 287.000 0.0%
Nelson City of 0.0% $0 283,000 0.0%
Greenwood City of 0.0% $0 277.000 0.0%
Spaiding Village of 0.0% 30 276,000 0.0%
Dorchester Vitlage of 0.0% $0 271,000 0.0%
Giitner City of 0.0% $0 262,000 0.0%
Brainard Viitage of 0.0% $0 251,000 0.0%
Anstey City of 0.0% $C 238,000 0.0%
Mullen Village of 0.0% 30 232,000 0.0%
Suanon City of 0.0% $0 228,000 0.0%
Bradshaw Village of 0.0% 30 217,000 0.0%
Polk Village of 0.0% $0 209,000 0.0%
Shickiey Viliage of 0.0% 30 208,000 0.0%
Campbell Village of 0.0% 30 200,000 0.0%-
Davenport Village of 0.0% $0 182,000 0.0%
Chester Village of 0.0% $0 175,000 0.0%
Prague Village of 0.0% $0 171,000 0.0%
Bartiey Village of 0.0% 30 167,000 0.0%
Lodgepole City of 0.0% $0 164,000 0.0%
Wilcox Village of 0.0% $0 158,000 0.0%
Winside Viitage of 0.0% 30 158,000 0.0%
Village of Hatbrock 0.0% $0 154.000 0.0%
Talmage Village of 0.0% 30 150,000 0.0%
Hildreth Village of 0.0% 30 146,000 0.0%
Panama Village of 0.0% 30 84,000 0.0%
‘| Elk Creek Village of 0.0% 30 54,000 0.0%
Hubbell City of 0.0% $0 52,000 0.0%
Reynoids village of 0.0% $0 45,000 0.0%
Endicott Vittage of 0.0% 30 37,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $100 million in 1997, There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
$100 mitlion that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmental Warking GGreup. Complled from LS. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration Datz Form 861, 1953-1997.

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit enviranmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Web: http/fenviv.ewa.org

Phone: (202) 667-6982

+  Fax: {202) 232-2592 «

Email: info@ewg.org -
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Nevada.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency Naticnal Rank
. Investment as investment Revenue Investment | for Efficiency
Utility Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend §3-97 | {nvestment*
Boulder City City of 1.5% $86,000 5,943,000 0.0%
Mevada Power Co 0.1% $728,000 799,081.000 -69.9% 95
Sierra Pacific Power Co 0.0% 30 540,586,000 -100% NIA
Wells Rural Electric Co 0.0% 30 26,852,000 0.0%
Colorado River Comm of Nevada 0.0% $0 25,719,000 0.0%
Mt Wheeler Power inc 0.0% $0 23,486,000 0.0%
Valley Electric Assn Inc 0.0% 30. 21,546,000 0.0%
Overton Power District No 5 0.0% $0 14,050,000 -100%
Plumas-Sierra Rural Elec Coop 0.0% 30 9,636,000 0.0%
Harngy Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 6,569,000 0.0%
Fallon City of 0.0% $0 5,692,000 0.0%
Nevada Irrigation District 0.0% 50 4,474,000 0.0%
Lincoln County Power Dist No 1 0.0% 30 2,844,000 0.0%
Caliente City of 0.0% 30 849,000 0.0%
Alamo Power District No 3 0.0% $0 560,000 0.0%
Panaca Power & Light Co 0.0% $0 372,000 0.0%
Pioche City of 0.0% $0 291,000 0.0%
Farmers Musual Power Assn 0.0% $0 56,000 0.0%
Penoyer Valley Electric Coop 0.0% 50 31.000 0.0%

" Rankings are for utilitfes with revenues over $100 milfion in 7997. There are 268 uliiities incfuded in the ranking. NfA appears for uiflities with revenues above
$700 miltion that could not be ranked because they did not invest In enerqy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from U.S, Depariment of Energy, Energy Information Administration Data Forrn 861, 1993-1997,

The Environmentat Working Group is a nan-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Web: http:fiwww.ewg.org

Phone: (202) 667-6982

Fax: (202) 232-2592 -

Email: info@ewg.org »
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in New Hampshire.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency National Rank

Utility b Investment as Investment Revenue Investment | for Efﬁcienc'y
ercent of Revenue 1897 1987 Trend 93-97 | Investment

Granite State Etectric Co 3.5% $2,418,000 68,780,000 38.5%
Central Maine Power Co 1.3% 312,494,000 944,390,000 -1.6% 19
Exeter & Hampton Electric Co 0.8% $414,000 53.818,000 11.3%
Concord Electric Co 0.8%" $382,000 49,801,000 4.4%
New Hampshire Elec Coop In¢ 0.6% $617,000 96.285.000 68.6%
Connecticut Valley Elec Co Inc 0.6% $116,000 19,635,000 -57.5%
Public Service Co of NH 0.1% $845.000 1,108,459,000 127.8% 99
Littleton City of 0.0% i 50 5,256,000 0.0%
Wolfeboro Town of 0.0% $0 5,042,000 0.0%
Ashlang Town of 0.0% $0 2,476,000 0.0%
Woodsville City of 0.0% . $0 1,516,000 0.0%
MNew Hampton Village Precinct 0.0% 50 268,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $100 million in 1997, There are 268 utilities inciuded in tha ranking. N/A appears for ulitities with revenues abave
$100 mijlion that could aot be ranked hecause they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmental Warking Group. Compiled fram U.S. Departmert of Energy, Energy Information Administration Data Form 861, 1993.1997.

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Phone: {202} 667-6982

Fax: (2D2) 232-2592 -

Email: info@ewg.org « < Web: htpiiwww.ewg.org
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Investment in enerqy efficiency programs by utilities operating in New Jersey.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency National Rank
- Investment as Investment Revenue Investment | for Efficiency
Utility Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 | Investment™
Public Service Electric&Gas Co 0.9% $38,808,000 4,166,643,000 439.0% 28
Jersey Central Power&Light Co 0.4% $8,073.000 2,093,972,000 34.8% 54
Atantic City Efectric Co 6.0% $0 970,484,000 -100% N/A
Rockland Electric Co 0.0% $0 136,203.000 0.0% N/A
Vineland City of 0.0% 30 39,523,000 0.0%
Sussex Rural Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 13,494,000 0.0%
Madison City of 0.0% $0 11,340,000 0.0%
Butler Borough of 0.0% $0 10,145,000 0.0%
South River Boreugh of 0.0% $0 5,666,000 0.0%
Park Ridge Borough of 0.0% 50 4,225,000 0.0%
Militown Borough of 0.0% $0 3,138,000 0.0%
Seaside Heights City of 0.0% $0 2,873,000 0.0%
Lavallette City of 0.0% $6 1,425,060 0.0%
Pemberton Borough of 0.0% $0 680,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $100 million in 1997, There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
$T00 miifion that coufd not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Enwvironmental Working Group. Compiled from U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1997.

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Weh: hitp./fwww.ewg.org

Phone: {202) 667-6982

[

Fax: {202) 232-25892 »

Email: infa@ewg.org =



m
0L
A<
R
zZo
(o2 4

@ om

az
[}

cr

-~

investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in New Mexico.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency | National Rank
- Investment as Investment Revenue | Investment { far Efficiency
ility Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 | Investment?
Mavopache Electric Coop inc 1.3% $300,000 28,458,000 9900%
Southwestern Pubtic Service Co 0.4% $3,563,000 960,682,000 281.1% 58
El Paso Electric Co 0.1% $551,000 594,038,000 -26.2% 97
Socorro Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $3.000 12,991,000 0.0%
Public Service Co of NM 0.0% 30 722,438,000 0.0% N/A
Texas-New Mexico Power Co 0.0% $0 580.691.000 -100% N/A
Duncan Valley Elec Coop Inc 0.0% $0 64,122,000 0.0%
Farmington City of 0.0% $0 52,644,000 0.0%
La Plata Electric Assh inc 0.0% $0 43,426,000 0.0%
Lea County Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 41,880,000 0.0%
Navajo Tribal Utility Auth 0.0% - $0 38,068,000 0.0%
Los Alamos County 0.0% $0 28,567.000 0.0%
Central Valley Efec Coop Inc 0.0% $0 24,575,000 0.0%
Jemez Mountains Elec Coop Inc 0.0% %0 23,916,000 0.0%
Continental Divide El Coop Ing 0.0% $0 23,785,000 0.0%
Kit Carson Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 22.907,000 0.0%
Cotumbus Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 18,454,000 0.0%
Southwestern Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 18,286,000 0.0%
Galtup City of 0.0% 30 14,325,000 0.0%
Central New Mexico El Coop Inc 0.0% 30 13,954,000 0.0%
Farmers Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 50 12,935,000 0.0%
Rio Grande Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 12,651.000 0.0%
Otere County Efectric Coap Inc. 0.0% $0 12,305,000 0.0%
Roosevelt County Elec Coop inc 0.0% 30 8,676,000 0.0%
Mora-3ar Migue! Etec Coap Inc 0.0% 50 5,744,000 0.0%
Springer Electiic Coop Inc 0.0% 30 4,236,000 0.0%
Raton Public Service Co 0.0% $0 3.850.000 0.0%
Sierra Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 3,591,000 0.0%
Truth or Consequences City of 0.0% $0 3.427.000 0.0%
Northern Rig Arriba E C Inc 0.0% $0 2.9749.000 Q.0%
Artec City of 0.0% 30 2,333,000 0.0%
Springer Town of 0.0% $0 555,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues over 3100 milfion in 1987. There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
$100 million that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmenal Working Group. Compited from U.5, Depanment of Energy, Energy information Administration Data Form 861, 1953-1997.

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Web: http:/iwww.ewg.org

Phone: (202} 667-6982

Fax: (202) 232-2592 -«

Email: info@ewg.org
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in New York.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency Nationa) Rank
- Investment as Investment Revenue Investment | for Efficiency
Utitity Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 | Investment*
Fairport Village of 3.2% l $378,000 11,835,000 0.0%
Power Authority of State of NY 2.3% $34,030.000 1,480.803,000 258.8% 6
Orange & Rockland Utils Inc 0.6% $2,613.000 412,434,000 -83.8% 40
Massena Town of . 0.5% $30.0600 6,413.000 200.0%
Consolidated Edison Co-NY Inc 0.5% $25,656,000 5.646,917.000 T4.4% 50
tong Island Lighting Co 0.3% $6,396.000 2,480,747,000 -14.4% 67
MNew York State Elec & Gas Corp 0.1% $2,448,000 1.792,164,000 -94.4% 85
Central Hudson Gas & Elec Corp 0.1% $413,000 416,429,000 -88.8% 94
Pennsylvania Electric Co 0.1% $498,000 1,052,935,000 -85.3% 110
Niagara Mohawk Power Corp 0.0% $635,000 3,307,601.000 -97.5% 116
famestown City of 0.0% $2,000 25,198,060 -98.3%
Rochester Gas & Electric Corp 0.0% 30 700,330,000 -100% NIA
Freeport Village of inc 0.0% 30 16,794,000 0.0%
Rockville Centre Village of 0.0% $0 12,616,000 0.0%
Plattsburgh City of 0.0% 30 11,508,000 0.0%
Sotvay Viitage of 0.0% $0 5,683,000 0.0%
Steuben Rural Elec Coop Inc 0.0% $0 5,197,000 0.0%
Lake Placid Village Inc 0.0% $0 4,989,000 0.0%
Arcade Village of 0.0% $0 4,027,000 0.0%
Delaware County Elec Coop Inc 0.0% $0 3,426,000 0.0%
Otsego Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 3,249,000 0.0%
Rouses Paint Village of 0.0% 30 3,128,000 0.0%
Bath Electric Gas & Water Sys 0.0% 30 2,823,000 0.0%
Tupper Lake Village of 0.0% 30 2,748,000 0.0%
Sherburne Village of 0.0% $0 2,215,000 0.0%
llion Village of 0.0% $0 2,180,000 0.0%
Boonville Village of 0.0% 30 2,126,000 0.0%
Westfield Village of 0.0% $0 2,123,000 0.0%
Springville Village of 0.0% $0 2,116,000 0.0%
Penn Yan Village of 0.0% $0 2,097,000 0.0%
Sherrili City of 0.0% $0 2,008,000 0.0%
Greenport Viltage of 0.0% 30 1,996.000 0.0%
Salamanca City of 0.0% 30 1,958,000 0.0%
Spencerport Village of 0.0% $0 1,847,000 0.0%
Hamilton Village of 0.0% $0 1.835,000 0.0%
Wellsvilfe Village of 0.0% 30 1,828,000 0.0%
Endicott Village of 0.0% $0 1,797,000 0.0%
Akron Village of 0.0% $0 1,587,000 0.0%
Watkins Glen Village of 0.0% 30 1,456,000 0.0%
Onetda-Madison Elec Coop Inc 0.0% 30 1.383.000 0.0%
Greene Village of 0.0% $0 1.350.000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $100 miffion in 1997. There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appoars for utilities with revenues above
$100 million that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmental Working Group, Compiled from U.5. Department of Energy, Energy (nformation Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1987.

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Web: http://www.ewg.org

Phone: {202) 667-6982

Fax: (202) 232-2592

Email: info@ewg.orq =
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in New York - Continued.

Efficiency Efficiency Effictency Natjonal Rank
Utility . Investment as Investment Revenue Investment | for Efﬁcienc‘y
ercent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 | investment
Litde Valley Vitlage of 0.0% 30 1,290,000 0.0%
Bergen Viitage of 0.0% 30 1,184,000 0.0%
Fishers Island Electric Corp 0.0% $0 1,104,000 0.0%
Skaneateles Village of 0.0% $0 1,060,000 0.0%
Frankfort Village of 0.0% 30 1,014,000 0.0%
Groton Village of 0.0% 30 859,000 0.0%
Churchville Village of 0.0% 30 828,000 0.0%
Mayville Village of 0.0% 30 819,000 0.0%
Green island City of 0.0% $0 776,000 0.0%
Mohawk dMunicipal Comm 0.0% $0 746,000 0.0%
Richmondvilte Viltage of 0.0% 50 639,000 0.0%
Marathon Vitlage of 0.0% $0 617,000 0.0%
Holley Village of 0.0% $0 569,000 0.0%
Moreau Manufacturing Corp 0.0% 30 555,000 0.0%
Brocton City of 0.0% $0 421,000 0.0%
Philadelphia Village of 0.0% $0 424,000 0.0%
Angelica Viltage of 0.0% 30 375,000 0.0%
Andover Village of 0.0% $0 295,000 0.0%
Castile Village of 0.0% $0 293.000 0.0%
Theresa City of 0.0% $Q 281,000 0.0%
Silver Springs Village of 0.0% 30 190,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $700 million in 1997, Thera are 268 utilities included jn the ranking. N/A appears for ulifities with revenues above
$100 miftion that cauld nat be ranked because they did not invest in gnergy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from U5, Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration Oata Form 861, 1893-1987.

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Phone: (202) 667~6982 « Fax: (202) 232-2592 « Email: info@ewg.org = Web: hitp:/iwww.ewg.org
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in North Carolina.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency Nationaf Rank
" Investment as Investment Revenue Investment | for Efficiency
Utility Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 § [nvestment”
Carolina Power & Light Co 0.8% $25,120.000 3,024,088.000 63.1% 33
lones-Onsiow Elec Member Corp 0.2% $125,000 57,078.000 0.0%
Virginia Electric & Power Co 0.1% $2,896,000 4,797,946.000 -65.4% 104
Greenville Utilities Cormm 0.1% $66,000 104,380,000 10.0% 108
Albemarle City of G.1% $10.000 20,917.000 0.0%
Fayetteville Public Works Comm 0.0% $10,000 126,456,000 -60.0% 119
Wilson City of 0.0% $10,000 88,969,000 0.0%
Duke Power Co 0.0% $0 4,296,181,000 -100% NIA
North Caralina Et Member Corp 0.0% 30 629,700,000 0.0% N/A
Kinstan City of 0.0% $0 507,251,000 0.0% N/A
North Carolina Eastern M P A 0.0% 50 495,063,000 0.0% N/A
North Carolina Mun Power Agny 0.0% 30 417,331,000 G.0% YA
Louisburg Town of 0.0% 30 165,644,000 0.0% N/A
Blue Ridge Elec Member Corp 0.0% $0 70,869,000 0.0% :
Rutherford Elec Member Corp 0.0% 30 69,099,000 0.0%
High Point Town of 0.0% 30 68,030,000 0.0%
Crescent Electric Member Corp 0.0% 30 67,573,000 0.0%
Brunswick Electric Member Corp 0.0% $0 66,462,000 -100%
Nantahala Power & Light Co 0.0% $0 64,922,000 0.0%
Racky Mount City of 0.0% 30 57,052,000 0.0%
Lumbee River Elec Member Corp 0.0% $0 52,720,000 0.0%
Gastonia City of 0.0% $Q 50,568,000 0.0%
South River Elec Member Corp 0.0% $0 46,282,000 0.0%
Union Efectric Membership Corp 0.0% $0 45,617.000 0.0%
Four County Eiec Member Corp 0.0% $0 43,210,000 ~100%
Davidson Electric Member Carp 0.0% 30 42,645,000 0.0%
New Bern City of 4.0% $a 36.323.000 0.0%
Randolph Electric Member Corp 0.0% 50 36,224,000 0.0%
Carteret-Craven El Member Corp 0.0% $0 33,616,000 0.0%
Lexington City of 0.0% $0 33,472,000 0.0%
French Broad Elec Member Corp 0.0% $0 33,294,000 0.0%
Concord City of 0.0% 50 31,748,000 0.0%
Tri-County Elec Member Corp 0.0% 50 31,112,000 0.0%
Mountain Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 30,851,000 0.0%
Menroe City of 0.0% 30 30,845,000 0.0%
Piedmont Electric Member Corp 0.0% 50 30,173,000 -100%
Blue Ridge Mountain E M C 0.0% $0 27.970,000 0.0%
Wake Electric Membership Corp 0.0% 80 27,577,000 | -100%
Statesville City of 0.0% 30 27,322,000 0.0%
Tideland Electric Member Corp 0.0% 30 23,911,000 0.0%
Surry-Yadkin Elec Member Corp 0.0% 30 23,765,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $100 million in 1997, There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
$100 mitlion that could not be ranked because they did nat invest in enerqy efficiency prograrms.

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1997,

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washingten, D.C.
Web: http:/fwww.ewg.org

Phone: (202} 667-6982

fax: (202) 232-2592 »

Email: info@ewg.org -
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in North Carolina - Continued.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency National Rank
- Investment as Investment Reveniie Investment | for Efficiency
Utility Parcent of Revenue 1987 1997 Trend 93-97 | Investment®
Washington City of 0.0% $0 23,121,000 0.0%
Pee Dee Electric Member Corp 0.0% 30 22,994,000 0.0%
Efizabeth City City of 0.0% 30 22,094,000 0.0%
Lumberton City of 0.0% $0 21,861,000 0.0%
Broad River Electric Coop Inc 0.0% %0 20,715,000 0.0%
Morganton City of 0.0% %0 20,491,000 0.0%
Tarboro Fown of 0.0% %0 20,472,000 0.0%
Central Etectric Member Corp 0.0% 30 18,833,000 -100%
Haywocd Electric Member Corp 0.0% $0 17.926,000 -100%
Roanoke Electric Member Corp 0.0% $0 16,126,000 -100%
Edgecombe-Martin County EM C 0.0% 30 14,830,000 0.0%
Tri-State Electric Member Corp 0.0% 30 14,378,000 0.0%
Shelby City of 0.0% 30 12,911,000 0.0%
Pitt & Greene Elec Member Corp 0.0% 30 12,181,000 0.0%
New River Light & Power Co 0.0% 30 12,164,000 0.0%
Laurinburg City of 0.0% $0 12,130,000 0.0%
Smithfietd Town of 0.0% 30 11,606,000 0.0%
Halifax Etectric Member Corp 0.0% $0 11,316,000 0.0%
Albemarie Electric Member Corp 0.0% 30 9,381,060 0.0%
Forest City Town of 0.0% $0 8,907,000 0.0%
Cape Hatteras Eiec Member Corp 0.0% 30 8,747,000 0.0%
Edenton Town of 0.0% $0 8,033,000 0.0%
Ayden Town of 0.0% 30 7,630,000 0.0%
Murphy City of 0.0% 30 7,591,000 0.0%
Kings Mountain City of 0.0% $0 7,257,000 0.0%
Pineville Town of 0.0% $0 7,256,000 0.0%
Wake Forest Town of 0.0% 0 6,980,000 0.0%
Newton City of 0.0% 50 6,549,000 0.0%
Apex Town of 0.0% 50 6,521,000 0.0%
Clayton City of 0.0% $0 6,510,000 0.0%
Selma Town of 0.0% $0 5,064,000 0.0%
Farmville Town of 0.0% $0 5,000,000 0.0%
Cherryville City of 0.0% 30 4,945,000 0.0%
Waynesville City of 0.0% 30 4,886,000 0.0%
Maiden Town of 0.0% $0 4,801,000 0.0%
Lincolnton City of 0.0% 30 4,725,000 0.0%
Granite Falls Town of 0.0% 30 3,898,000 0.0%
Red Springs Town of 0.0% $0 3,964,000 0.0%
Benson Town of 0.0% 30 3,382,000 0.0%
Dallas Town of 0.0% $0 3.364.000 0.0%
Southport City of 0.0% 30 3,127.000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utifities with revenuss over $100 milfion in 1997, There are 268 utifities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
$100 miltion that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from U.S. Department of Energy, Energy information Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1987.

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Web: http:/fwww.ewg.org

Phane: (202} 667-6982

Fax: {202) 232-2592 »

Email: info@ewg.org -
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in North Carolina - Continued.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency National Rank
. tnvestment as Investment Revenue Investment | for Efficiency
Utility Percent of Reverue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 [ investment*
Landis Town of 0.0% 50 3,070,000 0.0%
Winterville City of 0.06% 30 3,019,000 0.0%
Scottand Neck Town of 0.0% $0 2.995.000 0.0%
Windsor Town of 0.0% 30 2,864,000 0.0%
Huntersvilte Town of 0.0% 30 2,583,000 0.0%
Enfield Towi of 0.0% 0 2,542,000 0.0%
Highlands City of 0.0% $0 2,355,000 0.0%
La Grange Town of 0.0% 50 2,339,000 0.0%
Sharpsburg City of 0.0% 50 2,325,000 0.0%
Hertford City of 0.0% 30 2,286,000 0.0%
Cornelius City of 0.0% 30 2,200,000 0.0%
Belhaven Town of 0.0% 30 2,191,000 0.0%
Robersonville City of 0.0% $0 2,167,000 0.0%
Stantonsburg Town of 0.0% $0 1,754,000 0.0%
Drexet Town of 0.0% $0 1,631,000 0.0%
Lucama Town of 0.0% 50 1,506,000 0.0%
Pinetops Town of 0.0% $0 1,336,000 0.0%
Harkers Island El Member Corp 0.0% 30 1,222,000 0.0%
Fremont Town of 0.0% $0 1,216,000 0.0%
Black Creek Town of 0.0% 30 926,000 0.0%
Pikevilte Town of 0.0% $0 759,000 0.0%
Hookerton Town of 0.0% $0 630,000 0.0%
Hobgood Town of 0.0% $0 445,000 0.0%
Fountain Town of 0.0% $0 426,000 0.0%
MacClesfietd Town of 0.0% $0 410,000 0.0%
Hamilton Town of 0.0% $0 395,000 0.0%
Qak City Town of 0.0% $0 254,000 0.0%
Bostic Town of 0.0% $0 207,000 0.0%
Walstenburg Town of G.0% 50 178,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for wtitities with reveaues over $100 million in 1997, There are 268 whilities included n the ranking. N/A appears for wlilities with revenues above
$100 million that could not be ranked because they did not invest in enerqy efficiency programs.

- Source: Environmentai Working Group. Compifed from U.S. Department of Energy, Energy nformation Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1997.

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Web: http:/fwww.ewg.org

Phone: {(202) 667-6982

Fax: [202) 232-2582 »

gEmail: info@ewg.org +
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utitities operating in North Dakota.

ifficiency  Efficiency Efficiency | National Rank
. Investment as tnvestment Revenue Investment for tfficiency
Utility Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 | Investment*
Norihern States Power Co 1.2% $24,548,000 2,100.512,000 1. 7% 23
Otier Tail Power Co 1.0% $2,099,000 203,881,000 47.8% 26
Cass County Electric Coop Inc 0.1% $15,000 25,644,000 25.0%
Verendrye Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $5.000 15,784,000 0.0%
MDU Resources Group, Inc 0.0% 50 141,590,000 0.0% N/A
Minnkota Power Coop Inc 0.0% 30 112,390,000 0.0% N/A
Nodak Rural Electric Coop Inc 0.0% §0 26,922,000 0.0%
Northern Plains Electric Coop 0.0% 50 18,115,000 0.0%
McKenzie Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 14,435,000 0.0%
West Plains Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 12,675.000 0.0%
R S R Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 12,400.000 0.0%
Otiver-Mercer Elec Coop Inc 0.0% $0 10,220.000 0.0%
North Central Elec Coop Inc 0.0% 30 10,130,000 0.0%
Williams Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 10,015,000 -100%
Capital Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 9,969,000 0.0%
Mor-Gran-Sou Electric Caop Inc 0.0% $0 7,812,000 0.0%
Lower Yellowstone RE Alne C00% 30 5877 000 0.0% A o
R N et R e I i T ——
Sheridan Electric Coop fnc 0.0% $0 5,239,000 0.0%
Slope Electric Coop inc 0.0% $0 4,643,000 0.0%
Sheyenne Valley Elec Coop Inc 0.0% $0 4,589,000 0.0%
KEM Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 4,164,000 0.0%
McLean Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 3,983,000 0.0%
Valley City City of 0.0% $0 3,846,000 0.0%
Burke-Divide Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 3.687.000 0.0%
Grafton City of 0.0% $0 2,825,000 0.0%
Cavatier Rural Eiec Coop tnc 0.0% $0 2.241.000 0.0%
Goldenwest Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 1.210,000 0.0%
Park River City of 0.0% 50 1,071,000 0.0%
Cavalier City of 0.0% $0 899,000 0.0%
Hillsboro City of 0.0% 50 895,000 0.0%
Northwood City of 0.0% $0 790,000 0.0%
Lakota City of 0.0% 30 487,000 0.0%
tMaddock City of 0.0% $0 452,000 0.0%
Hope City of 0.0% $0 244,000 0.0%
Stanton City of 0.0% 30 197,000 0.0%
Riverdate, City of 0.0% $0 78,000 0.0%
Sharon City of 0.0% 50 63.000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $100 million in 1997. There are 268 utilities included in the rank ing. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
$100 miltion that couid not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compileg from U.S. Department of Energy, £nergy Information Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1997.

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental sesearch organization based in Washington, D.C.

Phone: (202) 667-6982

Fax: (202) 232-2592 «

Email: info@ewg.org -«

Web: htip://www.ewg.org
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Ohio.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency National Rank
- Investment as Investmernt Revenue Investment | for Efficiency

Utitity Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 | Investment®
Dayton Power & Light Co 0.5% $4,783.000 1.014,977,000 -80.0% 48
Ohio Edison Co 0.2% $4,268,000 2,168,775,000 59.9% 81
Cincinnati Gas & Electric Co 0.1% $2,114.000 1.908.132,000 -29.2% 91
South Central Power Co 0.1% $111.000 97.098.000 23.3%

Columbus Southern Power Co 0.0% $500.000 1.139,604.000 -57.8% 113
Ohio Power Co 0.0% $0 1.975,291,000 -100% N/A
Cleveland Electric flum Co 0.0% 30, 1,784,728.000 -100% N/A
Toledo Edison Co 0.0% 30 895,365,000 -100% N/A
Manongahela Power Co 0.0% $0 666,362,000 -100% N/A
Ohio Valley Electric Corp 0.0% $0 301,460,000 0.0% NIA
AEP Generating Co 0.0% 50 227,868,000 0.0% NA
Buckeye Power Inc 0.0% 30 206.066,000 0.0% NIA
American Mun Power-Ohio Inc 0.0% $0 184,411,000 -100% N/A
Cleveland City of 0.0% 30 110.191,000 0.0% NIA
Hamilton City of 0.0% $0 43,904,000 0.0%

Columbus City of 0.0% 30 42.530,000 0.0%
LiopeenRural Elec. Coop. inC %%m 0.0%

| cuyahoga Fats City of r 0.0% 50 24,017,000 m

Union Rural Efectric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 23,012,000 0.0%

Bowling Green City of 0.0% 30 19,813,000 0.0%

Licking Rural Elecificatn Inc 0.0% $0 19,513,000 0.0%

Westerville City of 0.0% $0 19,231,000 0.0%

Buckeye Rural Elec Coop Inc i 0.0% $0 18,388,000 4.0%

Niles City of 0.0% 30 18,083,000 0.0%
Hancock-Wood Electric Coop inc 0.0% $0 16,906,000 0.0%

Orrville City of 0.0% $0 16,277,000 0.0%

Piqua City of 0.0% $0 15,507,000 G.0%

Consolidated Electric Coop.inc 0.0% 30 15,377,000 0.0%

Delaware Rural Elec Caop Ing 0.0% $0 14,890,000 0.0%

Painesville City of 0.0% $0 14,801.000 0.0%

Lorain-Medina RE C Inc 0.0% $0 14,563,000 3.0%
Holmes-Wayne Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 14,255,000 0.0%

Wadsworth City of 0.0% 30 14,204,000 0.0%

Butler Rural Electric Caop inc 0.0% $0 13,607,000 0.0%
Paulding-Putman Elec Coop inc 0.0% $0 13,587,000 0.0%

Bryan City of 0.0% 50 13,121,000 0.0%

North Central Ele¢ Coop Inc 0.0% %0 12.719.000 0.0%
Guernsey-Muskingum E1 Coop inc 0.0% $0 12,680,000 0.0%

Midwest Efectric fnc 0.0% $0 11,546,000 0.G%

Hudson City of 0.0% $0 10,966,000 0.0%

Daver City of 0.0% $0 10,901,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $100 miition in 1897, There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for ulilities with revenues above
$100 mitlion that could not-be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from U.5. Department of Energy, €nergy Information Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1997.

The Environmental Warking Group is a non-prafit environmentat research arganization based in Washington, D.C.

Phone: {202) 667-6982

-

Fax: (202) 232-2592 -

Email: info@ewg.org =

Web: hitp:///iwww.ewg.org
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Ohio - Continued.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency National Rank
Utility oo : Eggtstg?irétvg; i lnv%gn;em Rf.al\g;n?ue _;lr'lvestment for Efﬁcienc.y
end 93-97 | Investment
Toledo Bend Project Joink Oper 0.0% 30 10,504,000 0.0%
Napoteon City of 0.0% 30 9,283,000 0.0%
Carroll Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 9,089,000 0.0%
Firelands Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 8,719.000 0.0%
Celina City of 0.0% 30 8,210,000 0.0%
tackson City of 0.0% $0 7.834,000 0.0%
Wapakoneta City of 0.0% $0 7,696,000 0.0%

‘| st Marys City of 0.0% $0 7.520,000 0.0%
Lebanon City of 0.0% %0 7.271.000 0.0%
Oberiin City of 0.0% $0 7.064.000 0.0%
Washington Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 7,025,000 0.0%
Galion City of 0.0% 30 6.792.000 0.0%
Adams Rural Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 6,746,000 0.0%
Frontier Power Co 0.0% $0 6.654,000 0.0%

Clyde Light & Power 0.0% 30 6,393,000 0.0%
Darke Rural Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 6,124,000 0.0%
RIS S AT RSP Gy PRRets 102, S 3 SRSSSRR TN T 0 LS AP PR e

ogan Chty Coop P&L Assn Inc ) [ 0.0% $0 1 T 5674000 0.0% '

shelby City of 0.0% 30 5,542,000 0.0%
Tipp City City of 0.0% $0 5.325.000 0.0%
Weillington City of 0.0% 30 4,483,000 0.0%
Amberst City of 0.0% $0 4,221,000 0.0%
Tri-County Rural Elec Coop inc 0.0% 30 4.090.000 -] - 0.0%
Minster Village of 0.0% $0 3,893,000 0.0%
United Rural Electric Coep Inc 0.0% 30 3,884,000 0.0%
Marion Rural Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 3.849.000 0.0%
Montpelier City of 0.0% 50 3,841,000 0.0%
Southeastern Michigan REC Inc 0.0% $0 3,606,000 0.0%
Hubbard City of 0.0% $0 3,565,000 0.0%
Newton Falls City of 0.0% $0 3,238,000 0.0%
Columbiana Village of 0.0% 30 3,193,000 0.0%
Versailles City of 0.0% 30 2.933.000 0.0%
New Bremen Village of 0.0% 30 2,923,000 0.0%
Blanchester Village of 0.0% $0 2,602,000 0.0%
Georgetown Village of 0.0% 30 2,400,060 0.0%
St Clairsville City of 0.0% $0 2,370,000 0.0%
Yellow Springs Village of 0.0% 50 2,322,000 0.0%
Carey Village of 0.0% 30 2,196,000 0.0%
Monroeville City of 0.0% 30 2,126,000 0.0%
Brewster Village of 0.0% $0 2,053,000 0.0%
Lodi City of 0.0% 30 2,051,000 0.0%

e

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $100 million in 1997, There are 268 utilities inciuded in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
$108 million that could not be ranked because they did not invest in enerqy efficiency programs,

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from U.S, Department of Energy. Energy Information Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1997,

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Phone: (202} 667-6982 « Fax: (202} 232-2592 « Email: info@ewg.org « Web: hup://www.ewg.org
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investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Ohio - Continued.

-

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency National Rank
- Investment as Investment Revenue Investment | for Efficiency
Utility Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 | Investment®
Seville Village of 0.0% 30 1,956,000 0.0%
Bethel City of 0.0% 30 7.876,000 0.0%
Pioneer City of 0.0% $0 1,627,000 0.0%
Qak Harbor Village of 0.0% 30 1,560,000 0.0%
Grafton City of 0.0% 50 1,500,000 0.0%
Edgerton Village of 0.0% $0 1,428,000 0.0%
Arcanum City of 0.0% $0 1.364,000 0.0%
Deshier City of 0.0% $0 1,358,000 0.0%
Woodsfield City of 0.0% 30 1,249,000 0.0%
Ripley City of 0.0% 30 1,146,000 0.0%
Pemberville viltage of 0.0% $0 1,064,000 0.0%
Genoa Village of 0.0% $0 1,020,000 0.0%
Elmore Village of 0.0% $o 963,000 0.0%
Jackson Center Village of 0.0% $0 872.000 0.0%
Woodville Village of 0.0% $0 748,000 0.0%
Sycamore City of 0.0% $0 744,000 0.0%
AEeacCICItY Ol e | ———0 02 I et Ul | WL S——
Greenwich Village of 0.0% 30 723.000 0.0%
Milan Village of 0.0% $0 717.000 0.0%
Lakeview Viltage of 0.0% $0 666,000 0.0%
Plymouth Village of 0.0% $0 630,000 0.0%
Glouster Village of 0.0% 30 596,000 0.0%
Bradner Village of 0.0% $0 588,000 0.0%
Prospect Corp 0.0% $0 587,000 0.0%
New Knoxville Viflage of 0.0% $0 511,000 0.0%
Marshallville Village of 0.0% 30 421,000 0.0%
Ohio City Viilage of 0.0% 30 421,000 0.0%
Waynesfield Village of 0.0% $0 353,000 0.0%
Lucas Village of 0.0% $0 332,000 0.0%
Bloomdate Village of 0.0% $G 313,000 0.0%
South Vienna Corporation 0.0% 30 297,000 0.0%
Mendon City of 0.0% 50 290,000 0.0%
Hamersville Village of 0.0% $0 289,000 0.0%
Shiloh Village of 0.0% $0 270,00G 0.0%
Arcadia City of 0.0% $0 250,000 0.0%
Eldorado City of 0.0% $0 250,000 0.0%
Haskins Viltage of 0.0% $0 232.000 0.0%
Wharton Village of 0.0% $0 202,000 0.0%
Tontogany Village of 0.0% 30 199,000 0.0%
Republic City of 0.0% $0 190,000 0.0%
Cygnet Village of 0.0% $0 171,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $100 million in 1997, There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
$100 million that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmentai Working Graup. Comgiled from U.5. Department of Energy, Energy informaticn Adminisiration Oata Form 861. 1933-1397.

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, 0.C.

Phone: (202) 667-6982 -

Fax: {202) 232~2592 -

Email: info@ewg.org «

Web: hitp:/iwww.ewg.org
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Ohio - Continued.

Effictency Efficiency Efficiency National Rank
Uthi Investment as Investment Revenue Investment | for Effictency
Hity Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 | Investment*
Custar City of 0.0% $0 134,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utitities with revenues over $100 miltion in 1897, There are 268 utifities included in the ranking. N/A 2ppears for utilities with revenues above
$100 million that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled fram U.S, Department of Energy. Energy Information Adminisiration Datz Form 861, 1993-1997.

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washingion, D.C.

Phone: (202} 667-6982

Fax: (202} 232-2592 -«

Emait: info@ewg.org -«

Web: http/Anvwew ewg.org
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_ Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Oklahoma.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency National Rank
- Investment as Investment Revenue investment | for Efficiency
Uritity Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 3-97 | Investment®
Duncan City of 0.1% $11,000 8,631,000 -26.7%
Red River Valfey Rri Elec Assn 0.1% $9.000 13,813,000 -89.0%
Caddo Electric Coop inc 0.1% $6,000 16,746,000 0.0%
Oklahoma Gas & Hectric Co 0.0% 3G 1.191.6%0.000 -100% N/A
Public Service Co of Oklahoma 0.0% 30 712,690,000 0.0% N/A
Empire District Electric Co 0.0% 30 214,306,000 0.0% NIA
Grand River Dam Authority 0.0% 30 . 177,584,000 0.0% N/A
Oklahoma Municipal Power Auth 0.0% 30 92,345,000 0.0%
Ozarks Electric Coop Corp 0.0% 30 47,264,000 0.0%
Arkansas Valley Elec Coop Corp 0.0% $0 44,997,000 0.0%
Oklahoma Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 39,871,000 0.0%
Edmond City of 1.0% 30 32,794,000 0.0%
Northeast Oklahoma E Coop Inc 0.0% 50 30,685,000 0.0%
East Central Okla E! Coop Inc 0.0% 50 27,418,000 0.0%
Verdigris Valley Elec Coop Inc 0.0% 1)) 26,963,000 0.0%
Cotton Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 25,472,000 0.0%

e LSO AO0 e entoy | om0 v | et w05 532,000 e, v ey
Indian Electric Coop tnc 0.0% $0 21,053,000 0.0%
Canadian Valley Efec Coaop Inc 0.0% $0 20.668.000 0.0%

Peoples Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 20,542,000 0.0%
Ponca City City of 0.0% 3¢ 20,187,000 0.0%
Central Rural Electric Coop 0.0% 30 18,263,000 0.0%
Lake Region Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 19,166,000 0.0%
Tri~County Etectric Coop ine 0.0% 30 18,250,000 0.0%
Kiamichi Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 50 15,879,000 0.0%
Choctaw Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 50 15,369.000 0.0%
Cookson Hills Elec Coop Inc 0.0% $0 15,116,000 0.0%
Rural Electric Coop Inc ' 0.0% $0 14,986,000 0.0%
Claremore City of 0.0% %0 13,997,000 0.0%
Cimarron Electric Coop 0.0% 30 13,116,000 0.0%
Northwestern Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 12,229,000 0.0%
Southeastern Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 9,901,000 0.0%
Alfalfa Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 9.732,000 0.0%
Alws City of 0.0% $0 9,700,000 0.0%
Kay Electric Coop 0.0% 50 . 8,125,000 0.0%
Miami City of 0.0% $0 8,094,000 0.0%
Tahiequah Public Works Auth 0.0% $0 8.087.000 0.0%
Southwest Rural £iec Assn Inc 0.0% $0 ' 7,262,000 0.0%
Rich Mountain Elec Coop Inc 0.0% 30 7,066,000 0.0%
Blackwell City of 0.0% . $0 6,448,000 0.0%
Sallisaw City of 0.0% $0 5,637.000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $100 million in 1997. There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utitities with revenues above
$100 million that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Scurce: Environmental Working Group. Compifed from U.S, Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1997,

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Phone: (202} 667-6982 « Fax: (202) 232-2592 « Email: info@ewg.org « Wab: hitp:iivaww.ewg.org
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Investment in enerqgy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Oklahoma - Continued.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency National Rank
Uility Pe:?:eslmem as Investment Revenue Investment | for F_fficiency
nt of Reverue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 | Investment
Cushing City of 0.0% $0 5,447,000 0.0%
Northfork Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 5,311,000 0.0%
Kiwash Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 5,026,000 0.0%
Wagoner Public Works Authority 0.0% %0 4,740,000 0.0%
Pryor City of 0.0% $0 4,643,000 0.0%
Perry City of 0.0% $Q 4,386,000 0.0%
Angdarko Public Works Auth 0.0% 50 4,384,000 0.0%
Marlow City of 0.0% $0 3,636,000 0.0%
Frederick City of 0.0% $0 3,436,000 0.0%
Stilwell City of 0.0% $0 3,350,000 0.0%
Harmon Electric Assn inc 0.0% $0 3,197,000 0.0%
Purcell City of 0.0% $0 2,961,000 0.0%
Kingfisher City of 0.0% $0 2,876,000 0.0%
Skiatock Town of 0.0% %0 2,396,000 0.0%
Pawhuska City of 0.0% 30 2,203,000 0.0%
Stroud City of 0.0% $0 2,147,000 0.0%
Tonkawa City of L e0% _,2,021,000
ORI RC g | o o il Lty
Tecumseh Utility Authority 0.0% $0 1.955,000 .
Watenga City of 0.0% 30 1,865,000 0.0%
Pawnee City of 0.0% 30 1,832,000 0.0%
Fairview City of 0.0% $0 1,779,000 0.0%
Mangum City of 0.0% $0 1.738.000 0.0%
Lindsay City of 0.0% 30 1,699,000 0.0%
Cordeli City of 0.0% $0 1.558.000 0.0%
Mannford Town of 0.0% %0 1,539,000 0.0%
Newkirk City of 0.0% 50 1,514,000 0.0%
Hominy City of 0.0% 50 1,362,000 0.0%
Wynnewoaqd City of 0.0% 30 1,336,000 0.0%
Walters Public Works Authority 0.0% 30 1,245,000 0.0%
Prague Public Works Authority 0.0% 30 1,191,000 0.0%
Okeene Public Waoiks Authority 0.0% 30 911,000 0.0%
Comanche City of 0.0% $0 907.000 0.0%
Spiro City of 0.0% 30 886,000 0.0%
Woetumka City of 0.0% $6 709,000 0.0%
Lexingtan Town of 0.0% $0 707,000 0.0%
Waynoka City of 0.0% $0 702,000 0.0%
Laverne Town of 0.0% $0 689,000 0.0%
Pond Creek City of 0.0% 30 674,000 0.0%
Yale City of 0.0% 30 665,000 0.0%
Geary City of 0.0% 30 582,000 0.0%

* Rapkings are for utilities with revenues over $100 million in 1997, There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appeats for ulilities with revenues above
$108 million that couwld not be ranked because they did not invest in gnergy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmental Working Gioup. Compiied from U.5. Depariment of Energy, Energy information Administration Data Form 861, 1993.1997,

The Environmental Working Group Is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Web: hitp:/hwann.ewg.org

Phone: {202} 667-6982

Fax: (202) 232-2592 »

Email: info@ewg.org »



Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Oklahoma - Continued.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency National Rank

- Investment as Investmant Revenue Investment | for Efficiency

Utitity Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 | Investment?
South Coffeyville City of 0.0% $0 459,000 0.0%
Ryan Town of 0.0% $0 418,000 0.0%
Granite City of 0.0% {0 411,600 0.0%
Mooreland City of 0.0% 30 398,000 0.0%
Copan Public Works Authority 0.0% 30 262,000 0.0%
Eldorado City of 0.0% 30 256,000 0.0%
Olustee City of 0.0% $0 232,000 0.0%
Fort Supply Town of 0.0% $0 178,000 0.0%
Braman Town of 0.0% 30 164,000 0.0%
Goltry Public Works Authority 0.0% 30 142,000 0.0%
Burlington City of 0.0% 30 122,000 0.0%
Manitou City of 0.0% $0 112,000 0.0%
Orlando City of 0.0% $0 101,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $100 million in 1897, There are 268 wiilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
3100 miltion that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1997.

The Environmental Working Group is a8 non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Phone: (202) 687-6982 -+

Fax: (202) 232-2592 -

Email: info@ewg.org «

Web: http:/iwww.ewg.org
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Oregon.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency National Rank
- lnvestment as Investment Revenue Investment | for Efficiency

Litifity Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 | Trend 93-97 | Investment®
Forest Grove City of 8.1% $661,000 8,187,000 210.3%

Eugene City of 5.3% $5,500.000 103.029,000 64.2% 1
Emerald Peoples Utility Dist 4.5% $1,018,000 22,772,000 0.0%

Springfield City of 3.6% $1.192.000 33.084,000 -10.8%

Columbia River Peoples Ut Dist 2.6% $323.000 12.427.000 -14.8%

Banneville Power Admin 1.7% $38,419,000 2,311,678,000 -62.5% 9
Tillamook Peoples Utility Dist 1.0% $191.000 18,904,000 0.0%

Salem Electric Coap 0.9% $157,000 18,202,000 101.3%

Portland Generafl Electric Co 0.8% $10,223,000 1,418,552,000 -35.2% 35
idaho Power Co 0.3% $2.336,000 748,503,000 -72.8% B4
Canby City of 0.3% $19,000 6,291,000 0.0%

Qregon Trail El Cons Coop Inc 0.3% $100,000 36,751,000 -0.0%

PacifiCorp 0.1% $4.982,000 3,683,923.000 -87.9% 84
Central Lincoln Peoples Utl Dt 0.0% 30 55,886,000 0.0%

Umatfila Electric Coop Assn 0.0% 30 25,826.000 0.0%

Central Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 25,327,000 0.0%

MeMinnville Cityof . L R0.0% . 0.0%., .. . —
Tt U s i1 o e S e s Lo
Consumers Power inc 0.0% 30 21,687,000 0.0%

Coos-Curry Electric Coop in¢ 0.0% %0 16,722,000 0.0%

Midstate Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 15,397,000 0.0%

Northern Wasco County P U D 0.0% $0 12,868,000 0.0%

Lane Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 11,315,000 0.0%

Columbia Rural Elec Assn tnc 0.0% $0 9,083,000 0.0%

Douglas Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 8,678,000 0.0%

Ashiand City of 0.0% %0 8,308,000 -100%

Blachly-Lane Cnty Coop El Assn 0.0% 30 6.675,000 0.0%

Harney Etectric Coop inc 0.0% $0 6,569,000 0.0%

Surprise Valley Electric Corp 0.0% 50 6,135,000 0.0%

Milion-Freewater City of 0.0% 30 6,029,000 0.0%

West Oregon Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 5,712,000 0.0%

Columbia Basin Elec Coop Inc 0.0% 30 5,564,000 0.0%

Wasco Electric Coop inc 0.0% $0 4,608,000 0.0%

Hood River Electric Coop 0.0% 30 4,179,000 0.0%

Bandon City of 0.0% $0 3,051,000 0.0%

Monmouth City of 0.0% 30 2,943,000 0.0%

Columbia Power Coop Assn inc 0.0% 30 1,756,000 0.0%

Drain City of 0.0% 50 1,265,000 0.0%

Cascade Locks City of 0.0% $0 1.040,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $100 miilion in 1997. There are 258 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
$7100 million that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmeniai Working Group. Compiled from .5, Department of Energy. Energy Information Administration Data Form 861, $¥993-1997.

The Environmental Working Group s a non-profit environmental research arganization based in Washington, D.C.
Phone: (202) 667-6982 - Fax: (202) 232-2592 + Email: info@ewg.org = Web: hitp://www.ewg.org
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investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Pennsylvania.

‘.
,

tfficiency Efficiency Efficiency National Rank
- Investment as Investment Revenue Investment | for Efficiency
Liility Percent of Revenue 1997 1957 Tread 93-97 |  Investment®

Pennsylvania Power Co 0.1% $21B,d00 323,266,000 -29.9% 101
Metropolitan Edison Co 0.1% $543,000 942,986,000 -80.6% 105
Pennsylvania Electric Co 0% $498,000 1,052,935,000 -85.3% 110
UGI Lhilities Inc 0.0% $14,000 72,400,000 -75.0%

Philadeiphia Etectric Co 0.0% $0 4,166,069,000 -100% NI/A
Pennsylvania Power & Light Co 0.0% $0 3.047,659,000 0.0% N/A
West Penn Power Co 0.0% $0 1,151,242,000 -100% N/A
Duguesne Light Co 0.0% $0 1,147.233.000 0.0% NIA
Allegheny Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 140,437,000 0.0% N/A
Allegheny Generating Co 0.0% 30 76,458,000 0.0%

Adams Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 33.671,000 -100%

Susquehanna Electric Co 0.0% $0 26,137,000 0.0%

Southwest Central R E C Corp 0.0% $0 25,140,000 0.0%

Central Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 21,798,000 0.0%

Valley Rural Eleciric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 21,054,000 -100%

Northwestern Rural E C A Inc 0.0% $0 20,607,000 0.0%

| 0 [ oo 0.0%, m pro 17,943,000 i | soawn0.0% w

United Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 | 16,202,000 |  0.0% |
Tri-County Rural Elec Coop Inc 0.0% 30 16,123,000 0.0%
Chambersburg Borough of G.0% 30 15,400,000 0.0%

Somerset Rural Eiec Coop Inc 0.0% 50 15,114,000 0.0%

Lansdale Borough of 0.0% $0 11,789,000 0.0%

Bedford Rural Elec Coop Inc 0.0% 30 10.324.,000 0.0%

Ephrata Borough of 0.0% $0 9,449,000 0.0%

Citizens Electric Co 0.0% $0 9,248,000 0.0%

Quakertown Borough of 0.0% $0 7,376,000 0.0%

Wellsborough Electric Co 0.0% 30 6,186,000 0.0%

Warren Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 5,645,000 0.0%

Pike County Light & Power Co 0.0% $0 5.306,000 0.0%

Perkasie Borough of 0.0% $0 4,833,000 0.0%

Sutlivan County RE C Inc 0.0% $0 4,688,000 0.0%

Kutztown Borough of 0.0% 30 4,163,000 0.0%

Efiwood City Borough of 0.0% $0 4,129,000 0.0%

Blakely Borough of 0.0% $0 3.862,000 0.0%

Grove City Borough of 0.0% $0 3,806.000 0.0%

Lehighton Borough of 0.0% $0 3,798,000 0.0%

New Enterprise R £ C inc 0.0% $0 3,732,000 G6.0%

Schuylkill Haven Baorough of 0.0% $0 3,510,000 0.0%

Mifflinburg Barough of 0.0% $0 3,352,000 0.0%

-Middletown Borough of 0.0% $0 3,204,000 0.0%

Girard Borough of 0.0% $0 2,991,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $100 mitijon in 1997. There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utitities with revenues above
$7100 miltion that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration Data Form B61. 1393-1997.

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Web: http:/iwww.ewg.org

Phone: (202) 667-6982

Fax: (202) 232-2592 +

Email: info@ewg.org ¢
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Pennsylvania - Continued.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency Natipnal Rank
- Investment as Investment Revenue Investment | for Efficiency
Lnility Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 | Investment®
Zelienople Borough of 0.0% 50 2,358,000 0.0%
Clyphant Botough of 0.0% 0 2,155,000 0.0% -
New Wilmingion Borough of 0.0% 30 1,539,000 0.0%
Weatherly Borough of 0.0% $0 1,535,000 0.0%
Pitcairn Borough of 0.0% 30 1,518,000 0.0%
St Clair Barough of 0.0% 30 1.380.000 0.0%
Hatfield Borough of 0.0% $0 1,361,000 0.0%
Berlin Borough of 0.0% 30 1,216,000 0.0%
Watsontown Borough of 0.0% $0 1,210,000 0.0%
Catawissa Borough of 0.0% $0 1.001,000 0.0%
Smethport Borough of 0.0% $0 990,000 0.0%
Duncannan Borough of 0.0% 30 614,000 0.0%
Ment Alto Borough of 0.0% 30 584,000 0.0%
Goldsbaoro Borough of 0.0% $0 405,000 0.0%
East Conemaugh Bargugh of 0.0% 30 393,000 0.0%
Royalton Borough of 0.0% $0 292,000 0.0%
ﬂm‘é,?;-;?,,{::“‘? Eom Elec Lot Co 0.0% $0 283,000 0.0%
~Wampbim' Borough of 0.0% 30 255,000 0.0%
Summerhill Borough of 0.0% $0 216.000 0.0%
Lewisberry Borough of 0.0% $0 148,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utifities with revenues over $100 miltion in 1997. There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
$£100 miilion that could not be ranked because they dit not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmental Warking Group. Compiled from U.5. Depanment of Energy, Energy information Adminisiration Data Form 261, 1993.1997.

The Environmental Working Group (s a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.

Phone: (202) 667-6982

¢

Fax: (202) 232-2592 +

Emait: info@ewg.org »

Web: htip:/iwww.ewg.org
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Rhode Island.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency National Rank
. Investment as Investment Revenue | investment [ for Efficiency
Utitity Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 | Trend 93.97 | Investment®
Narragansett Electric Co 1.6% $8,493,000 520,038,000 -15.0% 10
Newport Electric Corp 1.4% $893.000 63,504,000 -24.0%
Blackstone Valiey Electric Co 1.2% $1.,699,000 140,565,000 -27.2% 22
Pascoag Fire District 0.0% $0 3,986,000 0.0%
Block island Power Co 0.0% $0 2,175,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $100 miltion in 1897, There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
3100 mitlion that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from U.5. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration Data Form 861, 1593-1997.

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washingten, D.C.
Phone: (202) 667-6982 -+ fax: (202) 232-2592 » Email: info@ewg.org « Web: hitp://www.ewg.org
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by uiilities operating in South Carolina.

Effictency Efficiency Efficiency Mational Rank
Utility Perl(r:\:estment as Investment Revenue Investment } for Efficienc*y
nt of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 1 Investment
Carolina Power & Light Co 0.8% $25,120,000 3,024,088,000 63.1% 33
Palmetto Electric Coop Inc 0.8% $499,000 60,332,000 1412%
South Carolina Pub Serv Auth 0.5% $3,839,000 724,211,000 37.8% 44
Pee Dee Efectric Coop In¢ 0.1% $49,000 44,624,000 0.0%
Black River Electric Coop Inc 0.1% $30,000 32,991,000 21%
Laurens Electric Coop Inc 0.1% $36.000 43,644,000 33.3%
York tlectric Coop inc 0.1% $18,000 37.340,000 0.0%
B'erkeiey Electric Caop Ing 0.0% $30,000 72,776,000 0.0%
Cuke Power Co 0.0% $0 4,296,181,000 -100% N/A
South Carolina Efectric&Gas Co 0.0% $0 1,103.091,000 -100% N/A
South Carolina Genertg Co Inc 0.0% $0 99,772.000 0.0%
Blue Ridge Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 58,235,000 0.0%
Santee Electric Coop inc 0.0% 30 51,887,000 0.0%
Mid-Carolina Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 46,385,000 -100%
Aiken Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 45,733,000 0.0%
Rock Hill City of 0.0% 30 43,377,000 0.0%
Orangeburg City of 0.0% $0 41,775,000 0.0%
Horry Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 40,688,000 0.0%
Fairfield Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 27,505,000 -100%
Marlbora Etectric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 24,855,000 0.0%
Broad River Etectric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 20,715,000 0.0%
Lynches River Elec Coop tnc 0.0% 30 18.717,000 -100%
Edisto Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 18,424,000 0.0%
Tri-County Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 17,304,000 0.0%
Easiey City of 0.0% $0 16,232,000 0.0%
Lockhart Power Co 0.0% 30 16,171,000 0.0%
Gaffney City of 0.0% $0 15,008,000 0.0%
Greenwood City of 0.0% $0 13,819,000 0.0%
Greer City of 0.0% 30 12,472,000 0.0%
Little River Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 12,115,000 0.0%
Newberry Eiéctric'Coop Inc 0.0% 30 12,024,000 0.0%
Camden City of 0.0% 30 11,700.000 0.0%
Newberry City of 0.0% 30 10,862,000 0.0%
Coastal Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 10,626,000 0.0%
Union City of 0.0% $0 9,959,000 0.0%
Seneca City of 0.0% $0 9,572,000 0.0%
Georgetown City of 0.0% 30 8,527.000 0.0%
Clinton Combined Ultility Sys 0.0% $0 8,158,000 0.0%
Laurens City of 0.0% $0 6,806,600 0.0%
Bennettsville City of 0.0% 30 6,789,000 0.0%
Winnsboro Town of 0.0% %0 5,421,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utifities with revenues over $700 million in 1997. There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utitities with revenues above
$100 mitlicn that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1997.

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmemal research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Web: httpuffwww ewg.org

Phanre: {202) 667-6982

Fax: (202) 232-2592 » Email: info@ewg.org «
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in South Carolina - Continued.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency MNaticnal Rank

- investment as Investment Revenue Investment | for Efficiency

Lnility Percent of Revenue 1997 19497 Trend 93-97 | investment®
Abbeville City of 0.0% $0 4,448,000 0.0%
Bamberg City of 0.0% 50 2.587.000 0.0%
Westminster City of 0.0% 30 1,964,000 0.0%
McCormick Town of 0.0% $0 1.615,000 0.0%
Due West City of 0.0% $0 703.000 0.0%
Prosperity Town of 0.0% $0 570,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utitities with revenues over $100 milflion in 1897. There are 268 utifities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
$100 mitlion that could nor be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Envirenmental Working Group. Comgiled from U.S. Department of Energy. Energy Information Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1997.

The Environmental Working Group is 2 non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Phone: {202) 667-6982 + Fax: (202) 232-2592 « Email: info@ewg.org «  Web: hup:/fwww.ewg.org
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in South Dakota.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency National Rank
Utility o nvestment as Investment Revenue Investment } for Efﬁcien(:‘y
ercent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 | Investment

MidAmerican Energy Co 0.3% $2,767,000 1.126,300.000 0.0% &g
Pierre City of 0.1% $8,000 7,335,000 -46.7%

Nebraska Public Power District 0.0% %0 588,282,000 0.0% NIA
Black Hills Corp 0.0% 50 126.496.000 -100% N/A
Northwestern Public Service Co 0.0% 30 76,726,000 0.0%

Sioux Valley Empire £ A Inc 0.0% 30 23,222,000 0.0%

Heartland Consumers Power Dist 0.0% $0 15,457,000 0.0%

West River Electric Assn Inc 0.0% $0 11,189,000 0.0%

Watertown City of 0.0% 30 10,503,000 0.0%

Brookings City of 0.0% $0 9,048,000 0.0%

Northern Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 8,176,000 0.0%

West Central Electric Coop inc 0.0% $0 7.828.000 0.0%

Grand Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 50 6,329,000 0.0%

Black Hills Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 6.280.000 0.0%

Lincoln-Union Electric Co 0.0% $0 5,814,000 0.0%
tMoreau-Grand Electric Coop inc 0.0% $0 5,666,000 0.0%

LaCreek Electric Assn In¢ 0.0% 50 5,616,000 0.0%
Turner-Hutchinsen Ef Coop tnc 0.0% $0 5,449,000 0.0%

Cherry-Todd Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 5,448,000 0.0%

Butte Electric Coap Inc 0.0% $0 4,794,000 0.0%

Tri-County Electric Assn Inc 0.0% 30 4,777,000 0.0%

Dakota Energy Coap 0.0% $0 4,744,000 0.0%

Intercounty Electric Assn ine 0.0% $0 4,637,000 0:0%

Bon Homme Yankton El Assn Inc 0.0% 30 4,600,000 0.0%
Codington-Clark Elec Coop Inc 0.0% 30 4,547,000 0.0%

Lake Region Electric Assn Inc 0.0% 30 4,402,000 0.0%

Sioux Falis City of 0.0% 50 4,314,000 0.0%

Rosebud Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 50 4,074,000 0.0%

H-D Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 4,042,000 0.0%

Clay-Union Electric Corp 0.0% $0 3,997.000 0.0%

Whetstone Valley Elec Caop Inc 0.0% $0 3,959,000 0.0%

Traverse Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 3,686,000 0.0%

Madison City of 0.0% $Q 3,544,000 0.0%

Oahe Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 3,435,000 0.0%

Cam Wal Electric Coagp Inc 0.0% 30 3,166,000 0.0%

Charles Mix Electric Assn Inc 0.0% 30 3,082,000 0.0%

FEM Electric Assn Inc 0.0% $0 3,058,000 0.0%

Vermiltion City of 0.0% $0 2,946,000 0.0%

McCook Electric Caop Inc 0.0% 30 2,104,000 0.0%

Winner City of 0.0% %0 1,861,000 0.0%

Southeast Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 1,710,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $100 million in 1397. There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
$700 million that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmental Waorking Group. Compiled from U.5. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1997.

The Environmental Working Group is 8 non-profit environmentat research organization based in Washington, D.C,

Phone: (202} 667-6982

Fax: (202} 232-2592 =

Email: info@ewg.org »

Web: http:/iwww.ewg.org




Investment in energy efficiency programs by utifities operating in South Dakota - Continued.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency Nationai Rank
- Investment as Investrment Revenue | !nvestment | for Efficiency
Utility Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 | Trend 93-97 ] investment®
Volga City of 8.0% $0 1,595,000 0.0%
Union County Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 1,546,000 0.0%
Kingsbury Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 1,435,000 0.0%
Douglas Electric Coop inc 0.0% $0 1,287,000 0.0%
Beresford City of 0.0% $0 1,144,000 0.0%
Flandreau City of 0.0% 30 1,038,000 0.0%
Elx Point City of 0.0% $0 997,000 0.0%
Miller City of 0.0% 30 951.000 0.0%
Fart Pierre City of 0.0% 30 783,000 0.0%
Big Stone City of 0.0% 30 608,000 3.0%
Groton City of 0.0% $0 608,000 0.0%
Tyndall City of 0.0% $0 593,000 0.0%
Avlington City of 0.0% 50 581,000 0.0%
Howard City of 0.0% $0 562,000 0.0%
Parker City of 0.0% 30 520,000 0.0%
Wessington Springs City of 0.0% 30 508,000 0.0%
Onida City of 0.0% 30 435,000 0.0%
Colman City of 0.0% 30 425,000 0.0%
Plankinton City of 0.0% 30 410,000 0.0%
Esteiline City of 0.0% 30 378,000 G.0%
McLaughfin City of 0.0% $0 377,000 0.0%
Burke City of 0.0% $0 349,000 0.0%
Faith City of 0.0% 30 330,000 0.0%
Aurora City of 0.0% $0 199,000 0.0%
White City of 0.0% $0 198,000 0.0%
Hecla City of 0.0% 30 174,000 0.0%
Bryant City of 0.0% $0 173,000 0.0%
Langford Town of 0.0% 30 133,000 0.0%
Badger City of 0.0% 30 43,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $100 million in 1997. There are 268 utifities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
370G million that could nat be ranked because they did ot invest in energy efficiency prograrms.

Source: Enviranmental Warking Group. Campiled fromt U.S. Department of Energy, Energy informatien Adriinisiration Data Form 861, 1993-1897.

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Phone: (202) 667-6982

Fax: (202) 232-2592 «

Email: info@ewg.org *

\Web: http:/fwww.ewg.org
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Tennessee.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency | National Rartk
- lnvestment as Investment Revenue Investment { for Efficiency

Utility | Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 | Trend 93-97 | Investment*
Tennessee Valley Authority 0.2% $12,600,000 5,753,883,000 130.1% 76
Kentucky Utiiities Co 0.0% $159,000 716,437,000 -74.0% 117
Entergy Arkansas, Inc 0.0% 50 1,715,714,000 0.0% N/A
Memphis City of 0.0% %0 721,741,000 0.0% NIA
Nashville City of 0.0% 50 602,872,000 0.0% N/A
Chattanooga City of 0.0% 30 307,882,000 0.0% N/A
Knoxvilte City of 0.0% $Q 281,659.000 0.0% N/A
Middre Tennessee EM C 0.0% 30 166,361.000 0.0% N{A
Volunieer Electric Coop 0.0% 30 100,747,000 0.0% NIA
Cumberland Elec Member Corp 0.0% $0 88,077,000 0.0%

Iohnson Gity City of 0.0% $0 95,447,000 0.0%

Kingsport Power Co _0.0% 30 79,922,000 -100%

Duck River Elec Member Corp 0.0% 30 74,836,000 0.0%

Jackson City of 0.0% $0 73,353,000 0.0%

Lenoir City City of 0.0% 30 68,533,000 0.0%

Sevier County 0.0% $0 61,466,000 0.0%

Tri-County Elec Member Corp 0.0% $0 58,293,000 0.0%

Murfreesboro City of 0.0% $0 55,303,000 0.0%

Clarksvilte City of 0.0% $0 54,380,000 0.0%

Southwest Tennessee EM C 0.0% $0 52,712,600 0.0%

Greeneville City of 0.0% 30 51,173,000 0.0%

Upper Cumberland EM C 0.0% 30 50,737,000 0.0%

Clevetand City of 0.0% $0 50,295,000 0.0% -

Bristol City of 0.0% $0 45,280,000 0.0%

Appalachian Electric Coop 0.0% $0 45,200,000 0.0%

South Kentucky Rural EC C 0.0% %0 45,049,000 0.0%

Gibson County Eiec Member Corp 0.0% $0 43,054,000 0.0%

Meriwether Lewis Electric Coop 0.0% $0 42,552,000 0.0%

Sequachee Valley Electric Coop 0.0% $0 41,528,000 0.0%

Dickson City of 0.0% %0 40,894,000 0.0%

Clinton City of 0.0% %0 40,019,000 0.0%

Morristown City of 0.0% 50 39,926,000 0.0%

Hoiston Etectric Coop nc 0.0% $0 36,892,000 0.0%

French Broad Elec Member Corp 0.0% 30 33,294,000 0.0%

Dyersburg City of 0.0% $0 32,580,000 0.0%

Caney Fork Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 32,287.000 0.0%

Elizabethton City of 0.0% 30 31,753.000 0.0%

Maryville City of 0.0% 30 31,184,000 0.0%

Mountain Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 30,851,000 0.0%

.Columbia City of 0.0% $0 30,352.000 0.0%

Cookevifle City of 0.0% $0 29,183,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utitities with revenues over $100 million in 1997, There are 268 Wilities included in the ranking, N/A appears for utilities with reveriues above
$100 miillion that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from U.S. Department of Energy. Energy Information Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1997.

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in ‘Washingion, ©.C,
Web: htip:/feanw.ewg.org

Phone: (202) £667-6982

Fax; (202) 232-2592 «

Email: info@ewqg.arg -
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investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Tennessee - Continued.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency { Nationa! Rank

. tnvestment as investment Revenue Investment | for Efficiency

Utitity Percent of Revenug 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 | (nvestment®
Powell Valley Electric Coop 0.0% $0 28,670,000 0.0%
Athens City of 0.0% 30 28,599,000 0.0%
Lawrenceburg City of 0.0% $0 28,593,000 0.0%
Weaklay Municipal Utility Sys 0.0% $0 28,315,000 0.0%
Oak Ridge City of 0.0% $0 28,171,000 0.0%
Alcoa Utilities Board 0.0% 30 27,841,000 0.0%
Fort Loudoun Electric Coop 0.0% $0 27,623,000 0.0%
Newport City of 0.0% 10’ 27,177.000 0.0%
Gallatin City of 0.0% $0 25,769,000 0.0%
Lexington City of 0.0% $0 25,688,000 0.0%
Paris City of 0.0% 30 25,189,000 0.0%
Fayetteville City of 0.0% 30 24,250,000 0.0%
LaFollette City of 0.0% $0- 24,090,000 0.0%
Pulaski City of 0.0% $0 23,089,000 0.0%
Pickwick Electric Coop G.0% 30 23.085.0600 0.0%
Carroli County 0.0% $0 22,919,000 0.0%
Cumberland Vatley Rural EC C 0.0% 30 21,096,000 0.0%
Tennessee Valley Electric Coop 0.0% $0 20,946,000 0.0%
Lebancn City of 0.0% $0 20,312,000 0.0%
Shelbyville City of 0.0% $0 19,835,000 0.0%
Loudon City of 0.0% $0 19,554,000 0.0%
Plateau Electric Coop 0.0% $0 18,726,000 0.0%
Rockwood City of 0.0% " $0 18,559,000 0.0%
Union City City of 0.0% 50 17,366,000 0.0%
Chickasaw Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 16,450,000 0.0%
Tuliahoma City of 0.0% $0 15,880,000 0.0%
Lewisburg City of 0.0% $0 15,296,000 0.0%
Ripley City of 0.0% $0 15,041,000 0.0%
Bolivar City of 0.0% 30 14,782,000 0.0%
Harriman City of 0.0% $0 14,435,000 0.0%
Tri-State Electric Member Corp 0.0% $0 14,378,000 0.0%
Milan City of 0.0% $0 14,210,000 0.0%
McMinaviile City of 0.0% $0 13,823,000 0.0%
Covington City of 0.0% $0 13,604,000 0.0%
Springfield City of 0.0% $0° 13,110,000 0.0%
Benton County of 0.0% $0 12,827,000 0.0%
Erwin City of 0.0% 50 12.412.000 0.0%
Humboldt City of 0.0% $0 112,091,000 0.0%
Dayton City of 0.0% $0 11,923,000 0.0%
Sweetwater City of 0.0% $0 11,509,000 0.0%
Forked Deer Electric Coop Ine 0.0% $0 11,199,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utllities with revenues over $100 million in 1897, There are 258 utitities includad in the ranking. N/A appears for ulilities with revenues above
$100 miltion that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1997.

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Web: hittp://www.ewg.org

Phaone: {202) 667-65882

Fax: (202} 232-2592 -

Email: info@ewg.org «
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Tennessee - Continued.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency National Rank
. tnvestment as Invesuneny Revenue Investment for Efficiency
Utitity Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 | Invesiment®
Brownsville City of 0.0% $0 10,424,000 0.0%
Winchester City of 0.0% $0 8,869,000 0.0%
Etowah City of 0.0% 30 7,469,000 0.0%
Mt Pleasam City of 0.0% 30 5,695,000 0.0%
Smithville City of 0.0% 50 5,478,000 0.0%
Sparta City of 0.0% $0 5,473,000 0.0%
Newbern City of 0.0% 30 5,466,000 0.0%
Jeliico City of 0.0% $0 5,408,000 0.0%
Trenton City of 0.0% $0 5,208,000 0.0%
Tipton City of 0.0% $0 4,790,000 0.0%
Somerville City of 0.0% $0 2,103,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenyes over $100 million in 1997. There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
$100 million that couid hot be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmental Working Group, Compiled from U.S. Department of Energy, Energy information Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1997.

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Wweb: http:/iwww.ewg.arg

Phone: (202) 667-6982

Fax: {202) 232-2592 «

Email:

info@ewg.org -
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Texas.
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Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency National Rank
- Investment as Investment Revenue Investment | for Efficiency
Utility Percent of Revenue 1997 1987 Trend 93-97 | Investment®

South Plains Electric Coop Inc 1.5% $475,000 31,746,000 161.0%

Austin City of 1.5% $9,008.000 521.49%,000 31.4% 15
Brazos Electric Power Coop Inc 0.4% $1,167,000 278,608,000 250.5% 52
San Bernard Electric Coop Inc 0.4% $86,000 24,658,000 561.5%

Bryan City of 0.3% $235,000 69,794,000 -6.0%

Texas Utilities Electric Co 0.2% $14,805,000 6,135.417,000 -2.7% 70
West Texas Utilities Co 0.2% $681.000 397.780.000 -30.2% 82
Magic Valley Electric Coop Inc 0.2% $93,000 " 58,117,000 57%

College Station City of 0.2% $54,000 33,317,000 0.0%

Central Power & Light Co 0.1% $1.816.000 1,376,283,000 -10.1% 86
Southwestern Electric Power Co 0.1% $1,144,000 939,869,000 117.1% 87
El Paso Electric Co 0.1% $551,000 594,038,000 -26.2% 97
Houston Lighting & Power Co 0.1% $2,554,000 4,251,243,000 -1.3% 197
Entergy Guif States, Inc 0.0% 50 2,067.485,000 -100% NIA
San Antonio City of 0.0% $0 844,848,000 0.0% N/A
Texas-New Mexico Power Co 0.0% $0 580,691,000 -100% N/A
Lower Colorado River Authority 0.0% $0 476,200,000 -100% NIA
Pedernales Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 167,982.000 0.0% N/A
Garland City of 0.0% $0 148,739,000 0.0% N/A
Texas Municipal Power Agency 0.0% $0 133,430,000 0.0% N/A
Northeast Texas Elec Coop Inc 0.0% $0 75,633,000 0.0%

Southwestern Electric Serv Co 0.0% $0 74,812,000 0.0%

Bluebonnett Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 50 69,312,000 0.0%

Denton County Elec Coop Inc 0.0% 30 68,906,000 0.0%

Sam Houston Electric Coop inc 0.0% $0 68,131,000 0.0%

Denton City of 0.0% $0 67,131,000 -100%

Guadalupe Valley Elec Coop Inc 0.0% $0 60,829,000 0.0%

Lubbock City of 0.0% $0 60,100,000 0.0%

South Texas Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 57,897.000 0.0%

Trinity Valley Elec Coop, Inc 0.0% $0 57,792,000 0.0%

Brownsville Public Utils Board 0.0% $0 55,671,000 0.0%

East Texas Electric Coop, Inc 0.0% 30 54,767,000 0.0%

Tri-County Efectric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 54,247,000 -100%

Johnson County Elec Coop Assn 0.0% 30 51,688,000 -100%

Cap Rock Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 50 51.572.000 0.0%

Tex-La Electric Coop-Texas inc 0.0% $0 51,144,000 0.0%

New Braunfels City of 0.0% 50 43,705,000 0.0%

Lea County Electric Coop inc 0.0% 30 41,880,000 0.0%

Deep East Texas £lec Coop Inc 0.0% 30 40,442,000 0.0%

Farmers Electric Coaop Inc 0.0% $0 34,729,000 0.0%

Upshur Rural Eftec Coop Corp 0.0% $0 33,897,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utifities with revenues over $100 miflion in 1997. There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
$100 million that could not be ranked because they did nat invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from U.S. Depariment of Energy, Energy Information Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1997.

The Envirgnmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Web: http:/iwww.ewg.org

Phone: (202) 667-6982

»

Fax: (202) 232-2592

Email: info@ewg.org -«




=m
o Z
P
7 -
-m
40
Om
»Z
Q -
[l
b L
i

Iinvestment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Texas - Continued.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency Nationat Rank
- Investment as Investment Revenue Investment ( for Efficiency
Utility Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 | Trend 93-97 | Investment®
Bowie-Cass Electric Caop Inc 0.0% 30 33.364.000 0.0%
Lyntegar Electric Coop [ 0.0% 30 31.994,000 0.0%
Greenville City of 0.0% 30 31,047,000 0.0%
Southwest ArkansasEC C 0.0% $0 30,481,000 0.0%
Wood County €lectric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 28,912,000 0.0%
Medina Electric Coop inc ' 0.0% 50 27,965,000 0.0%
lasper-Newton Elec Coop Inc 0.0% 30 25,780,000 0.0%
Dickens Elecuric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 24,799,000 0.0%
Kerrvitle Public Utility Board 0.0% 30 24,762,000 0.0%
Central Texas Elec Coop Inc 0.0% %0 23,545,000 0.0%
Bandera Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 23,268,000 0.0%
Grayson-Caollin Elec Coop Inc 0.0% 30 23.077.000 0.0%
Deaf Smith Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 23,018,000 0.0%
San Marcos City of 0.0% 0 22,348,000 -100%
Mid-Sauth Electric Coap Assn 0.0% 30 22.259.000 0.0%
Erath County El Coop Assn Inc 0.0% 30 21,600,000 0.0%
Rusk County Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 20.654.000 0.0%
Hill County Eleciric Coop 0.0% 30 20,180,000 0.0%
Cherokee County Elec Coop Assn 0.0% $0 19,954,000 0.0%
Navasota Valley Elec Coap tnc 0.0% $0 19,474,000 0.0%
Houstan County Eiec Coep Inc 0.0% 30 18,407,000 0.0%
Southwestern Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 18,286,000 0.0%
Victoria County Elec Coop Co . 0.0% $0 17,530,000 0.0%
Cocke County Elec Coop Assn 0.0% $0 16,262,000 0.0%
Weatherford Mun Utility Systerm 0.0% 50 15,887,000 0.0%
Wise Electric Coop ing 0.0% 50 15,729,000 0.0%
Lamb County Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 15,078,000 0.0%
Seguin City of 0.0% $0 14,933,000 0.0%
Georgetown City of 0.0% $0 14,814,000 0.0%
MNavarro County Elec Coop Inc 0.0% $0 14,552,000 0.0%
Brenham City of 0.0% 30 14,292,000 0.0%
Nueces Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 13,787.000 0.0%
Taylor Electric Coap Inc 0.0% $0 13,859,000 0.0%
Panola-Harrison Elec Coop Inc 0.0% $0 13,554,000 0.0%
Lighthouse Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 13,159,000 0.0%
Concho Valley Elec Coop inc 0.0% $0 13,104,000 0.0%
Karnes Electric Caop Inc 0.0% 0 13,101,000 0.0%
Mclennan County Elec Coap Inc 0.0% - %0 12,808,000 0.0%
Comanche County Eiec Coop Assn 0.0% 30 12,791,600 0.0%
Rio Grande Electric Coop Ing 0.0% k 30 12,651,000 0.0%
Fayette Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 12.634,000 0.0%

~ Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $100 miliion in 1997 There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
$7100 million that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration Data Form 881, 1993-1897.

The Environmentat Working Group is a non-profit environmentat research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Phone: (202) 667-6982  « Fax: (202) 232-2592 - Email: info@ewg.org = Web: httpiiwww.ewg.org
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Texas - Continued.

Efficiency Efficiency : Efficiency National Rank

- Investment as Invesiment Revenue | Investment ] for Efficiency

Uility Percent of Reverue 1597 1997 Trend 93-97 { Investment®
Bailey County Elec Coop Assn 0.0% $0 12,373,000 0.0%
Floresville City of 0.0% $0 12,347.000 0.0%
Jackson Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 11,839.000 0.0%
San Patricio Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 11,101,000 0.0%
Swisher Electric Coop inc 0.0% $0 10,938,000 0.0%
lasper City of 0.0% so 10,809,000 0.0%
Larnar County Elec Coop Assn 0.0% $0 10,702.000 0.0%
Hamilton County Eiec Coop Assn 0.0% $0 10,505,000 0.0%
Southwest Texas Elec Coop he 0.0% $0 9,986,000 0.0%
Midwest Efectric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 9,805.000 0.0%
North Plains Electric Coop Ing 0.0% 50 9,677,000 0.0%
Wharton County Elec Coop Inc 0.0% 30 9.438.000 0.0%
Rita Blanca Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 9,305,000 0.0%
Liberty City of 0.0% 30 9,159,000 0.0%
Bartlett Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 8,015,000 0.0%
Fannin County Electric Coop 0.0% 30 7.701.000 0.0%
Livingston City of ] 0.0% $0 7,675,000 0.0%
Coleman County Elec Coop Inc 0.0% $0 7,692,000 0.0%
Southwest Ruraf Elec Assn Inc 0.0% 30 7,262,000 0.0%
Robstown City of 0.0% $0 7,205,000 0.0%
Fort Belknap Electric Coop inc 0.0% 30 6,511,000 0.0%
Dewitt County Elec Coop Inc 0.0% $0 6,267,000 0.0%
Fredericksburg City of 0.0% $0 6.055,000 0.0%
J-A-C Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 50 5,995,000 0.0%
Lockhart City of 0.0% $0 5,495,000 0.0%
Lampasas City of ) 0.0% $0 5,449,000 0.0%
McCulloch Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 5,227,000 0.0%
Stamford Efectric Coop Inc 0.0% %0 5,201,000 G.0%
Gonzales City of 0.0% $0 5,198,000 0.0%
B-K Electric Coop ‘nc 0.0% $0 5.119.000 0.0%
Cuero City of 0.0% $0 5,087,000 0.0%
Hondo City of 0.0% $0 4,855,000 0.0%
Belfalls Electric Coap Inc 0.0% 30 4,801,000 0.0%
Boerne City of 0.0% $0 4,641,000 0.0%
Granbury City of 0.0% $0 4,440,000 0.0%
Yoakum City of 0.0% $0 4,422,000 0.0%
Brownfield City of 0.0% 50 4,320,000 0.0%
Kimble Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 50 4,164.000 0.0%
Caldwell City of 0.0% $0 3,955,000 0.0%
Brady City of 0.0% $0 3,788,000 0.0%
Greenbelt Electric Coop inc 0.0% $0 3,684,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utifities with revenues over $100 miflion in 1997. There are 258 utitities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
$106 mittion that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Saurce: Environmental Working Group. Compiied from U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration: Data Form 861, 1993-1997.

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit enviranmental research organization based in Washington, D.C,
Phone: (202) 667-6982 « Fax: (202) 232-2592 = Email: info@ewg.arg « Web: hitp:/iwww.ewg.org
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[nvestment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Texas - Continued.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency National Rank
. Investment as fnvestment Revenue investment | for Efficiency
Utility Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 | tnvestment®
Bridgepont City of 0.0% 30 3,639,000 0.0%
Burnet City of 0.0% 30 3.612,000 0.0%
La Grange City of 0.0% 30 3,303,000 0.0%
Bowie Cily of 0.0% 30 3,298,000 0.0%
Harmon Electric Assn Inc 0.0% 30 3,197,000 0.0%
Hearne City of 0.0% 30 3,151,000 0.0%
Bastrop City of 0.0% 30 3,115,000 0.0%
Coleman City of 0.0% 30 3,058,000 0.0%
Giddings City of 0.0% %0 3,003,000 0.0%
Hallettsvilte City of 0.0% $0 2,794,000 0.0%
Belivitle City of 0.0% $0 2,767.000 0.0%
Gate City Electric Coop Inc ¢.0% $0 2,757.000 0.0%
Mason City of 0.0% $0 2,728,000 0.0%
Smithville City of 0.0% $0 2,608,000 0.0%
Sanger City of 0.0% $0 2,605,000 0.0%
Luling City of 0.0% $0 2,602,000 0.0%
Hempstead City of 0.0% $0 2,561,000 0.0%
Llang City of 0.0% 30 2,481,000 0.0%
Schulenburg City of 0.0% $0 2,425,000 0.0%
Shiner City of 0.0% 50 2,396,000 0.0%
Whitesboro City of 0.0% 50 2,366,000 0.0%
Seymour City of 0.0% %0 2,208,000 0.0%
San Saba City of 0.0% $0 2,183,000 0.0%
Weimar City of 0.0% $0 1,975,000 0.0%
Tulia City of 0.0% 30 1,908,000 0.0%
Electra City of . 0.0% $0 1,808,000 0.0%
san Augustine City of 0.0% 30 1,794,000 0.0%
Castroville City of 0.0% $0 1.672,000 0.0%
Farmersville City of 0.0% 30 1,643,000 0.0%
flatonia City of 0.0% 30 1.593.000 0.0%
Newton City of 0.0% 30 1.563.000 0.0%
Kirbyville Light & Power Co 0.0% $0 - 1,430,060 0.0%
Hemphill City of 0.0% 30 1.198,000 0.0%
Goldthwaite City of 0.0% 30 1.172,000 0.0%
Floydada City of 0.0% 30 1,091,000 0.0%
Bartlett City of 0.0% $0 874.000 0.0%
City of Timpson 0.0% 30 837,000 0.0%
Moulton City of 0.0% $0- 765.000 0.0%
Waetder City of 0.0% $0 710,000 0.0%
Lexington City of 0.0% $0 654,000 0.0%
Garrison City of 0.0% 50 607,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities witt revenues aver $100 million in 1997. There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues abave
$100 million that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source; Environmentai Working Group. Compiled from U.5. Department of Energy, Erergy Information Administration Data Form 861, 1933-1997.

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Phone: {202) 667-6982 -

Fax: (202} 232-2592 -

Email: info@ewg.org =«

Web; http://www.ewg.org
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Texas - Continued.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency National Rank
hili Investment as Investmeitt Revenue | investment | for Efficiency
ulity Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 | Investment®
Plains City of 0.0% 30 415,000 0.0%
City of Goeldsmith 0.0% $0 218,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $100 million in 1997. There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
$7100 miifion that could not be ranked because they did not invest in enerqy efffciency programs.

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1997,

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Phone: (202) 667-6982 « Fax: {202) 232-2592 - Email: info@ewg.org « Web: htip:/iwww.ewg.org
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Utah.
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Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency National Rank
- Investment as Investment Revenue Investment | for Efficiency
Utility Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 { lnvestment*
Utah Municipal Power Agency 1.5% $480,000 32.0198.000 0.0%
PacifiCorp 0.1% $4,982,000 3,683,923,000 -87.9% B4
Bountiful City City of 0.0% $2,000 12,912,000 -90.0%
Deseret Generation & Tran Coop 0.0% $0 123,209,000 0.0% NIA
Utah Associated Mun Power Sys 0.0% $0 75,772,000 0.0%
Provo City Corp 0.0% $0 39,716,000 0.0%
Moaon Lake Electric Assn Inc 0.0% $0 38,423,000 0.0%
Wells Rural Electric Co 0.0% 30 26.852.000 0.0%
St George City of 0.0% $0 24,404,000 0.0%
Mt Wheeler Power Inc 0.0% $0 23,486,000 0.0%
Empire Electric Assn Inc 0.0% $0 20,938,000 0.0%
Murray City of 0.0% $0 20,134,000 0.0%
Logan City of 0.0% $0 17,922,000 0.0%
Springvilie City of 0.0% $0 10,681,000 0.0%
Garkane Power Assn Inc 0.0% $0 8,735.000 0.0%
Dixie Escalante RE A Inc 0.0% $0 8,444.000 0.0%
Spanish Fork City Corp 0.0% $0 7.697.000 0.0%
Brigham City Corp 0.0% $0 7,676,000 0.0%
Raft River Rural Elec Coop Inc 0.0% $0 7.016,000 0.0%
Bridger Valley Elec Assn Inc 0.0% 50 6,643,000 0.0%
Kaysville City Corp 0.0% 30 6,578,000 0.0%
Heber Light & Power Co 0.0% $0 4,284,000 0.0%
Price Municipal Corp 0.0% 50 4,112,000 0.0%
Payson City Corp 0.0% - $0 3.848,000 0.0%
Lehi City City of 0.0% 50 3,485,000 0.0%
Strawbrerry Electric Serv Dist 0.0% $0 3,290,000 0.0%
Hyrum City Corp 0.0% $0 2,787,000 0.0%
Hurricane Power Committee 0.0% 30 2,597,000 0.0%
City of Washington 0.0% $0 2,448,000 0.0%
Nephi City Corp 0.0% $0 2,160,000 0.0%
Kanab City Corporation 0.0% $0 1,681,000 0.0%
Ephraim City of 0.0% $0 1,577,000 0.0%
Hetper City of 0.0% $0 1,527,000 0.0%
Beaver City Corp 0.0% $0 1,478.000 0.0%
Fiimore City Corp 0.0% 30 1,384,000 0.0%
Blanding City of 0.0% $0 1.347.000 0.0%
City of Santa Clara 0.0% 30 1,228,000 0.0% -
Fiowelt Electric Assn Inc 0.0% $0 1,106.000 0.0%
Mt Pleasant City of 0.0% $0 1,099,000 0.0%
Salem City Corp 0.0% $0 1,029,000 0.0%
Manti City of 0.0% $0 899,000 0.0%

" Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $100 million in 1997, There are 268 utilities inciuded in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
$100 million that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from U.S. Department of Enerqy, Energy Information Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1997.

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, 0.C,

Phone: {202) 667-6982

Fax: {202) 232-2592 -«

Email: info@ewg.org +

Web: htip:f/www.ewg,.org
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Utah - Continued.

-

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency National Rank

- Investrment as Investment Revenue Investment for Efficiency

Utitity Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 | Trend 93-97 | Investment?
Parowan City Corp 0.0% $0 855,000 0.0%
Morgan City Corp 0.0% 30 722,000 0.0%
Monroe City City of 0.0% 30 574,000 0.0%
Fairview City Corp 0.0% 30 500.000 0.0%
Enterprise City of 0.0% 30 465,000 0.0%
Spring City Corp 0.0% $0 246,000 0.0%
Oak City Town of 0.0% 30 - 174,000 0.0%
levan Town Corp 0.0% 30 159,000 0.0%
Kanosh Town of 0.0% 30 138,000 0.0%
Holden Town of 0.0% 30 119,000 0.0%
Paragonah Town of 0.0% 3G 118,060 8.0%
Meadow Town Corp 0.0% 50 94,000 0.0%

" Rankings are for utilities with revenues over 3700 million in T997. There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utifftias with revenues above
$100 million that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Saurce: Environmental Working Group. Compiled fram U.S. Department of Energy, Energy information Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1897.

The Environmeral Working Group is a non-profit environmenta) research organization based in Washington, D.C.

Phone: (202) 667-6982

.

Fax: {202) 232-2592 »

Email: info@ewg.org »

Web: http:/fwww.ewqg.arg



£m
0z
a <
- A
o
02z
Hm

»Z
[

>

v r

Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Vermont.

Efficiency " Efficiency Efficiency MNational Rank
Uity pElnvestment as Investment Revenue | Investment | for Efﬂciency
rcent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 83-97 | [nvestment
Vermont Electric Coop Inc 2.3% $357,000 15,320,000 0.0%
Barton Village Inc 1.3% $14,000 1,487,000 0.0%
Green Mountain Power Corp 0.5% $1,567.000 179,323,000 -63.5% 31
Burlington City of 0.7% $270.000 38,152,000 -11.7%
Central Vermont Pub Serv Corp 0.5% $1,587,000 295,912,000 -73.1% 43
Citizens Utitities Co ! 0.5% $913,000 196,034,000 0.0% 49
QOrleans Village of 0.2% $3.000 1,456,000 0.0%
Vermont Marble Pwr Div of OMYA 0.0% $1,000 12,235,000 -99.1% .
New England Power Co 0.0% $0 1,677,903,000 0.0% NIA
Vermont Yankee Nucl Pwr Corp 0.0% %0 173,106,000 0.0% NfA
Verment Electric Power Co Inc 0.0% $0 51,147,000 0.0%
vermont Putiic Pwr Suppiy Auth 0.0% 30 12,908,000 0.0%
Washington Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 8,247,000 0.0%
Lyndonville Village of 0.0% 30 6,137,000 0.0%
Town of Stowe 0.0% 30 6,078,600 0.0%
Swanton Vitlage of 0.0% $0 5.866.000 0.0%
Vermaont Electric Trans Co Inc 0.0% $0 5,622,000 0.0%
Morrisville Vitlage of 0.0% $0 4,613,000 0.0%
Ludtow Vittage of 0.0% 50 3.858,000 0.0%
Hardwick Town of 0.0% $0 3,243,000 0.0%
Northfietd Viitage of 0.0% $0 2,395,000 0.0%
Enosburg Fatls Village of 0.0% $0 1,875,000 0.0%
Johrison Village of Inc 0.0% 50 1,354,000 0.0%
Hyde Park Village of Inc 0.0% 30 930,000 0.0%
Rochester Electric Lgt&Pwr Co 0.0% $0 £70,000 0.0%
Jacksonville Village of 0.0% 30 606,000 0.0%
Readsboro Town of 0.0% 30 211,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenugs over $100 million in 1987, There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utitities with revenues above
$100 miltion that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

~ Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from U.S. Department af Energy, Energy information Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1897.

The Enviranmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.

Phone: (202} 667-6982

" Fax: (202) 232-2592 -

Email: info@ewg.org »

Web: http:/f'www.ewg.org
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Virginia.

& N

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency National Rank
- tnvestment as Investment Revenue Investment | for Efficiency
Utility percent of Revenue 1997 1997  { Trend 93-97 [ Investment®
Franklin City of 0.1% $11,000 9,171,000 0.0%
Potomac Edison Co 0.1% $773,000 760,973,000 -31.8% 93
Virginia Electric & Power Co 0.1% $2.996,000 4.797,946,000 -65.4% 104
Appalachian Power Co 0.0% $0 1.720,010,000 -100% /A
Northern Virginia Elec Coop 0.0% 30 154,081.000 -100% NIA
Rappahannock Electric Coop 0.0% $0 126,808,000 0.0% N/A
Southside Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 50,855,000 0.0%
Danville City of 0.0% $0 49,353,000 0.0%
Virginia Municipal Elec 0.0% 30 48,676,000 0.0%
Shenandoah Valley Elec Coop 0.0% $0 40,634,000 0.0%
Mecklenburg Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 34,201,000 0.0%
Harrispnburg City of 0.0% $0 34,020,000 -100%
Central Virginia Electric Coop 0.0% 0 29,731,000 0.0%
Powell Valley Electric Coop 0.0% $0 28,670,000 0.0%
Bristol Utilities Board 0.0% 30 27,370,000 0.0%
Manassas City of 0.0% $0 18,206,000 -100%
Salem City of 0.0% $0 18,196.000 0.0%
Radford City of 0.0% $0 16,025,000 0.0%
Northern Neck Elec Coop Inc 0.0% $0 16,003,000 0.0%
A & N Electric Coop 0.0% $0 13,126,000 0.0%
Virginia Tech Electric Service 0.0% $0 12,725,000 0.0%
Prince Gearge Electric Coop 0.0% 50 12,481,000 0.0%
BARC Electric Coop inc 0.0% $0 12,188,000 0.0%
Bedford City of 0.0% $0 11,627,000 0.0%
Community Electric Coop 0.0% $0 11,619,000 0.0%
Martinsville City of 0.0% $0 10,421,000 0.0%
Front Royat Town of 0.0% $0 7,657,000 0.0%
Craig-Botetoun Electric Coop 0.0% $0 5,799,000 0.0%
Culpeper Town of 0.0% 30 4,006,000 0.0%
Richlands Town of 0.0% $0 3,364,000 0.0%
Blackstone Town of 0.0% 30 2,964,000 0.0%
Elkton Town of 0.0% 50 1,043,000 0.0%
Wakefield Town of 0.0% 30 651,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $100 million in 1997. There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
$700 miifion that could not be ranked because they did ot invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmentat Working Graup, Compiled fram .S, Department of Energy, Enargy Information Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1997,

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Web: http:/fwww.ewqg.org

Phone: (202} 667-6982

.

Fax: (202} 232-2592 »

Email: info@ewg.org +
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Washington.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency National Rank
. investment as Investment Revenue Investiment for Efficiency
Utility Percent of Revenue 1997 1987 | Trend 93-97 | Investment*
Ellensburg City of 4.3% $329.000 7.616,000 0.0%
Seattle City of 3.8% $13,938,000 366,138,000 -28.8% 2
Tacoma City of 3.4% $7.483,000 218,298,000 13.5% 3
Richfand City of 11% $850,000 27,110,000 0.0%
Bonneville Power Admin 1.7% $38,418.000 2.311.678,000 -62.5% 9
PUD No 1 of Pend Qreilie City 0.8% $164,000 20.631,000 0.0%
PUD No 2 of Grant County 0.8% $855,000 113,426,000 -22.4% kY
PUD No 1 of Clark County 0.6% $991,000 165,240,000 0.0% Ly
Washington Water Power Co 0.4% $3.225,000 725,883,000 -85.9% 51
Puget Sound Power & Light Co 0.3% $4,174,000 1,231.424,000 -92.7% 63
PacifiCorp 0.1% $4,982,000 3,683.923,000 -87.9% 84
Washington Pub Pwr Supply Sys 0.0% 50 434,226,000 0.0% N/A
PUD No 1 of Snchomish County 0.0% 30 384,032,000 -100% N/A
PUD No 1 of Chelan County 0.0% b1 188,643,000 -100% N/A
PUD No 1 of Cowlitz County 0.0% 30 102,911,000 0.0% N/A
PUD No 1 of Benton County 0.0% $0 63,472,000 -100%
PUD No 1 of Grays Harbor Cnty 0.0% 30 49,753,000 0.0%
PUD No 1 of Douglas County 0.0% $0 43,259,000 0.0%
Inland Power & Light Co 0.0% $0 31,887.000 0.0%
PUD No 1 of Lewis County 0.0% $0° 29,328,000 -100%
PUD No 1 of Franklin County 0.0% $0 28,295,000 0.0%
PUD No 3 of Mason County 0.0% $0 28,281,000 0.0%
PUD No 1 of Clallam County 0.0% $0 25,763,000 0.0%
Peninsula Light Co 0.0% $0 24,240,000 0.0%
Benton Rurafl Electric Assn 0.0% $0 19,659,000 0.0%
PUD No 1 of Okanogan County 0.0% $0 19,153,000 0.0%
Port Angeles City of 0.0% $0 16.738.000 -100%
Big Bend Electric Coop Inc 0.0% 30 15,703,000 0.0%
PUD No 2 of Pacific County 0.0% 30 14,655,000 0.0%
Kootenai Electric Coop lnc 0.0% 50 14,218,000 -100%
PUD Ne 1 of Klickitat County 0.0% $0 13,517,000 0.0%
Qrcas Power & Light Co 0.0% 30 10,814,000 0.0%
Clearwater Power Co 0.0% $0 10,447,000 0.0%
Eimhurst Mutual Power&Light Co 0.0% $0 10.006.00C 0.0%
Lakeview Light & Power Co 0.0% $0 9,855,000 0.0%
Centralia City of 0.0% $0 9,424,000 0.0%
"Modern Electric Water Co 0.0% $0 9,088,000 0.0%
Columbia Rural Elec Assn inc 0.0% 30 9,083,000 0.0%
Vera Irrigation District #15 0.0% 30 8,157,000 0.0%
PUD No 1 of Skamania County 0.0% 30 5,437,000 0.0%
PUD No 1 of Ferry County 0.0% 30 5,425,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $100 miilion in 1987, There are 268 utilities inciuded in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
$100 miltion that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmental Warking Group. Comnpiled from U.5. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration Data Form 861, 1993.1997.

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Web: hittp://www.ewg.org

Phone: (202) 667-6982

Fax: {(202) 232-2592 =

Email: info@ewg.oig -
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Washington - Continued.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency National Rank
o Investiment as Investment Revenue Investment {1 for Efficiency
Uiility Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 | Investment®
Cheney City of 0.0% $0 4,883,000 0.0%
Parkfand Light & Water Co 0.0% 30 4,517,000 0.0%
PUD No 1 of Mason County 0.0% $0 3,784,000 0.0% .
PUD No 1 of Whatcom County 0.0% $0 3.644,000 0.0%
Blaine City of 0.0% 30 3,297,000 0.0%
Chop Mutual Light Co 0.0% $0 3,194,000 0.0%
Tanner Electric Coop 0.0% 30 2,915,000 0.0%
PUD No 1 of Kittitas County 0.0% %0 2,809,000 0.0%
Steilacoom Town of 0.0% $0 2,432,000 0.0%
Okanogan County Efec Coop inc 0.0% $0 2,253,000 0.0%
Milton City of 0.0% o 2,128,000 0.0%
Fircrest Town of 0.0% $0 2,102,000 0.0%
PUD No 1 of Wahkiakum County 0.0% $0 2,008.000 0.0%
Nespelem Valley Elec Coap inc 0.0% 0 1,889,000 0.0%
McCleary City of 0.0% $0 1,655,000 0.0%
Cashmere City of 0.0% 50 1,458,000 0.0%
Chewelah City of 0.0% $0 1,293,000 0.0%
Eatonville Town of 0.0% $0 1,051,000 0.0%
Sumas City of 0.0% $0 887,000 0.0%
Woest Bend City of 0.0% $0 850.000 0.0%
Coutee Dam City of 0.0% 50 750,000 0.0%
Waterville Town of 0.0% 30 342,000 0.0%
Ruston City of 0.0% $0 264,000 0.0%
Alder Mutuat Light Co Inc 0.0% $0 162,000 0.0%
PUD No 1 of Asotin County 0.0% $0 11,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $100 million in 1897, There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. N/A sppears for utilities with revenues above
$100 mitiion that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from U.S. Depariment of Energy, Energy Information Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1997.

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.

Phone: {202) 6676982

Fax: {202} 232-2592 -

Email: info@ewg.arg *

Web: http:ifwwav.ewg.org
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in West Virginia.

Efficiency Eificiency Efficiency Nationa! Rank
- Investment as Investment Revenue Investmemt | for Efficiency
Utility Percem of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend $3-97 | Investment*
Appalachian Power Co 0.0% $0 1,720,010,600 -100% N/A
Monongaheia Power Co 0.0% 30 686,362,000 -100% NiA
UtiliCorp United inc 0.0% 30 557,307,000 0.0% NIA
Wheeling Power Co 0.0% 30 85,297,000 -100%
Shenandoah Valley tiec Coap 0.0% 30 40,634,000 0.0%
Craig-Botetourt Electric Coop 0.0% $0 5,799,000 0.0%
Harrison Rural Elec Assn Inc 0.0% 30 4,511,000 0.0%
Phrilippi City of 0.0% 50 1,945,000 0.0%
New Martinsville City of 0.0% 30 1,898,000 0.0%
United Light & Power Co 0.0% 30 1,328.000 0.0%
Eik Power Co 0.0% 30 1,265,000 D.0%
Black Diamond Power Co 0.0% 30 1,111,000 0.0%
Union Power Co 0.0% %Q 1,040,000 0.0%
War Light & Power Co 0.0% 30 899,000 0.0%
Kimball Light & Water Co 0.0% $0 306,000 0.0%
Elkhorn Public Service Co 0.0% 10 164,000 Q.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $100 million in 1997, There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
$1700 million that couid not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Envirorimental Warking Group, Compiled from U.S. Departenent of Energy, Energy Infarmation Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1997.

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Web: hitp:/iwww.ewg.org

Phone: (202) 667~-6982

Fax: (202) 232-2592 -

Email: info@ewg.org =
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Wisconsin.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency | National Rank
- investment as Investment Revenue investment | for Efficiency
Utility Percent of Revenue 1947 1997 Trend 93-97 | investment®
QOakdale Efectric Coop 2.3% $278,000 11,814,000 0.0%
Taylor County Electric Coop 1.7% $73.000 4,237,000 0.0%
Poik-Burnett Electric Coop 1.6% $200.000 12,723,000 -40.5%
Wisconsin Power & Light Co 1.5% $8,4G1,000 632,483,000 -21.6% 13
Vernon Electric Coop 1.5% $137.000 9,344,000 878.6%
Madison Gas & Electric Co 1.0% $1,673,000 163,470,000 -60.9% 27
Trempeateau Etectric Coop 1.0% $89.000 2.914,000 0.0%
Rice Lake City of 0.9% $62,000 6,748.000 0.0%
Northern States Power Co 0.9% $3,358,000 382,564,000 -6.9% 30
Northwesterin Wisconsin Elec Co 0.7% $70,660 16,114,060 0.0%
Superior Water Light&Power Co 0.6% $146,000 24,080,000 -22.3%
Wisconsin Public Service Corp 0.5% $2,480,000 479,387,000 -84.7% 45
Marshfield City of 0.5% $76,000 14,724,000 21.7%
Stoughton City of 0.5% $31,000 6,580,000 0.0%
Manitowoc City of 0.5% $117,000 25,676,000 -58.1%
Eau Claire Electric Coop 0.4% $37,000 8,515,000 0.0%
Plymouth City of 0.1% $10,000 8.328.000 0.0%
Grant Electric Coop 0.1% $7.000 10,262,000 40.0%
Dunr County Electric Coap 0.1% $4,000 8.166,000 0.0%
Wisconsin Electric Power Co 0.0% $0 1,412.115,000 -100% N/A
Wisconsin Public Power Inc Sys 0.0% $0 125,064.000 -100% NIA
Consplidated Water Power Co 0.0% $0 37,128,000 0.0%
Kaukauna City of 0.0% 30 26,650,000 0.0%
Adams-Columbia Electric Coop 0.0% 30 23,864,000 0.0%
Menasha City of 0.0% 30 23,459,000 0.0%
Barron Electric Coop 0.0% $0 16,291,000 -100%
Wisconsin Rapids W W & L Comm 0.0% 30 10,661,000 0.0%
Shawano Municipal Utilities 0.0% 0 9,756,000 0.0%
Clark Electric Coop 0.0% 30 9,102,000 0.0%
Geconomowoc City of 0.0% $0 8,840,000 0.0%
Hartiord City of 0.0% 30 8,810,000 0.0%
Reedsburg Utility Comm 0.0% $0 8,447,000 0.0%
Sun Prairie Water & Light Comm 0.0% $0 8,336,000 0.0%
St Croix County Electric Coop 0.0% 30 8,290,000 0.0%
Sheboygan Falls City of 0.0% $0 8,109,000 0.0%
New London City of 0.0% $0 7,960,000 0.0%
Sturgeon Bay Combined Uiils 0.0% $0 7,541,000 0.0%
lefferson City of ' 0.0% $0 7,121,000 0.0%
Jackson Electric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 7,008,000 0.0%
Pierce-Pepin Electric Coop 0.0% 30 6,686,000 0.0%
Jump River Electric Coop inc 0.0% 30 6,429,000 0.0%

* Rankings sre for utilities with revenues over $100 miltion in 1997, There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues abave
$100 million that coutd not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from U.S. Depariment of Energy, Energy Information Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1997,

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Web: hitp:/fwww.ewg.org

Phone: {202) 667-6982

Fax: (202) 232-2592 »

Email: info@ewg.org »
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Wisconsin - Continued.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency National Rank
- Investment as Ihvestment - Revenue Investment § for Efficiency
Utility Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 | Investment®
Oconto Electric Coop 0.0% 30 6,372,000 0.0%
Cedarburg Light & Water Comm 0.0% 30 6,267,000 0.0%
River Falls City of 0.0% $0 5,996,000 0.0%
Chippewa Valley Electric Coop 0.0% $0 5,976,000 0.0%
Dahlberg Light & Power Co 0.0% 30 5,673,000 0.0%
Central Wisconsin Elec Coop 0.0% $0 5,570,000 0.0%
Bayfield Eleciric Coop Inc 0.0% $0 5,415,000 0.0%
Medford City of 0.0% 30 5,320,000 0.0%
Wisconsin River Power Co 0.0% 30 5,144,000 0.0%
Rock County Electric Coop Assn 0.0% 30 5,123,000 0.0%
Elkhorn Light & Water Comm 0.0% $0 5,081,000 0.0%
Price Electric Coop Ing 0.0% $0 5,044,000 0.0%
Buffale Electric Coop 0.0% 30 4,901,000 0.0%
Two Rivers City of 0.0% %0 4,743,000 0.0%
Waupun Public Utilities 0.0% $0 4,269,000 0.0%
Clintonville City of 0.0% 30 4,161,000 0.0%
Waunakee Village of 0.0% $0 4,020,000 -100%
Richiand Electric Coop 0.0% $a 3,829,000 0.0%
Lake Mills Cigy of 0.0% $0 3,677,000 0.0%
Head of Lakes Elecuic Coop 0.0% 30 3,608,000 0.0%
New Richmond City of 0.0% $0 3,468,000 0.0%
Evansville City of 0.0% 30 3.433,000 0.0%
New Holstein City of 0.0% $0 3,430,000 0.0%
Richfand Center City of 0.0% $0 3,251,000 0.0%
Crawford Electric Coop 0.0% 30 3,084,000 0.0%
Waterloo Light & Water Cormnm 0.0% 30 3,036,000 0.0%
Columbus City of 0.0% $0 2,946,000 0.0%
Black River Falls City of 0.0% 30 2,785,000 0.0%
Arcadia City of 0.0% %0 2,707.000 0.0%
Kiel City of 0.0% 30 2,540.000 0.0%
Wisconsin Detts Bectric Util 0.0% %0 2,461,000 0.0%
Algoma Utility Comm 0.6% $0 2,280,000 0.0%
Bloomer Electric & Water Co 0.0% $0 2,236,000 0.0%
Mt Horeb Village of 0.0% $0 2,191,000 0.0%
North Central Power Ca Inc 0.0% $0 2,109,000 0.0%
Barron City of 0.0% $0 1.960.000 0.0%
Cumbertand City of 0.0% 50 1,944,000 0.0%
Bangor City of 0.0% 30 1,935,000 0.0%
Brochead Water & Lighting Comm 0.0% 30 1,848,000 0.0%
Sauk Clty City of 0,0% 30 1,799,000 0.0%
Slinger Village of 0.0% 30 1,741,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for utilities with revenues over $100 miition in 1987. There are 268 utilities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
$100 miltion that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Sgurce: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1987.

The Environmeital Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, B.C.
Web: hitp://www.ewg.org

Phone: (202} 667-6982

Fax: (202) 232-2592 ~

Email: info@ewg.org +
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Investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Wisconsin - Continued.

Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency | National Rank
Uitility Perlnvestmenl as investment Revenue Investment | for Efficienc.y
cent of Revertue 1997 1997 Trend 93-97 | investment
Boscabel City of 0.0% 30 1.697,000 0.0%
Prairie Du Sac Village of 0.0% 30 1,663,000 0.0%
luneau Utility Comm 0.0% 50 1,624,000 0.0%
Eagle River City of 0.0% $0 1,537,000 0.0%
Spooner City of 0.0% $0 1,516,000 0.0%
Whitehall City of 0.0% $0 1,511,000 0.0%
Pioneer Power & Light Co 0.0% 30 1,508,000 0.0%
Muscoda City of 0.0% $0 1,432,000 0.0%
Fennimore City of 0.0% $0 1,427.000 0.0%
Lodi City of 0.0% $0 1,288.000 0.0%
Qconto Falls Water&Light Comm 0.0% $0 1,251,000 0.0%
Hustisford City of 0.0% $0 1,139,000 0.0%
New Glarus City of 0.0% $G 1,098,000 0.0%
Pardeeville Village of 0.0% 50 1,058,000 0.0%
Westby City of 0.0% $0 1.021.000 0.0%
Florence Utility Commission 0.0% 50 916,000 0.0%
Black Earth Village of 0.0% 30 897.000 0.0%
Gresham Village of 0.0% $0 868.000 0.0%
Eiroy City of 6.0% 50 866,000 0.0%
Cuba City City of 0.0% $0 784.000 0.0%
Washington Island El Coop Inc 0.0% $0 775,000 0.0%
Westfield Milling & El Lgt Co 0.0% 30 768.000 0.0%
Cadott City of 0.0% $0 746,000 0.0%
Village of Mazomanie 0.0% 30 738,000 0.0%
New Lisbon City of 0.0% $0 728.000 0.0%
Correll City of 0.0% $0 694,000 0.0%
Stratford Village of 0.0% $0 647,000 0.0%
Princeton City of 0.0% $0 624,000 0.0%
Trempealeau Village of 0.0% $0 561,000 0.0%
Shulisburg City of 0.0% $0 513,000 0.0%
Belmont Village of 0.0% $0 415,000 0.0%
Argyle City of 0.0% $0 405,000 0.0%
Hazel Green Village of 0.0% $0 403,000 0.0%
Cashton Viliage of 0.0% 30 355,000 0.0%
La Farge Municipaf Electric Co 0.0% 50 355,000 0.0%
Wonewac Village of 0.0% $0 322,000 0.0%
Benton Village of 0.0% $0 302,000 0.0%
Cerituria Village of G.0% $0 286,000 0.0%
Viola City of 0.0% $a 251,000 0.0%
Merrillar City of 0.0% $0 162.000 0.0%

* Rarikings are for utifities with revenues over $100 million in 1997. There are 268 utilities included irs the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues above
$100 miifion that could not be ranked because they did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from U.S. Department of Energy, Energy information Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1997.

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Web: hup:/fenww . ewgq.org

Phone: (202) 667-6982

*

Fax: (202) 232-2592 -

Email: info@ewg.org »
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investment in energy efficiency programs by utilities operating in Wyoming.

Efficiency tfficiency Efficiency National Rank
. Investment as investment Revenue | Investment } for Efficiency

Utility Percent of Revenue 1997 1997 | Trend 93-97  Investment’
Montana Power Co 0.6% $2,923,000 508,407,000 -58.5% 42
PacifiCorp 0.1% .$4,982.000 3,683.923.000 -87.9% 84
Powder River Energy Corp 0.0% $0 61.305,000 0.0%

Cheyenne Light Fuel & Power Co 0.0% 30 36,873,000 0.0%

Yampa Valley Klectric Assn inc £8.0% 30 29,108,000 0.0%

Lower Valley Power & Light Inc 0.0% $0 26,371,000 0.0%

Hat Springs Rural El Asst [n 0.0% $0 - 12,781,000 0.0%

Gillette City of 0.0% $0 11,694,000 0.0%

Riverton Valley Etec Assn Inc 0.0% $0 10,879,000 0.0%

Wyrulec Co 0.0% 30 6,750,000 0.0%

Bridger Valley Elec Assn Inc 0.0% $0 6,643,000 0.0%

Big Horn Rural Electric Co 0.0% $Q 5,968,000 0.0%

Carbon Power & Light Inc 0.0% %0 5,848,000 0.0%

Wheatland Rural Elec Assn Inc 0.0% 50 5,837,000 0.0%

Wyoming Municipal Power Agency 0.0% 50 5,783,000 0.0%

Cotly City of 0.0% 30 3,958,000 0.0%

Torrington City of 0.0% $0 3,815,000 0.0%

Big Horn County Efec Coop Inc 0.0% %0 3,782,000 0.0%

Niobrara Electric Assn Inc 0.0% 30 2,792,000 0.0%

Powell City of 0.0% 30 2,577,000 0.0%

Wheattand Town of 0.0% 30 1,540,000 0.0%

Gartand Light & Power Co 0.0% 30 1,283,000 0.0%

Lusk Town af 0.0% %0 761,000 0.0%

Guernsey Town of 0.0% 30 662,000 0.0%

Basin Town of 0.0% $0 584,000 0.0%

Pine Bluifs City of 0.0% $0 546,000 0.0%

Lingie Town of 0.0% 30 240,000 0.0%

Fort Laramie Town of 0.0% $0 84.000 0.0%

Deaver City of 0.0% 30 45.000 0.0%

Willwood Light & Power Co 0.0% $0 43,000 0.0%

Midvate Irrigation District 0.0% 30 2,000 0.0%

* Rankings are for wtilities with revenues aver $100 mifficn in 1997, There are 268 utifities included in the ranking. N/A appears for utilities with revenues abgve
3700 mittion that could not be ranked because thay did not invest in energy efficiency programs.

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from U.S. Departmeant of Energy, Energy Information Administration Data Form 861, 1993-1997.

The Environmental Warking Group is a non-profit environmental research organization based in Washington, D.C.
Wweb:, hitp/fwww . ewg.org

Phone: (202} 667-6382

Fax: {202) 232-2592 »

Email: info@ewg.org *
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