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 Minutes Energy Conservation Management Board (ECMB) Retreat

August 13, 2008       9:00 am pm-2:30 pm

 The Lyceum

227 Lawrence St.                      Hartford, CT 06106

ECMB Attendees:  Chair- Jeff Gaudiosi; Rich Steeves; Mary Healey; Ron Araujo; Jim Motta; Roger Koontz; Roy Haller; Chris Ehlert; Rick Rodrigue; Michael Wertheimer; Neil Beup; Kevin Hennessy; John Rathgeber; John Dobos; John Ferrantino; Dick DesRoches; Robert Liuzzi; Shirley Bergert.

 .

Not in Attendance: 

Other Attendees: David Goldberg; Les Tumidaj; Glenn Reed; Jeff Schlegel; Kim Oswald (by speakerphone); Peter Ptak; Joel Gordes.

Chairman Jeff Gaudiosi called the meeting to order at 9:16 am and requested any changes to the agenda. Seeing none he called the group's attention to the administrative issues and explained that administrative issues were the first order of business in order to make meetings as efficient as possible. He requested that there be careful consideration for all the aspects listed and open discussion on each.

Agendas. Jeff Gaudiosi noted that most look pretty much the same as many of the items are placeholders from previous months' activities which are considered on a continuing basis. Joel Gordes explained how the agendas were set being a combination of continuing items, requests or from previous meetings where new items were requested to be considered and some refinements during the agenda conference call held each month. Rich Steeves provided an historical perspective of how the ECMB once had a Steering Committee that set the agenda but this has changed over time so the monthly conference call is open to all Board members. Neil Beup said the agenda was a source of frustration that he believes limits the effectiveness of the meetings and the Board. It is difficult to discern what is really important and it often adds to the confusion and complexity of the issues that need to be addressed. He believes the meetings need to include more dialogue on the major decisions but the sheer number of issues on the agenda leaves little  opportunity to discuss them in a meaningful way.. He suggested the agenda have those items which really matter be carefully prioritized. Rich Steeves said he thought this was a good point to bring up and noted that some of the Board members do not engage in these activities on an everyday basis while others do and there is the tendency to underappreciate the perspective of those not involved every day. He said there is a need to include that perspective. Mike Wertheimer said he has no problem with Neil Beup's proposal but there is a need to have a certain amount of detail and lead time on issues subject to a vote. Kevin Hennessey said the format is cramped and would like to see something that is visually less condensed. He said he feels that information concerned with items that need to be voted upon should take precedence over such items as marketing and labels. Shirley Bergert said she appreciated the details and it is useful in conveying to the Fuel Oil Conservation Board what is happening with the ECMB.

Ron Araujo said he thought the agendas are sometimes stagnant but the Board could move priority items to the top although he likes to see the detail because it aids in preparing for the meeting. John Dobos added that he was not sure that the term "steering call" was an appropriate description and it was suggested that "agenda call" might be substituted. Jeff Gaudiosi recalled that the original agendas used to be just a few lines, then went to a format where each item was footnoted to further explain it and then finally to the format before the Board today. He brought this up to show there have been changes over the history of the organization and there appears to be a need to keep it fluid and reprioritize the issues. He also added he likes to see who it is that will be the lead speaker on each issue. Rich Steeves said the democratization process of the Board has led to growth of those on the call but also greater participation. Neil Beup responded that the democratization effort has been admirable but it appears that by the time many of the issues are brought to the Board, they have been 95% resolved already. Rich Steeves said that was one of the original reasons for going to a committee system; to save time for the Board as a whole. Neil Beup said there has to be an opportunity for dialogue and discussion on the issues by all Board members as there is a need to have engagement. Without that it becomes ceremonial to some extent and that would be detrimental to Board operations. Mike Wertheimer said he agreed with some aspects of that but without the work of the committees the discussions might just be more of a stream of consciousness without any detailed thought behind it and felt there was a need for balance in this respect. Jeff Gaudiosi said care should be taken in the decision of what is sent to a committee. Mike Wertheimer said there is a need to have the committees on the agenda and the groundwork should be done by them. Ron Araujo harked back to what Shirley Bergert said about liking parts of the structure and that we should start with that and refine the agenda during the conference call.

Meeting Format and Flow. Jeff Gaudiosi noted that much of the format and flow of the meeting went back to the agenda.  Neil Beup said his point was that often the flow was dependent upon the length of the meeting and driven too much by the consultants such as how we are approaching the current DPUC decision. All that might be needed on the agenda would be one sentence on a major point such as the decision itself. Rich Steeves responded that the meetings and flow were more driven than that implied. He went back to when Dan Sosland ensured that the Board had consultant assets in order to match the resources of the utilities and provided a Board view rather than just a utility view to the work products. He said that aspect now has a life of its own but was needed at the time when operations began. He said there may be too much dependency upon consultants but they are available to all members of the Board to provide advice which the Board can take or leave depending upon any number of circumstances. Shirley Bergert added she did not think the Board could function without its consultants who are especially critical in aiding those without technological knowledge. She suggested there may be a need to go back to a more formal steering call. Jeff Gaudiosi said what he would like would be a summary of the decision first rather than an outright consultant recommendations to the decision. In that way discussion would take place and then the recommendations would follow. Shirley Bergert said she would also like preliminary recommendations. Roger Koontz said it's a complicated world but agreed with Neil Beup's observation that the Board needs to focus on the main issues which will help identify the options for discussion but we do need to have a preliminary discussion first. Jeff Gaudiosi said sometimes too much is done off-line between meetings due to the timing of issues to meet certain deadlines. Mike Wertheimer agreed noting that it is a tough balance and suggested that sometimes more should take place off-line and then bring the pros and cons of an issue to a meeting.  John Ferrantino thought that the conference call is good for providing input and that the consultants bring value in perspective to the Board decisions. He said there is also a need for briefings on the issues prior to the meeting and doing that enough in advance would help.  Neil Beup agreed that it would be optimal to receive a summary first and use that to formulate actions. He also thought it is valuable to have the Board discussions of the issues brought forward by the committees and also thought that this would only be required when the committees have actually made some forward progress where Board input was required. Rich Steeves noted the structure of the Board has changed over time as evidenced by looking at the committees list. Jeff Gaudiosi also pointed out the voluntary nature of having people serve on the committees and very few rules restricting anyone from serving on them with the exception of on any committee there can only be one joint utility vote. Some further discussion ensued on committees and it was requested that a calendar of committee activities be placed on the website so that people are aware of their activities.

 Event Calendar. Jeff Gaudiosi informed the Board there are a large number of events each month and a list of them appears on the ECMB website. He recommended members try to attend one per month. He noted that currently they are doing a series of legislative meetings across the state at a rate of about two to three a week. By having legislators take part in them and come in contact with Board members it provides a new perspective on what the CEEF does. It also provides an opportunity for the people who use the programs to gain a better understanding of how their dollars are being used and provides the Board members with feedback on the programs rather than they're being just a line item budget item. He did admit that there have been some ups and downs at some of the events with the officials sometimes giving other funds credit for work that the CEEF is responsible for.Sometimes it is the companies as the administrators who get more recognition than the actual CEEF itself. Shirley Bergert said she thought it might be helpful if the companies have a listing of where Board members worked which would make it he easier for them to attend events when they were notified that a function was taking place nearby. Jeff Gaudiosi said sometimes there is a call to have Board members with expertise in certain topics and other times when there was only a day or two notice to be able to attend an event. Kevin Hennessey inquired whether the focus of these events is strictly energy conservation. Jeff Gaudiosi said that it differs since the format with the state representatives has been a tabletop setup where energy-efficient lightbulbs have been distributed and it is highly geared toward efficiency; much of it marketing WRAP and Home Energy Solutions programs to the residential sector.  Ron Araujo added that many of them do have a residential focus but the structure varies sometimes it can be a picnic; sometimes a more formal type of atmosphere. John Dobos recounted that Congressman Shays had an event and talked about the programs for quite some time. Jeff Gaudiosi added that identifying the fund as an identity is difficult when you don't even have a mailing address and there is possibly a need for it or even a post office box to rectify that situation. Ron Araujo said there may also be a need for at least the Chair and Vice chair to have a business cards identifying them as Board officers but still having their "day job" contact information available.  Mary Healey agreed saying that the Board more than any Board she has had contact with, gets the mission done but it certainly does need more identity. Mike Wertheimer suggested using the address of the DPUC as the mailing address.   Mary Healey thanked the Board for their hard work and commitment.

Vendor Resolution/Discussion Group; Roadmap Process.   Rich Steeves informed the group that during a previous discussion it was agreed that the term "Dispute Resolution" was inappropriate for the newly formed committee and that "Facilitation Committee" was more appropriate. He also said they may consider setting up certain rules of operation  but they are unsure how formal or informal the meetings might be or whether they would hold any legal status. This came as a result of vendors coming to the Board and discussing operational issues.  It would also treat certain issues outside of the normal Roadmap Process where mediation would play a larger role. Jeff Gaudiosi added that during the discussion on changing the name it was also added that this committee can only make suggestions to the parties but not mandate any specific action. Roy Haller said he was not sure it was that different from the Roadmap Process noting it begins with a vendor going to the utilities but also having the option to directly address the Board or, as a final step, directly appealing to the DPUC. He referenced last years consideration of Mr. McDonough's technology using magnets for treating water noting that it was finally resolved. He said had it not been resolved in that way it might have gone to a mediation committee. Rich Steeves said they now need to formalize this as it was something that was suggested by the Department and, as Shirley Bergert, noted it needs to be further developed. Shirley Bergert added there is a need to see where the Board fits into this and the legal limits on what the Board committees can do. Mike Wertheimer said he thought it was important not to oversell what the Board can accomplish but that it is a better remedy than going to court. He added the Roadmap Process was one of the best things the Board had done yet people still come to the Board asking for one thing or another and do not know about it. He concluded by saying he was not sure how to balance the issues. Jeff Gaudiosi responded that issues would be handled on a case-by-case basis and there is nothing mutually exclusive of first going through the Roadmap Process and then having the committee later mediate any disputes Roy Haller mentioned posting information on this to the website.

Board Interaction with Legislature & Program Review & Investigations Committee (PRI) Review.  Discussion began with Jeff Schlegel noting the PRI had contacted himself and Joel Gordes with questions but may also be looking to the Board for information. He said they had set September for wrapping up the research portion and reporting to their committee on their findings. Shirley Bergert said that the researchers for that committee are of the highest level and extremely competent and the questions were reasonable and intelligent. Ron Araujo added that he was very impressed with the degree of detail and thoughtfulness of the questions. Rich Steeves inquired whether anyone thought there was a bias to the questions. Shirley Bergert responded she thought they were very good and Jeff Schlegel added they seemed to be very objective and the more detail the better it will be if that is reflected in the intent for any legislation. He also felt that if it includes sections on the cost drivers study it could become quite influential. Shirley Bergert noted that the committee's report's will not take any particular political view but the upcoming hearing in connection with this project will offer another opportunity for input. Jeff Gaudiosi suggested that the group might provide input directly as the ECMB but Shirley Bergert suggested it might be better if it came from the individual members.  Neil Beup said he did not believe it would be appropriate for the Board to lobby in that way and it should be left to the individual organizations to present their positions. He said this raises the legal and lobbying issues that have been brought up before with one difference being that the legislature now has the CEEF on its radar screen and is directing tasks to the Board. Mary Healey said the Board should not minimize the impact it can have with the legislature and respectfully disagreed with Neil Beup on the need to provide credible information to the legislature. She noted the CCEF has at least one full-time person devoted to that task. Mike Wertheimer interjected that it is a fine balance and the legislative report provides information to the legislators containing carefully vetted input whereas lobbying by the members on behalf of the ECMB may not be as fully vetted.  Considerable discussion ensued on the pros and cons of this issue with Jeff Schlegel suggesting the Board bring back Neil Beup's memo on Board interaction with the legislature and take some official action on it.

Planning Scenarios and Calendar. Jeff Schlegel provided the first presentation of the morning and introduced it by saying the Retreat is the one opportunity each year to provide the Board with the basic concepts for the plan. (His full presentation can be accessed at http://www.box.net/shared/icbtogestx.) He showed rates from year 2000 to 2008 on the components of the electric rate which has increased 80% over that period. He concluded:

· The price of electricity is driven mainly by the cost of fuel (natural gas on the margin) used to generate electricity.

· Peak demand is not the principal driver of electric charges or the price of electricity.

· Roughly two-thirds of high price hours do not occur in the highest electric demand hours.

· Difficult to change short-run electric prices.

· Customers wishing to reduce their total energy costs (and their energy bills) are best able to do so by reducing their energy consumption.  

· Increasing energy efficiency reduces both energy use and peak demand
He continued that, at the same time, the C&LM charge on the consumer's bill has decreased from 3% to approximately one-half of that at this time.

The issues that have driven energy efficiency have evolved over time to include:

· 2000-2005: concerns about reliability and congestion – focus on capacity/reliability

· 2003-2006: concerns about price of capacity and capacity markets (ISO, FCM)

· 2005-2008: high electricity prices driven by energy prices and the cost of natural gas

· Near future: continued concern about energy and electricity prices; carbon and environmental issues

Neil Beup inquired the origin of the concerns that drove the programs between 2005 and 2008. Jeff Schlegel responded that the initial drivers were from consumers but bullet number one came as a result of the DPUC whereas bullets three and four came from the Legislature.

The 2009 Electric Planning Scenarios can be summarized as:

· 2009 Plan (Oct. 2008) – Base Funding:

· C&LM funding plus FCM, Class III, and EIA (LRP)

· Support ramp up to achieving all cost-effective EE

· Base Plus Moderate RGGI Funding

· See estimate of range of RGGI funding

· Procurement Plan (Jan. 2009) – RGGI & IRP:

· Acquire all cost-effective EE and demand resources

· Ramp up over 2-3 years to achieve roughly three times the annual impacts (planning scenarios)

[image: image1.png]C&LM 70.999 98.230 105600 81.371 134.188
EIA 22772 31.036 31.100 9.215 9.215

Total 93.771 129.266 136.700 90.586 143.403
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Planning for the Natural Gas Plans Gas Plans

· Similar approach?

· Base gas funding and potential use of CAM

· Gross receipts tax revenues; none for 2008; 2009?

· Clarify objectives and link to state energy policy objectives, critical energy needs in CT

· Similar to the way we have done for electric

· This winter – significant winter heating cost increases (gas and oil); special session Aug. 22

· Related – ECMB letter to Fuel Oil Conservation Board

Further discussion ensued after the presentation. Rich Steeves surmised that the carrying cost for $30 million might be approximately $3 million per year but could decrease over time. Mary Healy inquired whether any models have been developed to determine the effect on programs as energy prices increase. Jeff Schlegel responded they do not perform forecast but they do review information pertaining to this as well as look at information from other sources. Shirley Bergert reminded the group that Senator Fonfara said he did not think enough was being done to reach needy business groups and the Board should think about doing something on this topic as it may also be a subject for the August 22nd legislative special session. Ron Araujo pointed out that vulnerable business customers may not be the high use customers. John Dobos said the gas funds have been ramping up to more significant levels and there has been a need to place customers on a waiting list. Mary Healy pointed out these are business people who undertake business risk as a part of their operations and have an appreciation for what this means. She added there is a need to perform more sensitivity analysis so as to be able to better predict oversubscription of programs and believes there may be enough program history to be able to of accomplish this. Shirley Bergert noted there has been a lot of negative reactions from those who have already made investments and the message must go to the Legislature that there is a need to count on long term planning.

Residential Sector. Glenn Reed provided a presentation on residential sector programs. He began by providing highlights that included: (Glenn Reed's full presentation can be accessed at http://www.box.net/shared/tuv7idoj9g)

Minimum ’09 budgets may not meet HES and Low Income demand

Products: Transforming the CFL market - how much longer can we claim savings?  Solid state lighting (SSL, i.e., LEDs) not yet ready to fill the gap

HES (In-Home): Great customer response.  Can we achieve deeper savings?  Start to move to a more market-based model

HES (HVAC): Increased focus on peak period performance (EER) and proper installation = increased demand savings

New Construction: Need to review, revise, coordinate & better communicate program objectives

Low Income: Possible trade-off of services vs. # of customers served?

He then went into the products being offered and the upcoming challenges they present.
Shift resources from CFLs (eventually), but to what?

· CFLs have provided large amounts of cheap savings

· Two-thirds of ’08 residential energy savings; one-quarter of all savings

· For 2009: reduce incentives for “plain vanilla” CFLs; keep higher incentives for specialty bulbs:

Three-way, dimmables, reflector and globe

· Effect of 2012 – 2014 federal lighting standard is unclear

· CFLs are most likely an interim technology, but…

· Nothing (yet) to fill the gap: SSL (LEDs) generally not yet ready for prime time

· When do our net CFL savings start taking a hit as the market transforms and free-ridership increases?

Limited savings from other products

· Appliances (at retail): small incremental savings

· Appliance recycling/turn-ins: Recent CT experience not positive; other programs have reported more favorable results

· Mandated RAC turn-in was for 2008 only

· Consumer electronics – computers, monitors, TVs, set-top boxes??

· Best program model(s) unclear


What can be done locally vs. regionally/nationally?

· Possible regulatory opportunity w/set-top boxes


Worst STBs use as much energy as a small refrigerator!

He then went on to look at specific programs and pointed out the following points & concerns:

Home Energy Solutions will service over 8,000 customers


how deep should it go?


comprehensiveness versus servicing all request


moving it toward being market-driven?


ductless heat pumps or geothermal??

Residential new construction


What path to take toward zero net energy homes?


Code and beyond code upgrades?


message to builders and other stakeholders?


Emphasis on HVAC to ensure demand savings


concern over geothermal taking undue proportion of funding?

Low Income programs


Demand for low income programs may outstrip current resources


Where does Fuel Oil Conservation Board fit in?


need to find additional sources of funding?

Commercial & Industrial Sector. Less Tumidaj presented on an update from his 2007 presentation on a "Vision for a Sustainable and Competitive Connecticut Business Environment" that included: (Les Tumidaj's full presentation is at http://www.box.net/shared/3zqkmogele)
CEEF evolves to support a sustainable and competitive business climate for Connecticut’s business and industries based on bottom-line solutions for:

Economic competitiveness

Environmental stewardship

Energy security

Social responsibility

Builds on strong history of CEEF accomplishments

He went on to enumerate the ways to accomplish these goals including:


setting milestones to meet as much as 30% to 50% reductions


fostering high-performance buildings that are 25% to 35% above ASHRAE 90.1 2004


working with business comprehensive energy solutions That include green buildings, energy efficiency, load management, renewable energy and on-site generation.

He emphasized the importance of behavioral and cultural changes required to meet these goals and then went on to provide a synopsis of expenditures and budgets and the constraints that the CEEF has been under. He provided information on each of the major programs and finally wrapped up with the priorities for the year 2009 programs which are

:

Need effective transition to IRP

Depends on the budget

Code “commissioning” strategy

Continued upgrade to high performance energy efficiency solutions for businesses

Need more effective leveraging with other high performance/sustainability initiatives

“Right-size incentives and more effective use of financing

Rich Steeves inquired whether the code upgrades have actually been complied with to which Les responded that most inspection organizations are not well-funded to begin with and that energy considerations are usually subservient to health and safety issues. Rich Steeves asked who is most concerned with these issues in the value chain. Les Tumidaj said that it would depend but maybe the architect, maybe the contractor or it may be the owner. Shirley Bergert asked how does the Board address Senator Fonfara's issues; how do we focus our goals? Attain energy savings? Meet economic development goals?  reduce demand? Les replied there is a need to react to the legislative mandates and integrate that into how businesses really work. Roy Haller added that they do work with the architectural and engineering (A&E) community who are the main drivers for these improvements. They also work with utility economic development personnel within UI to help bring the customers to the programs which are in their best interests. Ron Araujo said there are many paths to take people to the company programs including account representatives or those who sign up for the PRIME process improvement program. Rich Steeves said it seems like we've lost the market transformation theme. Les Tumidaj concluded that it is a balancing act to meet all the mandates and goals set for the programs.

Evaluation. Kim Oswald reported on evaluation activities, plans for the future and progress made thus far. She covered three major points:

Overview of evaluation landscaped

Projects in 2000 and they

Plans for 2009 -- 2010

She spoke of demand and supply as it affects evaluation pointing out that there are both evaluation needs but these are limited by evaluation budgets and resources. The Forward Capacity Market (FCM) drives content and methods and considers peak demand an energy impacts. Evaluation is also required for program management and uses both process and impact evaluations as well as market assessments that feed back into program design and startup. In recent years there has been more activity undertaken on a regional basis which provides: 1) consistent protocols; 2) cooperative studies; 3) shared cost; however 4) coordination does take additional time. There is a new regional initiative that might be helpful called the Evaluation, Measurement & Verification (EM&V) Forum which: 1) adds new states to the regional effort; 2) spreads the cost; 3) fulfills the requirements for the Forward Capacity Market; and frees up funds for other important studies. (Kim Oswald's full presentation is available at http://www.box.net/shared/tn12jzsjel )

Load Response.  Jeff Schlegel brought up the question on whether there is a need for capacity and noted that capacity is not the same as reliability. Rich Steeves asked if the DPUC decision goes against the ISO wishes or did the Department make that decision in a vacuum. Ron Araujo responded there is ISO concern that if resources are inflated it might displace baseload from the market and prompt a need to call up demand response more frequently. Jeff Schlegel said it would be important to clarify this issue for the 2009 procurement plan and hopes there is an opportunity to analyze this more closely since there are two different points of view on this issue. Further discussion ensued on this pertaining to the availability of resources and the supplemental payment in 2009.

C&LM Accounting and Consistency.  Jeff Schlegel began by explaining that the two companies account in a different manner and passed out a one-page explanation. Jeff Gaudiosi reminded the group that this was a major issue at the DPUC hearing of July 17th  noting that UI books the funds as a project expenditure at the time of signing while CL&P does so at the completion of a project which may take place significantly after the signing. Rich Steeves added that it presented another problem that helped to cause the shortage situation for funding incentives. He also noted there had been a series of memos to the Department explaining what was taking place and the Department had approved the remedies requested. They were informed of the inconsistency issue at that hearing but had previously let each company do that in their own way since it was working. Jeff Schlegel requested that they address just CL&P today and take up UI at a later time. He said the Department is going forward based on a misconception and what they are contemplating could cause even a larger problem. He hopes that the CEEF's suggestions will provide the Department comfort and CL&P is in agreement with the suggestion that it would basically continue the method currently used by them but add reporting of any commitments that take place. The points he made in his memo included:

1. CL&P should manage to the DPUC approved C&LM budget, and should ensure that adequate tracking and accounting mechanisms are in place to achieve this outcome.

2. Accrual accounting should be used.

3. CL&P should track commitments to customers on a systematic basis to inform and alert itself and the ECMB to any future pressure on C&LM budgets. CL&P should not implement reserve accounting.

4. CL&P should report quarterly to the ECMB on C&LM actual expenditures and C&LM commitments to customers (which will be tracked systematically per above).

5.   It is not necessary to implement percent-of-completion accounting, and doing so 

would add unneeded complications and expense (there is a question whether it 

could even be done on for most C&LM programs).

He said the first three points are the core of the proposal. Fred Mascola of UI said he mostly agrees with the Rich Steeves and Jeff Schlegel but does recommend that Pat McDonnell review whatever comes out of this meeting. He went on to explain that UI's method prevents overexpenditure and the approach has served them well for not disrupting program operations. Jeff Gaudiosi acknowledged that Pat McDonnell had asked the Board to wait on any actions pertaining to UI until he returns. Further discussion ensued on the positive and negative aspects of the different bookkeeping methodologies. Kevin Hennessey was wondering who  attended the meeting on the previous day as he had not been informed that such a meeting was to take place. Jeff Schlegel noted that the Chair, a Vice-chair, the Companies and himself had been at that meeting. He added that this process began at the July 17th DPUC hearing. Jeff Gaudiosi said they had just received wind of where the Department was going and needed to act on it quickly. Neil Beup also mentioned he was not informed of that meeting either and wished to have a more detailed explanation of the DPUC's misunderstanding of the issue. Jeff Schlegel said the Department believes there is a need to do something and it may be easier to blame the administrator but it is not the case that CL&P is to blame. He said their tracking tipped off the overexpenditures and the first they knew there was a problem came out in the draft decision. Neil Beup inquired more about the timing of the problem and why one accounting system might be better than the other. Jeff Schlegel said the CL&P system lines up expenditures, cost and savings as they relate to each other in the same year and provides more flexibility. Rich Steeves also brought in that the incentive is tied into this which makes it even more unique than normal bookkeeping outcomes. Neil Beup inquired of Jeff Schlegel why he favored the CL&P methodology to which Jeff Schlegel responded other comments on this had been brought up on July 27th and that this provides the Department something that works. Neil Beup said this appears to make Jeff Schlegel's goal differ from that of the Department's perspective. Jeff Schlegel responded he knows their goal; but they may not be aware of his. Ron Araujo said it appears to address the concerns of the Department and does keep the program cost and savings in the line. It was decided that Jeff Schlegel would send a document out to the Board detailing the remedy and there would be a vote on this by close of business on Monday. It was also decided that Yankee Gas will abstain from the vote  and it was suggested that United Illuminating should also abstain.

The Retreat Adjourned at 2:38 pm.
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