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Minutes  

Energy Conservation Management  Board

August 23, 2006, 9:30 AM - 1:00 PM

Department of Public Utility Control 10 Franklin Sq. New Britain, CT 

 Board Attendees:  Chair-Jeff Gaudiosi; Rich Steeves;  Ron Araujo; Pat McDonnell; John Ferrantino; Paul Farrell; John Dobos; Shirley Bergert; Dick DesRoches; Mike Wertheimer; Roger Koontz.

Not in Attendance: Rob Earley; Neil Beup; Louise DiCocco-Beauton.

Other Attendees: Cindy Jacobs; Michael Cassella; Joe Crocco; Don Becker; Joe Swift; Tiffany Mack; Jeff Schlegel; Joel Gordes.

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Jeff Gaudiosi at 1:05 PM.  The agenda was  reviewed and no changes were made.  The minutes were reviewed and on a motion by John Dobos and a second by Rich Steeves, they were approved on a 13-0-1 vote [Chairman Gaudiosi holding three proxies] with  Michael Wertheimer abstaining.

Public Comment. There were no public comments.

Remarks From the Chairman. Chairman Gaudiosi informed the Board of the meeting with the Connecticut Science Center staff and members of the Connecticut Clean Energy Fund (CCEF). Both the CCEF and the ECMB representatives were underwhelmed with the proposed exhibits as envisioned by the designers that had little to do with energy efficiency or clean energy. It appears that the message of the funders was not getting through and CCEF, who had also traveled to New York to meet with the designers, appears close to pulling out. It was noted that because our funding is contingent upon the CCEF contribution, we would not object and may take the same action. Jeff Gaudiosi continued that the offer was made to meet with the designers for the exhibit who appeared to be at the crux of the problem rather than the Science Center staff. He expects another report will be available next month from Rebecca Meyer who has been working on this on behalf of the Board. John Dobos inquired how much the Board had committed in funding. Jeff Gaudiosi responded it is $200,000 per year for five years for a total of $1 million and that an additional million dollars is coming from the CCEF. He said a part of the problem may be that the people at the Science Center may not be forceful enough. Jeff Schlegel inquired whether this is mostly about the display or the building. Ron Araujo said it pertains to both issues since they are also awaiting further information on the building's energy profile.

2006 Plans and Budget. Natural Gas Plan Final Decision. John Ferrantino informed the group the Department had rendered a decision on August 9th and the companies are responding to meet the orders. By the 31st of August they will have set a technical meeting and go on to formulate the 2007 plan. The Department approved the dollar amounts and noted that any excess would be rolled over into 2007 programs. The orders also pointed to a need for a program for manufacturers and better explanations of the heating unit replacement program. John Dobos added that, by statute, the 2007 plan is due on October 1st so they do plan to submit a filing by that date but will ask the Department to file the full version on December 1st. He said the Board should look for a vote on this on November 15th and they will have more information shortly. Roger Koontz pointed out  there appears to be some ambiguity in the decision where they talk about a "non-residential program" which appears to be broader than just saying it is for manufacturers.

Follow-Up on 2005 Activities. Public Awareness, Coordinated Efforts and Campaign. John Ferrantino lead the discussion on the public awareness campaign and said Pat McDonnell is attempting to set up a meeting with ISO-New England but a date has not yet been established. Pat McDonnell said the ISO does want to meet to see what can be done on a mutual basis. Some proposed dates have been discussed but nothing has been definitely set. Jeff Gaudiosi cautioned them not to count on his participation as being critical to setting a date as his schedule is currently quite heavy. Some further discussion ensued.

2007 Plans and Budget. Jeff Schlegel reminded the Board he has been representing them in discussions with the ISO on issues relating to a forward capacity market (FCM) to ensure that the rules work to their benefit. He noted the first bids will be due in 2007 for 2010 operations. They hope to have preliminary materials sometime in the October to November timeframe and seek approval by December. Rules and procedures are also under way. He also noted he is heavily involved in the monitoring and verification (M&V) processes on behalf of the Board and pointed out the balance between verifiability and performance. Rich Steeves asked whether he is involved on anything having to do with reconstitution of load. Jeff Schlegel responded that this involves a compromise to settle the markets after the events have taken place and, in theory, it is the right thing to do but there are some disagreements. Pat McDonnell added it will also need approval. Ron Araujo asked where they are on the M&V agreement to which Jeff responded there is a resolution that has been adopted to move to common M&V protocols which could also be useful for other purposes like RGGI. Pat McDonnell asked who would be the representative from the Connecticut DPUC. Cindy Jacobs said it would be Eric Jacoby. Further discussion ensued with some questions on reconstitution with Jeff Schlegel noting it allows the financing to work out correctly but usually has a small impact and it may actually cost more to perform it than its value. Rich Steeves said he thought it was a red herring to hold up demand response operations. Shirley Bergert inquired whether some argument could be made to use it for getting the funds back. Roger Koontz said he believes that this would not be applicable as an argument. Jeff Schlegel suggested it might be appropriate to have a meeting with the Department for a better understanding of their positions on these topics. Rich Steeves agreed saying there is a need to have one voice speaking for the state. Jeff Schlegel did say that there were pros as well as cons on bidding into the market. Pat McDonnell said there was one utility that has already been considering it although there is only a small dollar benefit during the transition. Jeff Schlegel said that in the short term it is not a significant amount but over time could become quite sizable.

Multiple Budget Scenarios for Increased Spending. Jeff Schlegel recounted the meeting with chairman Downes and Commissioner Betkoski where they proposed a consolidation of the dockets and the various monetary sources under one umbrella. He said there is the possibility to defer a portion of the filing to include the other sources from EIA/FMCC/FCM and suggested two phases:

1) Normal C&LM funds and EIA Phase 1 Funds at ~$12.3 million

2) A supplemental addendum to include FCM, restoration of funds etc.

He added that a "Plan C" would provide for the zero load growth scenario and might be filed in December after there is further information on the forward capacity market. Shirley Bergert inquired on how he would define a restored budget to which he replied that the bonds would be paid off and we would move forward with normal budgets but that it could include recovery of previously taken funds. Shirley suggested he may want to devise two scenarios and plans for each of those possibilities so as to present what the impacts would be particularly if full recovery was made as it would show what the capability of additional funds would be. Roger Koontz said whatever sources the Board might go after it would be preferable that they are a continuing source. He said paying off the debt reduction bonds would be good since it would free up the regular funding but thought that an appropriation for a single year might lead to instability. Shirley Bergert added even if it came in a lump sum as an appropriation, the Board should not turn it down. Roger noted additional funding from the Phase 2 docket was possible and the companies and the Board need to coordinate a plan that should be filed by December. Pat McDonnell said there might be a need to re-examine the maximum achievable potential (MAP) study which could be useful in formulating a zero load growth strategy and said he did not think it would take a year and a half just to update it. Jeff Schlegel responded that they did need to look at the load forecast but also they need to look at what could practicably accomplished and whether it would be possible to spend $150 million per year. Rich Steeves suggested the format might try to mimic the way a tax return is filed with the Form1040 (summary sheet) followed by supporting "schedules" providing greater detail. Further discussion ensued on budget scenarios. Jeff Schlegel finished the discussion by noting there is still a need to improve parity. He suggested this might be accomplished by tapping other funding such as taking money allocated to ISO load response and reallocating that into the existing home program and tapping EIA for that load response.

Jeff Schlegel noted the eeSmarts program is still an issue for the main budget. He said one of the papers in the packet contained responses by Kim Oswald to the companies on the eeSmarts evaluation. Rich Steeves said one fundamental problem is the Board was not supplied with a copy of the evaluation early on and that UI should not have made changes until the Board had this information. Pat McDonnell noted that on many programs the company addresses deficiencies on an ongoing basis whether there is an evaluation or not and these detailed changes are typically not brought to the Board. Jeff Gaudiosi said it is also important that Kim Oswald know this needs to come to the Board in a timely manner. Jeff Schlegel said this has not been highlighted enough and it should have been distributed more widely. Pat McDonnell went on to explain some of the program deficiencies and how they are being rectified. He said the vendor message was to get it out the door and part of the program needs to be aimed at "teaching the teachers" in realization of the need for professional development. He said they are now using a group out of Wesleyan University to aid in that task. Tiffany Mack of UI who is involved in the program said there are a number of ways to assess student learning of the embedded performance tasks. She also spoke of some of the problems of getting the eeSmarts program accepted by the State Board of Education noting this can take a number of years. In response to a question by Jeff Schlegel on if they expect anymore state curriculum changes, she replied she would not expect the changes to come again quickly and that they have better insight since they are working directly with people at the state Department of Education. Pat McDonnell said they expect they could be updating just some of the lesson plans from time-to-time but not the entire curriculum. Tiffany Mack provided figures on the number of teachers involved in various program workshops and provided letters of support from some boards of education (Monroe, Cheshire & North Haven). Further discussion ensued including some on ownership of the program by the utility on behalf of the Board and ratepayers and authorization by the DPUC for UI to sell the program outside of Connecticut and to share the profits with the CEEF. Jeff Schlegel said the recommendation would be to leave eeSmarts in the budget as is. A motion to approve the budget as is (noting that eeSmarts is a K-8 program) was made by Rich Steeves with a second by Roger Koontz. Though vote was 11-0 to approve the budget.

Explanation of Incentive Mechanism. Jeff Schlegel opened the discussion noting the incentives are now more focused on capacity and net benefits than in the past where they were heavily reliant upon kWh saved. Joe Swift provided a presentation (see http://www.state.ct.us/DPUC/ECMB/) on the incentive mechanism and made the following points:

· The performance matrix balances a wide range of objectives including

Program results in kW and kWh

Portfolio results

Net benefits

Market effects

Activity milestones

· Provides a mechanism to make necessary trade-offs between multiple and diverse C&LM policy objectives
· Must be measurable and verifiable

He provided information on percentage of goal attainment versus actual incentive amount and also showed a table providing the metrics, the activities associated with the metrics, the weighting and what the levels of dollar incentive would be at a 5% attainment level and an 8% level. He said the electric benefit and the net electric benefit make up 88% of the performance incentive but the mechanism is structured in such a way that it does not allow concentrating on just those areas with the highest weighting. Further discussion ensued on the incentive mechanism. Jeff Schlegel inquired what might be the incentive for the Phase 1 EIA. Pat McDonnell said in the near term it would be $25 per kilowatt-year which might be a little low compared to the normal C&LM mechnism. He also said that DG would be $200 per kilowatt. Ron Araujo reminded the group that the EIA program focuses mostly on demand reduction.

Board Resolutions. The Board resolutions were tabled for this meeting but Jeff Schlegel reminded the group that comments should be made no later than close of business by September 6th.

Public Input Matrix. Jeff Gaudiosi drew the group's attention to the public input matrix noting that currently it provides the name of the person or organization making a request as well the nature and amount of the request. He said the next step will be for the companies to complete their positions on requests and then the ECMB consultants will make recommendations. Pat McDonnell asked for a sense of the Board pertaining to the Clean Energy Institute which is looking for significant funding over a four year period. He asked should the Board provide seed money to similar organizations such as they were already doing with the Institute for Sustainable Energy. John Ferrantino said they are not the same focus and that the Clean Energy Institute is looking at technical issues. Rich Steeves said he thought this discussion might be putting the process ahead of itself and that the Board consultants will look at the issues on their own merits. Pat McDonnell asked how would they show funding for such request in the budget tables. Rich Steeves said they could delay actual funding until additional monies become available. Jeff Gaudiosi said this may go into overall questions pertaining to educational programs. Jeff Schlegel said some program request, like the Interreligious Ecojustice Network, could fit into existing programs like Energy Opportunities. John Dobos inquired whether the Board has an annual public input session. Shirley Bergert confirmed they had held one this past July. Rich Steeves also noted CEEF is able to allocate the vast majority of its money each and every year.

CEAB Committee Report. There was nothing further to report at this time.

EIA/FMCC Mitigation, Docket # 05-07-14PH02.  Roger reported the draft RFP for this will be coming out shortly.

Report on Pending Legislation/Special Session. Shirley Bergert said she believes a special session was still possible. Rich Steeves said the Legislature will be having a few summits at various places around the state to get further public input before they come out with any policy suggestions.

Restoration of Funds. Pat McDonnell said he endorses what Roger Koontz had said earlier on the importance of stability of funding rather than having full restoration and receiving a large, lump sum. Shirley Bergert said she felt they could pass a public act in such a way as the money becomes ongoing although admitting while this might not be realistic, it was possible. Rich Steeves estimated that Shirley Bergert's definition of "restoration" might bring in as much as $100 million which he did not see as being a problem to be absorbed by the programs. Roger Koontz said it would be nice to received piles of money but it seems there is agreement that eliminating the rate reduction bonds by making them into state bonds would be the first priority. Rich Steeves agreed saying the issues should be bifurcated. Shirley Bergert said they will approach this subject in their meeting with Speaker of the House Amann but said her goal would be to get as much funding restored as possible although what Roger said does make sense. Rich Steeves said it would be important to represent the Board's perspective that the state take over the bonds and pay them off but if there was enough in the state surplus, the Board would appreciate receipt of previously taken money. Ron Araujo said it would be useful to inform them that the Board has three different plans being developed for expenditures at different levels.

Evaluation Procedures. Rich Steeves made a motion to adopt the consultant version of the evaluation procedures with a second by Shirley Bergert. Pat McDonnell said he was disappointed the group had broken down into factions on this issue and there needs to be more dialogue back and forth that has not yet taken place. Jeff Schlegel said there has been some discussion on the two versions. Rich Steeves said he thought the consultant version was indicative of what the Department had ordered. Jeff Gaudiosi reminded the Board the original redlined version came from the Evaluation Committee. He continued that since the Board has pushed for a stronger committee structure, it would behoove the Board to let the people directly involved in the issue perform the substantive work. In that way the entire Board does not have to rehash every detail at the main meeting. He said this is the first real test of the new committee structure. Further discussion ensued during which Shirley Bergert recounted a conversation with Kim Oswald who made the main point that there needs to be clarity of control. Shirley continued that she was amenable to the legitimate concerns of the utilities such as liability issues that need to be addressed as do any concerns on the release of customer information or incomplete data. Ron Araujo said they do not seek control of the evaluations but they do have a management component as part of their charge. Jeff Schlegel said he sees the fundamental difference as who actually manages the evaluation study. Jeff Gaudiosi said the Board has two choices:

1) Already having a motion and a second, the Board could vote today; or

2) There could be a conference call of the Evaluation Committee and utilities and the Board could come back for a vote on September 13th
There was agreement on the latter and it was agreed that a conference call would be held prior to the next meeting so the issue could be resolved. Shirley Bergert asked the group if there were other concerns to please supply those to her so they could be incorporated in time for that conference call.

Evaluation Report. Jeff Schlegel reported there has been an update on the coincident study. Roger Koontz requested that when an evaluation is completed the Board be supplied the executive summary. Jeff Gaudiosi said that would be useful.

3. Other

There being no other business, the meeting adjourned at 3:30 PM.
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