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DECISION

I.
INTRODUCTION

A. Summary


In this Decision the Department of Public Utility Control approves the 2009 Conservation and Load Management budgets and programs for The Connecticut Light and Power Company and The United Illuminating Company subject to the modifications required herein.

B. Current 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.


Previous Conservation and Load Management (C&LM) plans have been affected by the General Assembly’s 2003 decision to divert resources from the Connecticut Energy Efficiency Fund (Fund) to the state’s General Fund and the subsequent decision to allow the Department to authorize bonding to allow C&LM programs to continue.  However, the bonding was defeased on June 21, 2008, and as a result the full three mills per kWh of funding was restored on August 20, 2008.  Therefore, the 2009 C&LM Plan is the first budget to have the full three mills per kWh of program funding available in several years.  It is important to note that the total amount that was restored pertains only to future dollars and not to funds diverted in previous years.  2009 C&LM Plan, p. 1.

C. Conduct of the Proceeding


Pursuant to a Notice of Hearing dated October 15, 2008, the Department held a public hearing in this matter on November 12, 2008.  Pursuant to a Notice of Technical Meeting dated September 30, 2008, the Department conducted a Technical Meeting on October 31, 2008 at its offices.  The purpose of the October 31st meeting was to examine the Home Energy Solutions Program.  Pursuant to an additional Notice of Technical Meeting dated December 1, 2008, the Department conducted a Technical Meeting on December 16, 2008 at the Legislative Office Building, 300 Capital Avenue, Hartford, Connecticut.  The purpose of the December 16th meeting was to establish a Working Group under the Home Energy Solutions Program.


The Department recognized the following as participants to this uncontested proceeding:  The Connecticut Light and Power Company, P.O. Box 270, Hartford, Connecticut 06141‑0270; The United Illuminating Company, 157 Church Street, P.O. Box 1564, New Haven, CT  06506-0901; the Office of Consumer Counsel, Ten Franklin Square, New Britain, Connecticut 06051; Connecticut Clean Energy Fund, 242, Whippoorwill Lane, Stratford, CT  06616; and Environment Northeast, 15 High Street, Chester, CT  06412.

II.
Department Analysis


The Connecticut Light and Power Company (CL&P) and The United Illuminating Company (UI; together, Companies) jointly submitted their 2009 C&LM Plan and overall budget for 2009 (2009 Plan), as approved by the Energy Conservation Management Board (ECMB).  The 2009 Plan, submitted on October 1, 2008, presents energy efficiency programs and market transformation initiatives that are funded from a variety of sources.  The ECMB has endorsed the Companies’ proposed programs and budget allocations.

D. General Overview


Connecticut’s regulated electric utilities have administered conservation programs for over 20 years.  Since 2000, 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, Decisions in Docket Nos. 99‑09‑30, 01‑01‑14, 02‑01‑22, 03‑01‑01, 03-11-01, 04-11-01, 05‑10‑02, 06-10-02 and 07-10-03.


Global events combined with significant and sustained increases in energy costs have dramatically increased overall consumer awareness about the need to address energy consumption.  The result has been heightened media attention to issues about energy, efficiency, conservation, the environment and other related matters.  As a result, “green” is now a household word.

Market transformation stimulated through direct ratepayer‑supported financial incentives has for years been necessary to encourage consumer interest and participation in energy efficiency.  This model, which was essentially the only one that was used to induce conservation, continues to rely on direct ratepayer funding.  However, new initiatives such as increased funding by the regulated gas utilities and oil companies, the Energy Efficiency Partners Program, Class III Renewable Energy Requirements, Independent System Operator of New England (ISO‑NE) demand response programs, revised net metering standards for Class I renewable systems, time‑of‑day and real‑time electric rates, advanced metering systems designed to support conservation‑oriented rate structures
 and decoupling of distribution revenues now provide alternative funding or other incentives to realize additional energy efficiency through customer behavior.  Soon, Federal stimulus dollars could further increase overall energy efficiency funding.  These initiatives provide an opportunity for innovation and coordination to leverage greater savings as other market participants become incented to implement energy efficiency.

New initiatives have also added to the revenues provided from the three mill/kWh of ratepayer funding for the C&LM Programs.  For example, energy efficiency now yields capacity revenues through the ISO‑NE capacity market while the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative (RGGI) and Class III Renewable Energy Credits market provide additional sources of revenue which have increased the 2009 C&LM budget by over $30 million.


Market transformation, which ultimately results in the elimination of direct subsidies, remains the goal of these programs.  As society becomes more focused on the need to use energy wisely, and market‑based opportunities expand, programs must evolve and education must be leveraged to accelerate attaining this goal for all C&LM programs.  By maximizing market revenues and coordinating with other programs and funding sources the electric ratepayer funds will go farther and allow the companies and the ECMB to pursue new efficiency opportunities.


Connecticut’s C&LM programs include a number of short‑term, annual goals such as the number of compact fluorescent light bulbs (CFL) sold, traffic at the SmartLiving Center, teacher participation in eeSmarts, aggregate kW reduction and so on.  These types of goals represent the long‑standing benchmarks necessary to assure that each program is delivering conservation to Connecticut’s electric consumers cost‑effectively and reflect the traditional approach to measuring the results of energy efficiency.  However, because energy efficiency is now being targeted from many fronts, in addition to individual program goals the Companies must integrate long‑term, overarching goals such as reducing per customer consumption and stabilizing or reducing system peak demand as a means of verifying the success of these initiatives.  This is discussed further, below.  Consistent with this longer term approach, programs must incorporate life cycle planning in their design with market transformation or discontinuation of a program being the end point of each initiative.

E. Restoration of C&LM Funding


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.

F. Budgets and Expenditures

1. Budget-to Actual and Program Expenditures for 2008

In the 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 the Year 2008 (2008 C&LM Decision), the Department approved C&LM budgets of $88.7 million for CL&P and $16.9 million for UI.  2008 C&LM Decision, p. 10.  The Department also approved Energy Independence Act (EIA) spending of $27.2 million for CL&P and $3.9 million for UI.  Id., pp. 12 and 13.  CL&P’s budget was subsequently increased to $98.7 million in the 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 the Year 2008 – Program Incentive Structure (Reopened 2008 C&LM Decision).  Reopened 2008 C&LM Decision, p. 5.  Therefore, CL&P’s combined C&LM and EIA approved budget was $125.9 million ($98.7 million plus $27.1 million), and UI’s combined total was $20.8 million ($16.9 million plus $3.9 million).

a. CL&P 2008 Results

On March 12, 2009, CL&P filed a revised 2008 annual budget and actual expenditures for 2008 as well as its 2008 Management Incentive Performance Indicators and Incentive Matrix – Actual Performance vs. Revised Goals (based on Actual Spending) as follows:

[image: image2.emf]CL&P 2008 Budgets and Actual

($000s)

Category

2008              

Actual 

Expenses

2008    

Authorized 

Budget

2008            

Over (Under) 

Spending

Residential $20,940 $22,446 ($1,506)

Commercial & Industrial $61,347 $66,068 ($4,721)

Other Education $530 $500 $30

Other - Programs/Requirements $358 $420 ($62)

Other - Load Management $520 $630 ($110)

Other - Renewables & RD&D $115 $150 ($35)

Other - Admin. & Planning $8,040 $8,486 ($446)

Totals C&LM $91,850 $98,700 ($6,850)

Docket No. 05-07-14PH01 EIA $23,178 $27,200 ($4,022)

Total CL&P C&LM and EIA $115,028 $125,900 ($10,872)

Sources of Data:

CL&P 3/12/09 filing in Docket No. 99-03-30;

2008 Plan Table A-1 Revised 11/7/08;

Order No. 6 Compliance Report, 2/1/09 in Docket No. 05-07-14PH01


The CL&P Fund Balance Activity Report indicates the following for 2008:

[image: image3.emf]CL&P Fund Balance Activity Report

($000s)

Beginning Fund Balance ($10,399)

Revenue

Ratepayers (3 mills/kWh)

$59,668

Accumulated Interest

($1,188)

Revenues from NBFMCCs

$6,021

ODR Revenue

$5,138

Class III REC Revenue

$5,340

Total Revenue $74,979

Expenditures ($91,850)

Under Recovery ($16,871)

Ending Fund Balance

(Note)

($27,270)

Source of data: CL&P March 16, 2009 filing in Docket No. 08-10-03

Note:

The Deparment notes that in the 2008 C&LM Decision and 

Reopened 2008 C&LM Decision in Docket No. 07-10-03, the 

Department authorized CL&P to spend $25 million in 2008 to be 

recovered in the 2009 Plan, subject to certain restrictions.  The 

Department notes that the $25 million has been excluded from 

budgeted 2009 revenues and expenses.  See the November 7, 

2008 revised 2009 budget for CL&P and UI.



The 2008 Management Incentive Performance Indicators and Incentive Matrix calculates CL&P’s Performance Management Fee earned by each program using approved performance benchmarks for each sector (Residential and Business) on an overall basis and for each individual program versus amounts spent on the program(s).  Generally, the utility can earn between 2‑8% of pre‑tax incentive based upon preset spending levels, cost/benefit ratios and weighted goal achievements determined by the ECMB.  CL&P’s proposed actual incentive earned for 2008 was $3.904 million which represents 4.5% of actual net expenses of $87.469 million (actual total expenses for 2008 of $91.850 million less ECMB charges of $.477 million and the Performance Management Fee of $3.904 million).  Source, CL&P March 12, 2009 filing ‑ 2008 Management Incentive Performance Indicators and Incentive Matrix ‑ Actual Performance vs. Revised Goals (based on Actual Spending).

The Department has reviewed CL&P’s budget‑to‑actual Expense Report, Fund Balance Activity Report and Management Incentive Performance Indicators and Incentive Matrix for the year ended December 31, 2008, and finds them to be in compliance with the Department’s directives, and hereby approves CL&P’s filings and performance incentive as proposed.

b. UI 2008 Results

On February 24, 2009, UI submitted its budget-to-actual Expense Report, Fund Balance Activity Report and Management Incentive Performance Indicators and Incentive Matrix for the year ended December 31, 2008.  UI reported actual total C&LM expenditures of $16.545 million versus their amended budget total of $16.849 million, thereby indicating that it spent $304,000 less than anticipated in 2008.  See below for expenditures by project sectors.  

[image: image4.emf]UI 2008 Budgets and Actual

($000s)

Category

2008              

Actual 

Expenses

2008    

Authorized 

Budget

2008            

Over (Under) 

Spending

Residential $4,888,793 $5,600,539 ($711,746)

Commercial & Industrial 8,702,623 8,132,009 $570,614

Other Education 657,895 616,448 $41,447

Other - Programs/Requirements 92,590 84,700 $7,890

Other - Load Management 17,560                    -  $17,560

Other - Renewables & RD&D 81,432 125,000 ($43,568)

Other - Admin. & Planning 2,103,798 2,290,235 ($186,437)

Totals C&LM $16,544,691 $16,848,931 ($304,240)

Docket No. 05-07-14PH01 EIA $3,764,277 $3,783,945 ($19,668)

Total UI C&LM and EIA $20,308,968 $20,632,876 ($323,908)

Sources of Data:

Budget-to-Actual Filing 2/24/09 and 3/10/09.

2008 Plan Table A-1 Revised 11/7/08;


The UI Fund Balance Activity Report indicates the following for 2008:

[image: image5.emf]UI Fund Balance Activity Report

($000s)

Beginning Fund Balance ($4,606)

Revenue

Ratepayer (3 mills/kWh)

$15,338

Accumulated Interest

($348)

Revenues from NBFMCCs

$2,334

ODR Revenue

$1,389

Class III REC Revenue

$2,273

Total Revenue $20,986

Expenditures ($16,544)

Under Recovery $4,442

Ending Fund Balance ($165)


UI’s proposed incentive earned for 2008 was $1.105 million which represents 7.1% of actual net expenses of $15.615 million (actual total expenses for 2008 of $16.545 million less ECMB charges of $.332 million and the Performance Management Fee of $.598 million).  The net Performance Management Fee of $.598 million reflects an adjustment in the Prior Decision to UI’s 2007 Performance Management Fee Incentive by $.507 million because of the effects of overspending in that year ($1.105 million earned in 2008 less $.507 million adjusted in 2007 equals $.598 million reflected as the actual 2008 expense).  2008 C&LM Decision, p. 40.

The Department has reviewed UI’s budget‑to‑actual Expense Report, Fund Balance Activity Report and Management Incentive Performance Indicators and Incentive Matrix for the year ended December 31, 2008, finds them to be in compliance with the Department’s directives, and hereby approves UI’s filing and performance incentive as proposed.

2.
2009 Budgets


CL&P and UI proposed three different budgets for 2009.  The Base C&LM budget proposed is $71.3 million, the mid range budget is $92.9 million, which combines base revenues and RGGI revenues and the third budget is $125.7 million which adds addition money the Companies sought through the Integrated Resource Planning Process.  In addition the Companies propose $10.8 million for conservation and demand response for EIA initiatives. 

The following table shows the combined 2009 budget proposed by the Companies.  As Table A‑2 shows, CL&P proposes a budget of $75.2 million while UI proposes a budget of $28.4 million, for a total of $103.6 million.  The Department notes that CL&P’s budget reflects the three mills/kWh charge less the reductions necessary to support 2008 program activity from calendar year 2009 funding.  The reductions were addressed in the 2008 C&LM Decision dated June 19, 2008 in Docket No. 07‑10‑03, and in the Reopened 2008 C&LM Decision dated September 24, 2008, in Docket No. 07‑10‑03RE01.

[image: image6.emf]2009 2009 2009

CL&P 

UI CL&P/UI

CL&P/UI C&LM BUDGET Proposed

Proposed Proposed

Budget & RGGI Budget & RGGI

Total

   Residential Retail Products*     6,954,268 $              2,108,981 $              9,063,249 $             

   Room Air Conditioning Retirement* - $                             - $                            

        Total - Consumer Products 6,954,268 $              2,108,981 $              9,063,249 $             

   Residential New Construction* 1,800,847 $              500,618 $                 2,301,465 $             

   Home Energy Solutions (HVAC, Duct Sealing, Lighting)*  11,476,181 $            3,067,019 $              14,543,200 $           

   Limited-Income (WRAP/UI Helps) * 9,005,048 $              2,807,715 $              11,812,763 $           

        Subtotal Residential 29,236,344 $            8,484,333 $              37,720,677 $           

C&I LOST OPPORTUNITY

   Energy Conscious Blueprint* 9,537,311 $              4,139,008 $              13,676,319 $           

        Total - Lost Opportunity 9,537,311 $              4,139,008 $              13,676,319 $           

C&I LARGE RETROFIT

   Energy Opportunities* 9,009,797 $              4,813,016 $              13,822,813 $           

   O&M (Services, RetroCx)* 1,622,335 $              569,973 $                 2,192,308 $             

   Prime* 332,075 $                 50,000 $                   382,075 $                

        Total - C&I Large Retrofit 10,964,207 $            5,432,989 $              16,397,196 $           

  Small Business* 8,588,785 $              3,168,189 $              11,756,974 $           

  Subtotal C&I 29,090,303 $            12,740,186 $            41,830,489 $           

   SmartLiving Center® - Museum Partnerships 100,000 $                 434,246 $                 534,246 $                

   EE Communities* 100,000 $                 50,000 $                  

   K-8 Education* 200,000 $                 382,202 $                 582,202 $                

   Science Center  200,000 $                 - $                             200,000 $                

      Subtotal Education 600,000 $                 866,448 $                 1,316,448 $             

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

   Residential Loan Program* 150,000 $                 25,000 $                   175,000 $                

   C&I Loan Program* 200,000 $                 50,000 $                   250,000 $                

   C&LM Loan Defaults* 100,000 $                 4,700 $                     104,700 $                

      Subtotal Programs/Requirements 850,000 $                 179,700 $                 1,029,700 $             

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

   Water Heater Timer Promotion - $                             - $                            

   Power Factor - $                             - $                             - $                            

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

   Research, Development & Demonstration* 150,000 $                 125,000 $                 275,000 $                

     Subtotal Renewables & RD&D 150,000 $                 125,000 $                 275,000 $                

   Administration 750,000 $                 535,000 $                 1,285,000 $             

   General Awareness "Take Charge" - $                            

   Planning       (UI Planning & Evaluation) 485,000 $                 348,000 $                 833,000 $                

   Evaluation    (UI Evaluation , Outside Services) 1,000,000 $              245,000 $                 1,245,000 $             

   Information Technology 1,500,000 $              243,000 $                 1,743,000 $             

   ECMB 380,000 $                 210,000 $                 590,000 $                

   Performance Management Fee 3,200,607 $              1,188,333 $              4,388,940 $             

     Admin/Planning Expenditures 7,315,607 $              2,769,333 $              10,084,940 $           

PROGRAM SUBTOTALS

                    Residential 

29,906,344 $            9,278,932 $              39,185,276 $           

                    C&I

29,820,303 $            12,891,735 $            42,712,038 $           

                    Other**

7,865,607 $              2,994,333 $              10,859,940 $           

 TOTAL        Note 1 67,592,254 $            25,165,000 $            92,757,254 $           

      Docket 05-07-14PH01 EIA Programs    

 2009

CL&P 

 2009

UI 

 CL&P/UI

2009 Total 

   ISO Load Response Programs*          Note 2 7,558,907 $              3,241,385 $              10,800,292 $           

   Residential HVAC - $                             - $                             - $                            

   Electric & Gas Efficiency - $                             - $                             - $                            

   General Awareness* - $                             - $                            

   Direct Load Control* - $                             - $                            

   Energy Opportunities - $                             - $                             - $                            

     Subtotal Docket 05-07-14PH01 EIA Programs 7,558,907 $              3,241,385 $              10,800,292 $           

                   TOTAL C&LM and EIA 75,151,161 $            28,406,385 $            103,557,546 $         

* 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 ($65/kW-year; previously $80/kW-year); no 3rd Party contracts; 

no supplemental payments for new customers

Table A-2

2009

CL&P/UI Proposed C&LM Budget    

2009

OTHER - RENEWABLES & RD&D

OTHER - ADMINISTRATIVE & PLANNING

RESIDENTIAL

COMMERCIAL & INDUSTRIAL

OTHER - EDUCATION **

OTHER - PROGRAMS/REQUIREMENTS

OTHER - LOAD MANAGEMENT



Department review of the proposed budgets finds that CL&P has adjusted its 2009 budget to reflect the spending levels that were approved in 2008.  The RGGI auctions began during the fall of 2008.  The Department believes that it is appropriate to use these revenues for conservation efforts.  Pursuant to the Decision dated February 18, 2009, in Docket No. 08‑07‑01, DPUC Review of the Integrated Resource Plan (IRP Decision), the Department has determined that it will not provide funding for IRP conservation projects at this time.  Therefore, no IRP spending will be included in the 2009 C&LM Plan.  Department review finds that CL&P’s budget with RGGI revenues is reasonable.  Department review of UI’s budget with RGGI revenues to be reasonable as well.  Therefore, the Department approves 2009 budgets for C&LM and EIA of $75.2 million for CL&P and $28.4 million for UI as being reasonable at this time.

The Department notes the payment of $4.882 million to CL&P and $3.712 million to UI as restoration of excess RRB funding in Section II.B., above.  However, the Department does not increase the detailed programmatic budgets to reflect these amounts because the $3.50 per RGGI allowance used in creating the program budgets has yet to be attained in the market.  The restored funds can be used as a hedge for RGGI receipts, or otherwise can be used by the Companies as part of their overall C&LM expenditures in 2009.

Additional revenues may be directed to the Fund through Federal stimulus spending.  Should these funds become available the Companies must submit an updated 2009 budget to include an allocation of them.

3.
C&LM Funding

Table A‑1 below shows the source of funding proposed by the Companies for C&LM and EIA Programs.

[image: image7.emf]Table A-1

Source CL&P UI CL&P and UI

Three mills/kWh charge $70,122,000 $17,388,000 $87,510,000

ISO-New England - ODR

1

$3,300,000 $1,500,000 $4,800,000

Class III Renewable Energy Credits $2,061,171 $2,000,000 $4,061,171

Borrowing from 2008 Spending

2

($15,000,000) $0 ($15,000,000)

Borrowing from 2009 Spending

3

($10,000,000) $0 ($10,000,000)

Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative

4

$17,109,083 $4,277,000 $21,386,083

FMCC Revenues $7,558,907 $3,241,385 $10,800,292

     Total C&LM Revenues $75,151,161 $28,406,385 $103,557,546

1

 Other Demand Resources

2

 See, Decision dated June 19, 2008 in Docket No. 07-10-03

4

 RGGI - Based on $3.50/allowance

  Source of Data: Table A-2, p. 18.

Source of 2009 C&LM Revenues

3

 See, Decision dated September 24, 2008 in Docket No. 07-10-03RE01


The majority of revenues are generated from the 3 mill/kWh charge in customer’s rates which will total about $87.5 million in 2009.  EIA has been funded through the NBFMCC charge on customer’s bills.  Other funding sources include the sale of capacity, Class III Renewable Energy Credits (Class III REC) and RGGI credits which add an additional $30.2 million.  RGGI revenues are new for 2009 and will provide $21.4 million of other revenues allowing a total budget for 2009 of over $100 million without the need for an increase in rates.  Since $25 million of 2009 revenues are being used to pay for past over expenditures by CL&P these revenues will be available in 2010.  Therefore, C&LM budgets should increase to over $120 million in 2010 without additional rate increases if funding is not diverted by the legislature.

During budget discussions, interested parties mention funding sources such as increases to the 3 mill/kWh charge, additional NBFMCC assessments, EIA funding or IRP funding but all of these involve increasing rates to customers.  The best way to increase funding at this time is to maximize revenues from the sale of capacity, Class III RECs and RGGI credits and to work to increase conservation funding and coordination with the gas and oil companies.  By doing so more customers will be served and the cost/benefit of electric programs can be improved.

a.
Forward Capacity Market Revenues


The C&LM Plan states that New England’s energy markets continue to develop and evolve, and the Companies continue to be active participants in the development of the ISO‑NE stakeholder process to refine the markets.  The new Forward Capacity Market (FCM) allows market participants to enter their peak demand savings into the capacity market during the Transition Period and bid them into the full FCM.  Market participants earn capacity payments for qualifying resources, such as distributed generation, energy efficiency, load management or load response.  This is the first time in the United States that reduction in demand through energy efficiency and demand response programs was considered as capacity equivalent to supply‑side generation sources. Additional capacity “produced” through the implementation of efficiency and load management measures becomes a resource, which can then be bid into the ISO‑NE FCM on a level playing field with new generation.  2009 Plan, p. 2.


The Companies have entered peak demand savings from energy efficiency and load management projects into the Transition Period FCM on behalf of the C&LM Fund.  The Companies successfully bid into the first capacity auction and their submissions were accepted for the second auction scheduled for December 2008.  Payments received from ISO‑NE for this activity have already contributed more than $2.5 million in revenues to the Fund.  These revenues will be used to support additional C&LM activities.  Id.


A significant component of the qualifications package for bidding into the capacity auction was the creation of a Measurement and Verification Plan (M&V Plan).  The Companies submitted M&V Plans for their respective capacity resources.  The foundation for each M&V Plan was the Companies’ Program Savings Documentation manual (PSD) which is the source document substantiating energy and demand savings for all qualified measures for Fund programs.  The PSD is submitted annually for Department review and is updated to reflect new information that is made available from a variety of sources, such as evaluation studies completed in the previous year.  The PSD is discussed below.

b.
Class III Renewable Energy Credits


The Companies’ budget includes approximately $4 million of revenues from the sale of Class III RECs.  These revenues are based on an estimate of the total Class III RECs each company will produce times an estimated market value of each REC.  CL&P and UI Responses to Interrogatory EL‑25.


In Docket No. 08-09-15, Annual Review of Connecticut Electric Suppliers’ and Electric Distribution Companies’ Compliance With Connecticut’s Renewable Portfolio Standards in the Year 2007, the Department discovered that CL&P obtained 161 Class III RECs from the C&LM Fund to satisfy the Company’s own 2007 RPS compliance without providing any compensation to the Fund.  Response to Interrogatory ADJ-4.  As a result of this discovery, the Department is further investigating and reviewing CL&P’s sales of the Fund’s Class III RECs.  At the same time, in Docket No. 05-07-19RE02, DPUC Proceeding to Develop A New Distributed Resources Portfolio Standard (Class III) – 2009 Revisions, the Department is also conducting a comprehensive review of the Companies’ administration of Class III RECs on behalf of the C&LM Fund. 

In this docket, the Department finds UI’s Class III RECs total sales proceeds to be acceptable.  The Department accepts CL&P’s proposed total sales proceeds for now.  However, the Department reserves the right to adjust such total upon the Department’s findings and final rulings in Docket No. 08‑09‑15.

c.
Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative


The RGGI is the first mandatory, market‑based effort in the United States to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  The Companies state that by year 2018, ten Northeastern and Mid‑Atlantic states (including Connecticut) will cap and reduce carbon dioxide emissions (CO2) from the power sector by 10%.  The participating states include: Connecticut, Delaware, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Rhode Island, and Vermont.  The participating RGGI states will sell emission allowances through auctions and invest the auction proceeds in public benefits charge programs that fund energy efficiency, renewable energy and other clean energy programs and technologies.  Through laws or regulations, each state will limit emissions of CO2 from electric power plants, creating CO2 allowances and establishing the state’s participation in CO2 allowance auctions.  2009 Plan, pp. 13 and 14.


Each state’s laws or regulations were developed based upon a Model Rule drafted jointly by the states to provide a coordinating regulatory framework.  In Connecticut, the RGGI laws are codified at Conn. Gen. Stat. §22a-200, et seq.  Those regulated power plants will be able to use a CO2 allowance issued by any of the ten participating states to demonstrate compliance with an individual state’s program.  When aggregated in this manner, the ten individual state programs will function as a single regional compliance market for CO2 emissions.  RGGI is intended to spur innovation in the clean energy economy and create green jobs in each state.  Id.


The Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) has finalized its RGGI regulations (Conn. Agencies Regs. §22a‑174-31 et seq.) which became effective July 23, 2008.  Under the regulations, a minimum of 77% percent of the revenue generated by the auction process shall be allocated to the Connecticut Auction Account.  Pursuant to Conn. Agencies Regs. §22a‑174‑31(f)(5)(c), not later than December 31, 2009 and December 31st of each year thereafter, at least 69.5% percent of the proceeds from these auctions, less any amount of revenue refunded pursuant to Conn. Agencies Regs. §22a-174-31(j), shall be transferred to accounts held by the Companies and overseen by the ECMB and to an account held by the Connecticut Municipal Electric Energy Cooperative (CMEEC).  From these proceeds, 75% shall be distributed to the CL&P account, 18.75% shall be distributed to the UI account and 6.25% shall be distributed to the CMEEC account.  Such proceeds shall be used to support the development of energy efficiency measures.  The value of allowances sold above $5 per ton shall not be allocated to the Companies for efficiency programs but shall be set aside for consumer rebates.  See, Conn. Agencies Regs. §22a‑174‑31(j).


On September 25, 2008, the first RGGI auction (RGGI Auction 1) was held with the sale of emission allowances to the highest bidders.  A second RGGI auction is scheduled for December 17, 2008.  The Fund is anticipating the receipt of approximately $21.4 million in Auction proceeds that are required to be made available to the Companies by December 31, 2009.  These revenues were estimated based on $3.50 per allowance and will provide additional funding for C&LM programs administered by the Companies.  On September 29, 2008, RGGI announced the RGGI Auction 1 clearing price was $3.07 per allowance and that all 12,565,387 allowances were sold.  This auction produced $38,575,783 in proceeds that will be distributed among the six RGGI states that participated: Connecticut, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, and Vermont.  2009 Plan, p. 14. 


As noted in the Decision in Docket No. 07‑10‑03RE01, the Department views the proceeds from the RGGI auction as a timely infusion of revenues into the C&LM budget.  CL&P was directed in that Decision to apply all RGGI proceeds received before year‑end 2008 and during 2009 to offset C&LM revenue under‑collections.  Additionally, such RGGI proceeds shall also be applied to offset the $10 million of additional funding authorized from the 2009 C&LM budget for 2008 projects.  As required in Docket No. 07‑10‑03RE01, the Companies must notify the Department of the value of RGGI auction proceeds when they are received as well as the timing of the distribution of these funds.

d.
Integrated Resource Plan


The 2009 Plan includes the potential for approximately $29.7 million dollars in spending associated with the Integrated Resource Plan (IRP).


The IRP has been addressed in IRP Decision.  Pursuant to the IRP Decision, the Department has determined that it will not provide funding for IRP projects at this time.  Therefore, no IRP spending will be included in the 2009 Plan.

e.
Integration of Electric, Gas and Fuel Oil Programs


The Companies have spent the past several years integrating the electric and natural gas funds into coherent, seamless program offerings for residential and business customers.  The Companies will also attempt to achieve similar economies if oil funds are made available and would similarly integrate fuel oil efficiency into the Fund programs.  The Companies note that the primary benefit of multi‑fuel program integration is to achieve better and expanded services and provide greater investment options/choices to customer for a given level of administrative cost rather than absolutely reduce such costs.


The Companies and the ECMB are seeking to work collaboratively with the Fuel Oil Conservation Board (FOCB) and the Office of Policy & Management (OPM) to provide the best possible energy efficiency and conservation services to Connecticut consumers. The ECMB is also following legislative and Department directives to coordinate with the FOCB and to seek other sources of funding for fuel oil measures.


The Companies and the ECMB developed two examples of potential coordination and cost-sharing and provided the examples to OPM and the FOCB: (1) for residential fuel oil customers who could be served by the Home Energy Solutions (HES) program, co-funded with energy audit funding from OPM for the fuel oil measures; and (2) for limited income customers who could be served by a combination of limited income weatherization programs (CL&P WRAP or UI Helps) and FOCB funding for fuel oil measures.


The ECMB also sent a memorandum to the FOCB, requesting a meeting between representatives of both boards to further explore opportunities for collaboration and coordination.  The ECMB also authorized its consultants to provide information on Fund programs at the last two FOCB meetings in September 2008.  The Companies and the ECMB expect that these efforts will result in increased collaboration and coordination between the ECMB and FOCB.


As directed by the Department, the ECMB and Companies have worked with the FOCB and OPM to integrate oil conservation efforts into current C&LM programs.  The Department appreciates these efforts and directs the ECMB and Companies to continue so as to simplify consumer access to integrated energy efficiency programs.

4.
2009 Performance Incentives

The Reopened 2008 C&LM Decision allows CL&P to borrow $10 million from 2009 receipts but states that “[t]he $10 million shall be subtracted from the 2009 C&LM budget for purposes of calculating CL&P performance incentives in 2009.”  Table A‑1 above shows the deduction of $10 million from available program revenues that tie to budgeted expenditures for 2009.  Since CL&P’s performance incentive is based on actual expenditures as compared to Department-approved budgeted expenditures, CL&P will not earn a performance incentive on the $10 million.
  Based on the foregoing, the Department finds that CL&P has complied with the Department’s directives regarding the disallowance of a performance incentive in accordance with the Decision dated September 24, 2008, in Docket No. 07‑10‑03RE01

The Department recalculated CL&P’s and UI’s proposed Performance Management Fee within their proposed budget, finds that the fees are calculated at the 5% incentive level, the mid‑point performance standard, and finds the overall proposed Fees reasonable for budgeting purposes.  The Department will order the Companies to revise each of their 2009 Management Incentive Performance Indicators and Incentive Matrix to reflect the spending level approved above.
 

5.
General Awareness Marketing


Pursuant to the Decision dated January 16, 2008, in Docket No. 07-06-60, DPUC Review of The Statewide Energy Efficiency and Outreach Marketing Campaign, (Marketing Decision) the Department approved a plan to conduct a statewide energy efficiency and outreach marketing campaign (Campaign) that will commence in 2008.  The plan, which was developed in coordination with the ECMB, will target all Connecticut energy consumers, increase awareness of the benefits of energy efficiency and combined heat and power technologies and will promote the Electric Energy Efficiency Partners program.  Marketing Decision, p. 1; See, Decision dated June 19, 2008, in Docket No. 07‑10‑03, p. 31.


The Campaign’s budget originally totaled $5 million.  However, as the result of declining state revenues the Campaign’s budget has been significantly reduced.  As a result, the current budget has been significantly reduced.  The Department wishes to conduct limited ongoing marketing activities surrounding the Campaign and requires some funding to do so.  These activities may include printing of collateral materials and production of promotional items such as mugs, pencils, etc.  Therefore, the Department directs the Companies to allocate $100,000 to this effort for 2009.  The Department will direct the use of these funds and unspent amounts will be carried forward.

G. Residential Programs

1.
Retail Programs


The Companies state that the Retail Products program, a joint venture of CL&P and UI, pursues the objective of continuing to build awareness, acceptance and market share of ENERGY STAR® lighting, appliances and electronics.  The Companies plan to target residential customer who purchase new lighting, appliances and electronics in retail market channels while coordinating also with the residential remodeling, retrofit and new construction channels.  2009 Plan, p. 39.


The Companies state they will continue using Negotiated Cooperative Promotions (NCP) to target the lighting and appliance market segments.  NCPs have proven to be a useful approach in generating increased stocking and sales at considerably lower cost than traditional coupons and rebates.  NCPs involve a partnership between the Companies and retailers/manufacturers and are structured with underlying memoranda of understanding that tie payment of incentives to the Companies’ receipt of store‑level sales data.  Coupons and mail‑in rebates will be used if NCPs are not brought under agreement or on a temporary campaign‑oriented basis only.  Id.


The Companies plan to continue implementing retail lighting sales events, commonly referred to as Lighting Fairs.  At these events, Company vendors offer lighting products for retail sale at community events, fairs and large customer enterprises.  In addition, the SmartLiving Catalog will be streamlined and there will be additional emphasis on the promotion of SmartLivingCatalog.com.  Also, the Companies propose to continue offering CFL fundraising opportunities to schools and non‑profit organizations to encourage children to be energy efficient and recognize the environmental consequences of wasting energy.  Id., p. 40.


The Companies indicate that national sales data for CFLs suggest that common CFLs are becoming readily accepted by consumers.  Therefore, the Companies will scale back incentives for common CFLs and target incentives dollars towards higher end, specialty bulbs, such as dimmable, reflectors, and higher wattage varieties.  In addition, the Companies will look to increase promotion of CFLs in retail outlets where sales data have shown that sales trail those of big box retailers.  To this end, attention will be given to grocery and drug store chains.  Id.


Market transformation is the long term goal of all C&LM programs.  The Department agrees with the Companies that the market for common CFLs has been transformed to the extent that it is appropriate to remove C&LM Fund subsidies for these products through NCPs.  Therefore, the Companies must eliminate NCPs for common CFLs by 2010.  It is appropriate to shift the focus of NCPs to specialty bulbs at this time.  As noted by the Companies, while this may result in higher per unit rebate amounts, it should also lead to an improved range of products being stocked at retail outlets.  Lighting Fairs should continue to be supported and include common CFLs, as these events provide additional educational value to consumers.


The goals for 2009 indicate the number of lighting products that CL&P and UI intend to target.  For example, UI indicates that 750,000 bulbs will be purchased under an NCP.  C&LM Plan, p. 55 for UI and p. 47 for CL&P.  The Department requires the Companies to submit a breakdown of all products by style and wattage and identify the products that will no longer be subject to NCPs in 2010.


Anecdotal evidence suggests the CFL acronym is not commonly recognized by consumers as representing energy efficient light bulbs. Therefore, the Department directs the ECMB and the Companies to determine cost‑effective ways to increase awareness of the term CFL.

2.
CFL Disposal


Fluorescent lighting products contain a small amount of mercury, and as a result, these products are properly disposed of as hazardous waste.  While Connecticut hazardous and solid waste regulations require recycling of fluorescent tubes and CFLs used in non‑residential settings, similar standards do not exist for CFLs used in residential applications.  Results of the Residential Lighting Measure Life Study recently conducted on behalf of the ECMB found that approximately 84% of CFLs used by residential customers are improperly disposed in the trash and placed into the solid waste stream.  See Response to EL-52.


The Companies testified that the DEP encourages consumers to recycle CFLs at hazardous waste recycling events.  The Companies indicate that they have worked to educate consumers regarding the proper disposal of CFLs.  For example, consumers who participate in C&LM‑funded lighting events, HES or low income programs receive printed information regarding proper CFL disposal.  In addition, the Companies include disposal information on their respective websites regarding retail outlets that accept CFLs for proper disposal at no cost.


UI reported that it is exploring ways to further extend its relationship with the Regional Water Authority HazWaste central waste collection that serves over half of UI’s service territory.  Connecticut General Statutes charge the DEP to implement hazardous waste policy.  The Companies are hesitant to put additional CFL disposal infrastructure into place that would increase C&LM program costs but would not provide additional savings.  Tr. pp. 376‑383.


The Department recognizes that implementing a system to properly dispose of or recycle CFLs is beyond the control of the Companies and exceeds the jurisdiction of the Department.  Given this impediment, the Department finds that educational efforts provide the best means of increasing awareness regarding the proper disposal of CFLs.  Therefore, the Companies shall take the following actions:

1. Promote CFLs as a dual commitment from the consumer:  installation of bulbs and commitment of their proper disposal.  All CFL promotions and installations should be done step‑in‑step with recycling education;

2. Improve access to website information on CFL disposal.  UI’ web based information was more easily available with fewer clicks; CL&P’s web based information listed retail disposal locations (i.e., big box home center names and locations) but UI did not;

3. In the HES and low income programs, the Companies shall require each customer who receives CFLs to sign a disposal information sheet form (or as a line item in the customer signature sign‑off sheet) that explains the methods of CFL disposal and the Companies’ URLs for CFL disposal FAQs.  Customers shall also be given a CFL Disposal Information Sheet on disposal locations and sponsored disposal events and appropriate contact information;

4. The ECMB and the Companies shall work with the DEP in their participation with the Product Stewardship Institute, Inc. to promote recycling at other retail venues (e.g., the other major home improvement outlet or hardware stores) or other means to increase CFL recycling; and

5. The Companies shall require that lighting vendors give each customer a CFL Disposal Information Sheet as described in (3) above for all CFLs sold at lighting events.

3.
Residential New Construction


The objective of the Residential New Construction (RNC) program is to reduce the energy use and peak demand in new housing.  RNC is a joint natural gas and electric program and leverages funding from the Companies and the natural gas companies.  Related objectives include increasing builder and consumer awareness and understanding of the benefits of energy‑efficient building practices, and to effect permanent market movement to more energy‑efficient residential construction in the state of Connecticut.  2009 Plan, pp. 57‑62.


The Companies plan to redefine the focus of the RNC program in order to continue to reduce costs and improve the program impacts.  Program efforts will focus on working with market leaders to demonstrate the approach and benefits of building homes that minimize the peak load growth on the electric and natural gas systems. This will involve moving builders and consumers beyond ENERGY STAR standards to high‑performing homes and to near Zero Energy Homes by incorporating renewable features.  Other technologies such as ductless and geothermal heat pumps, combined heat and power systems, LED lights, time‑of‑day rate structures, and real time feedback mechanisms may be demonstrated or featured.  If available, federal and state tax credits will be leveraged as well as the CCEF Solar Photovoltaic Program rebate with the RNC program offering.  Id.


To this end, the Companies intend to launch a Zero Energy Challenge which will encourage builders who construct highly efficient homes that incorporate renewable to compete for higher incentives, company recognition and media promotion.  The Companies will continue to establish the criteria for participation in the Challenge.  Id.


In 2009, the three natural gas distribution companies will provide funding that will enhance the effectiveness of this program.  The benefits of natural gas and electric synergies have clearly been demonstrated in other programs including the Companies’ HES program.  This arrangement will allow measures that are primarily gas in nature (insulation for gas heated homes) to be paid from natural gas budgets and measures that are electric in nature (lighting) to be paid from electric budgets.  Id.


The ENERGY STAR Homes program has been in existence for over 13 years and during that time, the C&LM Fund has absorbed the cost of providing home ratings.  For 2009, the Companies plan to continue allowing the market to take over this activity.  The Companies believe that code compliance activity will be sufficient to build a network of home raters.  This is a dramatic change for the program, but a change that will help the program be more cost‑effective and viable going forward.  Id.


The Department supports any change to this program that will improve its cost effectiveness while moving program functions to the market.  The Companies should explore opportunities to integrate oil funding into this program where possible.  The Department has reviewed the program and finds it to be reasonable.

4.
Home Energy Solutions


The Companies indicate that HES is a joint electric and natural gas program that was developed in 2007 and is being promoted to high‑use heating customers and customers with central air‑conditioning.  Currently there are nearly 70 technicians who have been trained and are working in the field delivering HES services.  As a result of HES efforts, a residential energy efficiency industry is being developed in Connecticut.  A key program issue will continue to be infrastructure development and the movement toward a market based offering of these services. C&LM Plan, p. 71


The Companies state that the goal of HES is to reduce total energy use and electric system peak demand through the comprehensive treatment of high‑use residential dwellings and through the replacement of inefficient equipment in both single‑family and multi‑family dwellings.  Id.


On October 31, 2008, the Department conducted a Technical Meeting regarding the HES Program.  As a result of information provided at that meeting, and as directed in the Decision dated September 24, 2008, in Docket No. 07‑10‑03RE01, the Department implemented a copayment of $75 for residential customers who heat with natural gas or electricity.


HES was launched in 2007 and combined multiple stand‑alone residential initiatives.  Since that time the program has evolved and its budget has grown from approximately $6 million in 2007 to a proposed budget of over $11 million for 2009.  The program combines funding from natural gas utilities and State funding through an Office of Policy and Management initiative to provide service to homes heated with oil, natural gas, propane and electricity.  This program is viewed by the Companies and ECMB as the premier residential program and the Companies tout HES as a comprehensive program for residential customers.  The Companies and ECMB would like the program’s budget to increase significantly over the next five years.


The Department believes that the concept of HES has merit and has taken special care to evaluate this program in this proceeding conducting two technical meetings to better understand the details of the program.  However, the Department is very concerned with the design of the program and how it will change going forward.


At present, it appears that approved HES vendors are receiving good introductory training.  However, the training is applied inconsistently.  The program is not a comprehensive program and should not be advertised as such at this time.  It can be argued that it is not even a comprehensive weatherization program.  The program’s focus is to reduce air infiltration through use of a blower‑door test to examine before and after performance.  Vendors appear to concentrate on reducing infiltration in areas that can be addressed quickly and therefore maximize the savings for the time they spent in the home.  Other than the blower‑door test and installation of CFLs, there does not appear to be any set checklist of areas that should be examined or standards as to what is acceptable or unacceptable regarding efficiency levels of appliances, HVAC systems, insulation, doors and window, etc.  In most cases the evaluation is cursory, relying solely on a visual examination within the home.  The Companies testified that no testing is done to determine the efficiency of heating or air conditioning systems yet recommendations may be offered to replace HVAC equipment which may be eligible for customer incentives.


Information given to the customer at the kitchen table wrap‑up provides little value.  It appears that the one page sheet given to customers is more a record for the vendor than information for the customer to understand regarding the efficiency of their home or recommended improvements.  There is no clear written record of what the vendor has done and the pre/post air infiltration values are not adequately explained.  There is no explanation of the findings of their analysis, i.e. insulation levels, window, appliances, HVAC equipment.  There is also no list of recommendations or quantitative, cost and savings information to justify the proposed improvements.


On December 16, 2008 the Department conducted a Technical Meeting to establish a Working Group under the HES program.  At that meeting the Department assigned representatives of the following organizations as participants to the HES Working Group: Office of Consumer Counsel; Energy Conservation Management Board; The Connecticut Light and Power Company; The United Illuminating Company; Connecticut Natural Gas; Yankee Gas Services; Southern Connecticut Gas Company; Connecticut Fuel Oil Conservation Board.  In addition, representatives of the following organizations requested and were granted approval to participate in the HES Working Group; Lantern Energy, Connecticut Municipal Electric Energy Cooperative, Climate Partners, Competitive Resources, Inter‑religious Eco‑Justice Network, New England Conservation Services, Environment Northeast, Cedar Hills Home Inspection, Save Home Energy, Inc., Steven Winter & Associates, Connecticut Office of Policy and Management, ARCA – Resource Energy Efficiency Programs and the Energy Resources Group.


The Department established the Working Group to develop a plan and timetable to move HES to a self sustaining market structure (HES Plan).  The HES Working Group will be responsible to recommend improvements to the current HES program that can be implemented in the latter half of 2009.  Recommendations for these short‑term improvements should be submitted in late May 2009.  Recommendations must include, but not be limited to, standardization of audit and evaluation measures, installed measures and kitchen table wrap‑up presentation.  The Department urges the Working Group to consider an electronic format such as the use of the internet to provide the kitchen table wrap‑up.  This format would assure consistent delivery of information while allowing for easy modification as the program evolves.


Regarding long‑term objectives, certified vendors should be able to provide a comprehensive evaluation of residential properties and offer a complete list of services to address the energy related deficiencies identified through the evaluation.  Therefore, the goal is to build a self sustaining, market based energy service industry to serve residential customers in Connecticut.  Further, this program should adopt “efficiency first” as a guiding principle.  The Department finds that much is needed to improve this program for 2009 and beyond. The HES Working Group should consider the following in establishing the long‑term strategy for this program and include recommendations for the standardization and improvement for these areas in the HES Plan.

(a) Vendor certification and licensing standards;

(b) Processes for training, certifying and licensing vendors;

(c) Areas for vendors to examine during the home visit;

(d) Performance standards to judge thermal and HVAC efficiency;

(e) Measures to be implemented during the home visit by each vendor;

(f) Measures eligible for rebate;

(g) Financing infrastructure;

(h) Education of the real estate market and value of HES inspection;

(i) Better explanation and justification of recommendations;

(j) Additional information to be included during kitchen table wrap up (e.g., information about rates, meters and net metering, other utility administered programs, renewable options); and

(k) Eligible measures and rules for selling additional services by vendors.

The Companies plan to conduct an impact evaluation of the HES program in 2009.  The Department is particularly interested in the cost effectiveness of the blower door test and infiltration measures implemented through the program.  This evaluation will provide valuable information to help the Working Group as it proposes modifications to the program.  The blower door test is a good diagnostic test but is costly as vendor payments are now structured.  The Working Group should consider whether the blower door test should be done in all homes or if it would be more cost effective to implement other measures, particularly attic insulation, or provide greater incentives to homes that have other obvious deficiencies.  The Working Group should also consider the payment structure for vendors.  Rather than paying vendors to conduct blower door tests and fill out rebate forms the emphasis should be on implementing conservation measures and maximizing energy savings.  Finally, if the program continues to rely on customers to take action on their own to implement conservation measures, more follow up and assistance may be required.

The Department seeks to have the HES Plan submitted as part of the 2010 C&LM Plan and will require the Companies to do so below.  In this Decision, the Department approves the HES program and budget as filed for 2009 and looks forward to the recommendations of the HES Working Group.

5.
Ground Source Heat Pump


In the 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, the Department directed the Companies to provide an incentive of $500/ton, up to a maximum of $3,000 per residential installation for the installation of geothermal systems.  Decision, pp. 6‑8.


The Companies state that recent increases in the costs of fossil fuels, particularly home heating oil, have resulted in a sharp increase in the number of inquiries about the installation of ground source heat pumps (geothermal systems).  As a result, the Companies request approval to modify the geothermal rebate.  Specifically the Companies propose maintaining the $500/ton amount but limiting the maximum incentive to $1,500 per residential installation.  2009 Plan, pp. 57‑59.


Budget constraints have required that incentive levels be reduced in many programs.  As a result, it is reasonable to reduce the maximum incentive offered for geothermal systems.  Therefore, the Department approves the proposal to retain the $500/ton allowance but to reduce to $1,500 the maximum incentive per residential installation.


The Companies note that interest in geothermal continues to increase.  Therefore, to assure maximum efficiency the Companies indicate that geothermal incentives should be tied to the proper design, installation and commissioning of the equipment.  To ensure that geothermal systems are properly installed, in 2009 the Companies will increase installation training and support.

In the Docket No. 05‑10‑02 Decision, the Department required that payment of geothermal rebates reflect proper design and commissioning of these systems and that no additional incentive be available for commissioning.  Decision, p. 8.  The Department reaffirms this standard and the Companies’ goal to improve installation training.


Demand for C&LM Programs remains high, requiring that the Companies continually assess opportunities to reduce incentives where appropriate.  Further, increased support for energy efficiency on the Federal level in the form of tax credits or other incentives will provide an opportunity for the Companies to further modify geothermal and other incentives.  Therefore, the Companies shall closely monitor activities related to Federal energy legislation and stimulus programs and take advantage to adjust program incentives when the opportunity to do so presents itself.

6.
Low Income Programs


The Companies receive a substantial portion of their customer referrals from local Community Action Agencies (CAA) which provide a list of customers approved for energy assistance.  CL&P and UI testified that the Department of Social Services (DSS) currently does not allow the Companies access to its list of clients eligible for energy assistance.  However, DSS releases the list confidentially to the Companies’ customer service department annually.  The Companies then contact these customers to request whether they elect to be coded “hardship” in the Companies’ respective customer service databases.  This opt‑in process usually results in far fewer hardship‑coded customers than are contained in the DSS client list.


The WRAP and UI Helps programs can only market to customers that have elected to be classified “hardship,” a smaller group of hardship customers than actually exists.  The Low Income Energy Advisory Board (LIEAB) has recommended that (1) DSS change their application process to allow customer names be sent to the WRAP and UI Helps program on a non‑confidential basis, or (2) DSS modify its application to include an opt‑in provision at the time a client fills out the DSS application.  The LIEAB also recommends that DSS market the WRAP and UI Helps weatherization programs to customers eligible to receive DSS services.  The Companies believe that these efforts will assist them in reaching hard‑to‑service groups such as non‑English speaking, disabled and senior customers.  CL&P and UI Response to Interrogatory EL‑56.


Modifying the DSS application would simplify the customer application process, streamline the customer referral process and allow customers to receive weatherization services more promptly.  The Department fully supports the efforts of the LIEAB to implement this change.  The Department directs the Companies to report on this effort in the next annual C&LM filing.


CL&P and UI administer the WRAP and UI Helps programs by delivering the services via CAAs and private non-CAA vendors.  CL&P reported that the average waiting period to receive services from the time a customer is approved for WRAP services and the completion of weatherization services performed through WRAP is approximately 36 days for CAAs and 28 days for non‑CAA vendors.  CL&P Response to EL‑57.  UI indicated that the overall average time period between scheduling an appointment and the completion of services is between 19 and 21 days for the CAA and 10 to 12 days for vendors.  Tr., 11/12/08, p. 400.


Providing prompt weatherization services to low income customers is critical because it may prevent some families from facing further economic hardship or the loss of their dwellings.  The data above suggest that UI low income customers are serviced in a shorter time period from the time they request services than CL&P customers.  However, the record is unclear whether both Companies report the data using an identical method.  The Department directs the Companies to determine whether their data are computed using the same methodology.  If not, the Companies are directed to develop a common reporting practice.  In future annual C&LM filings, the Companies shall include the average time period for servicing customers, by CAAs and non-CAA vendors.


The Companies reported that, on average, third‑party vendors serviced low income customers more promptly than CAAs.  The Companies indicated that they communicate regularly with CAAs about service expectations and have spoken directly with lower‑performing CAAs.  Response to Interrogatory EL‑56; Tr. 11/12/08, pp. 399‑407.  The Companies also have set criteria for CAA service delivery.  Late Filed Exhibit No. 10.

The length of time for servicing customers should be invariant to type of service provider.  Although there has been progress toward prompter service by the CAAs, the CAAs need to demonstrate continued improvement of customer service.  Tr. pp. 407 and 408.  The Department directs the Companies to send, on a quarterly basis, to each of their respective CAAs and vendors a listing by name of each of the service providers and the average length of time taken to service customers.  See, CL&P Response to Interrogatory EL‑57.  In developing their next RFP for low income weatherization providers, the Companies shall explore the option of including the bidders’ historical average time periods for servicing customers as an additional criterion for selection of bidders. 

H. Business Programs 

1.
Project Caps


CL&P and UI both submitted requests for C&I program caps.  In a letter dated November 12, 2008, in this Docket, CL&P requested the Department approve a cap of $20,000 as a maximum incentive per project site.  CL&P stated that because it has used some of its 2009 C&LM funds to finance the shortfall in the 2008 budget, instituting the proposed cap would ensure that more customers could be serviced in 2009 and would better enable the Company to stay within its allowed budget.  CL&P noted that a business with more than one location could receive up to $20,000 per site.  UI has requested a project cap of $300,000 per Federal Tax Identification Number for 2009.  UI Response to Interrogatory OCC-4; Tr. 11/12/09, pp. 348 and 349.


CL&P has evaluated its C&I projects and available funds for 2009 and concluded that the 2009 budget should be sufficient to support a $300,000 cap.  Therefore, in its Written Exceptions, CL&P proposed to increase the cap to $300,000.  However, if program activity is more robust than expected, CL&P reserved the right to impose an appropriate decrease in the incentive cap, as deemed necessary.  CL&P pledged to keep the Department informed of significant changes in project activity and fund availability.


The Department believes that an incentive cap of $300,000 per metered facility with a maximum cap of $750,000 per Federal Tax Identification Number for 2009 is reasonable for the largest business customers of both Companies.  The Department believes smaller facilities should have lower caps, which could be based on rate classification.  The Companies are directed to inform the Department of significant changes in project demand and any adjustment in project incentive caps deemed necessary.  Incentive caps are a useful tool to manage the programs to available funding levels so as to avoid suspension of C&LM activity.  Program suspensions are detrimental to the reputation of the C&LM programs and frustrating for customers.  Therefore, program budgets must be managed to avoid this outcome.  The Department will refine budget caps as part of the 2010 C&LM proceeding.

2.
Operation and Maintenance Services/Performance Contracting


In this proceeding, the Department explored the existing O&M programs as well as opportunities for O&M market‑based financing and performance‑based contracting for business customers.  The Companies indicated that this can be achieved more successfully with financially stable mid‑to‑large sized customers such as hospitals, universities and municipalities.  CL&P anticipates working with the various market participants to identify experts to provide training and seminars to target these groups.  The Companies distinguished between financing mechanisms and performance contracts, the latter requiring performance criteria built into the customer’s contract.  Response to Interrogatory EL‑38.


Within the C&LM program, the Companies indicate they have worked with the Energy Service Companies (ESCO) on a limited basis by expanding project comprehensiveness to include more savings measures.  UI indicates that the Companies are investigating ways to coordinate performance contracting, non‑subsidized market based financing and O&M service contracting within the current program offerings.  Initiatives may include educational and outreach sessions, developing best practices, and facilitating changes in business models to accommodate the potential benefits of O&M efficiency.  UI Response to Interrogatory EL‑38.  CL&P indicates that there is “little formal marketing of the softer side of operations and maintenance initiatives by way of energy efficiency management behaviors and practices” and that the Companies are in the initial stages of integrating long‑term O&M strategies into the core C&I programs.  CL&P Response to Interrogatory No. EL‑44; Tr., 11/12/09, pp. 349‑362.


The O&M program has been funded at a much lower level than other C&I programs and O&M benefit/cost ratios have generally been modest compared to other C&I initiatives.  Although the EO, ECB and SBEA programs have reached maturity, the Companies after many years are still seeking a best practice approach to improving O&M performance for C&I customers.  The Department is also awaiting the results of the ISE O&M workshops conducted for K‑12 schools.  See Docket No. 07‑10‑03, Decision, pp. 26 and 27.


Many businesses have taken steps to change out their lighting and replace equipment.  Although the Department has no order in this Decision regarding the O&M program, there is significant work to be done to educate and promote better business practices to improve O&M, particularly among medium‑sized businesses.  In addition, more needs to be done to facilitate market‑based energy saving performance contracting for C&I customers.  An improved delivery model could take the form of C&I program enhancements, improved financing availability, an extension of the ISE delivery model, market‑based initiatives with C&LM program support, or purely market‑based initiatives that could include development of standardized contracts and procedures.

I. Educational Programs

1.
SmartLiving Center and Museum Partnerships


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 2008, the SmartLiving Center offered its first continuing education course through Gateway Community Technical College.  The class, titled the “Home Energy Savers Certificate Program,” provides individuals with ten hours of training and is offered three times in the spring and fall seasons.  2009 Plan, pp. 175‑180.


The Connecticut Energy Efficiency Fund’s (CEEF) SmartLiving Center in Orange, Connecticut 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.  Id.


Working in conjunction with the eeSmarts program, the UI 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 (i.e., Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts, Civic Organizations, etc).


The Companies’ Museum Partnership program’s objective is to expand upon the SmartLiving Center concept to a broader audience by continuing to partner with key educational museums such as Discovery Museum in Bridgeport, and Stepping Stones Museum (Stepping Stones) for Children in Norwalk, science centers and other high traffic public venues throughout the State.  The Companies plan further collaboration with these groups to integrate Fund messages and information for workshops, children’s activities and exhibits.  The Museum Partnership program also promotes the eeSmarts educational program to its partners and in 2008, one eeSmarts professional development workshop was held at Stepping Stones to reach Southwestern Connecticut teachers.  CL&P personnel also served as technical reviewers for the Stepping Stone’s Traveling Energy Exhibit.  Id.


Another significant Museum Partnership is with the Connecticut Science Center (CT Science Center) in Hartford, which is scheduled to open in 2009.  In June 2005, the Fund and the Connecticut Clean Energy Fund (CCEF) entered into a $2 million partnership with the CT Science Center to fund a Clean and Efficient Energy Gallery. The Clean and Efficient Energy exhibit will portray a partially built Energy City, allowing visitors to experience the energy efficient and clean renewable technologies that can be installed in commercial and residential buildings.  Visitors will travel throughout the Energy City to view exhibits on sustainability, energy-efficient windows, passive solar design, residential solar photovoltaic installations, energy-efficient appliances and lights, wind power, biomass, hydropower, fuel cells, real‑time energy monitoring systems, day lighting, occupancy sensors and LED traffic lights.  Approximately 400,000 schoolchildren and visitors are expected to visit the CT Science Center each year.  Id.


Prompted by significant and sustained increases in the cost of energy, consumers generally are becoming more aware of energy‑related issues.  As a result, it appears likely that consumers will seek out resources such as the SmartLiving Center and Museum Partnerships to educate themselves as to the strategies that can be used to lower energy consumption and cost.  The Companies have done a good job utilizing these resources by expanding the types of educational activities offered at these sites.  The Companies should continue to do so, thereby seizing the opportunity to increase traffic at the SmartLiving Center and to increase awareness among Connecticut’s youth regarding energy and efficiency.


Regarding the CT Science Center, the financial support of the CEEF and CCEF combined with the expertise provided from CL&P personnel have created a noteworthy presence at this Connecticut learning facility.  The Department commends the ECMB for endorsing the use of CEEF dollars to the CT Science Center as well as utility staff that were involved in this project to create an additional, significant educational opportunity for the thousands of people that will tour this resource.

2.
Stepping Stones Museum Expansion & Conservation Quest


Pursuant to a filing dated February 10, 2009, the Companies request approval to allocate $500,000 from the Fund to participate in the development of the Stepping Stones Museum for Children’s (SSMC) proposed building expansion, permanent energy exhibit, and Conservation Quest mini‑exhibit and state tour.  The Companies state that this proposed expenditure was approved by the ECMB on January 14, 2009 and would be paid over four years.  The following table shows the proposed payment schedule.  Letter dated February 12, 2009, Attachment I.

[image: image8.emf]Stepping Stones Museum Proposal

Payment Schedule

Date CL&P UI  Total

November 2009 $40,000 $10,000 $50,000

November 2010 $120,000 $30,000 $150,000

November 2011 $120,000 $30,000 $150,000

November 2012 $120,000 $30,000 $150,000

Total $400,000 $100,000 $500,000

Source of data: Letter dated Februray 12, 2009



Funding would be used to equally support the proposed expansion of the museum and Conservation Quest, a traveling energy education experience for Connecticut schools.  Regarding the overall nature and scope of these projects the Companies indicate that the SSMC’s proposed 22,000 square foot building expansion in 2010 will be obligated to be at least 10% more energy efficient than required by the 2009 Connecticut State Building Code while striving to meet or exceed 15%.  Additionally, the SSMC is committed to qualifying for Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Gold Certification and to incorporate emerging technologies such as Light Emitting Diode (LED) and other high‑efficiency exhibit lighting museum‑wide.  Regarding Conservation Quest, funding would support the construction of smaller portable exhibits that would tour 25 schools per year during the 2009‑2012 period.  This aspect of the program would center on energy conservation through direct, hands on experiences.  The Companies will require SSMC to achieve specific project milestones prior to the release of any funding.  Attachment II.


The Department has reviewed the proposal and finds it to be reasonable.  Therefore, this expenditure is approved subject to SSMC meeting all project milestones.  The Department notes that the Fund has been contributing $200,000 annually to the Connecticut Science Center through CL&P’s budget.  This commitment ends in 2009.  Therefore, funding for the SSMC will not increase overall educational program spending.  The Department remains committed to supporting energy‑related educational efforts where practical.

3.
Energy Information Line – 1-877-WISE-USE


In 2005, the Companies began operating a state wide toll‑free number to respond to questions regarding the C&LM programs (Energy Information Line).  Pursuant to the 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) the Department directed the Companies to expand the scope of the Energy Information Line 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 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), the Department further directed the Companies to have the Energy Information Line answered by a live voice during normal business hours and to transfer calls regarding electric suppliers, clean energy technologies and other energy related questions to appropriate resources.  2008 C&LM Decision, p. 37.


As a result of these directives, the Energy Information Line is now staffed with two full‑time employees at CL&P and one full time employee at UI during normal business hours.  Consumers calling 1‑877‑WISE‑USE during business hours speak directly with an energy professional (live voice).  After hours, or when phone representatives are busy, 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 staff at CL&P and UI can deal with many energy‑related issues.  However, they primarily address questions about the programs supported by the Connecticut Energy Efficiency Fund.  Since these utility personnel are not equipped to deal with all issues, a protocol has been established to transfer customers to other currently available resources, i.e., other energy professionals, to have consumers speak directly with experts in specific areas and to use currently available resources to provide this service as cost‑effectively as possible.


Specific resources were chosen because knowledgeable staff is available to provide a live voice response during business hours.  The goal has always been to avoid phone prompts, menus and recorded messages that require a call back or that create a situation that might frustrate consumers.  As part of the protocol, the Department has directed the staff at 1‑877‑WISE‑USE to transfer calls to live voice professionals as follows:

· Calls relating to choosing an electric supplier are transferred to the Department’s Outreach Group;

· Calls relating to renewable energy are transferred to the Connecticut Clean Energy Fund; and

· Calls relating to Green Buildings, Biofuel and other sustainable strategies are transferred to the Institute for Sustainable Energy.


The goal of this ruling has always been to enhance customer service by providing a live voice as the first contact when consumers call the energy information line during business hours.  Through 1‑877‑WISE USE, the Department sought to create an energy call center without incurring addition cost to provide consumers a valuable service.  This goal has been largely accomplished.  The Department will continue to monitor 1‑877‑WISE‑USE activities and make adjustments where necessary.

4.
K‑8 Education


An evaluation of the eeSmarts™ program was conducted in 2006 and was reviewed in Docket No. 06‑10‑02 DPUC Review of CL&P and UI Conservation and Load Management Plan For Year 2007 and 2008.  Based on deficiencies identified in the 2006 Evaluation, it was suggested that the responsibility for this program be transferred to the Institute for Sustainable Energy.  The Department directed that eeSmarts™ remain under the guidance of the Companies to allow time to correct the problems that had been identified.  In addition, the Department ordered that a follow‑up evaluation be conducted during 2008 to determine whether the Companies had taken corrective actions.  See, 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, p. 17.


In August of 2008, the ECMB contracted with Goodman Research Group, Inc. (Goodman) to assess the effectiveness of implemented program changes that resulted from the 2006 eeSmarts™ process evaluation, specifically from the 12 key Nexus Market Research, Inc. recommendations of that evaluation.  The follow‑up evaluation was conducted and submitted to the ECMB.  See, eeSmarts™ Process Evaluation Follow‑up dated October 24, 2008 (2008 Goodman Evaluation).


Based on the results and analysis of evaluation activities, Goodman reports the following key findings:

· The eeSmarts™ program’s shift to professional development has successfully increased participating teacher’s self-perception of competence in energy practices and ability to teach on energy practices.  These successes can be more readily seen if the program is more strategic about which teacher outcomes are important to track;

· eeSmarts™ teachers were significantly more likely to feel prepared to teach on science and energy. Teachers express enjoyment of and satisfaction with the program and believe that it does impact themselves and their students;

· The program has limited the distribution of materials to teachers who have attended workshops. Though program administrators and decision makers feel that this change was efficient and effective, some science curriculum coordinators and other gatekeepers had mixed responses;

· Alignment with Connecticut’s State Science Framework and Connecticut Mastery Tests has made the program more credible as a science-based curriculum and more attractive to curriculum leaders and teachers. This positive aspect of the program is underemphasized in program materials.  Nevertheless, some weaknesses in the curriculum need attention;

· eeSmarts™ program decision-makers have been very satisfied with their decision to hire the Project to Increase Mastery of Mathematics and Science (PIMMS) of Wesleyan University as the curriculum vendor and PIMMS’ expertise on teaching science curriculum. Additionally, some of the teachers and gatekeepers reported that PIMMS was an important part of their decision to be involved with the eeSmarts™ program; and

· Program decision-makers have not set an end‑date for the program, believing that the program needs to continue in order to see how effective changes to the program have been in educating Connecticut teachers about energy practices.


Based on its analysis, Goodman recommends that the program continue, and program administrators should:

· Reach out and expand to other Connecticut school districts;

· Retain the services of PIMMS;

· Advertise the program’s alignment with state frameworks and standards;

· Think strategically about which long‑term outcomes are most important and begin to track those now as part of the developing 10‑year plan;

· Make professional development workshops easier for all eligible teachers to attend; and

· Concentrate efforts on better recording of the quality of teacher training and the impact of training on teacher classroom activity.


Department review of the 2008 Goodman Evaluation finds that the Companies have taken steps to address the concerns raised in the 2006 Evaluation. The Department supports the recommendations of the 2008 Goodman Evaluation.  Further, the efforts put forth by the Companies to address these concerns demonstrate the Companies’ commitment to this program as well as their desire to have it succeed.  The Department commends the program administrators for their continued dedication to this effort, the museum partnership and other education‑related initiatives.  Therefore, the Companies shall continue to oversee the eeSmarts™ program.


The goal of Connecticut’s conservation initiatives is market transformation which requires that consumers modifying their behavior.  Educating consumers about energy efficiency and other energy‑related topics is critical to increasing awareness about the strategies that can be implemented to reduce consumption, i.e., the ways in which consumers can modify their behavior.  Therefore, education is critical to achieving the overarching goal of these programs.  As a result, the Department continues to support educational initiatives as being critical to all C&LM efforts.

J. Administrative and Planning

1.
Program Goals

If energy efficiency and conservation are to be treated as a resource similar to generation and transmission facilities, they it must produce reliable results over the long term.  If the results are not predictable, the ISO‑NE and system planners will not consider the savings associated with C&LM programs when they plan additional generation, transmission and distribution facilities.  Customers will be forced to pay twice, once for conservation and again for the resources that thought were being avoided by C&LM.

The current C&LM planning process as conducted by the ECMB and the Companies is backwards.  First, the conservation potential is determined, then program budgets are developed and the savings fall out at the end.  While this may have been acceptable in the past, this structure must be revised going forward if the C&LM programs are to compete with other resource options through the IRP process.  Goals and objectives should come first, based on the needs assessment, then programs should be planned to meet the goals while minimizing costs.

During the hearings in this proceeding, the Department questioned Company witnesses regarding the goals for their performance incentives.  The Department was pleased that the majority of the incentives are based on electric system benefits, essentially the savings of the programs.  However, all the incentive goals are annual; there are no longer term performance goals.  While annual savings goals are important, we must rely on complicated evaluation studies, and data and reports by the Companies to set the goals and to evaluate the level of actual savings achieved.  At the end of the day, it is the actual demands and energy requirements that system planners must plan to meet.

The Department therefore finds that broader, longer term goals relating to actual kW and kWh usage must be established.  For example, one or more of the following goals is appropriate:

· Each Company’s annual peak demand shall not exceed a specified MW target;

· Each Company’s total energy consumption cannot exceed a specified target; or

· Each Company’s annual peak demand must be reduced by a specified amount.

The Department recognizes that there are numerous factors that impact demand and energy use and that some factors cannot be controlled by CL&P and UI.  These factors should be considered when developing these types of goals.  For example, regarding residential consumption, goals could be developed based on the average use per customer to eliminate variances in total energy use resulting from changes in the number of customers.  Similarly, since the economy is an important driver of commercial and industrial electric use, goals could be developed for average use per GNP or other economic measures.  While some factors can be accounted for, it is not possible or necessary to eliminate all factors.  Setting broader, longer term goals and reviewing long term performance will force all parties to understand growth in electric demand and energy usage and whether programs and measures are being deployed effectively to curb usage.  Based on the foregoing, the Department directs the Companies to work with the ECMB and propose long term‑goals in the next annual C&LM filing based on the three mill funding level, expected revenues from RGGI and Class III REC and capacity sales.

2.
ECMB Third‑Party Evaluation Process


The current procedure for conducting third-party evaluation studies was approved by the Department in its Decision dated July 28, 2004, in Docket No. 03‑11‑01PH02.  Under that process, the ECMB oversees the selection and oversight of third‑party evaluations.  The Companies maintain an important role in developing the RFPs and work plans and also review the interim work products and changes in plans.  See, Decision, Docket No. 03-11-01PH02 pp. 19 and 20.  The current procedures for selecting an outside evaluator and directing program evaluations are found in the ECMB Roadmap.  Late Filed Exhibit No. 3.


UI has requested changes that would allow the Companies to have a more substantive role in the program evaluation process.  According to UI, the original process has changed from one of oversight by the ECMB to a system in which there is total control by the ECMB with no participation from the Companies.  UI maintains that since the Companies are required to verify their savings in the ISO‑NE Forward Capacity Market (FCM) they need to have the ability to ensure that these studies can verify savings results to ISO‑NE.  Tr., p. 427‑28.


OCC maintains that the ECMB Roadmap should be revised to provide that ECMB participation should be guided solely by the ECMB Evaluation Consultant, rather than the ECMB General Consultant.  Because the ECMB’s General Consultant works closely with the Companies in designing and implementing the programs, and is publicly and closely associated with the programs, “the ECMB’s General Consultants, along with the Companies, have an interest, perceived or real, in the outcome of any evaluation of the programs.”  OCC Brief, p. 3.  OCC favors allowing the ECMB General Consultant and the Companies the opportunity to provide comments on draft RFPs and interim evaluation reports.  However, OCC maintains that these comments should become part of the ECMB’s public record.  ENE believes that the ECMB should retain its central role in overseeing the content of the evaluation reports to assure independence from the Companies in this process.  ENE Brief.


The ECMB has an Evaluation Committee that consists of three non‑utility members.  However, the ECMB Roadmap reveals that the ECMB General Consultants and specifically the ECMB Evaluation Consultant provide leadership and actually execute many aspects of the evaluation process, in consultation with the Companies.  Late Filed Exhibit No. 3.


The ECMB program‑planning consultants and the Companies have an interest in the outcomes of any evaluation of the programs.  As a result, it is critical that the evaluation process be unbiased and transparent.  To provide credible results, persons planning the programs should not evaluate them also.  The ECMB Evaluation Committee and their consultant must be independent from and totally responsible for all aspects of the evaluation process.  The Department, therefore, requires that the ECMB Evaluation Consultant report directly to the ECMB Evaluation Committee.  Absent payment for the evaluation, the Department also requires that the ECMB Evaluation Consultant have no financial or business ties to CL&P, UI, ECMB members other ECMB consultants who plan the C&LM programs.


To assure that all requirements are met and evaluations are technically accurate, development of evaluation priorities and scheduling as well as the RFPs for evaluations shall be developed with input from all ECMB members.  The Department understands the need for some interaction between the ECMB program‑planning consultants, the Companies, and therefore will not preclude such interaction.

The ECMB Evaluation Committee shall be responsible for selecting evaluation consultants with no vote from the Companies, other consultants or ECMB members.  The Department agrees with the OCC regarding the need for transparency in this process.  Based on the foregoing, the Department directs that ECMB evaluation process be modified as follows.  All RFP comments and reviews when selecting consultants must be done in writing.  Evaluation reports, including drafts prepared by the ECMB Evaluation Consultants, shall be submitted to the ECMB Evaluation Committee.  The Committee shall then issue them to the Companies, ECMB members and the planning consultants for written comment that shall become part of ECMB’s public record.  The Committee is then free to accept, modify or reject any recommendations.

3.
Avoided Transmission and Distribution Benefits


The savings claimed by the C&LM programs are estimated in part based on the claimed savings in transmission and distribution (T&D), i.e., infrastructure that was forestalled or forgone due to the impact of C&LM programs.  The T&D savings are estimated in the 2007 avoided cost study (ACS).  T&D savings are included as a component of the Companies’ incentives.


OCC states that UI did not quantify the T&D savings associated with the C&LM programs in its recent rate case, Docket No. 08‑07‑04, Application of The United Illuminating Company To Increase Its Rates and Charges.  In that Docket UI testified that it does not make long‑term T&D infrastructure planning decisions based on specific C&LM activities.
  Docket No. 08‑07‑04, Tr. pp. 291 and 294.  OCC also notes that the Companies relied on a 2005 calculation to impute 2009 avoided T&D costs due to C&LM programs.  OCC requests that the Companies provide direct evidence of reduced T&D costs due to C&LM programs, rather than assuming that these costs are avoided due to energy efficiency programs.  OCC Brief, pp. 4‑6.  The Companies responded that C&LM projects have cumulatively resulted in lower T&D requirements, but because of the inherent distributed nature of C&LM projects, it would be difficult to pinpoint the impact of each project.  CL&P indicates that it has 695 MW of active C&LM measures that are reducing load in its system.  UI presented peak load forecast data that show C&LM programs have had a measurable impact on peak load in its service territory.  CL&P and UI LFE‑6.


OCC maintains that the Companies have not provided substantive evidence that the C&LM programs are taken into consideration in T&D planning or have actually reduced T&D expenditures.  OCC points out that the “avoided” T&D costs claimed by the Companies may actually be deferred T&D costs.  Tr. 11/12/08, p. 298.  Therefore, OCC requests that the Companies’ avoided transmission costs claimed in the ACS, which OCC contends are unsupported by the record, be disallowed.  OCC Brief, p. 6.


The Department allows the T&D component of the avoided costs at this time.  However, by the time of the 2011 filing, the Companies shall evaluate the benefits of conservation expenditures on T&D expenditures and provide a report to the Department.  The report must demonstrate that the C&LM programs are having an impact on T&D planning decisions and are contributing to avoiding T&D expenditures or this avoided cost benefit will be removed from the screening analysis.

4.
Program Savings Documentation Manual


Pursuant to the 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, the Department required the Companies to develop a comprehensive documentation of all claimed resource costs and savings corresponding to individual C&LM technologies.  Decision, p, 18 and Order No. 6, p. 23.  In response to this directive, the Companies developed a joint Program Savings Documentation manual, the PSD.  Beginning with the 2006 C&LM Plan filing, the Companies began submitting the PSD with each annual C&LM filing for Department approval.  The Companies submitted their updated PSD as part of the 2009 Plan.


The PSD, titled CL&P and UI Program Savings Documentation for 2009 Program Year, incorporates changes to program savings and metrics that naturally occur as programs and technologies evolve.  Department review of the PSD finds it to be reasonable.  Therefore, the PSD is approved.


The Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (Pub. L. 110‑140) has established a staggered phase‑out of common incandescent light bulbs which will begin in 2012.  Further, as discussed herein, the Companies will withdraw support for common CFLs in 2010.  As a result, it is necessary to modify the calculation of savings from CFLs as provided in the PSD.  Therefore, the Companies are directed to propose adjustments to the savings for common CFLs for their 2010 PSD.

III.
Conclusion and Orders

K. Conclusion


The Department approves with modifications and subject to the Orders below the 2009 C&LM budget.

L. 
Orders

1. On or before March 1, 2010, the Companies shall submit a 2009 C&LM and EIA program budget‑to‑actual revenues and expenditures summary, a summary of the 2009 Fund Balance activity, and the calculation of the 2009 Management Incentive Performance Indicators and Incentive Matrix based on actual expenditures made in that year.

2. On or before June 15, 2009, the Companies shall file with the Department a revised 2009 Management Incentive Performance Indicators and Incentive Matrix schedule to reflect the spending level approved by the Department in this Decision.

3. On or before October 1, 2009, as part of the 2010 C&LM Program filing, the Companies shall propose long-term goals as part of the performance incentive structure as discussed in Sections II.A. and II.G.1., herein.

4. On or before June 15, 2009, the Companies shall submit a breakdown of the wattage and style of the lighting products covered under Retail Programs as discussed in Section II.D.1., herein.  The information must identify the common CFLs that will no longer receive incentives under NCPs.

5. On or before May 28, 2009, the Companies shall submit the recommendations of the Working Group for short‑term modifications to the HES program as discussed in Section II.D.4., herein.

6. On or before October 1, 2009, as part of the 2010 C&LM Program filing, the HES Working Group shall submit the recommendations of the Working Group regarding the long-term HES Plan discussed in Section II.D.4., herein.

7. On or before October 1, 2009, as part of the 2010 C&LM Program filing, the Companies shall report on its efforts to increase awareness about the acronym for compact fluorescent lighting and recycling of CFLs as discussed in Sections II.D.1. and 2., herein.

8. On or before October 1, 2009, as part of the 2010 C&LM Program filing, the ECMB shall modify the ECMB Roadmap as it pertains to third party evaluations as discussed in Section II.G.2., herein.

9. On or before October 1, 2009, as part of the 2010 C&LM Program filing, the Companies shall evaluate the benefits of conservation expenditures on T&D expenditures and provide a report to the Department as discussed in Section II.G.3., herein.

10. On or before October 1, 2009, as part of the 2010 C&LM Program filing, the Companies shall propose adjustments to the savings for common CFLs as discussed in Section II.G.4., herein.

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 for the Year 2009

This Decision is adopted by the following Commissioners:





John W. Betkoski, III





Donald W. Downes





Anthony J. Palermino 













CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE


The foregoing is a true and correct copy of the Decision issued by the Department of Public Utility Control, State of Connecticut, and was forwarded by Certified Mail to all parties of record in this proceeding on the date indicated.

















[image: image9.jpg]. Sankpited





May 8, 2009


Kimberley J. Santopietro

Date


Executive Secretary




Department of Public Utility Control



A. Marcelynas
� These include real�time and time�of�day rates.


� CL&P budgeted 2009 incentives at the 5% level.  The Department’s disallowance of the $10 million effectively reduces CL&P’s performance incentive by $500,000.


� The Companies submitted detailed calculations of the Performance Management Fee based on its “Base Budget” amounts.  The Department herein authorizes inclusion of RGGI Funds, thereby requiring a recalculation of the Performance Management Fee Indicators and Matrices.


� The Department took administrative notice of Docket No. 08-07-04.  Reference to T&D discussions are found in the transcript dated October 16, 2008, pp. 434-441.











