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227 Lawrence St.      Hartford, CT 06106 

Retreat 9:00 am - ~2:30 pm

Documents Available at:

http://www.box.net/shared/bvhgz3i5en
ECMB Attendees:  Chair-Rich Steeves; Jeff Gaudiosi; Ron Araujo; Jamie Howland; Pat McDonnell; Dale Williams; Kevin Hennessy; Shirley Bergert; Neil Beup; Dick DesRoches; Joe Crocco; Prof. Alex Sommers; Rick Rodrigue.

 .

Not in Attendance: Michael Wertheimer.  

Other Attendees: Rebecca Meyer; Cathy Lezon; David Goldberg; Glenn Reed; Les Tumidaj; Kim Oswald; Jeff Schlegel; Joel Gordes.
1) Administrative 

Review Agendas. Meeting Format & Flow.  Chairman Rich Steeves called in order at 9:08 am and directed the Board to the agenda and noted they should not get bogged down  and there were a few other issues to ad to it.

2) Operational and Organizational Matters

Review and Amend EEB Bylaws/"Roadmap Process."  Rich Steeves provided a brief history of the development of the bylaw saying it was one of the best things to come out of the Board and has served them well. He said now there is a need for changes to reflect what is expected of the Board by the legislature and DPUC today. He noted one portion of it also has the detailed procedures for public input by those wishing to access the programs to use their products or services. Ron Araujo added that Sam Fankhauser has a group of technical professionals who provide the vetting of potential program measures and the group only has two utility personnel on it. Kevin Hennessy advised some of the language is currently unnecessary and there is a need to update it. Rich Steeves said he did like the idea of having a Steering Committee that set the agenda and handled certain other issues but noted the steering call would still be open to all participants. Shirley Bergert said she liked the open process and there is a need to go through an examination of the Roadmap since it is the "Constitution" for the Board. Dale Williams said he appreciates and welcomes all input that comes before the Board. Kevin Hennessy noted that if there is a quorum of Board members, then any meeting of a committee or subcommittee must be open to the public. Rich Steeves suggested the Roadmap revisions be assigned to a committee that would report back to the Board. Kevin Hennessy, Pat McDonnell and Shirley Bergert volunteered to serve on this committee.

Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) Presentation.  The Board paused discussion on the Roadmap to hear from Tom Hennick from the Freedom of Information Commission address the provisions of the FOIA which public boards must observe. He noted it is all about access and not to  induce fear or createe an impediment to the process. He outlined the three main points of compliance which include: 1) notice of meetings; 2) openness of meetings; 3) publication of minutes from a meeting. He said this includes committees of the Board which must operate under the same rules and that having a quorum is not necessarily the standard to be met to be subject to them. He also noted there are certain exclusions to what might be termed a "meeting" including setting of agendas and chance meetings. Shirley Bergert said some are easier to call while other circumstances can be more difficult such as individual conversations with consultants. Mr. Hennick said the latter situation would not fall under the law. Jamie Howland inquired whether interactions between Board members and utilities who are also on the Board falls under the law. Mr. Hennick responded that if it is for gathering information, it is not a problem but if it pertains to voting it forms a different situation. Shirley Bergert inquired on the detail of noticing a meeting. Mr. Hennick responded notices should be as specific as possible and be made public at least 24 hours in advance of a meeting and filed with the Secretary of State. He also explained the difference between regular meetings, special meetings and emergency meetings and the rules applying to he each. He went on to detail that at meetings open to the public it means the public can attend but not necessarily participate. He went on to detail the nature and uses for executive sessions and the rules that apply to them including that no vote may be taken within the actual session itself. Rich Steeves inquired how the Board my best handle informational requests from the public when there is a difference between what is Board information versus utility information. Mr. Hennick responded any recorded data related to public business, including files maintained by the Board, would be open except for those categories specifically exempted by statute. Rich Steeves inquired about the ability of individuals to copy information and who would pay the cost. Mr. Hennick said that the statute calls for prompt access with no undue delay and there can be no charge to merely examine a record but the agency or Board can charge $.25 per page in advance if the amount is over $10. He suggested it can be helpful to all parties in helping to narrow the scope of the search. Jamie Howland noted the two utilities who administer the programs gather information on customers, the jobs done and report certain information to the Board and questioned if that information is open to the public. Mr. haddock said only the information reported to the Board is required to be public and added utilities do not need to release information on customers as was decided in a case in Norwalk. Dick DesRoches said the EEB does not have an office and inquired whether the public had a right to go to a utility. Mr. Hennick said they could go to every Board member or the Board could issue one joint response and he also noted because some Board members work for state agencies they can only go to them as a Board member but not as an agency employee. Steve Gibelli of Northeast Utilities inquired whether a member of the public could go through all DPUC records. Mr. Hennick said that was not the intention and the statute should not be used as a weapon. Further discussions pertaining to detail on regular versus special meetings, issuance of RFPs and special Board oversight of the evaluation function and the details of how best to open Steering Committee calls/meetings to the public ensued. It was noted there are many shades of gray in the interpretation of the statute with Mr. Hennick advising the Board it should make its own decisions and if need be contact the FOIC for guidance. After Mr. Hennick left there was some further discussion on the need to revise the issuance of meeting dates particularly at the committee level.

Review and Amend EEB Bylaws/"Roadmap Process (Continued). Discussion resumed and Alex Sommers asked Chairman Steeves what he would request the Board to do on Roadmap revisions. He responded that all members should review the rules to become familiar with them and suggest any revisions to the committee in writing including the public process section. Pat McDonnell asked for clarification that the modifications should also be based on what they had heard regarding the Freedom of Information Act.

Committees Structure and Operation. Alex Sommers noted there seems to be agreement that  committees also need to have prior procedures and provide notice of meetings and issue minutes. Rich Steeves affirmed this and the need to have committee schedules set for the rest of the year and they should be sent to the Technical Coordinator. He added all committee meetings will also need to have access for the public either in person or telephonically which may necessitate some changes to meetings currently held at utilities. It was reiterated that there is a need to set these meetings in advance and issue a calendar noting this information preferably with a location and arrange for someone to take the minutes. Discussion then turned to the reconstitution of the Steering Committee which originally had at least three members but itself did not require a committee chair. Kevin Hennessy said there is a need to review all committee functions since a Steering Committee or Executive Committee could handle the task of a number of other committees. The Board then went through each committee and either eliminated them or placed its mission under the Executive Committee. (See revised committee list as Appendix A.) Specific discussion did take place on the increasingly important role of the Evaluation Committee and how it differs from others. Further discussion took place on the Marketing Committee, the potential need for more formality in committee operations and chairs. Jeff Gaudiosi suggested letting each committee decide its own rules and operations but staying within the FOIA requirements. It was suggested   the executive committee include the Chair, Vice-chair, Residential sector representative, commercial and industrial representative, the utilities and one other. Those volunteering included Kevin Hennessy, Jamie Howland and Rick Rodrigue. It was noted there is a need to better define within the Roadmap exactly what the duties of the Executive Committee will be.

Need for a Code of Conduct. Discussion turned to potential need for a code of conduct similar to which was developed to define the relationship between regulated utilities and any non-regulated subsidiaries after the deregulation legislation was passed. Rich Steeves explained this had come up as an issue and threw it out to the group of whether it is necessary or not. Ron Araujo said it comes into play with paying for items that might be given to state employees such as gifts such as T-shirts, etc. Pat McDonnell inquired whether this is something that  is already stated in the Roadmap Process. Rich Steeves said he had a problem with the Companies making the rules for himself and others as his own office provides the advice on this. Shirley Bergert said there are laws pertaining to this and it is worthwhile to be cognizant of them and avoid the conflicts. Kevin Hennessy suggested just as they had someone come in from the Freedom of Information Commission, it might be useful to have someone from the State Ethics Commission speak to the Board. Shirley Bergert offered  that groups voluntarily adopt behavioral limits and the Board may want to craft something on this as well. Rich Steeves noted the CCEF already has a policy related to this and we should obtain a copy.

ECMB Administrative Structure. ECMB Administrator. Shirley Bergert said she feels strongly on this as it has been the original structure that has made this a workable organization but noted the Legislature and DPUC treat the Board as if it had paid, full time staff to be able to deal with all the actions requested. She said she would like for the Board to have an executive director but this is not a casual discussion. She noted the Technical Coordinator's announcement to leave opens up this option. She also noted this should include a full-time support staff person and an office and suggested a committee look into this. Jamie Howland said he also had similar thoughts on this but is aware the impending budget cuts may also play a role. Dale Williams inquired if there was any existing model they could draw upon. Neil Beup asked what would an executive director do. Discussion ensued with a number of observations being made on the Boards changing role(s), budgetary constraints and the legal ability of the Board to undertake this. Rich Steeves suggested this go to the new Executive Committee for further action. 

Progress on the EEF/EEB Institutional Identity. EEF Protection Plan. Ron Araujo brought up that there is an evaluation taking place to measure public awareness of the Energy Efficiency Fund. Shirley Bergert inquired why the name has been changed. Rich Steeves replied that it was to avoid confusion with the Connecticut Clean Energy Fund (CCEF). Ron Araujo continued that all new releases reflect this change but there has been no official vote by the Board recorded on this. Jeff Schlegel noted that technically the logo still has "Connecticut" in the title. Kevin Hennessy said that an important aspect of this is legislators are confused between the two funds which was verified by Ron Araujo recounting an episode of this. Jamie Howland echoed this noting that legislative support is of paramount importance. Shirley Bergert suggested that after the evaluation on fund awareness is available that the Board officially vote on the renaming issue. Neil Beup questioned whether the Board should be spending a great deal of its time on this issue. He noted that in his travels around the country the buydowns are generically referred to as "utility rebates" without references to special funds. He said even in private enterprise people will often refer to Carrier air conditioners, Otis elevators, etc. but not to the parent company, United Technologies Corp (UTC). Rich Steeves said he feels it is important to let the ratepayers know that it is their funds and not the companies' funds that pay for the services. Shirley Bergert thought that it might be appropriate for the Board to present some very brief facts about the EEF at the beginning of each Energy and Technology Committee meeting. Joe Crocco thought it would be important to emphasize the job creation capability. Further discussion ensued.

3) Strategic Plans and Goals

Long Term Goals & Metrics, Prioritizing DPUC Ordered Milestones. Jeff Schlegel opened the discussion by noting there is a need to relate metrics to long-term goals. Rich Steeves said that peak reduction by some amount might be an example of that. Jeff Schlegel noted that a prior order from the DPUC had looked at that but it was not in a snappy form in any way that people might remember. Rich Steeves agreed and brought up a graphic that Jeff Schlegel had developed of the megawatts saved over time that added up to ~660 MW or the size of a medium power plant. Shirley Bergert agreed that there was a need to develop easy to understand explanations. Jeff Schlegel said the Board needs to go forward to develop ways to portray savings such as looking at a typical customer and show how much they would save. He highlighted three components that need to be present: 1) a catchy phrase with a snappy graphic; 2) a typical customer's bill analysis; and 3) some statement presenting customer satisfaction. Ron Araujo noted that some of the Department decisions provide mixed signals when looking at long-term goals noting that being comprehensive is better but those programs that are often most cost-effective employ cream-skimming that provides high benefit/cost ratios while sacrificing true comprehensiveness. Dale Williams asked if it might be possible to map DPUC policy over time to show some of their reversals and to look at the last two iterations of legislation as well. Rich Steeves said this discussion was well-taken and there have also been changes on evaluation policy and a need for other boards to get on the same page as the Energy Efficiency Board. Dale Williams brought up the question of whether the Board should react to the Department or provide the policy that the Board would like to see. Jeff Schlegel responded that the Board has always tried to do this and suggested setting up a technical session with the Department before the filing  since trying to articulate certain information is hard to argue within a legal setting. Shirley Bergert, who served as a DPUC Hearing Officer in the 1980s, suggested the Board could do a better job telling the Department what they need to hear. Neil Beup added that they have done some work on this in the C&I Committee since their efforts to promote sustainability may run counter to [short term] cost-effectiveness but employs a multiyear strategy. Jeff Gaudiosi noted that on the subject of technical meetings, the Board has not always been successful in getting new commissioners to respond. Ron Araujo suggested that the board resurrect the policy of sending resolutions to the Department as part of its annual filing. Further discussion ensued.

2012 Integrated Resource Plan Scenarios. Jeff Schlegel reminded the group of the two scenarios for energy efficiency within the integrated resource plan and noted that while the plan entails an additional $20 million for the 2011  Targeted Scenario that was generally supported, the support came without the funding. He went on to say that in preparation for the 2012 IRP, they have a good deal of time to think about it. 

2011-2012 C&LM Plan. Relation of Annual Plans to IRP and Targeted or Enhanced EE Scenario. Jeff Schlegel again brought up the two scenarios and noted that the funding would be made up of the: 1) base amount from currently existing sources; and 2) the additional $20 million in the targeted scenario. Rick Rodrigue questioned whether in this scenario the money would go to four a five specific programs or be spread across all programs. Jeff Schlegel responded that it would be targeted but in a different way and would like to see the use of the total resource test rather than the electric systems test. Rich Steeves added that the Board does not take credit for all the benefits that are realized when just the electric system test is employed with specific environmental benefits as being one example but was unsure how to accomplish this. Ron Araujo suggested that this could be acknowledged in one of the resolutions. Pat McDonnell noted that while the Board has cost goals they must attain, they are not being given full credit for their accomplishments. Shirley Bergert agreed noting much of what the Board has accomplished is being ignored and it may take a legislative change that would provide value for meeting goals that do not receive due credit. Rick Rodrigue said much of this hearken back to the same points Chris James had made concerning the benefits these programs make for meeting climate change mitigation goals. Further discussion ensued on other savings that can be attributable to the programs and how it can save typical customers not just on electricity but on other fuels as well.


Working with Connecticut Communities. Jeff Schlegel noted that much of the public input from June 9th pertained to the Fund's relationship to communities and pointed out the Neighbor-To- Neighbor program as an example. He said there is a need to coordinate more closely with them and that one potential resolution to the DPUC might entail formation of a joint committee to work with them and lay further groundwork with clean energy task forces at the local level. Ron Araujo noted that CL&P is already doing much of this in the eeCommunities program through Rebecca Meyer's efforts to ensure that all parties are "singing from the same sheet of music." Glenn Reed added that they are talking about the right things but that the community groups have very limited resources so there is a need to streamline operations and work together more closely. Rich Steeves inquired whether there are any prepared "toolkits" that can be provided to them. Ron Araujo said they have such materials but they can be improved upon. Jeff Schlegel noted there have been some communications problems between the towns and some of the vendor-providers and a need to clarify what can eeCommunities provide for upgrading town buildings since this is not just for the residential sector but also includes small business size projects as well. Rebecca Meyer noted that different groups request different features and they will have information in guidebooks they are preparing as well as on-line. She added there is also a grant application process that will be part of the program. Shirley Bergert felt this was excellent and that there is a need to have the EEF website provide links to all programs incentives along with tax information as well. Some discussion ensued on the nature of the EEF website and its ability to link to others. David Goldberg noted that the CCEF's whole concept is aimed at that. Jamie Howland added that one other thing it has the potential to accomplish is generate political support for the fund. He also said that feedback indicates that the local task forces think it is taking too much time to implement and there is a need to hire more staff to go into the communities in order to spend enough time with each of them. Rebecca Meyer said plans are underway to expand the staff in 2011 and they will assign program administration to each major region.


4) Sector and Area Updates

Commercial and Industrial (C&I) Presentation- Joint Companies and Consultants.  Les Tumidaj gave a synopsis of the C&I program vision featuring support for a sustainable and competitive business climate to include: 1) economic competitiveness; 2) environmental stewardship; 3) energy security; and 4) social responsibility. He went on to note that it also includes meaningful savings, high-performance buildings, systems and processes, comprehensive energy solutions and energy management and becomes a core business value. He provided information showing the progress to date in development of the Business Sustainability Challenge (BSC) program which is the flagship for this endeavor and went through the opportunities and follow-on steps that still need to be accomplished. (See details at http://www.box.net/shared/bvhgz3i5en .) Discussion ensued with Ron Araujo noting that comprehensive projects have been increasing and provided details on the two tracks available under the BSC program. Pat McDonnell noted the comprehensive approach requires a good deal of handholding in each of the UI service territory towns. Neil Beup suggested there is a need to step up the efforts and bring further information to the Department concerning the non-energy savings which accompany this program. He also said there is a need to show broader participation for which the program will have to adjust to better meet company needs. Ron Araujo provided a case study that featured a McDonald's franchise and the accomplishments the programs were able to bring to the community.

Residential Presentation- Joint Companies and Consultants. Glenn Reed presented on behalf of himself and Betsy Harper on the residential programs and noted that they are using the word "assessments" rather than "audits" to describe the services being offered. He notes that there is a good delivery infrastructure in place for 2011 now that they are repositioned to deliver comprehensive services that will tie vendor compensation to energy savings and be able to leverage coordination through  eeCommunities and associated initiatives. Going forward he cautioned that the savings coming from lighting measures will continue to shrink as will those from appliances. At the same time the dynamic nature of the consumer electronic market makes it difficult to tap. He went on to highlight certain new and increased savings opportunities such as quality HVAC installation practices, behavioral efforts, heatpump water heaters and dryers, ductless minisplits heat pumps and codes and standards upgrades. Discussion ensued and Cathy Lezon noted that oil customers are underserved to which Glenn Reed responded that they do have some funds that can be used for that sector. Jamie Howland noted they have a data requests to the utilities pertaining to the average electrical usage of oil-heated homes which might be useful in determining how they can be better served. Shirley Bergert said the Independent Connecticut Petroleum Association (ICPA) has been promoting the services and that some of their personnel have been get Building Performance Institute (BPI) certifications because they see the potential for a new business model. Jeff Schlegel gave a rundown on the loan program noting that $2.7 million in loans are underway with a cost of $1.1 million for interest rate buydowns which equates to approximately $5,000 per loan. He added that there is the need for a new source of  lower cost capital and there are some options that they are actively investigating but, as Jamie Howland pointed out, some of these are not good as they sound at first when certain business cost can add as much as 4% to them. (See http://www.box.net/shared/bvhgz3i5en )

Evaluation Presentation. Kim Oswald said that program changes required changes in how evaluation is carried out and it is moving to a more holistic approach where the movement is away from measures and technologies become more important than programs, that there are long germination periods for behavioral change and realization rates become unmeasurable. She went on to cover strategic approaches that entail measuring the technologies with the highest savings but skipping smaller gains while employing customer surveys and site visits to insure comprehensiveness. She concluded by saying results may be invisible for several years and that savings may be measured in different ways such as energy density per unit of output. Savings may also be in different units for individual customers and may require changes in defining program savings as well as calculating utility incentives. She is also developing a wish list for new evaluations which in total might come to $3.5 million which would not please the regulators. Rich Steeves said she ought to think about prioritizing the evaluation needs in the order of: 1) do what is needed to meet Department orders and other requirements; and 2) then consider the others on the wish list by priority leading up to the total and that this should be sent on to the Companies and Jeff Schlegel. Ron Araujo also suggested that they should begin the RFP process for evaluation of programs before the budget year begins in order to be forward-looking.

There being no other items, the Retreat adjourned at 2:57 pm.
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