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Meeting Minutes   
Energy Conservation Management Board 

February 17, 2010

DPUC of Public Utility Control

10 Franklin Sq.      New Britain, CT 06051

Meeting Documents Available at: 

http://www.box.net/shared/o4o038h9bl
ECMB Attendees:  Chair- Jeff Gaudiosi; Vice-Chair Rich Steeves; Ron Araujo; Jamie Howland; Pat McDonnell; Prof. Alex Sommers; Neil Beup; John Dobos; Mike Wertheimer; up; Kevin Hennessy.

 .

Not in Attendance: Dale Williams; Shirley Bergert; Rick Rodrigue; Dick DesRoches

Other Attendees: Jeff Schlegel; Les Tumidaj; Glenn Reed; Joel Gordes.

1. Process

Agenda and Minutes. Chairman Gaudiosi called the meeting to order at 1:00 pm He informed the group that today's agenda would be fairly liquid as there is a need to concentrate on the Board's comments pertaining to the Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) that will go to the Connecticut Energy Advisory Board (CEAB). He then asked the Board to review the minutes and on a motion by Rich Steeves with a second by Alex Sommers, the minutes from the previous meeting were approved by those present with Jamie Howland abstaining.

Public Comment. There were no public comments.

2. Outreach & Marketing. 

Review of Outreach and Marketing. Ron Araujo reported on marketing for CL&P noting there have been four C&I events and a combined event with Yankee Gas that drew from 400 to 500 people in total. He also noted there were a number of upcoming events as well as the Northeast Energy Efficiency Partnerships (NEEP) summit in Boston. Pat McDonnell said UI will hold large C&I events on February 23rd and March 2nd. He added that Fairfield is using money from the Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grants to buy down the cost of HES audits in their town. John Dobos said there will be a gas event on the 25th and Rich Steeves noted he will be attending. Ron Araujo said there will be a special financing and tax incentive program taking place in Shelton and they have placed a coupon in a "bargain book" that would provide $50 off the cost of an HES audit. This is a limited offer open until March 31st to see if it is a valid marketing tool. He went on to show new construction brochures for the residential sector similar to what is used in C&I as well as a new poster to generate traffic for the WRAP program. Jeff Gaudiosi added that both Rich Steeves and himself have taken part in the large C&I events as well as having a part in a video presentation by NEEP. He went on to remind the Board of the upcoming Connecticut Science Fair and the essay contest and the need for Board participation in both. Peter Ptak informed the Board that the Annual Legislative Report (ALR) is in its final version in their packet and is on its way to the printer and will go through a final review before any actual production run. He said that Mark Grindell of UI and Rebecca Meyer of CL&P are largely responsible for much of the document. He continued that they are looking preliminarily at March 9th as the day for an event at the Capitol featuring the official release of the ALR and with a program to provide information to the legislators and public on the accomplishments of the fund.

3. 2008-2009 Planning for Future Activities
Board Comments to the Connecticut Energy Advisory Board (CEAB) on the Integrated Resource Plan (IRP).  Jeff Gaudiosi suspended the agenda to take up the IRP comments noting the latest version is within the Board packets and incorporates all input from the members. He recounted how initial comments were due on January 25the and he was able to deliver an oral presentation to the CEAB where he said his written comments were not as yet finalized but would be forthcoming upon approval by the Board. The written comments provide a summary of eight points in the first two pages with further detail on each of them in the remainder. He opened the floor for further comments. Rich Steeves made a motion for acceptance of the draft which was seconded by Alex Sommers. Rich Steeves inquired whether everyone had an opportunity for adequate input and whether they were ready to accept it or provide additional changes. Kevin Hennessy responded that he had seen the draft of last week but had not had an opportunity to review the one before them that had been issued that morning. In the draft of the prior week, he noted he was concerned with certain timing issues and still has some questions including: 1) the disposition of the surplus from the prior year; and 2) the politics of how might this place the funds in greater jeopardy and associated uncertainties associated with that. He noted while that is not in the IRP, it is still worthy of discussion. Neil Beup added that there had been discussion at the C&I meeting the previous day questioning whether either scenario had taken into account the new enhancements associated with the Business Sustainability Challenge (BSC) program and its mission to go both broader and deeper than current program offerings. He noted he saw some other changes he would like to see but they were not of high significance. Jeff Schlegel began a walk-through noting the summary had been simplified and the addition of the table prepared earlier by Environment Northeast was useful in explaining the scenarios of "targeted" and "all cost-effective." He noted the base case reflects the current level and the targeted case equates to an addition of $19 million or approximately 0.7 mills while the all cost effective scenario would add $66 million to the base case or approximately 2.6 mills. He went on to say this would provide approximately six dollars of savings to customers per dollar of incremental program cost. He went on to reiterate that this version incorporates the comments not only of the previous Friday but from the previous few days and has gone through substantive changes. He provided a summary of what each point accomplished and any changes that had been made. Among the points made were:

· The document is customer-focused but the IRP shows price increases through all scenarios in all years that equate to 25% by 2020 and since there are national and regional drivers there is little control over the price except via the control of usage.

· In these he cites figures directly from the IRP and there is less advocacy for any position than in earlier drafts. Professor Sommers said that while he does not disagree, it is similar to the deliberations on healthcare cost which is partly responsible for stunting efforts of companies who want to expand in Connecticut. He inquired how do our energy costs compare to Alabama and Georgia. Jeff Schlegel responded those states start at a lower base so that any additional increment will also be less than what will happen to Connecticut over the next decade. He added there is not a great deal that can be done to reduce the rate but we can reduce the cost although he realizes this is grim news. Finally, he said if we don't achieve all cost-effective energy efficiency in 2020 this would be equivalent to a $423 million rate increase.

 Jeff Schlegel noted the wording has been significantly changed from advocating "should adopt" to "pursue benefits" but that it should be done by way of innovative financing rather than any increase on the system benefits charge. Rich Steeves remarked on the generally rising cost and supports the use of energy efficiency first noting that renewables would drive prices up to a greater extent. Jamie Howland also noted that Connecticut will not be building coal plants that could produce power at a lower cost since it was not even considered in any of the IRP scenarios. Pat McDonnell suggested an edit on page 10, first bullet, which has currently written what he believes sounds like duplicative wording. There was also further discussion that the pursuit of all cost-effective energy efficiency should come without rate increases and the need to look at innovative financing as another method by which to fund program participation. Pat McDonnell suggested some changes in wording to say "as much energy efficiency as possible within existing expenditures and ways to get additional savings." Jeff Gaudiosi said the intent is not to say the maximum achievable potential (MAP) study is incorrect as opposed to there are other ways to obtain the same results. Jeff Schlegel responded that he has tried to keep the MAP out of it but some comments pertaining to it could be in a cover letter. He also responded to Pat McDonnell's concern that to achieve the all cost-effective scenario, it would take place over a 10-year period in a more incremental manner. Further discussion ensued on funding and the ability to "cherry pick" the most cost-effective measures to obtain a rate decrease in the near term. Further discussion ensued with Mike Wertheimer saying he believes it is important to consider the cost and while it shows a $6.41 saving for 2020, the prior cost would also be higher. Further questions arose on the process going forward wherein the IRP would be sent to the DPUC where further participation and comments could be made. Other comments were made in connection with the 0.7 mill increase that would bring the total SBC to 3.7 mills but how this could be done via other means so as not to actually increase the SBC. Rich Steeves also remarked that if the SBC was directly increased, it might just provide another reason for the legislature to take a greater amount of funding. Pat McDonnell suggested inserting the words "equivalent to" to clarify that it would not entail an actual SBC increase.

Kevin Hennessy went back to the first paragraph of point number three where the words "is the only resource strategy" and later where it says "is fully consistent with the requirements" and noted these may present some problems. Neil Beup said he believes that wording may run counter to what has already been said and suggested there are additional means by which the goals could be realized. Jeff Schlegel said that would be done on this point as well as on page 7. Kevin Hennessy thought it would be safer not to say one or the other but to make it a bit more general by saying "other ways to get there" so as to better mold the language. Further discussion ensued, some of them pertaining to the nature of the IRP with Pat McDonnell explaining the IRP is an analytical exercise. Jeff Schlegel explained that the programs are not just a "chillers only" approach with Ron Araujo adding those are highly cost-effective but often they just use chillers as the vehicle to get in the door and then go on to complete more comprehensive upgrades. Neil Beup said his interpretation of some points gave different take a ways but this is very much an improvement of what had previously been presented. Jeff Gaudiosi agreed that what Ron Araujo had said made sense but the way the IRP came across was not totally clear. Mike Wertheimer complimented the group on a great discussion and providing him a better handle on the situation. He said his remaining concern is while the Board's comments to the CEAB may make sense; will they also make sense at the DPUC. Rich Steeves said he respected Mike Wertheimer's opinion and noted there should have been earlier discussion since many of the disputes were more issues of perception. He said he believed the comments should be filed since it appears the Board has come to a better conclusion and did not believe the value of the document would be diminished due to it not making the deadline. Jeff Gaudiosi he said he agreed on Mike Wertheimer's issues on process and that while these comments may not be required, he believes the ECMB has an obligation to enter the comments as the CEAB consultants are going through much the same process en masse with similar thoughts. He continued that he thought submission of this document would help the CEAB in their process and provide a broader look of what this fund is and how it sees its mission going forward. He also believes it to be another way to provide an example of what the ECMB  accomplishes into the public consciousness. Jeff Schlegel agreed that the CEAB is looking for input from this fund and values it. Jamie Howland said he strongly believes the CEAB is looking for input from the ECMB and that not submitting this document also sends its own message. He went on to say that footnote #4 needs more explanation since it seems to the hedge the issue as it is currently written. Jeff Schlegel said more explanation to clarify that will be included as it could be interpreted in the wrong way. Jeff Gaudiosi recapped that the discussion appeared to have made few changes in the actual substance of the document but delicate grammatical changes have added clarity and consistency. Ron Araujo noted that #7 brings up what appears to be an inconsistency.

Jeff Gaudiosi then brought up the question of who will be eligible to vote on this document noting this is an electric industry IRP but whether the gas companies also have an interest. He also said some might question the propriety of the electric utilities voting on a document developed on their behalf. Pat McDonnell expressed his thought that the entire Board should vote while Rich Steeves questioned the appropriateness of everyone voting. Further discussion ensued on the appropriateness of the electric companies voting on the document and other issues. Some further changes were suggested on #7 to indicate  targeted referred to "as expressed in the IRP" and that the footnote reflect that targeted was meant to be more comprehensive. A vote was taken with all members present voting in the affirmative with the exception of Michael Wertheimer, John Dobos, Pat McDonnell and Ron Araujo abstaining.

State and Federal Legislative Updates. Jeff Gaudiosi recapped the Governors' budget proposals that would securitize 37% of the efficiency funds being lost and an additional $3 million that would be taken for activities concerning green jobs. He said he did not perceive there was much support for those takings and stressed the importance of being proactive as individuals in extolling the good that the funds do. He also noted that no one from the Energy and Technologies Committee has contacted the EEF as yet. Jamie Howland echoed Jeff Gaudiosi's synopsis and noted the Connecticut Clean Energy Fund (CCEF) is in a better position to contact legislators and that Environment Northeast (ENE) will provide input to legislators as well. In addition, he noted the Competitive Transition Assessment (CTA), slated to expire, will be continued and its stream of income securitized to also provide funding for deficit reduction while keeping rates higher.  

Consultant Committee. Rich Steeves said they have received a revised work plan and budget from Vermont Energy Investment Corporation (VEIC) and others are expected. Jeff Gaudiosi, noting the Consultant Committee has lost its chairperson with the retirement of Roger Koontz, nominated Rich Steeves as the committee chairperson and Jamie Howland would take Roger's position on the committee.

Commercial and Industrial (C&I) Committee. Neil Beup reported for the C&I Committee and requested that for the upcoming March 10th Board meeting he would like to have the two utilities provide a progress report on the Business Sustainability Challenge (BSC) program. In the interim, he will meet with the utilities to discuss the nature of the presentation. He noted that at the February 16th C&I Committee meeting they discussed having formal input into policy issues such as the IRP which would be mutually beneficial for all involved.

HES Work Group. Rich Steeves reported the meeting held that morning had gone well with the following points discussed at it:

· Discussion of HVAC with input from the vendors

· Development of a spreadsheet for pilot use by vendors to begin from the same basis

· Awaiting the DPUC decision and having certain expectations on it

He also stressed the need that once the decision is available to begin to get legislators engaged. Pat McDonnell noted there had been a favorable article on the HES program that appeared in a Fairfield paper featuring State Representative Fawcett who had received an HES audit. Rich Steeves also said that financing with on the bill repayment is still under investigation. Glenn Reed added this continues to be a major topic of discussion. Rich Steeves says they hope to have a pilot program for financing in the near future which would also please the DPUC.


End of Year Budget Report. CL&P had provided its report at the previous meeting. Pat McDonnell provided the final figures on budget, revenues and expenditures and noted there is a $6 million surplus from 2009 going into the current year. 

2009 Year End Fourth Quarter Reports. Ron Araujo highlighted: 

· The utilities response to the Department Economic and Community Development's (DECD) RFP to run the weatherization program was the winning application.

· The Other Demand Resources (ODRs) had brought in $8.1 million for the year

· The Class III RECs had contributed another $10.5 million. 

Taken in context, he said the 3 mill Systems Benefits Charge (SBC) contributes 70% of the funds. He went on to report that, overall, the CL&P programs had achieved 69% of their budget goal, 57% of their lifetime usage savings and 75% of their demand savings goals. (A detailed  program synopsis may be found at http://www.box.net/shared/o4o038h9bl/1/38156144/392237588 ) Jamie Howland inquired why the savings were proportionately lower than what might be expected. Ron Araujo responded this was due to differences in the measures used in a given timeframe. Pat McDonnell offered they have a greater number of projects but they are smaller in size due in part to the condition of the economy. Les Tumidaj added they are beginning to see more projects of a larger size coming in.

Pat McDonnell reported highlights for UI including:

· The impact of the poor economy was felt throughout the portfolio of programs

· RGGI funding added to program budgets for the first time in 2010

· ARRA (Stimulus)  funding allowed the programs to become truly fuel blind

· As noted by CL&P, they are partnering with DECD to implement the weatherization program for state-funded housing authorities

· The companies are working with OPM to launch an Energy Star appliance and central air-conditioning rebate program

He said they had attained 63% of their energy savings goals, 68% of their demand savings goal and expended approximately 80% of their budget. He noted sales of compact fluorescents had lagged as had Residential New Construction. (A detailed program synopsis may be found at 

http://www.box.net/shared/o4o038h9bl/1/38156144/392237606 ) Rich Steeves inquired whether the Becker project is included within the new construction. Pat McDonnell said that was a good question as there is a current docket pertaining to Becker becoming an Electric Efficiency Partner and some of the expenditures may fall within that program.

Reports on the energy Independence act program savings were also provided and may be accessed at http://www.box.net/shared/o4o038h9bl/1/38156144/392237616 for UI and http://www.box.net/shared/o4o038h9bl/1/38156144/392237594 for CL&P. 

The question of recent solicitations by Ameresco was brought up and it was noted they were provided a contract under docket 05-07-09 RO2 for 5 MW of capacity with a contract from UI. Pat McDonnell said there is not a lot of marketing involved and it is mostly with the vendor community looking for on-peak demand reductions via lighting measures. Jeff Schlegel added there were no real load response events during 2009 although Ron Araujo noted there had been a test of the system.

John Dobos reported for the gas companies and provided the following highlights:

· There was strong customer participation in both the residential and commercial industrial programs

· Residential New Construction was a new program for them in 2009

· They served 11,569 residential customers

· They completed 117 commercial industrial projects

He had said earlier they were far over goals for gas heating customers. (detailed program synopsis which may be found at http://www.box.net/shared/o4o038h9bl/1/38156144/392237624 ) They had also requested an additional $975,000 in funding for Yankee Gas which was approved in May and they had obtained 158% of their savings goals. He noted the residential new construction  program had just begun. Glenn Reed asked whether the 513 units under new construction were separate from what the electric companies were reporting. John Dobos replied they are hand-in-hand with the electric companies as are activities on the HES program. Ron Araujo said it is important to see the trend of gas integration with electric programs in increasing numbers.

Proposed Uses of Surplus for 2010 Budget.  Jeff Schlegel said they are considering use of $2.5 million in conjunction with a Loan-Loss Reserve for C&I. 

Long Term Goals. It was noted that long-term goals would be further discussed after the direction of the Integrated Resource Plan is clarified.

EEF/CCEF. Rich Steeves called on Matt Stone of the Connecticut Clean Energy Fund (CCEF) for a report. Matt Stone reported that after March 1st any residential applicant for Clean Energy Fund programs would first have to complete a HES audit within the last three years. They believe this will help preserve the resources for both funds by first reducing loads and system requirements. Rich Steeves added there is still a need to better coordinate the funds with each other.

Evaluation.  Jeff Schlegel Jeff Schlegel gave a rundown of the regional and state studies currently under way or near completion. The monthly report may be accessed at http://www.box.net/shared/o4o038h9bl/1/38156144/392536276 .

Jeff Gaudiosi added that there will be a new item on the agenda to report on outstanding issues before the Board so no critical tasks will fall between the cracks. He said there is a need to establish firm deadlines by when tasks need to be accomplished. Rich Steeves said there are also certain aspects of this that will require better communications and using the committee structure can facilitate this.

The question of the status of a report on the cost-effectiveness of rebates for Energy Star rated boilers and furnaces by the Office of Policy and Management was brought up. Glenn Reed said  because the program began late and has not yet been completed they have not heard anything from OPM on this issue although requests have been made.

4.
Other

Ron Araujo noted budget results as of January 2010 which reflects approximately $97 million. Rich Steeves inquired whether he believes the incentives are now set at the right level to which he replied they are still using the ones that were in place as of last August.

There being no further business, the Board adjourned at 2:58 pm.
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