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DECISION

I.
Introduction

A. Summary


In this Decision, the Department of Public Utility Control (Department) approves Connecticut Energy Efficiency Fund’s (Energy Efficiency Fund) budget and programs for 2010.  The Department also concludes that a two‑year budget planning process in reasonable but that the programs will continue to be reviewed annually.  The Department establishes some universal program goals and directs Connecticut’s regulated gas and electric companies to increase the public’s awareness about program funding and the benefits the Energy Efficiency Fund provides.  The Department also directs that a pilot residential financing program be offered under the Home Energy Solutions program.  The Department authorizes a total budget of approximately $123.2 million for Connecticut’s regulated electric utilities for 2010 and a total budget of $11,543,747 for Connecticut’s regulated gas utilities.  However, the Department believes that the EDCs may not collect the full amount of anticipated 2010 revenues from all sources and therefore will allow them to use carryover dollars to meet any revenue shortfall.

B. Background of the Proceeding


The General Statutes of Connecticut (Conn. Gen. Stat.) § 16‑245m requires the establishment of a separate conservation fund and the appointment of the Energy Conservation Management Board (ECMB) to advise and assist the electric distribution companies to develop a comprehensive plan for the implementation of cost‑effective energy conservation programs and market transformation initiatives.

Pursuant to Conn. Gen. Stat § 16‑32f of the as amended by § 115(b) of Public Act 07‑242 (Act), natural gas local distribution companies (LDCs) are required to submit to the Department biennial supply and demand forecast reports and annual conservation plans.  Specifically, a five‑year forecast of loads and resources and a gas conservation plan to implement cost‑effective energy conservation programs and market transformation initiatives.  In the instant Decision, the Department addresses only the progress of the LDCs prior year’s budget and programs in Connecticut’s 2009 Joint Natural Gas Conservation Plan (2009 Plan) and the 2010 Electric and Natural Gas Conservation and Load Management Plan (2010 Plan).  The LDCs respective Biennial Forecast of Natural Gas Demand and Supply will be reviewed independent from this Decision.

The electric distribution companies (EDC) and the Energy Conservation Management Board (ECMB) are to evaluate and select all supply, conservation and load management options within an integrated supply and demand planning framework.  The ECMB, established pursuant to Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16‑245m, follows the guidance of Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16‑32f, as amended by Section 115(b) of the Act, to advise and assist each LDC in the development and implementation of their conservation planning effort.  Each program contained in the LDC’s proposed conservation plan is either accepted, modified or rejected by the ECMB before submission of the plan to the Department for approval.  In this uncontested proceeding, the Department must approve, modify or reject the conservation plans.

C. Conduct of the Proceeding


Pursuant to a Notice of Hearing dated October 16, 2009, the Department held a public hearing in this matter on October 29, November 10, 12, 24 and 25, 2009.  By Notice of Taking Administrative Notice dated December 8, 2009, the Department took administrative notice of the evaluations submitted in response to Order No. 4 in the Decision dated July 15, 2009, in Docket No. 09‑02‑18, Petition of Coolnrg USA, Inc. for a Declaratory Ruling that its Residential Lighting Campaign Will Qualify as a Class III Renewable Resource.  The evaluations are titled; The Market for CFLs in Connecticut, dated November 24, 2009, and a Draft Report, Preliminary Results of the Multistate CFL Modeling Effort, dated November 22, 2009.
D. Participants in the Proceeding


The Department recognized the following as Participants to the proceeding:  Connecticut Natural Gas Corporation, P. O. Box 1500, Hartford, Connecticut 06144-1500; The Southern Connecticut Gas Company, 855 Main Street, Bridgeport, Connecticut 06604-4918; Yankee Gas Services Company, c/o Northeast Utilities Service Company, P.O. Box 270, Hartford, CT 06141-0270; The United Illuminating Company, 157 Church Street, P.O. Box 1564, New Haven, CT 06506-0901; The Connecticut Light and Power Company, 107 Selden Street, Berlin, Connecticut 06037; and, the Office of Consumer Counsel, Ten Franklin Square, New Britain, Connecticut 06051.

E. Abbreviations

The following is a list of the abbreviations commonly used herein.

· The Connecticut Energy Efficiency Fund (Energy Efficiency Fund)
;

· Energy Conservation Management Board (ECMB)
;

· The United Illuminating Company (UI);

· The Connecticut Light and Power Company (CL&P)

· Connecticut Natural Gas Corporation (CNG);

· The Southern Connecticut Gas Company (SCG or Southern);

· Yankee Gas Services Company (YGS or Yankee);
· The two electric distribution companies (EDCs);

· The three gas distribution companies (LDCs);

· EDCs and LDCs together (Companies);

· Community Action Agencies (CAA);

· Manufacturing Alliance of Connecticut (MAC);

· Office of Policy and Management (OPM);

· Department of Social Services (DSS);

· Connecticut Department of Economic and Community Development (DECD)

· Institute for Sustainable Energy (ISE);

· Independent System Operator of New England (ISO‑NE);

· Building Performance Institute (BPI)

· Conservation and Load Management (C&LM);

· Home Energy Solutions Program (HES);

· Home Performance with HES (HP-HES);
· In‑Home Energy Services for HES (Core Services)
· Residential New Construction (RNC)

· Building Performance Institute (BPI);

· Small Business Energy Advantage Program (SBEA);

· Energy Opportunities Program (Energy Opportunities);

· Compact fluorescent light bulb (CFL);

· Heat pump water heater (HPWH)

· Commercial and Industrial (C&I)

· Conservation Adjustment Mechanism (CAM)

· Gross receipts tax (GRT);

· Community Action Agencies (CAA);

· U.S. Department of Energy’s (DOE);

· Connecticut Industrial Energy Consumers (CIEC);

· American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA or Stimulus);

· Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (EISA);

· Non‑Bypassable Federally Mandated Congestion Charge (NBFMCC);

· Integrated resource planning (IRP);

· Northeast Energy Efficiency Partnership (NEEP);

· Home Energy Rating System (HERS);

· Heating Ventilation and Cooling (HVAC);

· ECMB submitted its evaluation, The Market for CFLs in Connecticut, dated November 24, 2009, (Lighting Evaluation)

· Connecticut’s Joint 2009 Natural Gas Conservation Plan (2009 Gas Plan);

· Decision dated May 10, 2000, in Docket No. 99‑09‑30, DPUC Review of The Connecticut Light and Power Company’s Conservation and Load Management Programs for 2000 (2001 C&LM Decision)

· Decision dated May 28, 2003, in Docket No. 03‑01‑01, DPUC Review of The Connecticut Light and Power Company's and The United Illuminating Company's Conservation and Load Management Programs and Budgets for Year 2003 and 2004 (2003 C&LM Decision);

· Decision dated February 4, 2004, in Docket No.  03‑11‑01, DPUC Review of the CL&P and UI Conservation and Load Management Plan For Year 2004 (2004 C&LM Decision);

· Decision dated July 28, 2004, in Docket No. 03‑11‑01PH02, DPUC Review of CL&P and UI Conservation and Load Management Plan For Year 2004 – Phase II, (2004 Phase II C&LM Decision);

· Decision dated March 30, 2005 in Docket No. 04‑11‑01, DPUC Review of CL&P and UI Conservation And Load Management Plan For Year 2005 (2005 C&LM Decision)

· Decision dated June 7, 2006, in Docket No. 05‑10‑02, DPUC Review of The Connecticut Light and Power Company and The United Illuminating Company Conservation and Load Management Plan for 2006 (2006 C&LM Decision);

· Decision dated May 23, 2007, in Docket No. 06‑10‑02, DPUC Review of CL&P and UI Conservation and Load Management Plan For Year 2007 and 2008 (2007 C&LM Decision);

· Decision dated June 19, 2008, in Docket No. 07‑10‑03 DPUC Review of The Connecticut Light and Power Company’s And The United Illuminating Company’s Conservation and Load Management Plan For Year 2008 (2008 C&LM Decision);

· Decision dated September 24, 2008, in Docket No. 07‑10‑03RE01 DPUC Review of The Connecticut Light and Power Company’s And The United Illuminating Company’s Conservation and Load Management Plan For Year 2008 – Program Incentive Structure (Reopened 2008 C&LM Decision);

· Decision dated April 30, 2008 in Docket No. 03‑09‑08RE01, Applications of The Connecticut Light and Power Company and The United Illuminating Company for Issuance of Financing Order – Funding for the Energy Conservation and Load Management Fund and the Renewable Energy Investment Fund, (C&LM Fund Restoration Decision);

· Decision dated June 19, 2008, in Docket No. 07‑10‑03, DPUC Review of The Connecticut Light and Power Company’s And The United Illuminating Company’s Conservation and Load Management Plan For Year 2008 – Program Incentive Structure, (2008 C&LM Decision);

· Decision dated May 7, 2009, in Docket No. 08‑10‑03, DPUC Review of The Connecticut Light and Power Company's and The United Illuminating Company's Conservation and Load Management Plan For the Year 2009 (2009 C&LM Decision);

· Interim Decision dated February 25, 2009 in Docket No. 08‑10-02, DPUC Review of the Connecticut Gas Utilities Forecasts of Demand and Supply 2009-2013 and Joint Conservation Plans (Interim Gas Supply Decision);

II.
Department Analysis

F. General Overview


Connecticut’s regulated electric utilities have delivered conservation programs for the last 20 years and have administered conservation programs via the three mill ratepayer charge, under Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-245m, since 1999.  Since that date, under the guidance of the ECMB, implementation by the Companies and through the direction and oversight of the Department, these programs have dramatically evolved.  This evolution is well documented through C&LM program evaluations and the Department’s annual C&LM Decisions.  See, the 2001 C&LM Decision, the 2003 C&LM Decision, the 2004 C&LM Decision, the 2005 C&LM Decision, the 2006 C&LM Decision, the 2007 C&LM Decision and the 2008 C&LM Decision.


Heightened general awareness about climate change, together with significant and sustained increases in energy costs, have dramatically increased consumer knowledge of the need to limit energy consumption.  The result has been increased media attention to issues about energy, efficiency, conservation, the environment and a greater inclination for Connecticut electric and gas customers to consider “green” alternatives for their households and businesses.


Retrofit, lost opportunity and market transformation programs funded through direct ratepayer‑supported incentives has served as the formula to encourage consumer participation in energy efficiency installations through utility administered programs.  In addition to direct ratepayer funding, new sources of revenue allow the Companies to enhance these efforts.  These include revenues from the Class III REC market, RGGI ISO‑NE demand response programs and NBFMCC.  In addition, other incentives and policies designed to modify customer behavior provide the opportunity for additional energy efficiency or conservation through other initiatives.  These include the Energy Efficiency Partners Program, Class III projects, revised net metering standards for Class I renewable systems, time‑of‑day and real‑time electric rates, the decoupling of distribution revenues, and all ISO‑NE load response programs.


The ECMB in its development of the 2010 C&LM Plan, and the Department in this decision herein, have focused on several program priorities.  Generally defined, the effort is to encourage the programs to provide incentives for customers to go “broader and deeper” to find energy savings in homes and businesses.  Because much of the easier efficiency projects have been installed (e.g., lighting upgrades), a greater emphasis will be placed on businesses’ comprehensive energy management practices, continuous management improvement objectives, and strategic management goals to meet energy savings and environmental goals.  The HES program offers technical assistance and additional rebates to encourage homeowners to undertake more comprehensive energy saving investments.  The ECMB has also supported continued progress to build a program infrastructure that promotes access to convenient and low‑cost financing for businesses and homeowners.  These issues and program initiatives will be discussed in greater detail in the sections below.

G. Revenues and Proposed Budget

1.
Restoration of C&LM Funding - EDCs


In the Decision dated April 30, 2008, in Docket No 03-09-08RE01, Applications of The Connecticut Light and Power Company and The United Illuminating Company for Issuance of Financing Order – Funding for the Energy Conservation and Load Management Fund and the Renewable Energy Investment Fund, the Department, CL&P and UI, and Office of the Treasurer of the State of Connecticut agreed on the implementation steps and potential timetable for the defeasement of the Rate Reduction Bonds (RRB) that would return full funding to the C&LM Fund.  Although it was anticipated by the Participants in that proceeding that the RRBs would be defeased in early May the actual defeasement date was June 5, 2008.  See June 6, 2008 Letter from Treasurer, State of Connecticut in Docket No. 03-09-08RE01.


By Compliance Filing dated March 5, 2009, CL&P, the RRB Servicer, issued its Final Reconciliation of Remittances and Allocation of Funds Requested for Release to the Department and to the State of Connecticut Treasurer’s Office.  In agreement with CL&P’s Reconciliation, and by Compliance Filing dated March 11, 2009, the Office of the Treasurer, State of Connecticut instructed its RRB Trustee to disburse $3.712 million to UI’s C&LM fund and $4.882 million to CL&P’s C&LM fund.  Within the Treasurer’s Compliance Filing it was noted that the RRB Trustee confirmed making such disbursements on March 6, 2009.


The 2009 budget represented the first year since 2003 that the Energy Efficiency Fund operated at full funding from the revenues generated by the three mills/kilowatt‑hour (kWh) charge that is assessed to all CL&P and UI customers.  See, 2009 C&LM Decision, p. 3.

2.
Revenues - EDCs

The following tables demonstrate the source of revenue for the proposed EDC budgets for 2010 and the estimated budgets for 2011 and 2012.

As the tables show the three‑mills/kWh charge continues to provide a majority of the funding.  In addition to this assessment the EDCs project that RGGI, the sale and Class III RECs and capacity revenues earned through the ISO‑NE capacity market will contribute approximately $31 million in 2010.  Federal stimulus dollars contributed $5.75 million in 2009 and will do so again in 2010 for a total of $11.5 million.  2010 C&LM Plan, Table A1.  The EDCs estimate that these additional revenues provide about one‑third of the total dollars available for 2010.  Based on their projections the EDCs propose a budget of $123,297,649 for 2010.  Id.; Tr. 10/24/09, pp. 22‑23; EDC Responses to Interrogatory EL‑18.

Table 1

[image: image3.emf]Proposed 2010 Revenues

Source of Revenue CL&P UI Total

Three mills/kWh $67,681,000 $16,284,000 $83,965,000

ISO-NE ODRs $5,600,000 $1,700,000 $7,300,000

Class III RECs $2,000,000 $1,300,000 $3,300,000

Stimulus Package $4,600,000 $1,150,000 $5,750,000

FMCC Revenues $1,416,691 $797,883 $2,214,574

RGGI $17,109,585 $3,658,490 $20,768,075

Total Revenues $98,407,276 $24,890,373 $123,297,649

Source of data: 2010 C&LM Plan, Table A2, p. 19.


Table 2

[image: image4.emf]Proposed 2011 Revenues

Source of Revenue CL&P UI Total

Three mills/kWh $67,893,000 $16,146,000 $84,039,000

ISO-NE ODRs $5,600,000 $2,000,000 $7,600,000

Class III RECs $2,000,000 $1,300,000 $3,300,000

Stimulus Package - - -

FMCC Revenues - - -

RGGI $14,665,359 $3,135,849 $17,801,208

Total Revenues $90,158,359 $22,581,849 $112,740,208

Source of data: 2010 C&LM Plan, Table A2, p. 19.


Table 3

[image: image5.emf]Proposed 2012 Revenues

Source of Revenue CL&P UI Total

Three mills/kWh $68,195,000 $16,008,000 $84,203,000

ISO-NE ODRs $5,600,000 $2,543,790 $8,143,790

Class III RECs $2,000,000 $1,170,000 $3,170,000

Stimulus Package - - -

FMCC Revenues - - -

RGGI $14,665,359 $3,135,849 $17,801,208

Total Revenues $90,460,359 $22,857,639 $113,317,998

Source of data: 2010 C&LM Plan, Table A2, p. 19.



Stimulus revenues are assumed to be allocated as one half in 2009 and one half in 2010 and will not be provided beyond that time.  Revenue from the sale of Class III RECs are forecasted at the statutory minimum of $10/MWh and the EDCs estimate that less than half of their total Class III RECs will be sold into the market.  The EDCs indicate that the proceeds from RGGI auctions, forecasted at $3.50/allowance for 2010 and $3.00/allowance for 2011 and 2012 will likely be less than forecasted since recent auction prices have cleared below $2.00/allowance.  Tr. 11/24/09, p. 931.  Using $2.00/allowance for 2010 results in a reduction to forecasted revenues of $11.9 million ($9.8 million CL&P + $2.1 million UI).  The Department will therefore reduce the estimated RGGI revenues by $11.9 million.  Although Stimulus dollars are subject to delay in receipt, the Department accepts the estimated Stimulus revenues as reasonable.  In addition, the Department accepts the remaining revenue estimates as reasonable.  2010 C&LM Plan, Table A2.


Based on the foregoing, the Department projects revenues of $111,397,649 ($123,297,649 ‑ $11,900,000) for 2010.  In addition, the EDCs project that there will be carryover revenue of approximately $23 million from 2009 which is not included in the 2010 budget discussed above.  Therefore, spending for 2010 should total approximately $134.4 million ($111.4 + $23).  CL&P and UI indicate that the actual carryover experienced for 2009 has varied from the amounts presented during the proceeding.  CL&P Written Exceptions, p. 17; UI Written Exceptions, p. 9.  The EDCs should incorporate these changes into the final budget.

3.
Joint Filing and Two Year Budget Proposal

The 2010 C&LM Plan is a departure from previous plans as it combines the C&LM plans for both the EDCs and the LDCs.  Additionally, the EDCs have incorporated a two‑year budget cycle.  According to the EDCs, a two‑year budget cycle would allow greater flexibility in year‑to‑year variations in program expenditures so that over‑ or under‑subscriptions would not be disruptive to budgets, programs and vendors who service the programs.  2010 C&LM Plan, p. 1.  The LDCs did not initially propose to incorporate a two‑year budget cycle in program planning.   During the hearings, the LDCs and the ECMB discussed the benefits of having a longer planning horizon for the gas programs.  From a planning perspective, a two or three‑year program would provide a greater level of certainty of funding going forward.  This certainty of funding allows customers, as well as the vendor community, to better plan expenditures.  For example, C&I customers typically establish budgets the year before they can fund large projects, and they would be able to count on the fact that there would be adequate program funding in the next fiscal year.  Response to Interrogatory GA‑49; Tr. 11/12/09, pp. 501‑504.

The Companies indicate that a multi‑year program structure will enhance Yankee’s IRP efforts because energy savings projections will be more stable when viewed over a longer term.  The ECMB indicated that for IRP planning, at least ten years of program planning is necessary in order to make the choice of investment in new supply or conservation.  However, the longer the planning period the greater the uncertainty of actually achieving the projected savings levels, as demand levels for programs or unit savings levels from particular measures are not guaranteed.  Over time, evaluations of the programs can address this uncertainty.

In its brief, Yankee offered additional benefits in using a two‑year budget cycle.  This approach would lower administrative costs when spread over longer cycles and would better enable vendors to plan and educate their staff.  Yankee Brief, p. 7.  To promote greater flexibility in both natural gas and electric program planning, the Department directs the Companies to incorporate a two‑year budget cycle in future conservation plans.  However, the plans will continue to be filed annually with the second year of the budget cycle adjusted for prior year variances as well as a full discussion of program-related issues.

Although future C&LM plans will be approved annually and will be based on a two‑year budget cycle, the LDCs supply acquisition planning involves a much longer planning horizon.  Therefore, the LDCs must begin including an additional analysis of, at minimum, ten years of projected program costs and benefits assuming reasonable program growth and compare that to supply side options in order to comply with the IRP requirements under Conn. Gen. Stat. §16‑32f(b).  The LDCs will be directed to include this analysis in future conservation plans.


To promote greater flexibility in both natural gas and electric program planning, the Department directs the Companies to incorporate a two‑year budget cycle in future conservation plans.  However, C&LM plans will continue to be filed annually with the second year of the budget cycle adjusted for prior year variances and to address any changes.  The annual proceeding then will focus on a full discussion of program‑related issues.


At the Department’s request the LDCs briefed the issue of whether Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16‑32(f) permits a review of the natural gas conservation plan separate from the review of the biennial forecast of supply and demand.  Yankee supports continuing a joint electric and gas conservation proceeding and a separate proceeding for the forecast of supply and demand.  Further, Yankee believes there is no statutory prohibition against the Department’s approval of the conservation plan.  Yankee Brief, p. 6.  CNG and Southern do not object to either approach and believe that there is no statutory requirement that the Department review the LDCs conservation plans in the same docketed proceeding in which it reviews the LCS supply and demand plans.  CNG/Southern letter in lieu of briefs, p. 2.


The Department agrees.  There is no statutory prohibition preventing the administrative separation of the Department’s review of natural gas conservation programs from natural gas supply and demand planning.  As is customary, the Department will provide adequate notice to all relevant participants regarding the scope of its dockets.  Based on the foregoing, the Department will require the EDCs and LDCs to submit joint conservation plans which will be reviewed in a single docket in the future.

4.
EDC 2010 Budget


The following table provides the detailed budget proposed by CL&P and UI.  As noted above, the Department reduces the estimated revenues by $11.9 million.  In addition, carryover funding of $23 million was not reflected in this proposed budget.  The Department will approve a combined budget of $123.3 million as proposed, subject to some minor modifications discussed herein.  The EDCs shall use 2009 carryover funds to meet any revenue shortfall in 2010.  The EDCs will be directed to submit a revised 2010 budget that reflects total allowed spending of $134.4 million.  The revised budget must accommodate the directives contained herein.  The EDCs must provide an explanation for all changes to this budget.

[image: image6.emf]2010 2010 2010

CL&P 

UI CL&P/UI

CL&P/UI C&LM BUDGET Proposed

Proposed Proposed

Budget & RGGI Budget & RGGI

Total

   Residential Retail Products  7,500,000 $                1,311,894 $                8,811,894 $               

        Total - Consumer Products 7,500,000 $                1,311,894 $                8,811,894 $               

   Residential New Construction 2,000,000 $                356,148 $                   2,356,148 $               

   Home Energy Solutions (HVAC, Duct Sealing, Lighting) 16,731,033 $              3,531,955 $                20,262,988 $             

   Limited-Income (WRAP/UI Helps) 10,500,000 $              2,694,132 $                13,194,132 $             

        Subtotal Residential 36,731,033 $              7,894,129 $                44,625,162 $             

C&I LOST OPPORTUNITY

   Energy Conscious Blueprint 12,350,000 $              3,911,071 $                16,261,071 $             

        Total - Lost Opportunity 12,350,000 $              3,911,071 $                16,261,071 $             

C&I LARGE RETROFIT

   Energy Opportunities* 22,150,000 $              4,479,343 $                26,629,343 $             

   O&M (Services, RetroCx)* 2,100,000 $                445,764 $                   2,545,764 $               

   Prime* 450,000 $                   84,319 $                     534,319 $                  

        Total - C&I Large Retrofit 24,700,000 $              5,009,426 $                29,709,426 $             

  Small Business* 10,250,000 $              2,918,456 $                13,168,456 $             

  Subtotal C&I 47,300,000 $              11,838,953 $              59,138,953 $             

   SmartLiving Center® - Museum Partnerships 320,000 $                   434,246 $                   754,246 $                  

   EE Communities* 650,000 $                   250,000 $                  

   K-8 Education* 225,000 $                   432,201 $                   657,201 $                  

   Residential Audits-Non WRAP - $                               - $                               - $                              

   Community Based Program (SWCT) - $                               - $                               - $                              

   Science Center  - $                               - $                              

      Subtotal Education 1,195,000 $                1,116,447 $                1,411,447 $               

   Institute for Sustainable Energy (ECSU)* 400,000 $                   100,000 $                   500,000 $                  

   Energy Conservation Loan Fund* - $                               - $                               - $                              

   Residential Loan Program* 200,000 $                   25,000 $                     225,000 $                  

   C&I Loan Program* 250,000 $                   50,000 $                     300,000 $                  

   C&LM Loan Defaults* 135,000 $                   4,700 $                       139,700 $                  

      Subtotal Programs/Requirements 985,000 $                   179,700 $                   1,164,700 $               

   ISO Load Response Program Support 350,000 $                   - $                               350,000 $                  

   Water Heater Timer Promotion - $                               - $                              

   Demand Reduction - $                               - $                               - $                              

   Power Factor - $                               - $                               - $                              

      Subtotal Load Management 350,000 $                   - $                               350,000 $                  

   Research, Development & Demonstration* 200,000 $                   125,000 $                   325,000 $                  

     Subtotal Renewables & RD&D 200,000 $                   125,000 $                   325,000 $                  

   Administration 900,000 $                   535,000 $                   1,435,000 $               

   General Awareness "Take Charge" 80,000 $                     20,000 $                     100,000 $                  

   Planning       (UI Planning & Evaluation) 650,000 $                   363,000 $                   1,013,000 $               

   Evaluation    (UI Evaluation , Outside Services) 1,900,000 $                430,000 $                   2,330,000 $               

   Information Technology 1,700,000 $                243,000 $                   1,943,000 $               

   ECMB 400,000 $                   210,000 $                   610,000 $                  

   Performance Management Fee 4,599,552 $                1,137,261 $                5,736,813 $               

     Admin/Planning Expenditures 10,229,552 $              2,938,261 $                13,167,813 $             

PROGRAM SUBTOTALS

                    Residential 

37,996,033 $              8,914,727 $                46,910,760 $             

                    C&I

48,245,000 $              12,034,502 $              60,279,502 $             

                    Other**

10,749,552 $              3,143,261 $                13,892,813 $             

 TOTAL        Note 1 96,990,585 $              24,092,490 $              121,083,075 $           

      Docket 05-07-14PH01 EIA Programs    

 2009

CL&P 

 2009

UI 

 CL&P/UI

2009 Total 

   ISO Load Response Programs*          Note 2 1,416,691 $                797,883 $                   2,214,574 $               

   Residential HVAC - $                               - $                               - $                              

   Electric & Gas Efficiency - $                               - $                               - $                              

   General Awareness* - $                               - $                              

   Direct Load Control* - $                               - $                              

   Energy Opportunities - $                               - $                               - $                              

     Subtotal Docket 05-07-14PH01 EIA Programs 1,416,691 $                797,883 $                   2,214,574 $               

                   TOTAL C&LM and EIA 98,407,276 $              24,890,373 $              123,297,649 $           

* 

Joint CL&P/UI Programs.

**

 OTHER -EDUCATION is primarily allocated to residential programs.

 Note 1:  See Table A2 for Revenue Breakdown

 Note 2:  Includes ISO Load Response Curtailment, ISO Load Response Emergency Generation, 

2009 includes reduced Supplemental Payments ($51/kW-year; previously $65/kW-year); no 3rd Party contracts; 

no supplemental payments for new customers

OTHER - RENEWABLES & RD&D

OTHER - ADMINISTRATIVE & PLANNING

RESIDENTIAL

COMMERCIAL & INDUSTRIAL

OTHER - EDUCATION **

OTHER - PROGRAMS/REQUIREMENTS

OTHER - LOAD MANAGEMENT

2010

CL&P/UI Proposed C&LM Budget - 2010


H. Progress of 2009 LDC Conservation Plan

By Interim Decision dated February 25, 2009 in Docket No. 08‑10-02, DPUC Review of the Connecticut Gas Utilities Forecasts of Demand and Supply 2009-2013 and Joint Conservation Plans (Interim Gas Supply Decision), the Department approved the LDC’s conservation program and associated budget presented in Connecticut’s Joint 2009 Natural Gas Conservation Plan (2009 Gas Conservation Plan).  The Department approved a total budget of $9.6 million in the 2009 Gas Conservation Plan, a significant increase over the prior year’s budget of $6.8 million.  The 2009 Gas Conservation Plan budget included expanded conservation funding for all classes of customers, and added a RNC program as well as financing subsidies for both residential and C&I customers.  On May 8, 2009, the Department approved Yankee’s request for incremental funding over its total approved budget of $850,000 for C&I customer incentives and $125,000 for limited income incentives.  Yankee requested this incremental funding to ensure it remained within its newly approved budget while continuing to accept and process anticipated customer applications for its programs.  CNG and Southern did not request incremental funding for 2009.   

The Department directed the LDCs to report on the 2009 Gas Conservation Plan’s progress in the instant proceeding.  The LDCs filed a table comparing the total 2009 approved budget for residential and C&I programs of $9.6 million with the 2009 year‑to‑date expenditures as of October 31, 2009.  Late Filed Exhibit No. 28.  The LDCs’ actual total year‑to‑date conservation expenditures for all of the programs included in the 2009 Gas Conservation Plan are as follows:

Table 4

[image: image7.emf]2009 Plan Progress

Company Program 2009 Budget* 2009 Actual**

% - Actual to 

Budget

CNG Residential*** $1,685,400  $1,251,321  74%

C&I $1,080,000  $418,280  39%

Other $120,534  $60,979  51%

Southern Residential*** $1,701,000  $1,411,997  83%

C&I $1,080,000  $431,232  40%

Other $120,536  $59,803  50%

Yankee Residential*** $2,371,600  $1,128,344  48%

C&I $2,320,000  $909,953  39%

Other $140,930  $60,290  43%

Totals $10,620,000  $5,732,199  54%

Source of data: Late Filed Exhibit No. 28.

*Budget reflects Yankee’s approved incremental funding of $125,000 for residential 

   low-income and $850,000 for C&I.

**Actual spending as of 10/31/2009.

*** Includes CHIF loan fund.


The LDCs also presented year‑end projections in the standard filing requirements for the limited income, HES, RNC and C&I programs.  These year‑end figures represent commitments with expenditures that are expected to be made within the budget year.  Tr. 11/25/09, p. 1059.  Yankee projects year‑end expenditures of approximately 53% of its total HES budget.  The LDCs anticipate year‑end expenditures at or above 85% and 61% for the Energy Conscious Blueprint and Energy Opportunities portions of its C&I program, respectively.  2009 Gas Conservation Plan, pp. 116, 179‑181.  All other programs appear to remain within a reasonable target for 2009 expenditures and savings goals.  The LDCs indicated that in 2009, certain programs such as HES and RNC have experienced a significant downturn in customer participation as compared to 2008.  However, the limited income and C&I programs have seen an increase in participation in 2009 as compared to 2008.  The LDCs have extensive marketing and outreach underway to promote the programs and increase customer response going forward in 2010.  2010 C&LM Plan, p. 16.  Except as noted above, the Department reviewed the LDCs’ budget variances and finds the variances reasonable given current commitment levels included in the program standard filing requirements and overall economic conditions.  The Department will discuss further enhancements below, which may help the LDCs further overcome the decline in overall participation level in the HES program.

Proposed 2010 LDC Conservation Plan

In the 2010 C&LM Plan, the LDCs expanded funding for existing programs for all sectors.  Financing options will continue to be offered for residential and C&I customers for energy efficiency improvements.  As a result, the LDCs propose a total budget of $11.5 million in the 2010 C&LM Plan.  A breakdown of the LDC’s proposed 2010 C&LM Plan natural gas conservation budgets is included in the following table:

Table 5

[image: image8.emf]2010 Conservation Budgets

CNG Southern Yankee Total

Residential Programs

Home Energy Solutions (HES) $700,000 $700,000 $1,000,000 $2,400,000

Low Income – Audits $25,772 $25,803 $30,000 $81,575

Low Income – Weatherization $674,095 $674,766 $895,000 $2,243,861

Water Heating $105,400 $121,000 $136,600 $363,000

New Construction $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 $750,000

CHIF Loan Fund $30,000 $30,000 $30,000 $90,000

Res. Financing Subsidies $30,000 $30,000 $30,000 $90,000

   Subtotal Residential $1,815,267 $1,831,569 $2,371,600 $6,018,436

C&I Programs

Energy Conscious Blueprint $858,726 $859,585 $1,300,000 $3,018,311

Energy Opportunities $501,250 $443,750 $890,000 $1,835,000

O&M (RetroCx, Training) $50,000 $50,000 $100,000 $200,000

C&I Financing Subsidies $30,000 $30,000 $30,000 $90,000

   Subtotal C&I $1,439,976 $1,383,335 $2,320,000 $5,143,311

Other

Administrative & Planning $120,534 $120,536 $140,930 $382,000

Subtotal Other $120,534 $120,536 $140,930 $382,000

Total Budget $3,375,777 $3,335,440 $4,832,530 $11,543,747

Source of data: 2010 C&LM Plan, p. 40 Table A1.


Funding to support the 2010 C&LM Plan will include the following sources: 1) $1.9 million, or approximately 17% of the 2010 C&LM Plan budget, is already included in the LDCs base rates;
 and 2) $9.6 million, or approximately 83% of the budget is to be recovered from firm ratepayers through the CAM charge on customer bills.  An additional source of funding may result from the excess GRT collections pursuant to Conn. Gen. Stat. §16‑32(f).  The amount of excess GRT will not be known until it is calculated at the end of the state’s fiscal year, June 30, 2010.  In the event that excess GRT is available, the LDCs propose to establish a procedure with the ECMB to apply the funds as an offset to the CAM.  2010 C&LM Plan, p. 4.  The Department notes that it previously rejected the proposal to displace ratepayer funded conservation and directed the LDCs to use excess GRT as an incremental funding source to further expand future budget proposals.  See, Interim Decision dated January 23, 2008 in Docket No. 06-10-03, DPUC Review of the Connecticut Gas Utilities Forecasts of Demand and Supply 2007‑2011 and Joint Conservation Plans, p. 8.  The Department reiterates its ruling on this issue.  Based on the foregoing, the Department approves the budget as submitted by the LDC’s.

Additional funding for energy efficiency may also become available through the ARRA and DOE’s State Energy Program via Connecticut’s Office of Policy and Management.  It is anticipated that a portion of these funds will be distributed to the EDC’s to be utilized to serve residential and C&I customers on a “fuel-blind” basis.  The LDCs’ customers may benefit through participation in integrated program offerings such as HES and Energy Opportunities.  2010 C&LM Plan, pp. 4 and 5.

Starting in 2010, the LDCs propose excluding natural gas projects with incentives in excess of $100,000 from the natural gas C&I budget in the 2010 C&LM Plan.  Projects in excess of $100,000 will be submitted individually to the Department for review of incremental funding.  The request would include a high level summary to the Department identifying the customer as well as a project description.  This approach will assist the LDCs in minimizing the impact of large projects on Department approved budgets.  2010 C&LM Plan, p. 11; Tr. 10/29/09, p. 154.  In early 2009, Yankee petitioned the Department for incremental funding as it committed to three large projects which consumed approximately $800,000, or approximately 54%, of its original C&I budget of $1,470,000.  See, Yankee’s April 2, 2009 letter in Docket No. 08‑10‑02. 

CIEC, a coalition of large C&I end users, believes that an expedited waiver process should be approved by the Department.  For planning purposes, CIEC members need quick assurance that their energy efficiency projects will either be approved or rejected by the Department.  CIEC requests that the Department establish an informal waiver request process whereby a customer and/or utility could seek expedited approval of projects that exceed the cap and that such approval be deemed granted within three business days if there has been no action by the Department.  CIEC Brief, pp. 11 and 12.  

The Department approves the LDCs’ proposal to exclude projects in excess of $100,000 from the normal planning and budgeting process.  This solution provides the most reasonable approach to balancing the LDC’s planning efforts throughout the year while allowing large, cost‑effective projects to go forward.  The Department will direct the LDCs to submit these proposals by way of a compliance filing.  The project description should include a complete cost benefit analysis.  To ensure timely commitments to the customer, the LDCs can expect to move forward with the project unless the Department rejects the request within 30 days of receipt.

1.
Project Caps


The EDCs report that due to the recession, there has been lower participation and increased deferral of participation in C&LM programs, chiefly due to the lack of capital to finance the customer portion of the project costs.


Currently, the EDCs have a project cap of $300,000 per meter and $750,000 per customer (i.e., a Federal tax identification number).  The EDCs testified that there were relatively few projects that exceeded the cap.  CL&P testified that for very large, comprehensive projects, it is possible to stretch the project over two years, thereby circumventing the cap requirement.  In addition, when very large projects are in the pipeline, it is also possible to request a waiver of the cap from the Department.  Tr. 11/10/09, pp. 282‑291.


In a letter dated December 3, 2009 in the instant proceeding CL&P requested permission to exceed its $300,000/$750,000 cap for qualified projects, when, based on a careful review of its current and expected expenditures and budget, CL&P believes such action is warranted.  CL&P pledged that it would continue to monitor expenditures and program activity to ensure that it does not exceed its budget.  

The Department approves the proposal for CL&P and UI to exceed the cap, when after the Company’s careful review of current and projected program activity and budgets, the company believes such action is warranted.

I. Residential Programs

1.
Limited Income

The objective of the Limited Income Program is to reduce the utility bills of limited income customers.  This is accomplished by providing comprehensive weatherization, energy conservation and education service as well as replacing older, inefficient heating and water heating systems.  Eligible customers are owners or tenants who have a natural gas account in their name and have income that is less than 60% of the state median income.

The Limited Income Program offers a full range of energy conservation measures to address inefficient lighting, water heating, inefficient heating equipment, refrigeration and insufficient insulation.  Measures include the direct installation of CFLs, lighting fixtures, low‑flow showerheads, low‑flow faucet aerators, door sweeps, diagnostic air and duct sealing, weatherization and insulation.  Energy Star appliances are provided and installed to qualifying customers.  Program participants who exclusively use electric heat can be considered for replacement of single-pane windows with double-pane Low E Argon 0.35-0.30 windows.  These windows would require a co-payment from a landlord or property owner/manager.  2010 Plan, pp. 119 and 120.  

The EDCs propose a total budget of $13.2 million for 2010, an increase of $1.1 million from the 2009 budget for this program of $12.1 million.  2010 C&LM Plan.  The EDCs report that their Limited Income Program pays for electric and oil measures and that these expenditures vary annually.  CL&P reports that approximately 23% of its 2010 incentive budget is for oil measures and that the 77 percent balance is for electric measures.  UI reported that the proposed 2010 Budget for electric is $1,414,934 and for oil is $855,376.  Tr. pp. 1020 and 1021; Late File Exhibit No. 26.

The EDC Limited Income Program is the most expensive and least cost‑effective program offered by the Energy Efficiency Fund.  The primary reason for the high cost is the fact that incentives are designed to recover 100% of the cost of the conservation measures offered under this program compared to cost recovery of approximately 50% for most other programs.  The Limited Income Program is also an all fuels program that does gas and oil measures in addition to electric measures which are paid for by electric ratepayers.  These subsidies increase the cost from an electric ratepayer perspective.  The Limited Income Program has grown significantly over the last ten years.  The Department continues to believe that there are significant opportunities to improve energy efficiency for low income customers and therefore will approve the EDC budgets as proposed.  However, the Department will cap any oil subsidies and require that all incremental spending by CL&P and UI address cost‑effective electric conservation measures.  Department will require that all gas conservation measures be paid through the LDC budgets.

As a result of the ARRA DSS, the designated state grantee for the federal Weatherization Assistance Program for low‑income consumers, receives funding from the DOE.  The ARRA funding is meant to stimulate the economy by creating new weatherization training programs and projects that will lead to new and sustainable green technology jobs.  Connecticut has received approximately $25.7 million and, after demonstrating successful implementation of its plan, will receive an additional $32 million, for a total of over $64 million.  Connecticut will use its ARRA funds to weatherize approximately 7,400 homes and re‑weatherize an additional 100 homes over the three‑year grant period.  DSS administers the Weatherization Program, assisting low‑income consumers in minimizing energy‑related costs and fuel usage in their homes.  Late File Exhibit No. 27.

Regarding the available federal Stimulus dollars, CL&P reports that the limited income, or the state program that DSS filed for Stimulus dollars, went directly to the weatherization assistance program that is currently administered by DSS and implemented in the field by the CAAs.  CL&P reports that they are not getting any of the money and that part of the plan was for the $28 million to go through DSS to the CAAs for basically the same program they have today, the weatherization assistance program.  CL&P explained that the CAAs are receiving additional money to perform the same measures that they have been performing, using the existing budget of approximately $2.5 million from DOE each year.  In addition, a portion of the $64 million has been earmarked by DSS to go to the DECD to assist with their own properties, which are primarily housing authorities.  As a result, there are dollars that are now channeled to DECD to go toward weatherization for those properties.  Tr. pp. 1024 and 1025.

In addition, CL&P reports that they currently cost share with the DSS program, and that the Company is looking to cost share on some of the DECD projects, depending on how DECD determines its RFP.  CL&P explains that the cost share has been almost 50/50 historically where DSS performs weatherization measures to a particular home and CL&P pays for the lighting measures.  CL&P further explains that they can cost share 50/50 on insulation measures and that they are fine tuning this process for future potential.  CL&P is hopeful that they can continue to cost share.  CL&P explains that those dollars will be coming from their current C&LM budgets, and the weatherization dollars from DSS will be totally separate, being worked through the current DSS channels, the CAAs.  It is not the same as the money that is coming in from the State’s energy plan, which is approximately $9 million dollars that is being allocated to the Companies for HES, Energy Opportunities and the SBEA  Tr. pp. 1025 and 1026.

 
UI further explains that, regarding the dollars that are earmarked to DECD, an RFP was created by DECD, for an administrator to help them implement energy efficiency within multifamily properties or housing authority properties.  UI and CL&P have jointly responded to that RFP and indicated their willingness to assist the DECD in using those funds to make the properties more efficient, but that those dollars are not included in the 2010 C&LM Plan.  Tr. p. 1026.

CL&P explains that there are measures that the C&LM programs provide, such as refrigerators, room air conditioners, windows, etc., which the DOE program doesn’t cover and that CL&P would cost share on those as much as possible.  The EDCs report that the details regarding how the cost share is going to work going forward, with the DSS and the CAP agencies, is yet to be determined.  The Companies are hopeful that they will be able to continue to cost share and provide electric measures to fill any gaps in the federal stimulus dollars, but they explained that they are unsure of how it will be implemented.  Tr. pp. 1026 and 1027.

The Department believes that there should be a more efficient use of these federal Stimulus dollars.  Perhaps these monies could be used to expand the HES program or train the CAP agency personal so that they might better fit within the home energy solutions program.  Part of the goal should be to create more jobs as well.

Although the weatherization measures are similar for the Limited Income Program and HES, the primary difference is that the measures are paid for 100% under the Limited Income Program.  Certain measures that are available under the Limited Income Program, but not through HES include air conditioner installation, heating system replacements, and window repair/replacement (electric‑heated homes).  If an electrically heated customer has single pane or older windows, then they would be screened on a case‑by‑case basis on whether it would be cost effective to replace those windows.  In cases where replacement is cost‑effective, the Companies collect a 30% co‑payment from the customer or the property owner if the customer is a tenant.  The EDCs indicate that they would consider looking at approving this measure for natural gas as well.  Tr. 11/25/09, pp. 1061‑1063.  As indicated above all gas conservation measures must be paid by the LDCs.  The cost‑effectiveness and feasibility of extending window replacement measures to natural gas‑heated homes should be considered by the LDCs.

2.
Home Energy Solutions

a.
General


HES is a joint EDC and LDC energy efficiency program serving both single‑family and multi‑family homes.  Although the program is marketed to all homes, to assure cost‑effectiveness, the Companies target the Core Services component to high use electric and gas heating customers and/or to customers with central air conditioning.  The objective of the HES program is to reduce total residential energy use through the treatment of single‑family and multi‑family residential dwellings, and through the replacement of inefficient equipment in the residential market.  The EDCs propose a budget of $20.2 million for 2010 while the LDCs propose spending of $2.4 million, for a total of $22.6 million.  2010 C&LM Plan, pp. 40 and 93.


The Companies continue, stating that HES has established a solid infrastructure for program delivery.  Currently, approximately 100 technicians implement the program through 17 contractors.  This compares to the six technicians and three contractors that delivered the program at its inception in 2007.
  A number of these contractors provide additional market‑based services such as home improvement, insulation installation, heating and cooling, and oil delivery.  Through the HES program the Energy Efficiency Fund has established a home energy efficiency service industry/network which prior to HES had not existed in Connecticut.  The Companies indicate that this network reflects true, living wage, green jobs.  Id.


For 2010, in addition to Core Services, customers will be able to participate in HP‑HES.  HP‑HES will enable deeper penetration of energy efficiency retrofits by allowing energy professionals and contractors to submit comprehensive custom projects to the Companies for rebate consideration, similar to the existing C&I program model.  Many aspects of this program represent consensus among the HES Working Group participants.

HES is an umbrella program comprised of four components:

1. Core Services;

2. HP‑HES, formerly called Tier II;

3. Heating and Cooling System Efficiency; and,

4. Consumer Financing.

b.
Service Components


Core Services, the largest component of HES, offers three primary functions; 1) the low cost direct install measures and services that are performed at the time of the initial in-home visit, 2) an opportunity for HES contractors to screen for additional energy‑saving opportunities, and 3) education of customers about their home’s energy performance and additional opportunities available to them.
  The Companies indicate that while the measures provided under the Core Services may change over time, offering Core Services to encourage the acceptance or adoption of more comprehensive energy savings will likely remain a constant, serving as a “foot in the door” for HES vendors.  In keeping with the Department’s directives to jointly deliver seamless programs the Companies have focused a significant effort to assure that Core Services are provided consistently across Connecticut.  Id., p. 94.


To complement this effort, the Companies will review the need to provide vendors with audit tools to ensure consistency among vendors in the delivery of these services.  From its inception, HES has delivered the same Core Services to customers, including: instrument‑guided air sealing (i.e., the blower door test), duct sealing, installation of CFLs, pipe insulation, and domestic hot water measures.  In 2008, the prescribed list of Core Services measures was refined as follows and applied to all customers regardless of fuel type:

· Instrument‑guided air sealing up to prescribed limits;

· Duct sealing up to prescribed limits;

· Installation of water measures (low flow showerheads and aerators);
· Up to 10 feet of pipe insulation off hot water heater;

· Up to 14 specialty CFLs;

· Rebates for the replacement of central air conditioners and heat pumps;

· Rebates for the replacement of inefficient appliances;

· Insulation (natural gas or electrically heated homes only);

· Clothes washer rebates (domestic water heated water with natural gas or electricity);

· Power cost monitors;

· Time-of-use rate education when appropriate;

· Consumer financing education (during the kitchen table wrap-up);

· Education (during the kitchen table wrap-up).


In early 2009, the Companies implemented set pricing statewide for the Core Services and established selection criteria for vendors/contractors to participate in the Core Services component of the program.  All vendors/contractors must be registered with the Department of Consumer of Protection as a home improvement contractor which provides consumer and contractor/vendor protection under Connecticut’s Home Improvement Act.  Minimum certifications for the lead technician on each HES vendor/contractor crew were established making it mandatory that each must be BPI Building Analyst I certified.  In 2010, the Companies will continue to look to increase the quality and performance of HES by investigating additional certifications that might be obtained by technicians.

For 2010, in addition to Core Services, customers will be able to participate in the second component of this program, HP‑HES.  HP‑HES will enable deeper penetration of energy efficiency retrofits by allowing energy professionals and contractors to submit comprehensive custom projects to the Companies for rebate consideration, similar to the existing C&I programs.  The third component of the HES program, Heating and Cooling System Efficiency, provides incentives to increase heating and air conditioning equipment efficiency and improve system installation quality.  The Companies propose to continue Consumer Financing as its fourth component, despite having to currently offer interest rates at or above current market rates, as the Companies continue to pursue other financing options.
  The Department continues to believe that the tiered program structure, which offers different service packages, is appropriate because it better meets customer’s individual needs.  2010 C&LM Plan, p. 94.

c.
Program Costs


HES is the third most costly C&LM program on a $/kW, cents/kWh and benefit/cost basis.  The estimated cost of CL&P’s program for 2010 is 5.1 ¢/kWh and 7.1 ¢/kWh for UI.  This is approximately twice the average for CL&P‑sponsored programs and greater than twice the average for UI.  This program also rates poorly on a $/kW basis at $3,074/kW for CL&P, up 26% from $2,445/kW in 2009.  The cost of CL&P’s program on a $/kW basis is also approximately twice the overall C&LM average.  UI costs are higher at $4,715/kW for 2010.  The Department is concerned with the cost of this program, particularly for UI.  At this point in the program cycle the Department would expect costs to be declining as the program expands and the LDCs become involved.


It appears that a reason for the increased cost is a significant reduction in the number of electric homes served by this program which declined from 1675 in 2008 to 590 in 2009.  Response to Interrogatory GA‑52.  This is important because electric customers are subsidizing homes heated by gas and oil.  Late Filed Exhibit No. 12.  The EDC’s should attempt to recruit more electric homes to participate in the program in 2010 and work with the LDCs and oil incentives to eliminate any subsidies that currently exist.


In this decision the Department allows the EDC’s to modify the co‑payment and authorizes the installation of common CFLs to increase participation and improve the programs’ cost‑effectiveness.  The Department expects the Companies and the ECMB to work hard to reduce program costs over the next year.  The Department will be reluctant to approve significant funding increases for UI in the future if costs remain at current levels.  To address its concerns, the Department will implement the following metrics to each of the EDC’s performance incentive plan.  The program cost must be reduced to 4.8¢/kWh or lower for CL&P (a 5% reduction) and 6.4¢/kWh for UI (a 10% reduction).  If these goals are achieved for 2010 CL&P will receive $45,000 and UI will receive $15,000.  The Department will also set a goal of $2,900/kW for CL&P and $4,250/kW for UI for 2010.  Again the incentive is $45,000 for CL&P and $15,000 for UI.  This is an all or nothing incentive.  The Department will reduce the potential performance target for total residential savings by $45,000 for CL&P and $15,000 for UI.

d.
Customer Information


In its 2009 C&LM Decision the Department expressed its concern that better information is needed for customers to understand the costs and benefits of the recommendations made by HES vendors.  The Department included this as task h. for the HES Working Group.  Decision, pp. 19 and 20.


To date, however, satisfactory changes have not occurred.  The Department continues to believe that better information will facilitate customer decision‑making for HP‑HES measures which should improve implementation rates for these measures.  Rather than order compliance the Department will add a performance incentive.  The Department therefore will set a goal of July 1, 2010 as the date to implement improved customer information.  The modifications must be acceptable to the Department.  The Department will set the incentive at $30,000 for CL&P and $10,000 for UI.  The potential residential goal for overall savings will be reduced for each EDC by the approved incentive.

e.
HES Co‑Payment

In 2009, at the Department’s direction, a $75 co‑payment was implemented for the HES Core Services.  See, 2009 C&LM Decision, p. 18.  The Companies state that the $75 co‑payment appears to be a significant barrier to customer participation in the program indicating that there have been instances of customers initially signing up for the program and subsequently reconsidering when it came time to schedule the appointment or at the time of the vendors visit to the home, based on the co‑payment.  Tr. 10/29/09, pp. 134‑137.  Some vendors have attempted to overcome this barrier by paying all or part of the customers’ co‑pay in order to secure the job.  The Companies and the ECMB indicated that while it is not opposed to this practice, consistent pricing between vendors should be established to avoid confusion in the marketplace.  However, the Companies also state that allowing vendors to ‘compete’ can be a beneficial tool for vendors to differentiate themselves and encourages more direct contact between customers and vendors.  Tr. 11/24/09, pp. 783‑787.


The Companies have experienced a decrease in demand for the HES program in 2009 relative to past participation.  In addition, customer feedback indicates that the $75 co‑payment may be hindering enrollment in this program.  However, it is unclear whether decreased participation is due to the co‑payment, current economic conditions, the decrease in energy costs relative to 2007 and 2008 prices or other factors.  Therefore, Department is not convinced that the co‑payment alone is to blame for the reduced participation.  Regardless, given the cost and extent of the services provided to customers under the Core Services component of the program the Department continues to believe that a co‑payment is appropriate.  Therefore, the Department will retain a co‑payment of $75.  However, the Department will allow the Companies discretion to reduce the co‑payment to as low as $25 when necessary to stimulate program activity.


In their Written Exceptions CL&P and UI requested that each be allowed to separately adjust the HES co‑payment stating that the EDCs should be entrusted with the latitude to use the co‑payment as a means to adjust HES program demand, which varies by Company.  UI Written Exceptions, p. 2; CL&P Written Exceptions, p. 10.  Although the Department has required joint program delivery in the past, it will allow the EDCs to separately adjust the co‑payment to address HES program activity.  To avoid past confusion regarding the level of the co‑payment or the rules under which HES vendors are allowed to discount the co‑payment (promotional activity as discussed below) the ECMB must approve any adjustment to the co‑payment.


To further stimulate demand for the program HES vendors should be allowed to offer promotions, such as a reimbursement of the then‑current co‑payment (either in full or in part) allowing the co‑payment to be bought down to zero.  The vendor must reimburse the Energy Efficiency Fund for any such promotion and any message regarding a reduced co‑payment must be clear that it is being provided by the HES vendor, the Energy Efficiency Fund or both, not by the Companies.  The ECMB must approve these adjustments to the co‑payment as well.


The co‑payment for oil and propane customers remains at $300.  However, through a partnership with OPM and the use of Stimulus funds, the Companies were able to integrate oil and propane measures into HES (e.g., Clean, Tune and Test/Home Audit program) allowing the program to be fuel blind in its delivery.  As of July 1, 2009, the Department authorized the Companies to continue to offer HES to oil and propane customers for the $75 fee until the state receives ARRA funding within the State Energy Plan.  It is appropriate to maintain this strategy.  The co‑payment may be reduced for oil customers (as discussed above) but default must be funded through Stimulus dollars.

f.
Installation of Common CFLs


Pursuant to the Decision dated November 12, 2008 in Docket No. 08‑10‑03, DPUC Review of The Connecticut Light and Power Company and The United Illuminating Company's Conservation and Load Management Plan for Year 2009, the Department ordered the Companies to limit to four (4) the number of common CFLs that can be directly installed under the HES program and to use HES resources to increase consumer awareness about common CFLs.  The Department further directed the Companies to increase the number of specialty CFLs being directly installed under the program, limiting the number of these products to ten (10).  Prior to that Decision, HES vendors could install 25 or more common, and no specialty CFLs per home.  The Department’s decision to reduce the number of common CFLs that could be directly installed under HES was driven by evidence presented in Docket No. 08‑10‑03 which indicated the market for common CFLs had been transformed to the extent it was appropriate to significantly curtail incentives for these products.
  Decision, p. 3.


As discussed herein, the Lighting Evaluation reveals that the market for common CFLs has not been transformed and that significant opportunities remain for the installation of these products.  As a result, the Department will reverse its previous ruling regarding NCPs for common CFLs.  Based on this evidence it is appropriate to reinstate the installation of common CFLs as a component of the Core Services provided under HES.
  Therefore, the Companies will be allowed to install up to 25 CFLs (i.e., a cap on the total number of bulbs), which could include up to 10 specialty CFLs, under the program.  The Companies have the discretion to determine the best combination of bulbs to be installed but must balance the opportunity to install these items against the overall cost of this program as discussed below.  The installation of common CFLs under HES will be reviewed upon completion of the follow up Lighting Evaluation that is being ordered herein.

g.
Heat Loss Measures

A review of the heat loss measures indicates that the primary measures provided in the limited income and HES programs are duct sealing, air sealing identified through the blower door test, and to a lesser extent, insulation.  Late Filed Exhibit No. 3.  Further, there appears to be a disparity between the limited income program and HES program with regards to heat loss measures offered.  Late Filed Exhibit No. 9.  The Department realizes that the limited income program has been in existence for many years, while the HES program is a newer program.  However, the Department sees no reason why the services offered in each program should be different as a result of income differences, although incentive levels may vary due to the customer’s ability to pay.  Further, it appears that the HES program completely lacks window measures.  Late Filed Exhibit Nos. 2 and 4.  As windows are a significant source of heat loss in a home, it makes sense to include window measures in the HES program.  Further, the inclusion of window measures will make HES measures fall in line with the limited income program.  The Department directs the Companies to provide a proposal for including cost‑effective window measures, funded by the appropriate utility, as part of the HES program for 2011.  In future budget proposals the Companies should make an effort to provide similar services in both the limited income and HES programs.

h.
HES RFP Process

The Department believes that in order to generate lower pricing and better service for the HES program, more competition between vendors is necessary.  The pricing and service offerings should be reset every other year, consistent with the Companies budget planning framework and changing market conditions.  The RFP issued in future bidding rounds for HES services should create a more competitive bidding process than currently exists.  Once an RFP is issued, and all bids have been received, the EDCs shall submit a summary of the pricing from all bids as well as its finalized pricing for HES services.  Copies of individual vendor bids must be made available upon Department request in order for vendors to qualify for participation in the program.

3.
Residential New Construction Program 

The RNC program is a combined electric and gas conservation.  This program uses funding from both electric and gas utilities to promote the efficient application of conservation measures.  The Companies target residential new construction projects to promote the use of high performance insulation, efficient heating and cooling, and hot water heating.  2010 C&LM Plan, p. 75.  


The 2009 RNC program was restricted by the Department to provide incentives to those customers that proposed to build new homes on existing mains.  As part of the 2010 RNC program the LDCs propose to modify the program and allow RNC incentives to apply to those customers that may require the addition of new natural gas mains to provide them service.  2010 Plan, p. 79.  

a.
Program Description


The LDCs described the proposed RNC program and specific incentives that are paid to the contractors and homeowners to build high efficiency homes.  Specifically, the current and proposed RNC pay incentives related to high performance and properly installed insulation.  The proposed RNC program uses the HERS index rating system to measure the efficiency of a home.  Additionally, the 2010 C&LM Plan indicates that homes that receive the rebate under the proposed RNC must comply with the Energy Star for Homes Thermal By-Pass Checklist.  2010 C&LM Plan; Tr. 11/12/09, pp. 544-561.

The HERS index uses software to measure the amount of energy saved as a result of increasing the insulation of a home above the building code requirements.  The HERS rating uses a scale between 0 and 100 to rate the energy efficiency of a home.  A home with a HERS rating of 100 is assumed to be built to meet the 2006 International Energy Conservation Code (IECC) energy efficient standards (Base Home).  A home with a HERS rating of 85 would be 15% more efficient than the Base Home and a home with a zero HERS rating is assumed to be 100% more efficient than the Base Home.  The LDCs testified that the HERS rating only relates to the building envelope and does not include the efficiency of appliances.  2010 Plan; Tr. 11/12/09, pp. 544-561.


The HERS score is a culmination of a number of different factors and assumptions.  According to the testimony, there are two major areas covered in the HERS rating: the building envelope, which includes insulation of the building; heat loss through windows know as the U-Factor, which is the insulation value of the window and appliances; and the efficiency of the appliances used to heat and cool the home.  The HERS rating score uses the Federal Energy Star efficiencies of the appliances as a base line for the assumptions included in the score.  The HERS rating uses a variety of different trade-offs to obtain the overall HERS rating score.  The same HERS rating could be obtained by increasing the insulation in a home and decreasing the energy efficiency of the appliances, such as the furnace and hot water heater.  Tr. 11/12/09, pp. 530-560.


The 2010 Conservation Plan and testimony provided during this proceeding indicate that an Energy Star home has a minimum HERS rating score of 85 or less.  2010 C&LM Plan, p. 80; Tr.11/12/09, pp. 530-560.  The RNC incentive packages are based on four levels of HERS rating scores, Tier 1 with a HERS score of 85-75, Tier 2 with a HERS score of 74-65, Tier 3 with a HERS score of 64-55 and Tier 4 with a HERS score less then 55.  2010 Plan, p. 80.  As the HERS score decreases the total insulation value of the entire building envelope increases.  The minimum insulation levels included in the rebates are based on wall insulation values of R-21 and ceiling insulation of R-40.  2010 C&LM Plan, p. 80.

b.
2010 RNC Budget - LDCs


The LDCs proposed a total budget of $750,000 for the 2010 RNC, separated equally into $250,000 per company, which included $171,100 related to incentives for each gas company.  The remaining $78,900 included in each gas LDC's budget includes labor, materials and supplies, outside services, marketing and administrative expenses.  2010 Plan, pp. 47-53.


The 2010 C&LM Plan includes a detailed breakdown of the budgeted and actual expenditures for each LDC, as well as the estimated annual and peak day savings of natural gas associated with the 2009 and 2010 Conservation Plans.  2010 Plan, pp. 89-91.  The following tables provide the 2009 and 2010 budget and actual expenditures as well as the expected number of participants and natural gas savings.

Table 6 – 2009 and 2010 Budget/Actual Expenditures

[image: image9.emf]Company 2009 Budget

2009 Actual 

Expenditures

2009 Projected 

Year End 

Expenditures

2010 Budget

CNG $250,000  $82,522  $175,849  $250,000 

Southern $250,000  $69,705  $103,027  $250,000 

Yankee $250,000  $44,306  $327,766  $250,000 

Source of Data: 2010 C&LM Plan, pp. 89-91.


Table 7 – Homes in the RNC Program

[image: image10.emf]Company 2009 Projected

2009 YTD 

Actual

2009 Y/E 

Projection

2010 

Projected

CNG 150 29 62 101

Southern 150 1 62 101

Yankee 150 76 200 101

Source of Data: 2010 C&LM Plan, pp. 89-91.


Table 8 – Natural Gas Savings

[image: image11.emf]Company 2009 Goal 2009 TYD Actual

2009 Estimated 

YE 

2010 Goals

CNG 37,800 14,730 31,388 30,194

Southern 37,800 408 603 30,194

Yankee 37,800 5,788 42,804 30,194

Notes:

2009 goal is based on 150 participants.

2009 YTD based on number of participants to date.

2009 estimated YE savings based on number of participants at end of year.

2010 goal is based on 101 participants.

Values are in ccf.

Source of Data: 2010 C&LM Plan, pp. 89-91.


The LDCs testified that the current prescriptive building code for residential dwellings in Connecticut is based on the 2003 IECC requirements.  This code requires that a new residential home built in Connecticut achieve a minimum ceiling insulation value of R‑38, minimum wall insulation of R‑18 and minimum floor insulation of R‑21.  The LDCs believe that a second method is available for contractors to meet and comply with current building codes.  The testimony states that many builders choose the overall performance method rather than the prescriptive building code.  Tr. 10/29/09, pp. 125‑132; Tr. 11/12/09, pp. 530‑560.


The LDCs indicated that they use the Hurdle Rate calculation to determine whether the anticipated customer sales are expected to recover the capital costs associated with providing that customer service.  The Hurdle Rate calculation is based on the consumption of appliances within the home and does not include assumptions associated with insulation.  The LDCs also state that a builder or customer’s Contribution–in-Aid-of Construction is dependent on the appliances and their respective consumption.  The Hurdle Rate analysis does not include assumptions related to adding additional insulation to a home.  Tr. 11/12/09, pp. 550‑560.

c.
2010 RNC Program Energy Savings - LDCs

The LDCs testified that a portion of their respective savings included in the 2010 RNC program was based on the difference between a base line attic insulation of R-30 and an assumed maximum of R-40.  The incremental increase in insulation of R‑10 = (R‑40 minus R‑30) results in a savings of 5.9 therms per 100 square feet of insulation.  Response to Interrogatory GA-71.


The Department is aware that the current building code for attic insulation is a minimum of R-38.  The proper comparison to determine energy savings for a specific program is to compare the minimum prescriptive building code requirement to the incremental increase in insulation that is the result of the rebate.  For instance, the gas LDCs stated they determine the energy savings associated attic insulation by comparing an assumed value of R-30 to the assumed value of R-40.  The correct comparison compares the actual building code requirement of R-38 to the incremental increase in insulation of R-2 to achieve a total insulation value of R-40.  As a result, the energy savings associated with each of the customers included in the 2010 Conservation Plan has been overstated.  The three LDCs will be directed to calculate energy savings for the RNC by comparing the insulation values required under the prescriptive building code to the actual installed insulation values.


The Department analyzed the historical estimated Savings per Home data included in the 2010 plan for 2009 and compared that data to the estimated savings under the 2010 RNC program.  The Department calculated the Savings per Home by dividing the estimated savings of natural gas by the number of participants for each category.  All data shown below is derived from the three tables above, 2009 and 2010 Budget and Actual Expenditures, Number of Participants and Natural Gas Savings.

Table 9 – DPUC Calculated Gas Savings Per Home

[image: image12.emf]Company

2009 Savings/Home 

(Based on goals)

2009 YTD August 

Savings/Home

2009 Estimated YE 

Savings/Home

2010 Estimated 

Savings/Home 

(Based 

on 101 participants)

CNG 252 507 506 299

Southern 252 408 10 299

Yankee 252 76 214 299

Values are in ccf.


Table 10 – DPUC Calculated Cost Per Home

[image: image13.emf]Company

2009 Avg. 

Cost/Home

2009 YTD August 

Avg. Cost/Home 

(actual)

2009 Estimated YE 

Avg. Cost/Home 

(est. 

expenditures)

2010 Estimated 

Cost/Home     

(@ 

101 homes)

CNG $1,667  $2,845  $2,836  $2,475 

Southern $1,667  $69,705  $1,662  $2,475 

Yankee $1,667  $583  $1,639  $2,475 



The two tables above indicate that the LDCs are decreasing their estimated Savings per Home, while increasing the dollars spent per home.  The Year to Date August Average Cost/Home related to Southern is skewed.  There only was one customer taking part in the program.  As a result the administration costs associated with Southern's portion of the RNC program are much higher then the other two LDCs.  Additionally, the Year to Date and Estimated year End Savings/Home for natural gas during 2009 does not make sense.  The data included in the above tables indicates that the LDC’s estimates are significantly different from their actual savings.  Specifically, if one home has an actual savings of 408 ccf and the estimated savings based on the 2009 budget is 252 ccf 62 homes could not have a total savings of 603 ccf.  This does not make sense.  Therefore, the Department concludes that the energy savings data is inaccurate.


The LDCs’ brief indicates that new homes must meet Energy Thermal Bypass Requirements.  These requirements focus on the entire shell of the building and may allow for trade‑offs to achieve a higher efficiency of the home.  Further, the brief states “many builders choose the overall performance method rather then the prescriptive building code.”  Brief, pp. 3‑5.  The Department notes that the brief fails to mention that the building inspector of each town or city has jurisdiction over the final construction of a building.  Even though a contractor may choose the performance method to insulate a home, the building inspector will have the ultimately decision over the amount of insulation that will be installed. 

d.
EDCs


The following tables provide a summary of the costs associated with the EDCs RNC program since 2005.  As the tables show the number of participants has declined over time and while CL&P projects a slight increase in 2010 (817 homes), there is no assurance this will occur.  Further, this decline is contributing to increases in the cost to serve each home as well as the $/kWh and $/kW.

Table 11

[image: image14.emf]Residential New Construction - CL&P

No. of 

Homes

Cost per 

Home

$/Lifetime 

kWh

$/kW

2005 992 $1,197 $0.035 $630

2006 1289 $1,310 $0.039 $759

2007 690 $2,049 $0.073 $2,800

2008 638 $2,451 $0.079 $3,000

2009 621 $1,610 $0.053 $2,421

2010* 817 $2,448 $0.061 $4,529

* 2010 projected

Cost per participant equals program cost divided by 09' and 10' goals.

Source of data:  2010 C&LM Plan, p.84


Table 12

[image: image15.emf]Residential New Construction - UI

No. of 

Homes

Cost per 

Home

$/Lifetime 

kWh

$/kW

2005 548 $2,080 $0.101 $5,377

2006 613 $612 $0.024 $1,625

2007 425 $360 $0.007 $528

2008 300 $1,467 $0.035 $1,648

2009 30 $10,463 $0.378 $22,420

2010* 200 $1,781 $0.071 $3,147

* 2010 projected

Source of data:  2010 C&LM Plan, p.87



The Companies state that RNC (previously Energy Star Homes) has been in existence for over 13 years and during that time the Energy Efficiency Fund has absorbed the cost to providing the HERS rating.  For 2010, the Companies plan to continue to let the market assume the cost of this rating.  The Companies continue, stating that continued transition toward a market‑based approach in 2010 will be easier to implement than in 2009 because the rates, builders and other RNC stakeholders will have had a year to become accustomed to this change.  The Companies continue, stating that in 2010 there will be an increase focus on contractor training which will focus on installation standards for geothermal units, utilization of field verification tools and techniques and building envelope requirements.  Finally, because Energy Star standards will increase in 2011, the Companies will offer training to prepare builders for this change.  2010 C&LM Plan, p. 82.

The Department has expressed concern regarding the residential new construction program for some time.  For example, in the 2006 C&LM Decision the Department stated;

the Department continues to remain concerned with the cost of this program and will closely monitor the Company’s ability to reduce the overall cost.  Further, and as noted in the Draft, the Department agrees with the ECMB that it is appropriate to shift the focus of this program to standards and installation practices.  Therefore, the Department directs the Companies to examine ways in which the residential new construction program can address such issues as the promotion, installation and commissioning of high efficiency HVAC equipment.  Decision, p. 9.


Having the market absorb the cost of HERS ratings should lower the cost of the program.  Further, the Companies’ plan to increase the focus of builder training is consistent with Department directives.  However, the Department remains concerned with the cost of this program.  This concern is amplified based on the above analysis regarding the benefits claimed for gas insulation measures and the fact that Energy Star standards will increase in 2011.


Based on the foregoing, Department directs the ECMB to reduce the 2011 costs for this program to no more than $.055/kWh and $2,500/kW.  If costs cannot be reduced as directed, the ECMB should recommend an alternative use of these funds.

e.
Summary


It is obvious to the Department that increasing the insulation value to a home through the conservation measure such as insulation decreases the annual gas sales for each home.  The testimony provided by the LDCs indicates that their Hurdle Rate calculation is based solely on the gas consumption of appliances in a home and does not include insulation that would occur as a result of performing a HERS rating.  Since the Hurdle Rate calculation is performed based solely on the consumption of the appliances additional insulation over and above code would further reduce a customer’s sales.  The result of the reduced sales would be a revenue short-fall for each customer that participates in the RNC program.  This revenue short-fall would then be recovered from the rest of the gas utility’s ratepayers.  


The Department does not believe that conservation dollars should be used to provide rebates to customers that meet building code requirements.  The proper use of conservation dollars is to provide incremental savings over and above the building code requirements.  Second, the discussion above indicates that the dollars being spent under this program are not achieving their expected natural gas energy savings goals as described in the previous year’s conservation plan.  Consequently, the Department will not allow the LDCs to use conservation dollars under the RNC to rebate insulation costs.


Based on the aforementioned, the Department does not approve the proposed RNC program for 2010 as it relates to the installation of insulation.  The Department also reaffirms its prior ruling that the RNC program should only apply to customers located on existing mains.  The LDCs only can use dollars under the 2010 RNC budget to install gas measures such as furnaces and hot water heaters, as long as the customer receiving the rebate is along the existing main.

4.
High Efficiency Gas Water Heating Program

The High Efficiency Gas Hot Water Heating Program (Hot Water Heating) is a natural gas conservation program.  This program provides a $300 rebate to qualified residential customers of each LDC who installs a high efficiency direct or indirect water heater.  The program requires all customers receiving the water heater rebate have these appliances installed by licensed contractors and comply with the applicable building and safety codes.  The program provides rebates for indirect water heaters with an efficiency of 85% or greater and for those direct water heaters with an efficiency of 82%.  The LDCs indicate that the rebate program is marketed through existing contractor networks, distributors, the LDC’s websites and call centers.  Entities such as Lowes and Home Depot are not included in the rebate marketing effort.  2010 C&LM Plan.  The LDCs revised their peak day savings associated with this program from the original 2010 C&LM Plan, which showed a savings of .60 ccf per unit installed to .19 ccf per unit installed.  Response to Interrogatory GA-62.  The following tables provide the budgeted and actual expenditures for 2008, 2009 and 2010; number of participants and natural gas savings.  

Table 13 - Historical Budgeted and Actual Expenditures

[image: image16.emf]Company 2008 Budget

2008 Actual 

Expenditures

2009 Budget

2009 Actual 

(YTD August)

2009 Projected 

(Year End)

2010 Budget

CNG $105,400  $38,080  $105,400  $72,111  $108,301  $105,400 

Southern $121,000  $48,438  $121,000  $48,907  $73,360  $121,000 

Yankee $136,600  $62,859  $136,600  $49,066  $86,475  $136,600 

Source of data:  Response to Interrogatory GA-62.


Table 14 – Historical and Anticipated Participants

[image: image17.emf]Company 2008 Goals

2008 Actual 

Participants

2009 Goals

2009 Actual 

Participants 

(YTD August)

2009 Projected 

(Year End)

2010 Goal

CNG 250 84 274 212 318 264

Southern 150 109 318 140 212 311

Yankee 290 160 359 152 228 342


Table 15 – Gas Energy Savings

[image: image18.emf]Company 2008 Goals

2008 Actual 

Participants

2009 Goals

2009 Actual 

Participants 

(YTD August)

2009 Projected 

(Year End)

2010 Goal

CNG 12,766 5,107 16,648 12,890 19,335 16,040

Southern 15,198 6,627 19,328 8,512 12,768 18,924

Yankee 17,630 9,728 21,807 9,242 13,863 20,791

Source of data: 2010 C&LM Plan, pp.140-142.

Values are in ccf.



Reviewing the above data indicates that a significant number of customers have participated in this program, producing significant reductions in consumption of natural gas.  The Department believes this program can be expanded to allow additional customers to benefit from the rebate.  The Department will direct the LDCs to develop guidelines to market this rebate program through retailers not currently included in it.  The rebate should be available to all natural gas customers that purchase a high efficient hot water heater.  However, the LDCs need to specify that all installations must meet building code standards.  The LDCs can alleviate any safety concerns due to homeowners installing the hot water heaters themselves by requiring all customers receiving this rebate to obtain a signed building permit and signed building inspection form from the local building inspector.  The building inspection form must indicate that the hot water heater installation complies with all building codes and relevant safety regulations.

5.
Residential Heat Pump Water Heaters


The EDCs indicate that they have been monitoring advances in the residential HPWH market and have been actively participating in regional working groups to investigate the opportunity of suitable products for deployment in Connecticut.  The EDCs believe it may be appropriate to conduct a pilot to determine whether advances in this technology have overcome the problems encountered with previous generations of residential HPWHs and seek direction from the Department regarding this matter.  2010 C&LM Plan, p. 102.


A residential domestic HPWH was offered through the Energy Efficiency Fund beginning in 1998 under the Hot Shot Program.
  In 2001 the heat pump being installed under that program began to fail at an unacceptable rate, and as a result, in 2003 the Hot Shot Program was discontinued.  See, 2003 C&LM Decision, pp. 25‑29.


Subsequent to 2003 the market developed a one‑piece HPWH for residential applications.  Based on the experience with the Hot Shot the ECMB and CL&P were reluctant to market this device without conducting a comprehensive, independent pilot of the product.  CL&P undertook a study to gather information and avoid a ‘false start’ for the one‑piece residential HPWH.  Id.; and 2004 C&LM Decision, p. 13.  The study identified several negative issues associated with the one‑piece HPWP and as a result, did not receive the endorsement of the ECMB at that time.  The ECMB has not examined this technology nor recommended incentives for residential HPWHs since that time.


Heat pump water heaters offer the potential to significantly reduce the energy and cost associated with providing domestic hot water from residential electric water heaters.  For example, a 50% reduction in kWh consumption has been achieved and in 2000, CL&P reported average per customer annual savings of 2,700 kWhs and $270 (savings averaged $0.10/kWh) under the Hot Shot Program and a demand reduction of .2 kW.  In addition, residential HPWHs dehumidify the surrounding space in which they are installed providing additional energy savings.  See, 2001 C&LM Decision p. 19.  Based on CL&P’s 2010 average residential rate of approximately $0.19/kWh
 the cost savings for these units could nearly double to $513 annually (2,700 x $0.19) and would likely provide a high benefit‑to‑cost ratio.


It has been some time since the ECMB reviewed available residential HPWHs.  Therefore, it is appropriate to address this technology once again to determine whether this product should be promoted by the Energy Efficiency Fund.  The previous study was comprehensive, time consuming and costly.  Based on the evidence in this proceeding it is not clear whether a similar study is needed or if a decision to promote the present generation of HPWHs can be based on a review/analysis of available products and/or the experience of other utilities and customers around the country.  Based on the foregoing, the Department will require the ECMB and the EDCs to address this issue and present their recommendations and plan to proceed to the Department.

6.
Residential Financing and On‑Bill Repayment

a.
General


Section 14 of Public Act 07‑242, An Act Concerning Electricity and Energy Efficiency, requires that on or before October 1, 2007 the Energy Conservation Management Board . . . in consultation with the electric distribution and gas companies, shall develop and estimate the cost of a comprehensive residential conservation program, including, but not limited to, the following features:  (1) An audit identifying appropriate conservation measures applicable to a utility customer's dwelling unit, whether owned or rented by the customer, prioritizing measures for cost‑effectiveness and reductions in peak electricity demand; (2) a system that prioritizes customers to be assisted at least in part by the customer's consent to installation of those measures that are the most cost-effective and reduce peak electricity demand; (3) a system of oversight that advises and assists a customer in obtaining landlord authority where needed for installation of cost-effective measures and assists a customer in accessing incentives, other cost savings and financing for cost-effective measures and identifying knowledgeable contractors for installation of such measures and ensures successful installation of such measures; and (4) provides financing for conservation measures on the utility bill, to the extent such financing repayment does not exceed the expected life of the measure, and the repayment amount plus the periodic customer bill after installation of conservation measures does not exceed the anticipated periodic bill for utility service without installation of such conservation measures, and authorizes disconnection for nonpayment by the customer of any financing repayment amount and assignment of repayment obligations to subsequent owners or tenants of the dwelling unit.


In this proceeding the Department addressed Section 14 (4) of Public Act 07‑242 which requires the ECMB to develop a plan for on‑bill financing (On-Bill Financing) for conservation projects.

b.
Position of EDCs and OCC

The Companies state that they have been actively working with the ECMB’s consultant to explore how a residential financing program can be implemented.  Further, the Companies indicate they will provide the Department with a residential financing/on‑bill repayment pilot plan in late February 2010.  However, the Companies request guidance in addressing the following issues to assure that they are “on the same page” as the Department regarding this program:

· What are the desired objectives of the pilot?

· Which programs or technologies should be promoted?

· Is there a particular residential segment to be targeted?

· How long should the pilot last and how should it be evaluated?

· Should defaults result in termination of service and how would termination be handled?


UI continues, stating that it intends to use its SBEA billing system platform to provide residential on‑bill repayment.  Therefore, the mechanical issues associated with providing this option do not present a problem.  However, there are other, more significant challenges that are outside of UI’s control.  These include securing third party financing partners, the statutory requirement regarding positive cash flow, consumer protection issues and the reticence of financing entities to relinquish control of loan invoicing and collection.  UI Brief, pp. 3‑5; CL&P Brief, pp. 4‑6.


In addressing these challenges, UI states that its experience to date shows that in general it is difficult to locate willing lenders, and as a result there are few on‑bill programs nationally.  Further, the current financial climate and new federal lending regulations for consumer financing have caused lenders to shy away from this type of program.  UI also notes that lending institutions prefer to use their own in‑house, systematic collection mechanisms rather than relying on a third party.  Finally, UI does not support use of the Fund to create a loan pool for this program because although this option may seem reasonable today, when the Fund is under spent the Fund will be unable to support the loan pool.  Therefore, UI states it will continue to seek third party lenders.  UI Brief, p. 4.


In its Written Exceptions UI notes that pilot programs by their nature are exploratory.  Therefore, the EDCs should be granted flexibility in the design and implementation of the pilot.  UI states that the prescriptive standards described in the Draft Decision “make little sense” and do not provide the flexibility necessary to allow interplay between the EDCs and third party lenders.  In addition, UI points out that it may not be able to accommodate all of the Department’s “wish list” for the program.  Therefore, UI recommends that the Department allow the EDCs to explore various options for a pilot program within the boundaries of identified objectives, such as various billing mechanisms or interest rate options.  UI Written Exceptions, p. 5.


CL&P states that it will include an analysis of the barriers that need to be overcome and an estimate of the cost to do so with its pilot proposal.  CL&P emphasizes that it is not averse to complying with this legislative directive but urges that the Department not underestimate the challenges that the EDCs face in this complying with this requirement.  CL&P goes on to state that while the SBEA on‑bill financing works well for business customers offering this same arrangement to residential customers triggers an array of federal and state statutes and regulations governing banking, lending and consumer credit protection.  As a result, CL&P indicates that it does not have the requisite expertise to create an on‑bill repayment program that complies with the applicable laws and regulations at this time.  CL&P Brief, pp. 4‑6.


In its Written Exceptions CL&P requests the Department allow additional repayment options such as loan installments from a third‑party or the additional of a line item on customer bills.  CL&P notes that if it becomes a third‑party debt collector under the pilot that it may need to comply with applicable consumer protection laws and recover any costs associated with said compliance.  CL&P Written Exceptions, p. 5.


CL&P also that the Department allow the EDCs the flexibility to select the most cost‑effective combination of interest rate buy‑down and loan loss reserve to provide the lowest possible rate to customers.  CL&P commits to developing a budget for the pilot and submitting it on April 1, 2010.  CL&P continues, suggesting that once the pilot is complete and has been evaluated, that an RFP be issued to provide for the lowest rates for funding, loan origination and servicing.  Id.


The OCC notes that the Department asked the Companies to investigate and report on the possibility of on‑bill financing for residential customers in the 2006 C&LM Decision.  Decision, p. 15.  As a result, the Companies have had sufficient time to address the issues each has cited and to plan for implementing this program.  However, the Companies did not begin investigating this issue in earnest until August 2009.  Therefore, the OCC recommends that the Department order the Companies to implement an on‑bill repayment program by a date certain in mid‑year 2010 and that this date be included as a performance metric, placing 1% of each Companies’ performance incentive at risk for failure to meet the goal.  OCC Brief, p. 2.

c.
Recommendation of the ECMB


In a filing dated November 24, 2009, the ECMB submitted a recommendation regarding residential on‑bill repayments (On‑Bill Financing Recommendations).  The ECMB supports on‑bill repayment of these loans to help residential customers increase their energy efficiency and reduce costs.  Convenient, attractive financing delivered as an integrated service through the Energy Efficiency Fund programs will increase customer participation and the depth of measures installed by customers, thereby achieving higher energy savings per customer (deeper savings) and reaching more customers (broader participation).


The On‑Bill Financing Recommendations state that at its meeting on November 18, 2009, the ECMB passed a recommendation to aggressively pursue two actions with the intent of establishing a revised residential financing and repayment program, with integrated delivery through HES.

1. Implement a pilot with a third party lender through the Energy Efficiency Fund administered by the utilities.  Specifically, the intent is to create a solution whereby a third party bank or financial institution (e.g., a community bank, conventional bank, or credit union) provides the capital to create an unsecured loan with a residential customer, and the invoicing for that loan would preferably be included on the electric utility bill.  The focus of this program would be electric measures but would also include cost‑effective gas measures.  As described below, a pooled fund would provide a loan loss reserve and an interest rate buy‑down.

2. Pursue the evaluation, and if appropriate the implementation of a loan pool, considering several options.  Several successful examples of these loan pools exist in other states, and they are being heavily supported by the DOE.  This solution would specifically address the ECMB’s commitment to providing an all-fuels solution by including cost-effective electric, gas, oil, and propane measures.


Under both scenarios, the loan would be sold to the customer through a streamlined application process by a HES contractor or contractor partner firm that has been certified for participation in the program.  The ECMB and Companies believe it is appropriate to offer a small incentive to the HES contractor for making a referral to a contractor which results in the customer implementing measures as a result of the HES visit.


In its Written Exceptions the ECMB urges the Department to allow flexibility in developing these financing options.  For example, the ECMB recommends that the volume of low‑cost of no‑cost loans offered through the pilot be capped at the total loan amounts that could be supported with the pooled loan support funding required below.  This would cap any potential cost exposure due to low interest rate loans, and the loans issued beyond those supported with the pooled funding would likely be a different interest rate and not necessarily at zero or 2.99%.  In addition, the ECMB requests that it be able to propose modifications to the interest rates as experience is developed during the pilot and as we monitor the costs and cost‑effectiveness of the loan offerings and interest rates.  ECMB Written Exceptions, p. 5.


The ECMB also proposes creating the flexibility to capture or at least coordinate with the replacement market for HVAC equipment that is failing or near‑failing.  Specifically, the ECMB would like HVAC contractors to refer customers to HES but does not believe it is appropriate to offer very low interest loans to support energy efficient HVAC replacements through HES, noting that it would be very costly to do so.  The ECMB continues, noting that there is well‑developed financing currently offered through HVAC vendors for this type of replacement.  As a result, the ECMB would like to consider whether to provide these customers with an attractive, less subsidized but better‑than‑market rate to tie the HES program to the purchase of higher efficiency equipment.  Therefore, the ECMB seeks flexibility in this regard as well.  Id., p. 5

d.
Pilot Program


The ECMB proposes to set aside and carry forward $2.5 million ($2.0 million CL&P and $0.5 million UI) of unspent 2009 funds into a reserve to support the pilot and if appropriate, a pooled fund.  The funds would be used primarily to create a loan loss reserve and an interest rate buy‑down.


The primary goal of the pilot would be to create a proof of concept and to develop solutions to the many intricacies (legal, structural, operational) involved in creating a joint program between a third party lender(s) and the utility‑administered programs.  The ECMB proposal is to initiate this program in two communities – one in CL&P’s territory, and one in UI’s territory as a way of shortening the implementation timeframe.  The likely source of capital for these loan funds would be one or more community banks or Community Development Financial Institutions which have access to less expensive sources of capital than do traditional banks.


The utilities would not own the loans, and therefore would not retain ownership of the credit risk that is borne by the bank.  The utilities would provide the bank with the utility bill payment history of the applying customer as a key element of the bank’s credit evaluation.


The utility administrators will evaluate the option of providing a loan loss reserve by which the bank could reach out to potential borrowers that would not pass their standard underwriting criteria.  The utilities, under the guidance of the ECMB, may also utilize funds to buy‑down the market interest rate to a tiered offering of 6.99%, 5.99% or 4.99% (or some other levels) decreasing for an increasing number of measures and the total dollars invested.
  The loans would be unsecured, for a moderate term (commonly 10 or 12 year maximum).  The utilities will evaluate further the specific measures to be offered, but these are likely to include: envelope measures (air and duct sealing, insulation), ductless heat pumps, and some domestic hot water measures.  The goal for implementation of the pilot is mid‑year 2010.


The ECMB adopted the recommendation that a task force evaluate the potential to create a Connecticut version of one of the several loan pool approaches that either have been implemented as Best Practices in other states, or are under current rapid development with the support of the DOE.

e.
Loan Pool


The On‑Bill Financing Recommendations cites four major benefits associated with establishing a loan pool:

1. A loan loss reserve is created and over‑funded relative to the history of energy efficiency losses (commonly < 1%).  This attracts private institutional investors or potentially publicly invested funds (e.g. State Treasurer’s Office) at a lower‑than‑market rate of between 7‑8% for nearly risk‑free funds;

2. The loan loss reserve enables the pool to create leverage in attracting several multiples of the initial reserve.  Leverage numbers range from 5 to 10 times, depending on the structure of the pool.  Whatever funds not used by losses are recycled into the pool to be leveraged again into new loans;

3. Loans commonly made within these pools are fuel blind, which would enable the program to reach oil heated housing stock;

4. On‑bill repayment programs typically offer only measures for which the energy savings can repay the debt within the loan term.  This greatly restricts the measures that can be offered.  In contrast, loans aggregated into a pool are typically for a much larger selection of measures.  These measures are those which prove cost‑effective utilizing the Department’s incremental cost standards (e.g. high efficiency early retirement), but where a customer’s full cost remains a barrier to purchase.  A customer is motivated to make the equipment investment not only for the higher efficiency energy savings, but also to solve problems of comfort, ice dams, and anticipated equipment failure.  The loan enables the customer to overcome the upfront capital cost of an equipment purchase, while still achieving the state energy policy objectives by upgrading that purchase to a higher efficiency unit.  (For a variety of reasons, current manufacturers’ “teaser” rate, short term loans are not sufficiently effective in ensuring a higher efficiency purchase, and sometimes can create a misrepresented higher debt burden for the customer.)


The ECMB notes that implementation of a loan pool would likely be on a longer timeframe, preferably during but perhaps beyond 2010.  However, the ECMB is persuaded by the experience of other states, as well as the high emphasis placed on these pools by the DOE that exploration of this option has strong merit.


Design enhancements under current discussion include finding a solution for providing more educational time and prioritized recommendations for the customer.  Solutions are also being developed to encourage HES vendors to create contractor partners outside of their field of expertise (i.e. insulation-HVAC partnerships).  In addition, significant future emphasis will be placed on contractor education and potential incentives for generating follow-on work, particularly outside of the HES contractor’s field of expertise.

f.
Analysis


In 2003, pursuant to the 2003 C&LM Decision the Department discussed the benefits of on‑bill financing for residential and commercial customers.  At that time, UI had been offering on‑bill financing for its business customers for some time, but CL&P had not.  The Department directed CL&P to move forward with implementing on‑bill repayment for its business customers and required both Companies to explore residential on‑bill repayment.  Decision, pp. 18‑20 and 25‑29.


In 2006, under Docket No. 05‑10‑02, the Department directed the Companies to submit information regarding the potential to implement residential on‑bill repayment.  See, 2006 C&LM Decision, pp. 4‑6, and Order No. 6.  The Compliance filing for Order No. 6 identified a number of state and federal banking laws and/or regulations that would make it difficult for the EDCs to offer a residential on‑bill repayment structure.  See, 2007 C&LM Decision.  This matter was again addressed in the 2008 C&LM Decision p. 28, and Decision dated September 24, 2008, in Docket No. 07‑10‑03RE01, p. 16.  At this time, the EDCs offer on‑bill repayment under SBEA.

In this proceeding the Department addressed Section 14 (4) of Public Act 07‑242 which requires the development of a plan to implement a loan repayment that cannot exceed the expected life of a measure and that the repayment amount plus the customer’s electric bill after installation of the measure cannot exceed the customer’s electric bill if the measure had not been installed.  On‑Bill Financing also authorizes the EDCs to disconnect electric service for nonpayment of the financing charge.  In addition, On‑Bill Financing requires the assignment of any unpaid balance to the subsequent owner or tenant of the dwelling unit.  A recommendation regarding On‑Bill Financing was to be in place by October 1, 2007.

Throughout the long‑standing review of this matter, the Companies have maintained that there are state and federal banking laws and/or regulations that create impediments to offering a residential on‑bill repayment structure.  These same concerns have again been raised in the instant proceeding.  In addition, the EDCs indicate that in light of the current financial climate new federal lending regulations for consumer financing have been implemented, adding to these previous challenges.  See, UI Brief, p. 5.  Despite these challenges, the Companies appear ready to move forward with a residential on‑bill repayment program.  Tr. 11/10/09, pp. 304‑350.


The SBEA program offers business customers a financing arrangement that includes zero interest loans that are delivered directly through SBEA vendors with an on‑bill repayment mechanism that is structured to provide immediate positive cash flow.  The benefits and convenience of this model are well documented
 and the Department continues to believe residential consumers should have a similar option.


The Department is mindful of the state and federal banking laws and/or regulations identified by the EDCs that have made it difficult to implement an SBEA‑like financing arrangement for residential customers.  These requirements continue to slow the progress of this effort.  The Department is also aware that there are very few residential measures that can meet the criteria identified in Section 14(4).
  In addition, the termination of service and transfer of financial obligation requirements contained in Section 14(4), which do not apply to business customers under the SBEA financing paradigm, create administrative challenges for the EDCs (e.g., allocating partial payments, collection from subsequent customers, etc.) and may cause consumers to think twice about pursuing broader and deeper energy efficiency projects.  Noteworthy is the fact that On‑Bill Financing requires these standards be applied to the residential class.  The above noted issues cannot be timely resolved.  Therefore, the Department must pursue an alternative in the immediate term.


Department review of the On‑Bill Financing Recommendation finds that this proposal provides the alternative necessary to move this matter forward.  Although on‑bill repayment is not included in the recommendations
, the pilot program and loan pool should create a proof of concept and help to develop solutions to the many intricacies (legal, structural, operational) involved in creating a joint program between a third party lender(s) and the utility‑administered programs.  Thus, a residential financing program can be offered while the ECMB and the EDCs work toward the ultimate goal; a residential SBEA‑like on‑bill repayment program.


As stated in the On‑Bill Financing Recommendations, a successful residential financing program must be built in conjunction with a successful program (i.e., HES) and designed to motivate consumers to make the types of investments that will provide savings beyond Core Services measures.  The program must be straightforward, easy to understand, easy to access, and professionally delivered.  Tr. 10/29/09, p. 97.  Based on the foregoing, to assure everyone is on the same page, and to provide the flexibility sought by the ECMB and EDCs, the Department will direct that the following guide the process in developing the pilot:

· Implement a one‑year residential financing pilot through the HES program that will establish unsecured loans with residential customers through a third party lender(s);

· Deliver financing through HES vendors or contractor partner firms that have been certified for participation in the program;

· Provide an incentive to the HES vendor for referrals to the contractor partner which results in customer implementation of measures;

· Invoicing for the loan would be administered by the utilities through a sundry separate billing mechanism which should include an electronic repayment option.  The separate bill could be generated and issued by the EDCs or from a third party servicer of financier;

· While the Department will allow separate billing, the ECMB should continue to explore the possibility of on‑utility bill repayment and include it in the pilot if it possible.  Otherwise, this should be a future potential option;

· Set aside and carry forward $5 million of unspent 2009 funds or 2010 funds to support pooled funding to support a loan loss reserve and interest buy‑down (80/20 CL&P and UI);

· Offer a tiered interest structure (e.g., 2.99% and 0.00%) based on a predetermined level of investment.  For example, investments that exceed say $5,000 would qualify for the 0.00% interest rate; or, the interest rate could be based on the loan term (e.g. shorter term = lower rate).
  However, the ECMB will determine the appropriate interest rates to be applied under the pilot;

· Target cost‑effective electric, gas and oil measures (oil measures must be not be funded through gas or electric revenues);

· Offer the program in all towns served by CL&P and UI;

· Defaults would not result in termination of service;

· Implement the pilot on or before June 1, 2010;

· Evaluate the program during 2011;

· Incorporate additional flexibility into the program, including, but not limited to the recommendations by the ECMB regarding the capping of loan amounts, the opportunity to adjust interest rates during the pilot and the ability to address concerns related to the replacement HVAC equipment market through an alternate interest rate structure or other means.


The objective of the pilot is to facilitate residential consumer access to financing for energy‑related projects through an easy to understand, easy to access, and professionally delivered structure.  Regarding CL&P’s written comments concerning on-bill repayment, the Department strongly encourages the ECMB and EDCs to fully explore this option within the pilot and would allow recovery of the cost associated with compliance with applicable consumer protection laws.  However, these costs were not explored in this proceeding.  Therefore, the ECMB must determine whether the cost to comply with applicable consumer protection laws outweighs the benefit of providing on‑bill repayment before implementing or dismissing this option.


The Companies have had years to develop a plan to address the concerns surrounding this issue and despite past directives have only recently taken steps to actively address this matter.  Tr. 11/10/09, p. 301.  The Department cannot accept further delays.  Therefore, the Department will establish a joint performance metric for the Companies to implement this program and will assign 5% of each company’s 2010 performance incentive to this metric.  The pilot program must be operational in the EDCs service territories on or before June 1, 2010.  This metric is pass/fail; that is, no incentive if the deadline is missed, 5% if it is met.
  CL&P indicates that it has already committed to implement the pilot by June 1, 2010.  CL&P Written Exceptions, p. 4.


The Department has noted its concerns regarding the payback, termination and loan assignment requirements of Section 14(4) in this Decision.  The pilot program allows the Department and ECMB to establish residential financing without these restrictions.  As a result, the pilot will allow the Companies to offer a wider array of measures than could be offered under the Section 14(4) standards and will not require termination of service or transfer of the loan obligation to a subsequent electric customer.  As we move toward residential on‑bill repayment it may be necessary to modify Section 14(4).  This matter should be addressed by the ECMB and should be included in the evaluation of the pilot.


As discussed herein, the financing that is currently offered through the HES program carries very high interest rates.  Despite these rates, to move this matter forward, the Department will allow the EDCs to implement the Pilot by buying down these current rates.  However, the Companies must aggressively pursue lower cost financing as we move forward.  Finally, if third party lenders that offer reasonable rates are not available the ECMB should consider self‑funding the Pilot.

7.
Lighting Evaluation


Pursuant to the Decision dated July 15, 2009, in Docket No. 09‑02‑18, Petition of Coolnrg USA, Inc. for a Declaratory Ruling that its Residential Lighting Campaign Will Qualify as a Class III Renewable Resource, the Department directed that the ECMB conduct an evaluation of the current market conditions for common and specialty CFLs in Connecticut.  In a filing dated December 3, 2009 in Docket No. 09‑02‑18 the ECMB submitted its evaluation, The Market for CFLs in Connecticut, dated November 24, 2009, (Lighting Evaluation) as well as a Draft Report, Preliminary Results of the Multistate CFL Modeling Effort, (Draft Modeling Study) dated November 22, 2009.
  The Draft Modeling Study discusses procedures and results.  Therefore, the Department will not address this aspect of the study.  Instead, the Department’s analysis will focus on the Lighting Evaluation.


The following are key findings from the Lighting Evaluation:

· NMR estimates that slightly fewer than one in four sockets in Connecticut (23%) contain a CFL.

· There are an estimated 43 million sockets in Connecticut that do not currently have a CFL or an LED installed in them.  Of these sockets, the vast majority (40.7 million) are screw-based (small or medium) and three-fifths (60%) contain standard (A‑shaped) incandescent bulbs.

· Less than one in three sockets (29%) contain a specialty bulb of any type and less than one in ten (4%) contains a specialty CFL.

· Sockets containing a standard incandescent bulb (25.8 million), a flood shaped bulb (7.6 million) or a candelabra bulb (5.9 million) account for more than nine-tenths of the remaining potential for CFLs or LEDs.

· The potential for dimmable (0.9 million) and three-way (0.7 million) CFLs is less than one‑tenth (4%) of remaining potential.

· CFL usage has been steadily increasing since January 2008.  However, CFL storage and CFL purchases have also been steadily decreasing over the same time period, indicating that demand for new CFLs has been decreasing.

· Purchases of incandescent bulbs have also been declining since January 2008. However, in reaction to Federal Lighting Standards going into effect in 2012, more than one in three respondents said they would likely buy extra incandescent bulbs before 2012, which may lead to an increase in incandescent sales as 2012 approaches.

· Home improvement (57%) and mass merchandise (32%) stores continue to be the primary source of CFLs, followed by grocery stores (19%).  Home Depot and Wal‑Mart were the most frequently‑mentioned specific stores names where CFLs were purchased in 2008.

· Home improvement (66%), mass merchandise (51%) and grocery stores (41%) are also the primary source of incandescent bulb purchases.

· CFL users are primarily motivated to install CFLs in their homes to save energy or save money and said that they install CFLs when they want to replace bulbs that are burned out or broken.

· Incandescent purchasers most frequently mentioned the higher cost of CFLs and that CFLs did not fit in their fixtures as specific reasons for purchasing incandescent bulbs instead of CFLs.

· CFL users reported high levels of satisfaction with both standard and specialty CFLs. Those who expressed dissatisfaction with standard CFLs said they were dissatisfied because of the delay in coming on, the high cost of CFLs or because CFLs did not fit the fixture.

· Less than one out of three (29%) CFL users have disposed of a CFL in the past 12 months and slightly less than one-half (45%) reported ever having removed a CFL. This is supported by the fact nearly three out of four (70%) CFL users first used a CFL in the past three years. It is likely that there will be an increase in CFL disposal in the next two to four years with a similar increase in the need for CFL recycling and education.

· Three‑fifths of those CFL users who have disposed of a CFL in the past 12 months said that they threw them away in the trash and only slightly over one‑fourth recycled or properly disposed of them.

· CFLs have made the greatest inroads replacing incandescent bulbs with wattages ranging from 65 to 75 watts and 100 watts.  In these categories, CFLs represent about two-fifths (37%) and one-third (31%) of bulbs. CFLs account for slightly less than one-quarter of all other sockets.


The Lighting Evaluation indicates that although household penetration of CFLs in Connecticut is 62%, the socket saturation is substantially less, at only 23%.  This means that significant opportunities remain for penetration of households that do not have any CFLs, as well as increasing the use of CFLs by households that are currently using only a few of these products.  Lighting Evaluation, Figures 1‑1 and 1‑3.  As a result, the total remaining available potential for CFLs or LEDs in Connecticut homes is about 77% of all sockets.


The Lighting Evaluation also found that while market transformation goals are likely to be achieved when the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (EISA) standards go into effect, several years of savings are available before EISA takes full effect and before inefficient bulbs disappear from the market.  Noteworthy is the fact that over one‑third of survey respondents will likely horde incandescent products as implementation of EISA standards approach.  Lighting Evaluation, p. 88.


The Lighting Evaluation continues, stating that any hiatus in or diminution of program efforts now will likely weaken the market momentum built for promoting increased sales of CFLs.  Indeed, according to Department of Commerce data, national CFL shipments were down slightly in 2008 (from their 2007 peak) and appear to be down by nearly half in 2009.  This is a very rapidly changing market — first with a rapid increase in sales in 2007, and then a rapid decline in 2009.  In this context, it is important to resist any feeling of complacency about the state of the CFL market and it is also important to enhance current programs to promote greater adoption of CFLs.  Moreover, it is not a safe assumption that the market share of CFLs is secure.  Capturing a larger share of the remaining opportunity for CFLs will likely necessitate that that Connecticut CFL programs engage in a multi‑pronged effort that includes changes to the way they have approached the market.  Lighting Evaluation, p. III.


The Lighting Evaluation reveals that although a significant percentage of Connecticut households are aware of CFLs and may have a few of bulbs installed, the overall socket penetration of these products is low.
  For example, of the estimated 40.7 million Connecticut screw‑based sockets that do not currently have a CFL, 60%, or nearly 24.5 million represent opportunities for the installation of common CFLs (i.e., A‑shaped bulbs) with the remaining 16.2 million sockets representing opportunities for specialty CFLs.  Bullet, p. III.  As a result, the Lighting Evaluation does not support the Company’s and the Conservation Board’s 2008 recommendation to withdraw support for common CFLs.


Based on the foregoing, the Department finds that it is reasonable to continue support for market transformation of common CFLs in Connecticut.  The Department also finds that the Conservation Board must conduct a follow‑up evaluation prior to withdrawing support for common CFLs.  These findings will impact the HES program and general marketing activities for the Energy Efficiency Fund, as further discussed herein.

8.
Consumer Appliance and Electronic Standards


With regard to the Maximum Achievable Potential study, the EDCs indicate that there is significant potential to reduce energy use in the area of appliance and consumer electronics.  CL&P indicates that the EDCs will be conducting a pilot in 2010 to test the feasibility of targeting consumer electronics.  CL&P is also working through NEEP to test HPWHs and to develop efficiency and performance standards for these appliances.  CL&P Response to Interrogatory EL‑20.  UI submitted a list of measures that could be installed cost effectively over the 10-year time horizon of the study.  UI Response to Interrogatory EL‑20.


The California Energy Commission (CEC) has taken a leadership role in establishing efficiency standards that are subsequently adopted by manufacturers.  NEEP has also taken an active role to increase appliance efficiency standards in the Northeast.  Since Connecticut does not have much leverage over the national appliance manufacturers, Connecticut should take an active leadership role in the promotion of state (i.e., California), regional, national, or industry appliance standards.


The Department directs the EDCs to allocate additional staff to monitor and assist in the development of appliance and electronic standards.  Of particular interest are promoting more efficient flat screen televisions and reducing “vampire” use in electronic devices.  The Department directs the EDCs to allocate up to $200,000 among the two EDCs to promote stricter appliance and electronic standards through the proper venue(s):  CEC, NEEP, the federal Energy Star program or a trade ally association.  This effort would likely take the form of providing technical support or leading a workgroup(s) to establish energy usage and/or performance standards.  The EDCs and the ECMB shall report on their efforts in the 2011 C&LM Plan.  If the EDCs require additional staff, they may send a letter to inform the Department of the additional budget amount required.


In its Written Exceptions, the ECMB endorsed the initiative to strengthen energy efficiency codes and standards for consumer appliances and electronics.  The ECMB further proposed that the Department allow the Companies to claim savings from these activities through the development of a well‑defined savings attribution methodology to claim savings for more stringent codes and standards that the Companies are instrumental in developing.  ECMB Written Exceptions, pp. 6 and 7.


The Department will consider the adoption of an attribution metric to ascribe energy savings due to stronger codes and standards.  The Department directs the ECMB to submit a proposed metric in the next annual filing for Department review.

9.
ISE O&M Training Program for K-12 Schools


Pursuant to the 2007 C&LM Decision the Department directed ISE to develop a comprehensive, all fuels pilot training and education program for facility maintenance and management personnel in K‑12 school systems.  Decision, p. 27, Order No. 12.  In response to that Order, ISE developed a program that offered six full‑day classroom sessions, covering a wide variety of topics, such as, understanding regional energy issues, understanding building energy use, review of benchmarking results, identifying energy saving opportunities, cost‑benefit analysis, energy auditing, and integrating energy efficiency with indoor air quality issues.  Field visits featured use of energy efficiency technologies (lighting, HVAC etc.), lighting and automated building controls, distributed generation, demand response, emergency generation, and developing an energy management plan.  Response to Interrogatory EL‑34.


Classes were two to four weeks apart and participants were assigned homework to be completed in their respective school districts and presented in the next class session.  ISE has trained 84 participants from nine school districts and facilities managers from the Connecticut School Buildings and Grounds Association.  Participants earn continuing education units (CEUs) through the Eastern Connecticut State University Continuing Education Division.  The pilot program makes use of the US Environmental Protection Agency Energy Star Portfolio Manager, which assists in developing a baseline and collects other data used in program evaluation and also provides a basis for M&V protocols to demonstrate electric and other fuel savings.  The cost of developing and implementing the pilot program is $41,000, or $482 per student.  Student evaluations for each of the six class sessions rated the program at between 4 and 5 (with 5 as the highest score).  Id.


Mr. Leahy, director of ISE, reported that the evaluation portion of the pilot program is awaiting one year of energy use data after the completion of the coursework, which will occur at the end of 2009.  At that time the ISE will submit to the Department and the ECMB the benefit/cost (electric and the total resources) test results for the first group of participants in the program.  ISE has budgeted $84,000 for 2010 to conduct four sessions of 60 to 80 participants from K-12 schools.  Tr. pp. 615‑617.


The Department supports the continued funding of the K‑12 pilot program for 2010.  The Department continues to believe that ISE has developed an effective, low‑cost approach to lower O&M costs for Connecticut schools and looks forward to receiving the benefit/cost results from the pilot program.


The Department will await the results of the benefit/cost evaluation to determine the next steps in the pilot program.  A logical step would be to expand the ISE staff to extend this training to all interested school systems.  Another avenue would be to offer a similar course for municipalities or to a specific commercial sector.  Because the ISE evaluation results will be submitted very close to the date of the decision in the instant docket, the Department will direct the ISE to include a proposal, budget and timetable for expansion of the pilot, if the pilot shows indications of being successful and cost-effective.  Given the timing of the ISE evaluation, the Department would like to consider the possible expansion of the K‑12 pilot in an informal process during the 2010 budget year among the ISE, the ECMB and its consultants, rather than waiting until the submittal of the 2011 C&LM Plan.


UI urged that the ISE K‑12 pilot program be evaluated by an independent third party evaluator, consistent with other programs administered by the Companies.  UI Written Exceptions, p. 9.  The Department supports in principle conducting independent evaluations of all programs in a consistent manner for programs administered by the Companies and by other parties.  In the case of the ISE K‑12 pilot program, the annual cost of the pilot in 2009 and 2010, budgeted at $84,000, is so small that the Department is concerned that the cost of an independent evaluation may reach or exceed the cost of the program.  Response to Interrogatory EL‑35.  The Department is also aware that the participants’ ex ante and ex post energy use data are inputted into an EPA Energy Star Portfolio Manager Benchmarking data base, which acts as an objective measure for energy use among a large number of schools and commercial buildings.  The Department will assess the ISE evaluation of its pilot program and may require the ISE to submit its program for third party review.  The Department will direct the ISE to submit its evaluation results to the Department and the ECMB in a Technical Meeting.

10.
Attic Stairway Insulation


Peter Tavino of the Litchfield Energy Task Force states that a significant loss of energy (heat in the winter and cooling in the summer) occurs at the site of pull down attic stairways where a large volume of conditioned air flows to the attic.  Mr. Tavino states that he insulates his attic stairway with a box constructed of rigid foam that is simply placed over the stairway opening as he descends the stairway.  This device is inexpensive, relatively simple to construct and does not create indoor air quality issues (a house that is too tight).  Mr. Tavino continues stating that he participated in the HES program and that the HES technicians who worked at his home admired the home made insulating box but indicated that insulating attic stairways was not part of HES services.  Mr. Tavino suggests that the HES program include an attic stairway insulation measure as part of the Core Services.  2010 C&LM Plan, p. 309.


The Companies state that while attic insulation is a standard component of HES the measure suggested by Mr. Tavino is not.  The Companies believe the best way to address Mr. Tavino’s concerns is to include information about insulating attic stairways at the time of the kitchen table wrap up.  Id.


Anecdotal evidence suggests that commonly installed residential pull down attic stairways measure 30” x 54” (rough opening) and are generally not insulated.  Where adequate insulating practices (less than R-38
) are not being applied (i.e., improper or dislocated insulation or simply no insulation at all) there exists a significant opportunity to reduce heating and cooling losses by addressing this measure.  Further, HES participants demonstrate a willingness to save energy.  As a result, these individuals would likely install an attic stairway insulation box if it were provided or may pursue this measure if incented to do so (coupon for a free box, kit to construct a box, etc.).
  The Department notes that many homes also utilize whole house ceiling/attic fans to supplement summer cooling requirements and that these devices may be improperly insulated during the heating season.  Thus additional energy savings can be achieved by insulating these devices as well.


The Department believes that a high quality attic stairway insulation box should be considered for an incentive through HES and will direct the Companies to determine how best to do so through the Core Services component of the program for 2011.  The Companies should report the cost and benefits associated with this measure and propose cost‑effective incentives.  Any incentives should be paid based on the fuel used to provide space heating for the home.  The Companies will also be directed to explore the potential to insulate whole house ceiling/attic fans and report their findings in the 2011 C&LM Plan.  Finally, the Companies should report how building codes address insulation for attic stairways and fans.

11.
SmartLiving Center


The SmartLiving Center is an interactive, professionally staffed facility that serves as a high‑profile resource for promoting energy‑efficient products, services and ideas to educate customers about energy efficiency.  It is an educational facility featuring training sessions and seminars, special events and tours, all geared toward teaching customers that they can use energy wisely while keeping an eye on the environment and not sacrificing comfort or style.  In addition to being tied into the EESmarts program the SmartLiving Center offers a continuing education course through Gateway Community Technical College.  The class, “Home Energy Savers Certificate Program,” provides individuals with ten hours of training and is offered three times in the spring and fall.   The facility is also used by civic organizations to host their regularly scheduled meetings, providing an opportunity to educate the members of these organization regarding conservation and efficiency.  2010 C&LM Plan, pp. 223‑233; Tr. 10/29/09, pp. 219‑230; 2009 C&LM Decision, p. 24.


The SmartLiving Center has become a hub for residential, and to a lesser extent business energy efficiency programs.  Services include up‑to‑date C&LM program and promotion information; information on new technologies; technical assistance; training; and recommendations, guidance, information and education in energy‑efficient building techniques and products.  One of the goals of the SmartLiving Center is to transform the home building, lighting and appliance markets over time.


The following table provides historical and projected budget figures for this facility.  As the table shows, the combined budget for the center will increase significantly in 2010, while the number of visitors will decline.  The Department notes that CL&P’s budget for 2008 and 2009 includes the final two annual payments of $200,000 each year authorized by the Department to fund the Connecticut Science Center while their 2010 and 2011 budget includes $220,000 annually for the Stepping Stones exhibits (previously approved by the Department) and training for the educators who will staff the BioBus.  Id.

Table 16
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2008

20091

2010 2011

CL&P2

$307,000 $300,000 $320,000 $320,000

UI $347,202 $385,313 $434,246 $434,246

   TOTAL $654,202 $685,313 $754,246 $754,246

Goal3

Proposed 10,000 15,379 12,500 n/a

Actual 12,940 12,744 n/a n/a

1 

Year end projected

2

 CL&P's budget includes funding for museum partnerships.

3

 No. of visitors combined goal.

Source of data: 2010 C&LM Plan, pp. 230-235.



Working in conjunction with the eeSmarts program, the SmartLiving Center offers educational tours, Earth Day Celebrations, Conservation Days, and Family Science Days to promote energy efficiency messages to students in elementary, middle, high and technical schools, as well as college and university students.  Educational tours are available to all age groups, such as kindergarten to adult, schools, classes and after school groups.


The lease for the SmartLiving Center ends in March 2011.  UI states that it intends to begin the negotiation of a five year extension beginning in August 2010.  The consultant to the Energy Efficiency Board indicates that the Board has not finalized a recommendation regarding the future of the SmartLiving Center and that it intends to fully explore a variety of options starting in early 2010 to allow time to adequately address this matter.  Options that will be considered include the status quo, relocation of a single facility to a more centralized site or the construction of a second SmartLiving Center.  2010 Plan, p. 229; Tr. 10/29, 2009, p. 228.


Between 2001 and 2004 the Energy Efficiency Fund operated two SmartLiving Centers; one in Newington (CL&P’s service territory) and the other in Orange (UI’s service territory).  In 2002, the ECMB examined the potential to relocate and expand its Newington SmartLiving Center citing the need to:

· provide for a safer entrance to the facility for vehicular traffic, notably school buses;

· increase parking to accommodate additional and larger tours and meetings at the center;

· expand the space that will be dedicated to eesmarts educational displays, and,

· accommodate displays by vendors.


See, Decision dated May 28, 2003, in Docket No. 03‑01‑01, DPUC Review of The Connecticut Light and Power Company's and The United Illuminating Company's Conservation and Load Management Programs and Budgets for Year 2003 and 2004

Faced with the potential for significant cuts to the C&LM budget, in 2003 the ECMB voted to close the Newington Center when the lease expired in February 2004.
  See, Decision dated February 4, 2004, in Docket No.  03‑11‑01, DPUC Review of the CL&P and UI Conservation and Load Management Plan For Year 2004, (2004 C&LM Decision), p. 17.  The Newington Center was closed in 2004.


The current SmartLiving Center is located in a strip mall on the Post Road in Orange and as a result of its location access for buses is less than ideal, parking is limited (being shared among the other tenants of this commercial property) and the facility cannot expand.
  In addition, Orange is not centrally located, limiting the access to this facility for a significant portion of Connecticut consumers.  Therefore, some of the issues that prompted the Energy Efficiency Fund to consider relocating the Newington SmartLiving Center are valid for the current facility today.


Prompted by significant and sustained increases in the cost of energy, consumers have become more aware of energy‑related issues.  As a result, society has begun shifting its attitude about the value of energy.  Simply stated, a cultural change is emerging and the Energy Efficiency Board must seize this opportunity to further Connecticut’s energy policies.  The Department continues to support education as being critical component to capturing this opportunity and believes consumers will seek out resources such as the SmartLiving Center to educate themselves regarding the strategies that can be used to lower energy consumption and cost.  See, 2009 C&LM Decision, p. 25.


The lease for the current Center ends in early 2011 and there should not be a presumption that this lease will be renewed without a complete assessment of available options.  To assure that there is adequate time to address this matter the Department will require the Board to explore alternatives and submit its recommendations in July 2010.  Regarding goals, the EDCs have based the 2010 goal on the average of the actual number of visitors for 2008 and 2009.  Goals should challenge the EDCs to exceed past performance not simply match historical experience.  Therefore, based on the budget for this program and a review of this matter, the Department adjusts the goal for 2010 to 15,000 visitors.

J. Commercial and Industrial Programs

1.
Building Practices and Building Code Compliance


The current building code in Connecticut is the 2009 amendments to the code which incorporate the 2006 IECC changes, effective August 1, 2009.  Subsequent to each code amendment in Connecticut, the EDCs, funded by the Energy Efficiency Fund, conduct training sessions on code revisions for architects, engineers and builders; the Department of Public Safety also conducts instructional sessions.  In addition, the ISE trains building inspectors.  The EDCs indicate that of the training sessions scheduled for 2009, none were specific to code training and no code training sessions have yet been set for 2010.  The EDCs indicated that code training sessions for architects, engineers and builders also provide instruction on how to design and construct buildings that are more efficient than code requirements.  Tr. pp. 434‑440.


The EDCs testified in this and previous dockets that compliance with the energy efficiency requirements of the building code is an ongoing challenge.  Although there is a general belief that the code is not being fully complied with, neither the EDCs nor the ECMB consultant could offer a study that estimates the loss of efficiency due to non‑compliance.  According to CL&P:

I have no way of putting a number on that.  I’ve heard numbers anywhere from ten percent to a hundred percent compliance.  I don’t buy the hundred percent.  My guess – and it’s purely a guess, nothing to base it on – is maybe 50 percent compliance.  Tr. p. 443.


The EDCs did not know what types of non‑compliance are most typical or account for the greatest energy loss nor what the cost (or cost effectiveness) of greater code compliance would be.  Tr. p. 446.


The ARRA requires 90% compliance with building codes by 2018, and the DOE is initiating a study of measured loss from non‑compliance of building codes.
  The EDCs acknowledged that due to the ARRA requirements, greater attention will be placed on code enforcement in the coming years.  Tr. pp. 448‑449.


The current recession has resulted in the construction of fewer new buildings and major renovations funded under the Energy Efficiency Fund.  CL&P’s ECB 2009 budget is $9,920,000 with unspent funds projected to be $2,417,497 at year end 2009, or approximately 24% of the program budget.  UI is projected to spend approximately 97% of its 2009 ECB budget of $4,855,000, with unspent funds estimated at $163,000.  2010 C&LM Plan, pp. 158 and 161.


The Department believes that the current slack economic climate for new construction and major renovations offers an opportunity to conduct training sessions on code revisions for architects, engineers and builders.  The Department will direct the EDCs to significantly increase the standard educational offerings during 2010.  This can take the form of increasing the number of “brown bag” sessions held, offering greater in‑depth training than has been conducted in the past, introduction or development of curriculum or use of assistive technology to aid in code compliance and funding/partnership with ISE.  The Department allocates up to $250,000 ($200,000 from CL&P and $50,000 from UI budgets, respectively) from the 2010 ECB budgets to be directed for this purpose.


The Department believes that additional work needs to be done to understand which specific requirements of building codes are most frequently violated and that create the greatest opportunity for improved code compliance and increased efficiency.  The NEEP EM&V forum would be a logical forum to pursue this general inquiry on a region-wide basis, possibly with assistance from ARRA or DOE funds.  The Department directs the ECMB to present this as a research topic for consideration by the EM&V forum; in addition, the ECMB is directed to evaluate existing studies and public policy initiatives in California and other states to develop proposals to improve building code compliance and promote efficient building practices in Connecticut.  See Tr., pp. 452‑455.


The ISE has requested $24,000 from the Energy Efficiency Fund to conduct three to five instructional sessions around the state for both residential and C&I building code compliance.  ISE explains that its instructional effort will be the same as 2009, but its costs are expected to be reduced from $30,000 in 2009, due to the infusion of federal dollars and lower rental fees for conducting classes.


The Department believes that ISE performs an essential role in training building inspectors and administers its operations very cost‑effectively.  The Department would like to support ISE to the extent that it wishes to initiate additional activities to promote better code compliance, such as additional courses, resources for curriculum development, on‑line instruction, assistive technology, etc.  To obtain additions to its 2010 budget, ISE should present any proposals to the ECMB.


According to ISE, the key to energy efficient building practices is incorporating energy efficiency training in building design and construction curriculum and developing curriculum within vocational schools and community colleges to emphasize efficient technologies and practices is critical to success.  The Department directs ISE and the ECMB to work toward developing a strategic plan and a budget for curriculum development in vocational schools and community colleges to be submitted in the 2011 C&LM Plan.

2.
Business Sustainability Challenge


The ECMB C&I committee has been developing the blueprint for the Business Sustainability Challenge (BSC) program over the course of 2009.  Currently, the BSC program budget and FTEs are part of the EDCs’ O&M Services programs.  CL&P has allocated 0.6 FTE and budgeted $250,000, of which $50,000 will fund incentives.  UI has allocated a portion of its O&M Services budget and funds 0.4 FTE.  The EDCs have selected business partners as participants and are developing a curriculum for participating businesses.  In Track 1, each EDC participates one‑on‑one with a business to install energy efficiency equipment and reduce energy consumption through improved O&M practices.  Participants will also be challenged to undertake broader measures to promote environmental sustainability in the areas of transportation, waste stream management, water use, etc.  In Track 2, approximately 20 businesses will participate in a BSC class that will emphasize the initial installations and broader sustainability of measures in a classroom setting.  2010 C&LM Plan, pp. 204 and 207; Tr. pp. 942‑952.


The Department supports the continuation of the BSC pilot program and looks forward to its results.  The Department direct the EDCs to submit the results of Tracks 1 and 2 of the pilot study, together with cost‑effectiveness estimates, in the next 2011 C&LM Plan.

3.
Gas C&I Programs

The C&I integrated EDC and LDC program (Integrated Program) is a partnership that enables the delivery of coordinated energy conservation services and enhances the quality of the services provided.  The Integrated Program currently consists of three programs.  The First, Energy Conscious Blueprint, captures lost opportunity projects at the time of initial construction or major renovations.  The Second, Energy Opportunities, seeks to improve the energy efficiency of a customer’s existing facility by capturing retrofit opportunities.  The Third, Operations and Maintenance Services (O&M Program) helps customers improve the efficiency of their operations by indentifying possible modifications and repairs to existing HVAC and industrial production equipment, rather than through capital intensive investments.  Residential multi‑dwelling customers are also eligible to participate in the Integrated Program.  2010 C&LM Plan, p. 144.

The natural gas elements of the Integrated Program have continued to mature and the market’s awareness of the programs is increasing.  In 2009, based on the market intelligence gained from program deployment, the program design and incentive structures were adjusted to better reflect market conditions and achieve greater integration with the electric program structure.  All of the current incentive structures are anticipated to remain in effect for 2010.  Also in 2009, the LDCs contracted with KEMA Services, Inc. to perform a market assessment potential (MAP) study for its C&I sector.  The objective of the study is to identify the amount of cost‑effective potential that exists in Connecticut and which end uses, technologies or measures will provide the greatest savings.  The LDCs indicated that the results mainly confirmed the path they were taking with the amount of energy efficiency and the types of measures that were implemented.

The MAP study also identified new measures in the commercial cooking area that showed high potential.  The LDCs indicate they have started work on rebates for those particular end uses.  Further, the MAP study modeled both the current funding scenario and an expanded funding scenario and found, all else equal, a correlation between the increase in funding and an increase in the net benefits of the program.  However, the LDCs indicate that real world demand would initially be less than the expanded funding scenario which assumed higher levels of marketing and qualified personnel to deliver programs than currently exist.  Tr. 11/12/09, pp. 480‑486.

The LDCs and the ECMB discussed several market barriers that currently exist in their C&I programs.  First, due to current economic conditions and the financial crisis, there is little capital available for customers to do large scale projects; therefore there is intense internal competition for limited capital.  For instance, in a large company, decision makers may conclude that it is more beneficial to expand its existing operations with available capital rather than undertaking a large energy efficiency project.  The other major market barrier is the apparent lack of availability of contractors and other personnel and/or readily available high efficiency commercial equipment.  Tr. 11/12/09, pp. 486‑489.

The LDCs should continue to explore ways to enhance conservation activity in the C&I market.  The Department recognizes the specific market barriers that currently exist in this sector.  Some of the barriers are completely out of the control of the LDCs, such as availability of capital.  Although the LDCs have limited ability to influence internal competition for limited capital within a particular business, sales efforts strategically targeted at business leaders may be beneficial to promote the costs and benefits of energy efficiency efforts over other business activities.  Given the current economic climate and associated capital constraints, the LDCs may want to consider more aggressive rebates in those instances.  Further, the Department believes it is important to share the information from the study with the vendor community and encourages two‑way communication between the vendor community and the LDCs on the results of the study.  The vendor community may be able to expand on the results of the study by communicating to the LDCs real world trends in customer installation and acceptance, unmet need and other factors, such as available personnel and equipment resources.  The LDCs will be directed to present and discuss the results of the MAP study at an upcoming vendor session anticipated in 2010 and provide recommendations to the Department to address the availability of contractors and/or skilled personnel to deliver energy efficiency services for C&I customers.

4.
Small Business Energy Advantage Cross Training


Currently, the SBEA program is substantially an electric-only program and performs few gas installations.  Vendors are primarily trained to perform efficient lighting installations.  UI indicated that SBEA vendors typically do some cross promotional tasks, such as promoting EO and ECB programs.  Response to Interrogatory EL-28; Tr., pp. 981-983.  


The Department believes that the SBEA program offers the potential to promote comprehensive electric as well as all-fuels projects such as HVAC systems, chillers, or gas equipment.  SBEA vendors are primarily trained in electric installation; they should also be trained to recognize and record the vintage of the major electric and gas-fueled devices used by customers serviced in the SBEA program.  When SBEA vendors service small business customers, the vendors should, with the consent of the customer, enter the vintage of HVAC systems, chillers, cooking equipment, gas fueled equipment, etc., into a data base.  This information can be forwarded to the EDCs and used by EO vendors as a lead to contact small businesses to participate in the EO program.  


The EDCs indicated that they have plans during 2010 to train SBEA vendors in referrals to the EO program.  Tr., pp. 981-984.  The Department supports this effort.  The Department will direct the EDCs to train vendors to record the type and vintage of business equipment used by SBEA customer, as described above, and to assist vendors in this effort by developing a data base for the vendors to record this information.  The information would be used as a basis for referrals to the EO program.  At the discretion of the EDCs, this effort can be offered on a pilot basis or to all SBEA vendors.  The Department will require the ECMB to report on this effort in the next annual C&LM filing.


In its Written Exceptions, UI states that the requirement for vendors to record equipment vintage would take some time before any meaningful amount of data is collected.  UI instead suggests that a C&I market study (which has been proposed in evaluation plans but not completed) would be preferred.  Completing this study as the foundation of a database of opportunities would be more efficient and permit the Company to structure offerings (i.e., deliver results) much sooner than if vendors collected the data.  UI Written Exceptions, p. 8.


The Department’s intent in its proposal is to provide low cost leads for the EO, and possibly ECB, programs.  A market study would provide a meaningful measure of small business operations, but may not provide information on which customers are in need of equipment upgrades.  It is likely that both approaches provide useful information and should be viewed as complements, rather than substitutes so long as the cost of collecting the information is not excessive.  The Department will direct the Companies to collect information from vendors, which can be done on a pilot basis, to assess the usefulness of this approach.

5.
Small Business Energy Advantage Impact Evaluation


The Energy Efficiency Fund funded an impact evaluation study of the SBEA program.  The study was conducted by the Cadmus Group, Inc. and was completed in August 2009.  Cadmus conducted verification and data collection for a sample of 121 SBEA participants from the 2007 program year.  The study measured and documented savings from four SBEA measures installed during 2007:  lighting equipment, lighting controls, refrigeration, and compressed air.  Total statewide SBEA energy savings in 2007 were estimated to be 49,600 MWh.  Response to OCC‑1, Attachment 1.


Although Cadmus contacted 121 small business participants, it did not ask them any questions about their satisfaction with the SBEA program.  This would be valuable information that could have been obtained almost for free.  The Department urges the ECMB Evaluation committee to include in an impact evaluation a low‑cost participant satisfaction questionnaire about any aspect of program delivery that may be useful to improving the program.  The Companies should submit questions related to program delivery and program improvement.  The Department believes including a participant questionnaire will provide useful information from survey participants, and such information could be obtained at minimal cost.


In its Written Exceptions, the ECMB proposes that a satisfaction questionnaire may have little value for a single, (e.g., large C&I) and should only be conducted where there are several program participants.  The Department concurs, and advocates that the ECMB conduct a satisfaction questionnaire when it can be administered to numerous participants in the same program.


The Department also notes that the statistical precision of some of the study’s estimates of program savings was not particularly high.  The study reported some deemed savings estimates had confidence intervals that exceeded 20%.  Id., p. v.  Although the EDCs did not commission the study, they responded by stating that the 20% confidence level was within the parameters that ISO‑NE considers acceptable.  The EDCs also explained that there is a balancing act between precision and cost; although the precision could have been higher, this could have required a more expensive study.  Tr. pp. 958‑959.  


The Department recognizes that the purpose of the studies is to verify savings to justify program expenditures and to demonstrate savings to ISO‑NE, rather than to pass strict statistical tests as are required in scholarly journals.  However, the ECMB Evaluation Committee should be mindful of general parameters required for statistical significance.  Provided that it imposes no significant additional cost, the ECMB Evaluation Committee should confer with consultants during the initial scoping phase regarding the most appropriate survey design and sampling techniques to provide assurance that evaluation studies provide the most precise, accurate, and useful results.

K. Other Issues and Initiatives

1.
Program Evaluation Studies


A small portion of the $2.2 million budget for independent evaluations ($148,000) is allocated to the NEEP EM&V initiative.  The remainder of the budget finances program specific studies, such as independent evaluations of the Energy Efficiency Fund C&I and residential programs.


The 2006 ECMB roadmap for conducting third party evaluations was revised in 2009.  The 2009 revisions stipulate that the ECMB Evaluation Committee, and specifically the ECMB evaluation consultant, will provide leadership and execute the following responsibilities:  evaluation planning, study development, contractor selection, project initiation, project management and completion, and finalizing the evaluation report.  2010 C&LM Plan, Exhibit No. 6, 2010 ECMB Program Evaluation Plan, pp. 3 and 4.  According to the ECMB consultants, under the new roadmap RFPs will be issued by the ECMB evaluation consultant and responses will also be sent to the consultant.  The Companies and ECMB members may comment on the scope of work, proposals that have been submitted, selection of a contract and the review of the work conducted by third party evaluators during the course of its execution.  In the revised roadmap, the work of the ECMB Evaluation Committee is no longer put to a vote of the ECMB during the course of the evaluations.  However, the Evaluation Committee is very involved in the scope of work and selection of a contractor.  The Companies cannot sit on the Evaluation Committee.  2010 C&LM Plan, Exhibit No. 6, 2010 ECMB Program Evaluation Plan; Tr. pp. 68‑73.


The EDCs indicate that they did not vote in favor of the revisions to the ECMB roadmap due to concerns that the revisions (1) allow too little input from the Companies over the course of the evaluations and (2) do not offer the Companies direct control over third party consultant budgets.  Tr. pp. 186‑190.  The Companies submitted their proposed revisions to the 2010 ECMB Program Evaluation Plan.  Late Filed Exhibit No. 7.


Regarding the first EDC concern about Company input, testimony emphasized that the process allows for comments by the Companies and members of the ECMB Evaluation Committee and that it welcomes input by the Companies.  Tr. pp. 68‑73.


The Department believes it is in the best interest for all ECMB members, including the Companies, to be able to provide timely input at an early stage of the evaluation process.  The input of the Companies is valuable since they have the day‑to‑day program experience with customers, vendors, installations and data collection and management.  The Companies’ input is essential to the development of the scope of each evaluation so that the appropriate questions are asked and empirical issues are addressed properly in the construction of the research design.  The Department reiterates that neither the Companies nor other ECMB members have a vote on the committee.  However, it is important to have a process that allows their views to be heard and that apprises them of the progress of these studies.


The Department directed the ECMB to revise its Evaluation Committee protocol in 2006 to assure independence between third party evaluators and the Companies as program administrators.  However, the Department believes that a better balance needs to be reached in the current process.  The ECMB evaluation consultant needs to improve communication and coordination with the Evaluation Committee, interested ECMB members, and the Companies in particular, in the early stages of planning, scoping and budgeting evaluations.   The ECMB evaluation consultant should carefully schedule and coordinate all relevant stages of the evaluation process to address the research design concerns of all ECMB Evaluation Committee members so as to assure the highest quality of studies and the best allocation of ratepayer dollars among the studies.


The Department directs the ECMB to devise a more inclusive process in the scheduled events of the Evaluation Committee that will offer all ECMB members, including the Companies, the ability to comment on every relevant step of the evaluation process.  An open, transparent process, like the operation of the ECMB from its inception, assures the best possible outcome of third party evaluations and best ratepayer value for these expenditures.  The ECMB evaluation consultant shall post all ECMB Evaluation Committee meeting dates and conference calls, evaluation schedules, and internal deadlines in a way to allow all interested ECMB members to attend events, participate in calls, and provide input.


Regarding the second issue, the procedure for approving an evaluation budget, all members of the ECMB should have a vote in this matter.  This will allow for a more open and transparent voting process.  The input of all ECMB members will provide useful feedback on the suitability of budget requests.  The evaluation budget is a line item in C&LM programs and a budget item managed by the Companies.  The Companies, as well as other ECMB members, should have a direct vote in these budget decisions.


In Written Exceptions, OCC states that the Companies should not be given the right to vote on evaluation budgets, and argued instead for budget caps to address any concern about overspending.  The ECMB, in its Written Exceptions, suggested that the Companies have a vote on the evaluation budget as part of the overall program budget approval process.  The Department believes that all ECMB members should have the right to vote directly on evaluation budgets and will direct the ECMB to change its Evaluation Roadmap to allow a direct vote.  The Department will direct the ECMB to report on the efficacy of this voting arrangement in the next annual filing.

2.
Performance Incentives


Exhibit 1V of the 2010 C&LM Plan sets forth the performance incentive matrix for the EDCs for 2010.  The EDCs are allowed to earn up to 8% on a pretax basis of their total C&LM budget as an incentive to encourage the efficient utilization of conservation expenditures.  The projected incentive for CL&P is $4,599,552, based on achieving 100% of all performance targets.  This would be 5% of the total C&LM program budget of $91,991,033 (exclusive of ECMB costs, management incentives and audit costs).  UI’s projected incentive is $ $1,137,261.  Actual incentives may be higher or lower based on actual performance.


Approximately 90% of the goals are for electric system benefits and electric system benefits less program costs.  There is an incentive for each program for the residential program sector and the C&I program sector.  The remaining 10% of the incentives are for individual program goals.  These are generally for conducting workshops or training events but do not directly incent lower costs or kWh/kW reductions from individual programs.  The incentive metrics are developed by the EDCs with the input of the ECMB.


In the 2009 C&LM Decision the Department discussed problems associated with the goal setting process.  The major problem is that the goals are established after the programs are planned.  This can result in the EDCs meeting or exceeding their goals annually while programs become more costly and less cost‑effective over time.  The Department directed the EDCs to work with the ECMB and propose long‑term goals in the 2010 C&LM filing.  2009 C&LM Decision, p. 30.  The proposed incentive plan does not include any long‑term goals and none have been proposed to date.


The Department is concerned with the apparent lack of concern by the EDC’s and the ECMB regarding conservation to reduce peak loads.  In 2009, CL&P estimated savings of 38.9 MW at a cost of $50.5 million or $1,295/kW.  The cost has increased to of $2,321/kW, an increase of nearly 80% based on estimated savings of 49.7 MW and a budget of $92.4 million.  The cost is much higher for some programs.  For example, the cost is $6,123/kW for Limited Income, $3,074/kW for HES, which increased by 26%, and $4,530/kW for RNC an increase of 89% since 2009.  Even programs with more reasonable costs have seen dramatic increases from 2009 to 2010.


The Department is also concerned with the cost of these three programs on a ¢/kWh basis.  The cost of the Limited Income Program is 8.7 ¢/kWh, HES is estimated to be 5.1¢/kWh and RNC is 6.1¢/kWh.  This compares to an EDC average of 2.1¢/kWh for 2010.


Peak load continues to grow at almost twice the rate of sales.  The Department recognizes that there is a surplus capacity situation and that capacity prices are low, but this could change quickly if older, large‑scale fossil generation units begin to retire.  The Department agrees with the OCC that the legislation requires peak reductions and that doing so can benefit all ratepayers by avoiding new construction and lowering energy costs.


The Department agrees that a significant portion of the incentives should be for total savings and savings less costs.  However, individual program goals are needed to encourage lower costs and improved benefit/cost ratios.  The Department will adjust the plan to include some individual goals for 2010 which are discussed within the program sections of this Decision.  The Department will require overall goals for MW and $/kW be included in the 2011 C&LM Plan.  The 2011 Plan should also contain more individual program goals to encourage improved cost effectiveness.  Finally, approximately 10% of the incentives should be related to long‑term goals.


In a letter dated November 16, 2009, CL&P provided updated performance incentives for 2009, incorporating changes that have occurred in 2009 as well as a lower than expected spending level.  The incentives were updated to reflect the following changes that occurred during 2009:  1) the Department’s decision regarding the 2009 C&LM Plan to limit the number of CFLs from 25 to 14 in the HES program; 2) the Department’s order reducing the measure lives of CFLs in Docket No. 09‑02‑18; 3) incorporating incentive modifications from the Company’s August 9, 2009 letter; and prorating the incentives due to lower spending.  CL&P requests that the revised incentives be approved.


The Department will approve the revised incentives at this time.  The Department has directed the EDCs to prorate incentives when they over/under spend their budget by 5% or more.  The EDCs’ proposal therefore is consistent with this directive.  The Department also believes that it is appropriate to adjust the incentives due to the change to CFL lives ordered in Docket No. 09‑02‑18 since this will effect many programs.  While the Department will approve the other proposed incentive changes, this should not be done in the future unless it is specifically authorized in the decision approving/ordering program modifications.  There are numerous changes to programs throughout the year.  These may include technology offerings, incentive levels or marketing strategies which may come about by Department orders or actions by the ECMB and the Companies.  The Department grants the EDCs flexibility to make program adjustments throughout the year to meet their goals.  In the future, the Department will not adjust the performance incentives for such program modifications unless they are significant and approved at the time that the program modifications are approved.  The Company plans to file the actual results in the first quarter of 2010 after all 2009 results are final.  The Department will review the actual results for 2009 at that time.

3.
Transmission and Distribution Avoided Costs 


The EDCs currently include avoided transmission and distribution (T&D) investment as part of the benefit cost analysis for C&LM programs.  After hearing conflicting testimony in several dockets regarding the impact of conservation on T&D investments the Department ordered the EDCs to study the impact of conservation on the T&D system.  2009 C&LM Decision.


CL&P and UI each submitted a study as required.  The results indicate that conservation has little impact on T&D investment.  Of the total transmission investment required by CL&P, a relatively small share (less than 1%) was found to be related to peak load growth and avoidable, resulting in a relatively small avoided cost, $1.18/kW‑yr (2008 dollars).  Likewise, the distribution investments considered avoidable were less than 9% of total investment costs, or $28/kW‑yr.  CL&P Assessment of Avoided Cost of Transmission and Distribution, p. 1.  UI used a different methodology but also concluded that the impacts are small.  UI’s results are somewhat higher at $2.51$kW‑yr for transmission and $45.62/kW‑yr for distribution, but the summary states that the assumptions result in the most favorable result and a maximum estimate of avoided costs.  The UI Avoided T&D Cost Study, pp. 2‑3.  These results are lower than the T&D avoided cost value of approximately $57 currently used by the EDCs to evaluate their C&LM programs.  2010 C&LM Plan, p. 284


The Department has reviewed the T&D studies submitted by the EDCs and will accept them as filed.  The new numbers will reduce the benefits of C&LM programs but will have a relatively minor impact.  The Department will require the EDCs to consistently incorporate the new values into their cost benefit analyses for the 2011 C&LM Plan by using the average of the two studies.

4.
Avoided Energy and Capacity Costs


Avoided energy and capacity costs are the primary benefits from conservation programs and therefore a key component in the benefit cost analysis of the C&LM programs.  The EDCs have presented avoided cost values (in 2010 dollars) on pages 282 and 283 of the 2010 C&LM Plan.  The EDCs did not include the avoided cost in nominal dollars.


The Department believes it would be useful to see the avoided energy and capacity values in nominal dollars and therefore will require the EDC’s to include appropriate tables in the 2011 C&LM Plan.

5.
Discount Rate


The 2010 C&LM Plan indicates that CL&P uses a real discount rate of 3.75% to discount the value of future savings to a present value in its benefit cost analysis of C&LM programs.  UI uses 3.02%.  These values are derived from their after tax cost of capital, (7.07% for CL&P and 6.31% for UI) which is then adjusted for inflation, estimated to be 3.2%.  2010 C&LM Plan p. 287.  The EDCs adjusted the discount rate to account for inflation because the avoided costs are in 2010 dollars.


The avoided costs used by the EDCs come from a study, Avoided Energy Supply Costs in New England that was conducted jointly with utilities in other New England States.  In that study, avoided costs were estimated using forecasted fuel costs, existing generation, expected retirements and upgrades and environmental regulations.  2010 C&LM Plan p. 282   The nominal avoided costs were then discounted by 2.2% to determine real avoided cost values in 2010 dollars.  These avoided costs are then used by the EDCs to estimate the savings for the C&LM programs which are then discounted again by the real discount rates.


The Department finds this method convoluted and difficult to follow since the avoided costs are discounted twice in two separate reports.  It would be easier to understand if the EDCs use the nominal avoided costs then discount once.  The Department also believes that the methodology when looked at in total is inconsistent and results in an unusually low overall discount rate.  The Avoided Cost Study uses a discount rate of 2.2% to develop real avoided cost values but then an inflation rate of 3.2% is used to in the C&LM Plan to determine the real discount rate.  Avoided Cost Study 8.4, 2010 C&LM Plan p. 287.  It appears that these values should be the same to be consistent.


When the two discount rates are taken together the combined discount rate for CL&P is approximately 5.9% and 5.2% for UI.  These are extremely low discount rates.  Conservation is not a risk free investment.  The Department believes that conservation should return more than 5% to 6% to ratepayers.  The Department believes that at a minimum, the discount rate should equal each EDC’s after tax cost of capital.  The Department has been attempting to make programs similar between the EDCs and to standardize evaluation methodologies.  Using the same discount rate would make the cost benefit analysis more consistent and programs more comparable.  Therefore the Department will require both UI and CL&P to use the same total discount rate and for the rate be no lower than 7% for its benefit cost analysis in the 2011 C&LM Plan.

6.
Planning Consistency


The Department has been concerned with consistency among the EDCs when they evaluate different projects.  This was a primary reason the Department ordered the EDCs to evaluate avoided T&D impacts for this year.  In this proceeding the Department discovered that the avoided costs used for the IRP filing are not the same as those used for the C&LM Plan.  Since the EDC’s prepare both plans more effort should be taken to use the same methodologies and similar values and assumptions.

7.
Rate Impact Test


In past C&LM and IRP decisions, the Department has expressed its concern to minimize rate impacts given the high electric rates in Connecticut.  The Department has said that, in addition to the Electric Test, we believe a rate impact test is also important when considering the overall level of C&LM spending as well as individual program selection.


In its brief, the OCC expresses some concern for the Electric Test when they say “energy savings generally inure to individual participants in programs rather than the entire class of ratepayers who pay for the programs.”  The OCC requests that the Department direct the EDCs to increase the emphasis on demand savings.  OCC Brief, p. 2.


The Department agrees that much of the revenue savings estimated in the Electric Test is captured by the participants though lower bills.  Rate impacts are a way to analyze the impact on rates, which are important in themselves, but also useful to evaluate the impact of C&LM on non participants.  The EDCs have been including a rate impact analysis for each program in Table 1B Comparison of Program Benefits. However, it seems apparent that the rate impact analysis has been provided for the Department’s benefit but not seriously considered by the EDCs or the ECMB when planning programs.


The rate impact is defined by the EDCs as program costs less Demand Reduced Price Effects.  This is not a rate impact test and does not measure all the rate impacts.  Rates are typically calculated as revenues divided by kWh sales.  The analysis provided by the EDCs is another revenue test not a rate test.  By lowering consumption, C&LM can result in lower prices in the energy and capacity markets which can impact the rates of all energy and capacity procured.  These are effects that should be included in a rate impact test but they are not the only rate impacts.  Similar to the Electric Test, C&LM can also impact rates by replacing energy or capacity with conservation.  By conserving on-peak energy, the average cost of energy may decline resulting in lower rates. On the other hand, lower off‑peak consumption may result in higher average energy rates.  Similarly reducing the need for future capacity can also impact rates.


The Department will require the EDCs to develop a new methodology and include the results of the rate impact test on each program and the total proposed budgets in its next C&LM filing.  The Department encourages the EDCs and the ECMB to examine rate impacts when considering program options.  The Department intends to examine these impacts even more closely in the future.

8.
Marketing

a.
Public Comment - Grass Roots Communications


The Department thanks members of the public who attend these proceedings or provide input through Department hearings or the ECMB public comment process.  The Department considers all public input as it deliberates its final rulings in this and other matters to come before it.


Hannah Roditi commented on the value of having community organizations and other non‑utility sources deliver the message about pursuing energy efficiency.  Ms. Roditi states:

I wanted to come here today to speak briefly about what was effective in moving me to take action (concerning energy efficiency) and ways the DPUC can help more people take part in programs to increase energy efficient behavior in this state. . . What moves (most people) to take action is not usually written materials or impersonal advertisements or communications from a large entity we don’t really understand or trust, nor even personal advances from that same large untrusted entity.  Instead, it is personal contact through a network of relationships at the local level, often supported by nonprofit groups that we know and trust.  I therefore urge the DPUC to move in the direction of other states, including Vermont, and invest in outreach through dedicated nonprofits with a good track record to help get more residents, like me to become more responsible energy consumers.  I don’t see how utility companies could carry out such a role.  They have neither the credibility in the community, nor the kinds of community‑based organizational culture to carry it out.  They need (to partner with) community‑based nonprofits.  Tr. 10/24/09, pp. 8‑13.


The Department agrees with the general spirit of these comments as they relate to the merits of grass roots communications efforts.
  Further, while the Department takes no position as to the trustworthiness of messages delivered by utility companies, it understands how consumers may be skeptical about the communications that are delivered by “giant corporations” or when a message appears to conflict with the consumers’ understanding of a corporation’s mission; in this case, an electric company promoting conservation.  The ECMB Marketing Committee should strongly consider these comments as it moves to address the marketing‑related concerns and goals expressed in this Decision.

b.
General


The Department inquired as to whether there is a need to change the EDCs’ oversight of Energy Efficiency Fund marketing activities; modify the current Fund logo standards; hire a media consultant; and, conduct targeted marketing campaigns.  Tr. 11/24/09, pp. 749‑774.


UI believes that the current logo standards, which de‑emphasize utility logos, have worked well to provide an appropriate balance of communicating the fact that funding for the programs is provided by ratepayers while indicating that these programs come from a trusted source ‑ the local utilities that are overseen by a regulatory body to which consumers can turn.  UI continues, stating that marketing efforts to date have not been intended to promote either the Energy Efficiency Fund or the utilities.  Instead, marketing has been used to attract participants and increase energy savings.  As a result, UI believes there is no need to change current logo standards or the manner in which the Energy Efficiency Fund is branded.  However, UI acknowledges that there are challenges to ensuring that media coverage of the Energy Efficiency Fund accurately represents the interaction between the roles of the Department, the Companies, the ECMB and the Fund vis-à-vis the programs.  UI Brief, pp. 2 and 3.


CL&P requests that the Department retain the current logo standards and continue to include Company logos along with the Energy Efficiency Fund logo in marketing materials (i.e., co‑branding).  CL&P argues that the use of Company logos lends credibility to the offers made by Energy Efficiency Fund vendors and provides a sense of comfort for customers choosing to participate in these programs.  In support of its request, CL&P notes the Department’s past endorsement of this strategy.  Regarding the need for a marketing consultant, CL&P states that the Companies employ marketing professionals who are capable of carrying out all marketing‑related duties.  Therefore, there is no need to incur the additional cost of a marketing consultant.  CL&P Brief, p. 3.


The ECMB supports the use of Company logos with the Energy Efficiency Fund logo.  Tr. 11/24/09, p. 760.

c.
Increased Awareness Regarding The Energy Efficiency Fund


The Companies have administered and promoted the programs supported by the Energy Efficiency Fund for nearly a decade.  As a result, over time the Department believes that a misperception has developed among consumers and the media that Energy Efficiency Fund‑related activities and incentives are supported by CL&P and UI.  This misperception may exist for several reasons:

1. A deliberate effort has not been made to avoid this condition;

2. The EDCs are generally the media’s point of contact for information regarding programs, events and press releases and are the only point of contact for the purchase of print and television/radio advertising.  This has resulted in Fund‑related activities being reported as “an event held at UI’s SmartLiving Center” or “incentives provided by CL&P helped bring this project to fruition” etc.  Reporting of this nature reinforces the misperception;

3. Little or no effort has been made to significantly improve awareness of the Fund;

4. The incessant use of corporate logos on promotional items, collateral material, advertisements and other literature [e.g., See, Annual Reports of the ECMB dated January 31, 2003, January 31, 2004, March 1, 2005, and March 1, 2010, (back cover)]; and,

5. The use of corporate names in program titles (e.g., UI Helps).


The EDCs cite the Department’s discussion of co‑branding as detailed in the 2004 Phase II C&LM Decision in support of their position to maintain the current logo standards.  In addition to the language cited by the EDCs that Decision states:

Recent actions by the Legislature placed the C&LM programs at risk of being shut down.  Despite the potential to eliminate these programs, there was limited movement among the general public to maintain the fund or the programs it supports.  The Department believes that this was due in part to the fact that many customers are unaware of the conservation fund and its value to the state.  The Department also believes that customers may not connect the Conservation Fund to the many separate C&LM programs that are promoted by UI and CL&P.  Decision, p. 20.


At that time, the Energy Efficiency Fund faced elimination due to state budget issues.  The 2004 Phase II C&LM Decision addressed the lack of public support against then pending Legislative action regarding the ‘taking’ of the Energy Efficiency Fund and concluded that there was a need to increase public awareness about the Energy Efficiency Fund and its benefits.  The Department concluded that increased awareness among consumers would help to garner greater public support against diverting revenues from the Energy Efficiency Fund should it be jeopardized in the future.  Specifically, the Department directed that a Fund logo be developed and that the Companies modify promotional language to increase general awareness about the Energy Efficiency Fund.  Id.


The state is once again facing significant budget challenges which could impact the Energy Efficiency Fund and while the Department has witnessed some change in program marketing in the five years since this matter was first addressed, the Department believes that the above noted misperception persists.  The Companies contend that they cannot control how the media interprets the relationship between the funding for these programs and program administration or how the media provides this information to the public.  The Department disagrees.  The Companies have taken little action to educate the media regarding this issue.  CL&P Written Exceptions, p. 14.  The Department believes that increasing the effort to educate the media while focusing on this issue among the public in general will resolve this matter.


The Department seeks to eliminate the above noted misperception and assure that consumers and the media are fully aware that conservation‑related rebates, financing, education and all other Fund‑related activities are funded by Connecticut ratepayers, not CL&P, UI or the LDCs and that these activities provide significant benefits to Connecticut.


Based on the foregoing, the Department will direct that the ECMB conduct an evaluation to determine the current level of awareness among Connecticut’s residential, business and municipal customers regarding the Energy Efficiency Fund, the programs it supports, the benefits it provides and the general understanding about funding for these initiatives.  Based on its review of this evaluation the Department will establish a metric(s) for improving consumer awareness and will incorporate that metric among the goals and management incentive for the 2011 budget year.


A follow‑up evaluation will be conducted in the future to determine the level of success in achieving the established goal.  The Department views this issue as critical to the success of the Energy Efficiency Fund.  Therefore, this goal will be applied jointly and will equal 10% of each Company’s incentive for 2011.  As stated in previous Decisions, the Department believes that this matter can be addressed within current budgets (i.e., low cost/no cost methods) by directly communicating these concerns to the media, by changing the way information is delivered to the public, by addressing the manner in which corporate logos are used, etc.  Therefore, the ECMB must closely monitor marketing expenditures to assure that the EDCs target this goal without incurring significant additional marketing costs to do so.  This goal is consistent with the Department’s directives to establish broader, longer term goals as required in the 2009 C&LM Decision.  See, Decision, pp. 30‑32.

d.
Fund Logo and Standards


In 2004 the Department directed that CL&P, UI and the ECMB develop a logo for the Fund.  See, 2004 Phase II C&LM Decision, p. 20.  In 2005 the Department addressed disagreements between the Companies and the ECMB associated with the development of the logo and associated standards.  See, 2005 C&LM Decision, p. 25.  In August of 2005 the Department approved the Energy Efficiency Fund logo and standards for use in marketing materials.  See, letters dated July 18, 2005 and August 12, 2005, in Docket No. 03‑11‑01PH02, Compliance for Order 11.  It took over one year for the EDCs and the ECMB to agree on the logo and standards that were submitted for Department review in that proceeding.


In 2005, the Department found that the use of corporate logos along with the Energy Efficiency Fund logo has value in supporting the success of Fund programs.  2005 C&LM Decision, p. 25.  As a result, Energy Efficiency Fund logo standards allow the use of corporate logos.  The Department continues to believe that proper use of corporate logos in say, program specific collateral material and program applications has value in supporting the success of Energy Efficiency Fund programs and in attracting participants to increase energy savings.  However, the widespread, repeated and general use of corporate logos is counterproductive to eliminating the misperception about program funding noted above.


The current Energy Efficiency Fund logo standards do not mandate the use of corporate logos; they simply set guidelines for their size and placement.  Therefore, the Companies are free to include/exclude their corporate logos as they see fit.  Based on the foregoing the Department will not modify logo standards at this time but may revisit this issue in the future.  However, as discussed above the Department believes that over use of corporate logos will make it difficult to achieve the goals that will be set regarding increased awareness of the Energy Efficiency Fund.

e.
Department‑Directed Promotional Activities


Pursuant to the 2009 C&LM Decision the Department allocated $100,000 to Department‑directed marketing activities such as the printing of collateral material, the production of promotional items etc.  Unspent amounts were to be carried forward to 2010.  Decision, p. 14.


During 2009 the Department used a portion of these funds to develop collateral material related to CTEnergyInfo.com and 2010 Energy‑Saver calendars.  The Department again directs the Companies to allocate $100,000 from the 2010 budget to this effort along with any funds carried over from 2009.  The Department will direct the use of these funds, which may extend to educational initiatives.  Unspent funds will again be carried forward.

f.
Intensified Marketing Efforts


The EDCs and ECMB generally support the concept of intense, targeted marketing.  However, these participants believe that this strategy should be applied to technologies that can be used universally among consumers, such as CFLs.  These participants also caution that this strategy must be sensibly applied because it has the potential to create demand for products or services that can’t be met, which would result in dissatisfaction among consumers.  Tr. 11/24/09, pp. 766‑774.


In its Written Exceptions CL&P suggests that doubling socket penetration to 46% in two years is unrealistic, citing the fact that the EDCs efforts to target this technology over the last twenty years has only resulted in a penetration rate of 23%.  CL&P also notes that the penetration rate reported in the Lighting Evaluation could range between 14.6% and 31.4% based on the 90% confidence interval and that the Department’s 46% target could have the same error boundaries.  CL&P suggests a goal of CFL sales in lieu of socket penetration.  CL&P Written Exceptions, p. 16.


In its Written Exceptions UI notes similar concerns expressed by CL&P and suggests that the Department reduce the target penetration rate to 36% along with an appropriate error band.  UI acknowledges that while 36% is more reasonable it would still require a significant effort to achieve.  UI Written Exceptions, p. 8.


Market transformation stimulated through direct ratepayer‑supported financial incentives has for years been necessary to encourage consumer interest and participation in energy efficiency.  Connecticut has relied on this model for nearly 20 years, applying it to a wide range of technologies over that time.  Energy efficient lighting has been a mainstay of these efforts and while the Energy Efficiency Fund can proclaim success in transforming the commercial lighting market it cannot declare the same success for CFLs.  Despite a long‑term sustained effort to encourage consumer interest in CFLs,
 a proven technology that can reduce energy costs by 75%, a socket penetration rate of only 23% has been achieved.  Therefore, a change in marketing strategies to include concentrated, product‑specific efforts, must be considered.


The Department is mindful of the potential to create demand for products or services that can’t be met and the potential for consumer dissatisfaction expressed by the ECMB.  Therefore, at this time intensified marketing should target products, services or messages that have generally broad application and where customer demand can be met through available retail/contractor channels; e.g., CFLs, maintenance of heating and cooling equipment, and peak demand reduction via the “Wait til 8” message, respectively.


CFL lighting is a mature technology offering common and specialty products in a variety of wattages, sizes, shapes and temperature through multiple retail channels.  In addition, as discussed herein, the Department has reversed its ruling regarding the discontinuation of negotiated cooperative purchase (NCP) arrangements for common CFLs providing opportunities to assure product availability in the market.  Therefore, it is reasonable to assume there is an adequate supply of these products available to meet the demand that may created by targeting CFLs under a concentrated marketing approach.  Based on the foregoing, the Department will require the Companies to develop an intensified marketing campaign regarding CFLs.


The campaign must increase socket penetration of CFLs and increase awareness of the benefits of energy efficient lighting (including LED) and the proper disposal of these products.  To that end, the Companies should promote CFLs as a dual commitment from the consumer to install and properly dispose of the product.
  As one component of this campaign the Companies must develop and maintain a joint comprehensive web based CFL/LED information area that will be linked to CTEnergyInfo.com.


As noted in past Department rulings, Lighting Fairs provide a unique opportunity to educate consumers regarding lighting and energy efficiency in general.  See, 2007 C&LM Decision, p. 14.  Therefore this campaign shall include an increase in the number of Lighting Fairs conducted in Connecticut as well as a presence at high traffic areas such as malls, DMV offices etc., from time‑to‑time.  Regarding Lighting Fairs, the Companies must establish rebates for some LED products to begin promoting this technology at these events.
  The Companies should also reach out to the myriad energy related grass roots organizations that have begun to assemble across Connecticut to address this effort.


Based on its review of this matter, and in consideration of the CL&P and UI Written Exceptions, the Department will establish a joint metric for increased socket penetration of CFLs requiring that penetration increase from 23% to 36% (using the same sampling technique and therefore the same error bandwidth applied in the Lighting Evaluation) and will incorporate this metric among the goals and management incentive for the 2011 budget year.
  The percentage increase will be used to calculate the incentive.
  The Lighting Evaluation has determined that 60% of Connecticut households are already using CFLs.  Therefore, this metric appears reasonable.


The Department views this marketing effort as critical to increasing consumer awareness of the Energy Efficiency Fund and CFLs, one of the most universally applicable and cost‑effective conservation measures available.  This goal will be applied jointly and will equal 10% of each Company’s total incentive for 2011.  In addition to the follow‑up lighting evaluation that will be necessary to measure success in achieving this metric, the ECMB must conduct a follow up study to determine the effectiveness of concentrated approach to marketing energy efficiency in Connecticut ordered herein.  The Department notes that an intensified marketing campaign also provides the EDCs an opportunity to target the misperception regarding the Energy Efficiency Fund addressed above.  This goal is consistent with the Department’s directives to establish broader, longer term goals as required in the 2009 C&LM Decision.  See, Decision, pp. 30‑32.  

The EDCs note that the CFL market has been targeted for twenty years with relatively modest success, i.e., the 23% penetration rate and argue therefore that significantly increasing this penetration rate in less than two years is unrealistic.  Throughout the last ten years the EDCs have regularly exceeded their annual CFL‑related goals, earning bonus incentives in the process.  In the last few years, in addition to the incentive provided from the three‑mills/kWh assessment, the EDCs now earn an incentive on revenues that were not anticipated in 2000, such as Class III RECs, RGGI, etc.  As a result, it is time to challenge the EDCs by implementing global, ‘stretch’ goals under these programs.  The Department has established two such goals herein; the CFL penetration rate and the increase in general awareness of the Fund.  The Department challenges the ECMB to propose similar goals for other C&LM programs for 2011 and beyond.

9.
Energy Information Line – 877 WISE USE


In 2005, the EDCs began operating a state wide toll‑free number, 877‑WISE USE (Wise Use) to respond to questions regarding the C&LM programs (Energy Information Line).  Pursuant to the 2007 C&LM Decision the Department directed the EDCs to expand the scope of Wise Use to allow customers to receive information about any energy‑related topic.  2007 C&LM Decision, pp. 17‑19 and Order No. 10.


Pursuant to the 2008 C&LM Decision, the Department further directed the EDCs to have the Energy Information Line answered by a live voice during normal business hours and to transfer calls regarding alternate electric suppliers, clean energy technologies and other energy related questions to appropriate resources, thereby creating an energy information call center.  2008 C&LM Decision, p. 37.


Wise Use is now answered directly by CL&P or UI personnel during business hours.  As a result of increased activity, the EDCs have each assigned two FTEs to answer calls and each EDC utilizes other C&LM personnel to answers calls during periods of high volume.
  After hours, or when call volume exceeds available resources, callers are prompted to leave a message that will be returned within the current business day, within 24 hours or on the next business day, whichever is appropriate.


The EDCs provided the following breakdown of the calls that were handled during 2009.  Late Filed Exhibit No 9.  As the table shows, Wise Use handles an average of 56 calls per day on a variety of topics, with the majority of the calls (approximately 78%) being related to the Energy Efficiency Fund, addressing rebates, C&I, HES and limited income programs.  However, calls regarding HES lead the way reflecting nearly 44% of all call volume.

Table 17

[image: image20.emf]Wise Use - Breakdown of Calls

Inquiry

1

CL&P UI Total Percentage

OPM2

75 91 166 1.2%

Rebates3

1,192 321 1,513 10.9%

Alternate Supplier 180 942 1,122 8.1%

Commecial & Industrial4

963 356 1,319 9.5%

Technical 165 - 165 1.2%

Limited Income5

557 1,434 1,991 14.3%

Home Energy Solutions 4,032 2,052 6,084 43.8%

Clean Energy Fund - 314 314 2.3%

Other  441 787 1,228 8.8%

7,605 6,297 13,902 100.0%

Average daily call volume6

56

1

 Source of combined data or specific reference:  UI Late Filed Exhibit No. 9.

2

 CT Furnace Replacement Program.

3

 Combined - Energy Star Appliance, Lighting, AC Turn-in and Cool Choice.

4

 Combined - Small Bus., C&I Lighting & Energy Audit, Energy Opportunity, Other C&I inquiries. 

5

 Combined UI Helps and Energy Assistance. 

6

 Total calls divided by 250 business days per year, rounded.



The Department envisions that Wise Use should, within reason, provide answers and/or resources to address essentially any energy related question.  The EDCs are attempting to meet this goal by transferring inquiries for technical information to specialized C&LM staff.  Tr. 10/29/09, p. 236.  The Department believes this is a reasonable approach to achieving the stated goal but will monitor this activity to determine whether additional resources (primarily web‑based) are needed to fully achieve it.


Based on call volume and the types of issues being addressed, Wise Use appears to be achieving its intended purpose; to provide a state‑wide resource for consumers to get answers to their energy‑related question.  The Department reiterates its goal of having all calls (or as many as possible) answered live during business hours and commends CL&P and UI for their role in moving this initiative forward to date.


The Department has reviewed the call summaries submitted by the EDCs and believes this information should be presented in a unified manner and as part of the C&LM standard filing requirement.  Therefore, the EDCs will be required to track the information based on the following sample table and to submit the information as part of the annual C&LM standard filing requirement, providing historical data for five years.  Reporting will begin in the 2011 C&LM Plan with 2009 data.  As indicated in the sample table, the EDCs should include a footnote to present a brief summary of “Other” calls by type.  The EDCs are free to modify the table but both must track the information identically.

Table 18
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Month HES

Other Res. 

Progams

WRAP or 

UI HELPS

Smart 

Living 

Center

SBEA

Other C&I 

Programs

Alternate 

Suppliers*

Clean 

Energy 

Fund*

"Green" 

(buildings, 

jobs, LEED, 

etc.)*

Technical Other Total

January

February

March

April

May

June

July

August

September

October

November

December

  TOTAL

* These categories should include calls transferred to the Department, Connecticut Clean Energy Fund or Institute for Sustainable Energy.

Other - brief summary of calls by type.


10.
Internet Resources


The energy information website www.ctenergyinfo.com includes an energy events calendar (Calendar).  The Department has been working with the C&LM staff to increase awareness about this resource with the goal of improving the number of posted events.  To assist in achieving this goal the Department will require that Energy Efficiency Fund‑related events, be posted to the Calendar.  Posting these events will provide ECMB members access to timely notification of these activities.  ECMB meetings must also be posted.  The EDCs and ECMB must establish a protocol to assure timely posting of these events.


The ECMB maintains its own web site, www.ctsavesenergy.org.  The Department relies on this site as a reference for consumer information, directing customers to the site and linking the ECMB‑related information (e.g., annual reports, meeting minutes, etc.) posted there to ctenergyinfo.com.  However, the ECMB site has not been upgraded in some time and anecdotal evidence suggests that it may be difficult to update information and generally maintain the site under its current structure.  Based on the foregoing, the Department will require the ECMB to upgrade its site to improve the ECMB’s ability to cost‑effectively manage it and improve the ability to locate information therein.  The Department will authorize spending of up to $20,000 over the next two years to accommodate this requirement.

L. Other Funding Requests

1.
General


The EDCs state that they have identified areas in the public comment matrix where they have recommended initiatives or funding to address comments raised through the ECMB public input process.  The EDCs continue, indicating that they are currently awaiting input from the ECMB on the merit of these various requests.  Many of these proposed initiatives or funding requests are either already being addressed through initiatives in the 2010 C&LM Plan or would be completed as part of the normal program budget without any funding allocation.  The EDCs continue, stating that some funding requests would require budget dollars to be reallocated if the Department determined the proposals justified the expenditure.  The EDCs provided detailed information regarding each of these requests in Late Filed Exhibit No. 28.


The following table summarizes Late Filed Exhibit No. 28 and provides the Department’s findings concerning these proposals.

Table 19
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CT Sierra Club Energy 

Chair

Recommends the continuation of energy conservation funds 

critical to the success of Sierra Club's Cool Cities 

Campaign in Connecticut to provide resources for citizens 

to engage local officials to take real action to reduce energy 

waste and heat-trapping global warming pollution.

This initiative would be addressed by the 

eeCommunities program and funding would come 

from the  program budget.  

Final determination to be made by the 

ECMB with funding from the 

eeCommunities program if approved.

Wilson Educational 

Services, Inc. (WES)

Carol Wilson requested  $35,000 for 10 training programs 

for 2010 for Savings Through Energy Management (STEM) 

for This Old House of Worship.

Funding for this initiative would come from the 

Home Energy Solutions program budget.

See Department analysis.

Energy & Technologies 

Committee, Connecticut 

General Assembly

No Funding Requested n/a

Interreligious Eco-Justice 

Network (IREJN)

Supported the funding requested by Carol Wilson. See Department analysis below.

CPTV This proposal is for a Connecting Our Communities This 

Old House- style “Energy Conservation and Efficiency” 

television series.  This would cover production and airing 

of 10 shows at a projected cost of $526,173.  

Funding for this initiative would need to be 

reallocated from program budgets if the Department 

determined this was a good use of the C&LM fund 

dollars.

The Department denies this request.  See 

Department analysis.

Connecticut United for 

Research Excellence 

(CURE)

Requested funding to set up a new mobile laboratory 

outfitted with solar and wind technology that would also 

teach the elements of an energy audit.  They would also 

develop energy and environmental stewardship curricula.  

They are requesting $500,000 in funding from the ECMB 

but other partners are also being solicited for additional 

funding, some for operational needs.

The Companies recommend that this initiative be 

funded by the Connecticut Clean Energy Fund.  

However, the educational component of this 

initiative would be addressed through the eeSmarts 

program and budget.

The Department concurs with the 

recommendation.  If the Connecticut Clean 

Energy Fund approves this initiative it may 

be appropriate to develop eduactional 

support through eeSmarts.  That decision 

rests with the ECMB.

Eco Hatchery Eco Hatchery helps expand the reach and effectiveness of 

residential energy efficiency & conservation initiatives and 

CO2 reduction measures with programs.  They seek 

funding of $86,000 (plus local costs) for a pilot project of 

1,000 homes or $34,000 to provide some subsidization of 

the Energy-Saving Toolkits they would distribute.

The Companies are carefully reviewing a number of 

behavioral change proposals and anticipate 

conducting a pilot of the most promising offerings in 

2010.  Funding for this pilot was included in the 

eeCommunities program budget.  

The Department concurs with the 

recommendation to conduct a pilot program 

for promising behavioral change proposals.  

The ECMB would determine the appropriate 

source of funding.

Northeast Energy 

Efficiency Partnerships 

(NEEP)

No Funding Requested n/a

Enviro Energy Connections Supported the funding requested by Carol Wilson. n/a

Becker Development 

Associates (BDA)

BDA is the developer of a $180 million mixed-use project 

currently under construction in downtown New Haven.  

BDA is seeks funding through the DPUC and United 

Illuminating (Ul) for energy efficiency measures  to create a 

combined energy savings of over 30% as compared to an 

ASHRAE 2004 baseline building.

Funding for this initiative would come from the 

Energy Conscious Blueprint program budget.

Requests associated with the BDA project 

are being addressed in separate proceedings 

before the Department.

Clean Water Action Clean Water Fund requests a total of $60,000 for August 

2009 through July 2010 from CEEF to support efficiency 

training, outreach and education This will leverage the 

existing CCEF funding to support municipal energy work 

and will enable CWF to dedicate a full-time staff person to 

efficiency for 12 months, a cost which includes materials, 

travel, and other office overhead. 

This request  will be further explored with the 

ECMB and funding for this initiative would come 

from the appropriate program budget.

The Department concurs with the 

recommendation.  


Table 19 (cont.)
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Chair, Portland Clean 

Energy Task Force

Supported the funding requested by Clean Water Action. n/a

North Haven Clean Energy 

Task Force

Requests that the ECMB provide more services to clean 

energy task forces and other entities struggling to commit 

the public to support clean energy.

This initiative would be addressed by the 

eeCommunities program and funding would come 

from the  program budget.  

The eeCommunities program should help to 

promote these initiatives if they are funded 

by the Clean Energy Fund.  

Competitive Resources Competitive Resources recommends exploring use of 

federal stimulus funds to address oil heated homes.

The 2010 Home Energy Solutions budget includes 

funding for oil heated homes.  

The Department concurs with the actions 

being taken by the ECMB regarding this 

matter.

Woodbridge Clean Energy 

Task Force

Direct funding of independent training efforts to save 

energy.

This initiative would be addressed by the 

eeCommunities program and funding would come 

from the  program budget.  

Litchfield Energy Task 

Force (Co-Chair)

Recommended attic stairways be insulated.  No Funding 

Requested

See Department analysis below.

Automation Concepts Ltd Automation Concepts Ltd., an engineering company located 

in Hebron, Connecticut, addressed the Board on the need to 

begin mainstreaming LED lighting and offered the services 

of his company to provide a study for it in residential 

applications.  

This effort would be redundant to similar efforts the 

Companies support through organizations such as 

NEEP and CEE.

The Department concurs with the actions 

being taken by the ECMB regarding this 

matter.

Grounded Power  Grounded Power employs a software package that also 

combines psychology and technology to engage, motivate 

and empower customers to transform their behavior to 

produce real, persistent and measurable energy savings. 

The Companies are carefully reviewing a number of 

behavioral change proposals and anticipate 

conducting a pilot of the most promising offerings in 

2010.  Funding for this pilot was included in the 

eeCommunities program budget.  

The Department concurs with the 

recommendation to conduct a pilot program 

for promising behavioral change proposals.  

The ECMB would determine the appropriate 

source of funding.

Positive Energy Positive Energy presented a behavioral change program for 

inclusion as an energy efficiency program.

The Companies are carefully reviewing a number of 

behavioral change proposals and anticipate 

conducting a pilot of the most promising offerings in 

2010.  Funding for this pilot was included in the 

eeCommunities program budget.  

The Department concurs with the 

recommendation to conduct a pilot program 

for promising behavioral change proposals.  

The ECMB would determine the appropriate 

source of funding.

Efficiency 2.0 Efficiency 2.0 provides a platform that supports residential 

behavior initiatives.  No Funding Requested

The Companies are carefully reviewing a number of 

behavioral change proposals and anticipate 

conducting a pilot of the most promising offerings in 

2010.  Funding for this pilot was included in the 

eeCommunities program budget.  

The Department concurs with the 

recommendation to conduct a pilot program 

for promising behavioral change proposals.  

The ECMB would determine the appropriate 

source of funding.

Comfortable Heat Discussed the merits of measuring and comparing 

efficiency options.  No Funding Requested

n/a


2.
Wilson Educational Services

Wilson Educational Services states that it is requesting $35,000 to support a program to spread the word about energy conservation options by working with motivated members of religious congregations.  The program, Savings Through Energy Management or STEM for This Old House of Worship, trains five to ten congregations at a time to look at their building as an energy consumer and to then identify opportunities to reduce the consumption of electricity, fossil fuel and water.  In support of its request Wilson Educational Services claims that some past participants have reported significant reductions in fossil fuel consumption and all have undertaken lighting upgrades.  Some lighting upgrades have reduced electric consumption by 30%.  Tr. 10/29/09, pp. 103‑107.

The Companies expressed concern that this effort could have negative health and/or safety consequences if untrained persons begin conducting energy audits and subsequently over‑tighten their home or other properties.  Tr. 11/24/09, p. 1040.

This project appears to reflect the type of grass roots initiative discussed herein.  The Department believes this approach has merit and therefore will direct the EDCs allocate $35,000 (80/20 CL&P/UI) to it.  Although small, the EDCs should monitor/observe this program and report whether its concerns were justified, if the program can achieve the stated benefits and whether participants realize the savings claimed by Wilson Educational Services.  The monitoring of these activities should not involve a costly/formal evaluation, but rather a more informal observation of, and reporting on, the program.  The EDCs shall provide a summary of their observations in the 2011 C&LM Plan.

3.
Connecticut Public Television


Connecticut Public Television (CPTV) requests approximately $526,000 to produce and air a ten part series on energy efficiency.  The Department does not believe this to be the best use of Energy Efficiency Fund dollars at this time.  Therefore, CPTV’s request is denied.

4.
Connecticut Academy of Science and Engineering


The Connecticut Academy of Science and Engineering (CASE) states that Section 88 of Public Act 07‑242 directed the development of a real‑time energy tracker for use by television weathermen.  Pursuant to this requirement and the Department’s directives in Docket No. 07‑06‑60, CASE collaborated with the Department, OPM and local television stations to develop this tool in 2007.  CASE indicates that the real‑time tracker (aka, CTPower Update) is in use by at least one television station and is featured on CTEnergyInfo.com.  CASE states that this resource has proven successful in educating consumers about the cost associated with peak electric demand in Connecticut and the benefits of reducing this demand.  Decision dated January 16, 2008 in Docket No. 07‑06‑60, DPUC Review of the Statewide Energy Efficiency and Outreach Marketing Campaign, Attached Marketing Plan, p. 7; Tr. 11/24/09, pp. 869‑876, CASE filing, December 4, 2009.


The Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection (CT DEP) states that there is a direct correlation between peak electric demand and the days on which Connecticut exceeds the national ambient air quality standards for ozone.  CT DEP continues, stating that as part of ongoing environmental and public health efforts the CT DEP generates air quality forecasts using data collected at its air quality monitoring facilities throughout the state.  Further, CT DEP states that it has a communication infrastructure in place to provide daily air quality updates to media outlets and that these forecasts have become a regular part of television weather forecasts during the ozone season.  Id.


CASE believes that since there is a direct link between peak electric demand and poor air quality that CTPower Update should be expanded to include a real‑time air quality report to educate consumers regarding this matter.  CASE states that the addition of a real‑time air quality tracker would allow the Department to leverage the existing CT DEP communications network to further its goals about lowering peak electric demand at little or no cost.  CASE estimates the project would cost $100,000 and requests the Department allocate revenues from the Energy Efficiency Fund to this effort.  Id.


The Department participated with OPM and CASE in the design and implementation of the Connecticut’s real‑time energy tracker, CTPower Update.  This resource provides consumers with valuable information about the benefits associated with reducing the state’s electric demand.  Based on the testimony of CASE and the CT DEP the Department finds that there is a direct correlation between peak electric demand and poor air quality in Connecticut and that it would prove beneficial to educate consumers regarding this relationship.  In addition, CTPower Update may receive additional media coverage as a result of its relationship with the real‑time air quality tracker.  Therefore, the Department supports this initiative.


Based on its experience with the development of CTPower Update the Department estimates it should cost approximately $85,000 to develop this resource.  Therefore, the Department will direct the ECMB to allocate $85,000 (80/20 CL&P and UI) to this effort.  This project will be developed by CASE, the Department and CT DEP and must provide a consistent ‘look and feel’ for presentation on CTEnergyInfo.  CASE shall be required to submit its plan and budget for completing this project for Department approval.  The Department hopes this tool can be in place for use during the summer of 2010.

5.
Connecticut Retail Merchant Association


The Connecticut Retail Merchants Association (CRMA) proposes to establish a program to assist the myriad Connecticut mom‑and‑pop retail outlets in addressing their energy costs.  The plan, which mirrors a similar effort being conducted in New Hampshire, includes a number of outreach and educational strategies designed to build on current communications.  The CRMA commits to work closely with the incumbent utilities and the Department and believes its program will be successful because the organization has established brand recognition and trust among its members.  Success will translate to lower costs for Connecticut merchants which will benefit everyone.  The CRMA requests $300,000 for this initiative.  Tr. 11/24/09, pp. 724‑736.


The Department has not previously allocated direct funding to an organization such as the CRMA.  However, a review of the proposal finds that it may prove beneficial in providing the Companies access to this customer base.  Therefore, the Department believes it is reasonable to approve funding for this initiative to allow the Companies to evaluate the merits of this approach.  Therefore, the Department considers this to be a pilot initiative.  However, the Department considers $300,000 excessive.  Therefore, the Department will authorize $150,000 (80/20 CL&P/UI) for this effort.


CRMA must work with the ECMB and appropriate Energy Efficiency Fund staff in the planning, design, and implementation of this program to assure it aligns with other Fund‑related activities.  The Department will require CRMA to submit a detailed plan, budget and timetable for Department approval.  Funding for this initiative will be release upon Department approval of the final plan.  The Department anticipates expedited treatment of this program.

6.
Connecticut Resources Recovery Authority


At the October 21, 2009 ECMB Meeting the Connecticut Resources Recovery Authority (CRRA) requested $137,000 to add additional educational offerings to its existing school and scout programs.  The proposal comprises three components; the addition of an energy savings component to current CRRA program material, the development and installation of the “Recycle‑o‑Meter” and upgrades to Museum exhibits.  The following table provides a breakdown of CRRA’s request.

Table 20

[image: image24.emf]Connecticut Resources Recovery Authority

Energy Conservation 1

$75,000

Recycle-o-Meter 2

$25,000

Exhibits 3

$37,000

Total $137,000

1

 Cost per class is $225; grant covers $75/class.

2

 Estimated cost from Pita Communications.

3

 Signage, graphic design and kiosks.

Source of data: CRRA October 21, 2009 presentation to ECMB. 



CRRA states that its current educational program and related displays do not focus on the primary benefits of recycling, energy conservation.
  Therefore, CRRA’s proposal is designed to make the connection between recycling and energy savings.  CRRA continues, indicating that the requested funding for the proposed energy conservation curriculum component would subsidize the overall cost to conduct CRRA’s 90‑minute classroom activities.  CRRA notes that these sessions reach up to 57,000 students annually.  In addition, the Recycle‑o‑meter would allow each classroom or scout troop to calculate the energy savings associated with each group’s recycling efforts, providing a real‑life example of the benefits associated with behavior‑related changes.  The aggregate recycling/energy savings would be tallied and displayed at CRRA’s Museum.  Finally, exhibit upgrades would include new signage and lighting display that would compare the energy consumption of incandescent, CFL and LED lighting as well as a recycled aluminum fence.  This aspect of the proposal is intended to demonstrate the practical application of recycling.  CRRA October 21, 2009 presentation to ECMB.


The Department generally observes that marketing and promotional activities about recycling, notably aluminum, do not place emphasize the energy savings associated with this behavior.  Further, while recycling may not provide direct or measurable kWh savings within Connecticut, these savings are real and accrue to society in general.  In addition, education that targets changes in our every‑day behavior (i.e., recycling, composting, etc.) has the potential to expand the energy‑related cultural shift that our society is beginning to experience.  Based on the foregoing, the Department will direct the Energy Efficiency Fund to allocate $137,000 from the 2010 budget to the CRRA proposal (80/20 CL&P/UI).


CRRA must work with the ECMB and the Energy Efficiency Fund staff that oversees the Museum Partnerships in the planning, design, and implementation of this program to assure it aligns with other Fund‑related activities.  The Department will require CRRA to submit a detailed plan, budget and timetable for approval regarding this project.  Funding for this initiative will be release upon Department approval of the final plan.


The Department notes that it generally does not require the Energy Efficiency Fund to quantify the energy savings associated with educational initiatives due to the complexities in quantifying and transforming behavioral change into kWh or kW standards.  For example, the Department does not attempt to quantify the energy or demand savings associated with the “Wait Til’ 8” campaign or EESmarts programs, long‑standing Energy Efficiency Fund efforts that have attempted to stimulate behavioral change.  Therefore, the Department will not assign a metric to this program.  The Department anticipates expedited treatment of this program.

7.
Future Requests for Funding


Many Participants expressed concern regarding the authorization for these other funding requests.  The OCC requests that all special funding be denied since these requests did not follow the ECMB procedural roadmap for approval.  Other Participants argue that special requests which bypass the ECMB budget approval process set a precedent for additional requests in the future.  See, Written Exceptions for OCC p. 6, UI p. 7; ECMB p. 9; MAC p. 1; and, ENE p. 4.


Based on the concerns expressed by these Participants the Department will require that all future requests for funding be formally presented to the ECMB prior to submittal of the annual C&LM Plan.  These requests must include a detailed plan, budget and timetable for implementation as well as any other information requested by the ECMB.  Such requests should be able to demonstrate energy or demand savings.  In the case of education‑related programs or those that do not provide direct or measurable energy or demand benefits the applicant must demonstrate the expected benefits of their proposal.  The ECMB must then make a specific recommendation to accept, modify or deny each request accompanied by an explanation of its recommendation.  This information should be presented in the Public Comment Matrix section of the C&LM Plan.  The Department retains final approval of all such requests.

IV.
Findings of Fact

1. A $75 co‑payment was implemented in 2009 for the HES Core Services
2. HES has experienced a decrease in activity relative to the participation in 2007 and 2008.

3. The co‑payment for oil and propane customers under HES remains at $300 but is being reduced with Stimulus funding.

4. The installation of common CFLs was removed from HES in 2009.

5. The Lighting Evaluation reveals that the market for common CFLs has not been transformed and that significant opportunities remain for the installation of these products.

6. The Companies have been monitoring advancements in the residential HPWH market.

7. Residential domestic HPWH technology was offered through the Energy Efficiency Fund beginning in 1998 under the Hot Shot Program.

8. The Hot Shot Program was discontinued in 2003.

9. Subsequent to 2003 the market developed a one‑piece HPWH for residential applications.

10. The ECMB conducted a pilot program in 2004 for the one‑piece residential HPWH and based on the results, did not endorse this product.

11. Heat pump water heaters can reduce the energy needed to provide domestic hot water by 50%.

12. The Energy Efficiency Fund has not endorsed residential HPWH since 2003.

13. Slightly fewer than one in four sockets in Connecticut (23%) contain a CFL.

14. There are approximately 43 million sockets in Connecticut that do not currently have a CFL or an LED installed in them.

15. Purchases of incandescent bulbs have also been declining since January 2008.

16. Consumers are likely to horde incandescent products as implementation of EISA standards approaches.

17. Section 14 of Public Act 07‑242 requires the ECMB and the Companies to develop a residential financing program that includes on‑bill repayment of the loan.

18. The ECMB supports residential on‑bill repayment of efficiency‑related loans.

19. The ECMB recently retained the services of a residential financing consultant.

20. The ECMB recommends conducting a pilot program for residential efficiency‑related loans.

21. Residential financing of energy related loans has been discussed since 2003.

22. State and federal banking laws and/or regulations create impediments to offering a residential on‑bill repayment structure.

23. A misperception exists among consumers and the media about the funding and support for C&LM programs.

24. There are challenges to ensuring that media coverage of the Fund accurately represents the interaction between the roles of the Department, the Companies, the ECMB and the Fund vis-à-vis the programs.

25. The Companies employ marketing professionals who are capable of carrying out all marketing‑related duties.

26. The Companies have administered and promoted the programs supported by the Fund for nearly a decade.

27. The Companies have never taken deliberate steps to educate the media regarding the roles of the Department, the Companies, the ECMB and the Fund vis-à-vis the programs.

28. Current Fund logo standards allow the use of corporate logos.

29. Current Fund logo standards do not mandate the use of corporate logos.

30. Connecticut has targeted the market transformation of efficient lighting for over 20 years.

31. The socket penetration rate for CFLs is about 23%.

32. 60% of Connecticut households are using CFLs.

33. The Fund has not conducted intense, targeted marketing campaigns.

34. The Companies have operated Wise Use since 2005.

35. In 2008 Wise Use was expanded to respond to additional energy‑related inquiries.

36. Wise Use handled approximately 14,000 calls in between January and October 2009.

37. Approximately 44% of all Wise Use calls are HES‑related.

38. CASE collaborated with the Department, Office of Policy and Management and local television stations in 2007 to develop the real‑time energy tracker CTPower Update.

39. There is a direct correlation between peak electric demand and the days on which Connecticut exceeds the national ambient air quality standards for ozone.

40. The CT DEP has a communications infrastructure in place to provide daily updates regarding air quality to media outlets.

41. The CT DEP air quality forecasts have become a regular part of television weather forecasts during the ozone season.

42. Significant loss of energy occurs at the site of improperly insulated pull down attic stairways and whole house ceiling/attic fans.

43. Pull down attic stairways can be insulated with a box constructed of rigid Styrofoam or other techniques.

44. Pull down attic stairway insulation is not included under the HES program.

45. The Energy Efficiency Fund operates a single energy educational facility, the SmartLiving Center, used for training sessions and seminars, special events and tours.

46. The current SmartLiving Center is located in a strip mall on the Post Road in Orange.

47. The SmartLiving Center has become a hub for residential, and to a lesser extent business energy efficiency programs.

48. The lease for the SmartLiving Center ends in March 2011.

49. Between 2001 and 2004 the Energy Efficiency Fund operated two SmartLiving Centers.

50. The Newington SmartLiving Center was closed in February 2004.

51. The Companies proposed a goal for the SmartLiving Center for 2010 of 12,500 visitors.

52. The average number of visitors to the SmartLiving Center in was 12,940 in 2008 and is projected to total 12,744 in 2009.

53. The EDC limited income program is the most expensive and least cost‑effective program offered by the Energy Efficiency Fund.  

V.
Conclusion and Orders

M. Conclusion


The Department authorizes a total budget of $111,397,649 for Connecticut’s EDCs for 2010 and a total budget of $11,543,747 for Connecticut’s LDCs.  The EDCs must submit a revised budget to address the adjustment to RGGI revenues, 2009 carryover as well as program modifications (e.g., installation of common CFLs within HES) and other directives (e.g., increased socket penetration for CFLs), discussed herein.


The Department finds that a two‑year budget planning process is reasonable but that the programs will continue to be reviewed annually.  The Department also establishes some universal program goals and directs the EDCs to increase the public’s awareness about program funding and the benefits the Energy Efficiency Fund provides.  The Department concludes that while there is no statutory prohibition against the combined review of gas and electric conservation plans, it will maintain separate review processes for them.


The Department directs the LDCs to expand the current rebate for high efficiency gas water heaters, revive market transformation efforts for common CFLs and to evaluate currently available HPWHs.  The Department directs the LDCs to establish a pilot program to determine the opportunities for, and best approach to offering, residential financing for energy‑related projects.  The Department supports the continued funding of the K‑12 pilot program and believes that the ISE has developed an effective, low‑cost approach to lowering O&M costs for Connecticut schools.  The Department also directs the Companies to recalculate certain energy savings based on current building codes, to take steps to lower the cost to deliver certain programs, such as RNC, and to take advantage of the current slack economic climate to increase training on code revisions for architects, engineers and builders.  The Department also directs the ECMB to devise a more inclusive process in the scheduled events of the Evaluation Committee that will offer all ECMB members, including the Companies, the ability to comment on every relevant step of the evaluation process.


Additionally, the Department approves some other funding requests with the stipulation that these entities work closely with the ECMB to finalize their planned use of Energy Efficiency Fund dollars.  Further, the Department commends the EDCs for their efforts regarding the Wise Use energy information line.  Finally, the LDC’s respective Biennial Forecast of Natural Gas Demand and Supply will be reviewed independent from this Decision.
N. Orders

1. On or before April 1, 2010, the EDCs shall submit a revised budget as discussed in Section II.B.4., herein.

2. On or before May 15, 2010, the EDCs shall submit their plan and budget to conduct a targeted marketing campaign for CFLs as discussed in Section II.G.8., herein.

3. On or before March 31, 2010, CASE shall submit its plan and budget to develop a real‑time air quality tracker as discussed in Section II.H.4., herein for Department approval.  The ECMB shall release funding for this project upon Department approval of the plan and budget.

4. Effective with the date of this Decision, thirty days prior to approving any C&I project with incentives that exceed $100,000, the LDCs shall submit a complete description and cost benefit analysis of the project to the Department for review as discussed in Section II.D., herein.

5. Subsequent to receiving the bids for HES core services the Companies shall submit a summary of the pricing from all bids received and finalized proposed pricing for HES services as discussed in Section II.,E.,2.,h., herein.

6. On or before July 1, 2010, the LDCs shall present and discuss the results of the MAP study at its next vendor session and provide recommendations to the Department to address the availability of contractors and/or skilled personnel to deliver energy efficiency services for C&I customers as discussed in Section II.F.3., herein.

7. On or before April 1, 2010, the LDCs shall report on the cost‑effectiveness and feasibility of extending its window replacement measures to natural gas-heated homes and provide a proposal for including cost effective window measures as part of the HES program for 2010 as discussed in Section II.E.1., herein.

8. Effective the date of this Decision, the LDCs shall calculate all energy savings using current building code standards as a base line in all energy savings calculations, continue to provide rebates under the RNC to customers that are along existing mains, and discontinue rebates under the RNC for insulation‑related measures as discussed Section II.E.3.

9. Effective the date of this Decision, the LDCs shall make the $300 Hot Water Heating rebate available to all of their customers that have an inspection report signed by the local building inspector indicating the installation of the hot water heater has passed inspection as discussed for LDCs in Section II.E.4., herein.

10. On or before April 1, 2010, the LDCs shall submit a restated budget that accounts for the decrease in allowed expenditures associated with the RNC and re‑file all energy savings assuming the building code standards are used as a base line as discussed for LDCs in Section II.E., herein.

11. On or before June 1, 2010, the Evaluation Committee shall submit a report to the Department that will establish the baseline for the current level of awareness among Connecticut’s residential, business and municipal customers regarding the Energy Efficiency Fund, the programs it supports, the benefits it provides and the general understanding about funding for these initiatives.  The report shall include the Evaluation Committee’s recommendation as to 1) the increase in awareness (i.e., performance metric) that should be applied in calculating the EDCs performance incentive for 2011 and 2) the timing of the follow‑up evaluation necessary to determine the change in awareness as discussed for the EDCs in Section II.G.8., herein.

12. On or before June 1, 2010, the Evaluation Committee shall submit its recommendation regarding the timing of the follow‑up evaluation that will be conducted to determine the change in socket penetration as discussed for the EDCs in Section II.G.8., herein.

13. Effective the date of this Decision, the Department will cap any oil and gas subsidies at 2009 levels under the low income program.  All incremental spending by the EDCs must be for cost‑effective electric conservation measures.

14. On or before July 21, 2010, the ECMB shall submit an evaluation and recommendations regarding the SmartLiving Center as discussed in Section II.,E.,11., herein.

15. On or before October 1, 2010, as part of the 2011 C&LM Plan the EDCs, LDCs, Companies, ECMB and/or ISE (as appropriate) shall:

a. Submit their recommendations and plan to proceed regarding residential HPWHs as discussed for the EDCs in Section II.E.5., herein;

b. Demonstrate that they have significantly increased the educational offerings for architects, engineers and builders during 2010 as discussed for the EDCs in Section II.F.1., herein;

c. Develop a strategic plan and a proposed budget for curriculum development in vocational schools and community colleges as discussed for the EDCs in Section II.F.1., herein;

d. Submit the results of Tracks 1 and 2 of the BSC pilot study, together with cost‑effectiveness estimates as discussed for the EDCs in Section II.F.2., herein;

e. Demonstrate that the ECMB Evaluation Committee has included a participant satisfaction/program improvement questionnaire in future impact evaluation reports as discussed for the ECMB in Section II.G.1., herein;

f. Explain the plan to apply up to $200,000 to promote stricter appliance and electronic standards through the proper venue(s) as discussed for the EDCs in Section II.E.8., herein;

g. Demonstrate that the 2010 ECMB Program Evaluation Plan has been revised to (1) devise a more transparent and inclusive scheduling process for the ECMB evaluation committee, such as posting of all meeting dates and conference calls, evaluation schedules, and internal deadlines to offer all ECMB members the ability to comment on every relevant step of the evaluation process, and (2) allow all ECMB members a direct vote on the evaluation budgets as discussed for the ECMB in Section II.G.1., herein;

h. Revise their 2010 programs to include the metrics, goals and percentages discussed for the EDCs in Sections II.E.2.e, and II.E.6., herein

i. Provide a summary of Wise Use calls as part of the C&LM Plan Standard Filing Requirement as discussed for the EDCs in Section II.G.9., herein;

j. Provide an analysis of, at minimum, 10 years of projected program costs and benefits assuming reasonable program growth and compare that to supply side options as discussed for the LDCs in Section II.B.3., herein;
k. Include the June 1, 2010 implementation date for the residential financing pilot program as a joint metric in their respective 2010 C&LM incentive calculations and shall assign 5% of each company’s total performance incentive to this metric as discussed for the EDCs in Section II.E.6., herein;

l. Include attic stairway insulation as part of the Core Services under HES and report on the potential to provide insulation for whole house ceiling/attic fans as discussed for the EDCs in Section II.E.10, herein;

m. Train vendors to record the type and vintage of the significant energy consuming equipment used by SBEA customers, as discussed for the EDCs in Section II.F.5., herein, and to develop a data base for vendors to record this information to be used for referrals to the EO program;

n. Include incentives for CFL socket penetration as discussed in Section II.G.8.f. and for awareness about the Energy Efficiency Fund as discussed in Section II.G.8.c., herein;

o. Adjust the goal for the SmartLiving center for purposes of calculating their 2010 performance incentive as discussed in Section II.E.11., herein;

p. Submit to the Department a savings attribution methodology to ascribe savings from more stringent codes and standards for consumer appliances and electronics as discussed for the ECMB in Section II.E.8., herein;

q. Submit the evaluation results for the K‑12 pilot program as discussed for the ISE in Section II.E.9., herein;

r. Report on the efficacy of allowing all ECMB members a direct vote on the independent evaluations budget as discussed for the ECMB in Section II.G.1., herein;

s. Provide a summary of the Wilson initiative as discussed for the EDCs in Section II.H.2., herein;

t. Assure that all Energy Efficiency Fund events and ECMB meetings are posted to the CTEnergyInfo Calendar as discussed for the EDCs in Section II.G.10., herein; and,

u. Incorporate the directives regarding funding requests as discussed for the ECMB in Section II.H.7., herein.
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Docket No. 09-10-03
DPUC review of the connecticut energy efficiency fund's 2010 conservation and load management plan for 2010
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� Since 2000 the Connecticut Energy Efficiency Fund has been referred to as the C&LM Fund or simply the Fund.  To improve consumer awareness about the Connecticut Energy Efficiency Fund the Department believes it is appropriate to use the phrase Energy Efficiency Fund in its Decisions, and will do so going forward.  See, Tr. 11/24/09, pp. 749�751.


� Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16�245m identifies the Energy Conservation Management Board as the entity which advises and assists the electric distribution companies to develop conservation programs and market transformation initiatives.  However, the use of this title/acronym may be inappropriate when used at events sponsored by the Energy Efficiency Fund or when reporting about events or programs to the media. There have been initial discussions by the ECMB regarding the appropriate use of this title/acronym.  The ECMB intends to continue those discussions.  Tr. 11.24.09, p. 749.


� The 2010 base rate amount for CNG and Southern are subject to modification and/or proration based upon the final determination of the Superior Court Appeal of Docket Nos. 08-12-06, Application of Connecticut Natural Gas Corporation for a Rate Increase and 08-12-07, Application of The Southern Connecticut Gas Company for a Rate Increase.


� In 2008 HES had approximately 70 technicians and fewer than 10 contractors.  See, Decision dated May 7, 2009, in Docket No. 08�10�03.


� Additional opportunities include supplementary funding such as rebates, State and Federal programs, tax incentives, financing and lifestyle changes.


� Please see the discussion concerning residential financing as discussed in Section II E. .8., herein.


� This is similar to the way The Energy Efficiency Fund is administering the co�payment for oil and propane customers.  A $300 co�payment for oil heated homes remains in place but this co�payment has been ‘bought down’ to facilitate program participation.


� In Docket No. 08�10�13 the Companies and the ECMB requested that they be allowed to phase down the funding for common CFL through Negotiated Cooperative Purchase agreements (NCP) under the retail products program in 2009 and eliminate support for common CFLs through NCPs in 2010.  Decision in Docket No. 08�10�03, p. 3.


� The installation of common CFLs under HES will assist the EDCs in achieving increased socket penetration as discussed in Section II.G.8., herein.


� The heat pump used under the Hot Shot Program was a stand�alone add�on device that required an installation by a specially trained contractor.  The Hot Shot was not integral to the electric water heater.





� See, letter dated December 28, 2009, in Docket No. 10�01�01, Administrative Proceeding to Review The Connecticut Light and Power Company’s Rates and Charges Effective January 1, 2010.


� The ECMB notes that these tiered rates are the Fannie Mae standards for many Home Performance EnergyStar programs in other states.





� These pools are sometimes referred to as “Revolving Loan Pools,” dependant on their structure.





� The Companies indicate that the Small Business Energy Advantage Program (SBEA) offers business customers the option to finance energy efficiency projects through an unsecured loan of as little as $500 up to $100,000, at a rate of zero percent, through on�the�bill repayment for up to 36 months (CL&P) or 48 months (UI).  The Companies state that this financing model has been used for several years and is delivered through the SBEA contractors who implement the measures.  The Companies also note that the SBEA financing arrangement is well received by customers and has contributed to the success of this program.  Further, the Companies believe that delivery through the contractors is critical since the SBEA vendors are the point of contact for the customer.  Tr. 11/10/09, pp. 304�308.





� Tr. 11/10/09, pp. 304�308; Decision in Docket No. 07�10�03RE01, p. 17





� Tr. 11/10/09, pp.317�320.





� However, CL&P indicates that on�bill repayment may require it to recover costs associated with certain consumer protection laws.  CL&P Written Exceptions, p. 5.


� The Department understands that there are cost implications to offering a zero percent or 2.99% interest rate.  However, the Department strongly believes that low cost no cost interest rates should be thoroughly examined.


� The Department notes that targeting oil measures under this pilot will provide an opportunity to evaluate the potential for reaching this market segment.


� In its Written Exceptions CL&P states that the proposed metric is excessive for a pass/fail metric.  CL&P Written Exceptions, p. 4


� Pursuant to a Notice of Taking of Administrative Notice dated December 8, 2009, in the instant proceeding the Department took Administrative Notice of the Lighting Evaluation and Draft Modeling Study.





� Specialty bulbs include: dimmable, three-way, flood shaped, candelabra shaped, globe shaped, bullet shaped, bug lights of any bulb type and A-shaped CFLs.





� Three out of four Connecticut households are aware of CFLs (86%) and more than two out of three (67%) households reported being at least somewhat familiar with CFLs.  Approximately 43 million sockets in Connecticut do not currently have a CFL or LED light.  Lighting Evaluation, pp. I and III.





� The Lighting Evaluation notes that 2007 was a peak year for CFLs sales nationally and that this peak declined only slightly in 2008.  However, national CFL sales appear to be down by nearly half in 2009.  The Department believes the Companies and the ECMB’s 2008 recommendation to withdraw support for common CFLs relied in part on 2007 and 2008 national sales data.  See, 2009 C&LM Decision, p. 15.


� This is likely the case in a vast majority of Connecticut homes where these stairways are installed.


� Given the nature of these installations, it may be best to have HES contractors perform the work involved in this measure.


� The ECMB at that time planned to rent space to vendors thereby providing revenue to the C&LM Fund.  Docket No. 03�01�01, Response to Interrogatory EL�15.





� In 2003 the General Assembly considered reallocating monies from the C&LM fund to the General Fund to address the projected State budget deficit for fiscal years 2004 and 2005.  See, Decision dated May 28, 2003, in Docket No. 03�01�01, DPUC Review of The Connecticut Light and Power Company's and The United Illuminating Company's Conservation and Load Management Programs and Budgets for Year 2003 and 2004, p. 8.





� The Energy Efficiency Fund supports the cost to bus school children to the SmartLiving Center.


� CL&P witness Mr. Wajcs indicated that the Pacific Northwest National Labs, funded under U.S. Department of Energy, will be conducting a study to measure code compliance.  


� These comments are consistent with the Department’s approval to allocate funding to the grass roots educational effort proposed by Wilson Educational Services.


� Efforts have included coupons, store rebates, instant rebates and NCPs.





� See also the directives in the 2009 C&LM Decision, pp. 15 and 16.  Decision dated May 7, 2009, in Docket No. 08�10�03, DPUC Review of The Connecticut Light and Power Company's and The United Illuminating Company's Conservation and Load Management Plan For the Year 2009, pp.15 and 16.





� The Department notes that LED rebates are being provided 





� In the instant Decision the Department reverses its previous ruling regarding the direct installation of common CFLs through the HES program providing an opportunity to address socket penetration.





� For example, a pre�tax incentive of 2% will be earned if the Companies increase socket penetration from 23% to 39% reflecting the performance index of 70% to 74% of the metric [an increase in the penetration rate of 100% (23% to 46%)].  See, Performance Index, Decision dated September 19, 2001, in Docket No. 01�01�14, DPUC Review of The Connecticut Light and Power Company and The United Illuminating Company Conservation and Load Management Programs and Budget For 2001, p. 27.


� For additional information about implementation of Wise Use, refer to the Decision dated May 7, 2009, in Docket No. 08�10�03, DPUC Review of The Connecticut Light and Power Company's and The United Illuminating Company's Conservation and Load Management Plan For the Year 2009, p. 27.





� One of the UI staff is bilingual.  Tr. 10/29/09, p. 231.


� For example, CRRA’s proposal shows that recycling aluminum uses 95% less energy than mining and processing virgin bauxite and that recycling 200 million aluminum cans provides 11.5 billion kWhs in energy savings.  CRRA October 21, 2009 Presentation to the ECMB.
















