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Introduction and Summary of the ECMB Report 

As set forth in Public Act 07-242, the Energy Efficiency Partners (EEP) program is intended to support enhanced demand-side management technologies that conserve electricity and reduce electric distribution customers’ electric demand in the state, including peak electric demand.

The ECMB submitted it prior report (An Analysis of Demand for Electricity in Connecticut) regarding the drivers of electric demand and peak electric demand on October 22, 2007.

This second ECMB report is about the evaluation of EEP eligible technologies.

Public Act 07-242 Section 94(a)(2) defined eligible technologies as:

· Demand-side management solutions;

· Customer-side emergency dispatchable generation resources;

· Customer-side renewable energy generation; 

· Load shifting technologies and conservation and load management technologies that reduce electric distribution company customers’ electric demand; and

· High efficiency natural gas and oil boilers and furnaces. 

The ECMB has determined, through its review and the public input process it conducted, that all of the technologies set forth in Public Act 07-242 (listed above) have the potential to meet the standards set forth in the legislation, including the cost-effectiveness standards.  All of the technologies have the potential to reduce electric distribution company customers' electric demand, federally mandated congestion charges, and other electric costs.  However, because the performance of individual projects and applications of the above technologies varies significantly, and therefore some projects may not meet the standards set forth in the legislation, the ECMB cannot recommend global EEP eligibility for each and every project consisting of the above eligible technologies. 

Instead, the ECMB recommends that the DPUC analyze specific project proposals to ensure that they meet the 2:1 payback ratio (over discounted cash flows for the expected life of a project), and the ECMB has recommended eligible technologies that appear capable of meeting that standard, in general.  The ECMB emphasizes that project-specific information is necessary to determine, with confidence, whether a particular project using an eligible technology would meet the other standards set forth in Public Act 07-242.

The ECMB recommends that the DPUC implement a project proposal review process, as described in this report.
Energy Efficiency Partners (EEP)

Background

Background

Below are excerpts from Public Act 07-242 that summarize the purpose of the legislation and provide the definition of “Energy Efficiency Partner.”  Section 94 of the Public Act, which concerns Energy Efficiency Partners, can be found at the following link:

http://www.cga.ct.gov/2007/ACT/PA/2007PA-00242-R00HB-07432-PA.htm
(1) "Connecticut electric efficiency partner program" means the coordinated effort among the Department of Public Utility Control, persons and entities providing enhanced demand-side management technologies, and electric consumers to conserve electricity and reduce demand in Connecticut through the purchase and deployment of energy efficient technologies; 

(2) "Enhanced demand-side management technologies" means demand-side management solutions, customer side emergency dispatchable generation resources, customer-side renewable energy generation, load shifting technologies and conservation and load management technologies that reduce electric distribution company customers' electric demand, and high efficiency natural gas and oil boilers and furnaces; and 

(3) "Connecticut electric efficiency partner" means an electric distribution company customer who acquires an enhanced demand-side management technology or a person, other than an electric distribution company, that provides enhanced demand-side management technologies to electric distribution company customers.

ECMB Evaluation and Approval of Enhanced Demand-Side Management Technologies

Section 94 (b) of the Public Act states:

(b) The Energy Conservation Management Board, in consultation with the Renewable Energy Investments Advisory Committee, shall evaluate and approve enhanced demand-side management technologies that can be deployed by Connecticut electric efficiency partners to reduce electric distribution company customers' electric demand.  Such evaluation shall include an examination of the potential to reduce customers' demand, federally mandated congestion charges and other electric costs.  On or before October 15, 2007, the Energy Conservation Management Board shall file such evaluation with the Department of Public Utility Control for the department to review and approve or to review, modify and approve on or before October 15, 2007. 

Energy Efficiency Partners (EEP)

ECMB Observations and Recommendations
Objective of EE Partners
The Energy Efficiency Partners (EEP) program is intended to support enhanced demand-side management technologies that conserve electricity and reduce electric distribution customers’ electric demand in the state, including peak electric demand.  Section 94(a)(1) of the Public Act states:

(1) "Connecticut electric efficiency partner program" means the coordinated effort among the Department of Public Utility Control, persons and entities providing enhanced demand-side management technologies, and electric consumers to conserve electricity and reduce demand in Connecticut through the purchase and deployment of energy efficient technologies (emphasis added).

The ECMB recommends that the EE Partners “enhanced demand-side management technologies” should provide added value to Connecticut, above and beyond the value currently being provided by existing programs and initiatives (including but not limited to Conservation & Load Management/CEEF, CCEF, and DPUC programs) available to electric customers.  The ECMB believes it is essential to provide such added value, as well as to reduce any undue conflicts or undermining of the C&LM/CEEF programs and other state or DPUC programs.

Eligible technologies
The list of technologies below was included in the legislation. The ECMB believes that specification of additional eligible technologies is not necessary and not appropriate.  Per the legislation, the technologies listed below should be eligible.

The EEP legislation (Public Act 07-242 Section 94(a)(2)) defined eligible technologies as:

· Demand-side management solutions;

· Customer-side emergency dispatchable generation resources;

· Customer-side renewable energy generation; 

· Load shifting technologies and conservation and load management technologies that reduce electric distribution company customers’ electric demand; and

· High efficiency natural gas and oil boilers and furnaces. 

The ECMB recommends that “enhanced demand-side management technologies” should include a variety of measures and approaches using the eligible technologies set forth in Public Act 07-242, such as:

a) New technologies or measures;

b) Technologies that are available and performance tested but not fully commercialized;

c) Comprehensive and multi-resource approaches that package several technologies for a customer, as in integrated projects; 

d) Technologies that are not commonly implemented in the CEEF or CCEF programs.

The ECMB, in consultation with the Clean Energy Fund, is required to evaluate and approve enhanced demand-side technologies that can be deployed by EEP for the above purpose and to submit a list of eligible and appropriate technologies to the DPUC that could meet this goal.  The evaluation should include an examination of the potential to reduce customers’ electric demand, federally mandated congestion charges and other electric costs. (Sec. 94 of the Public Act 07-242.)  This is technology, not product-specific, though the selection of some technologies could result in an implicit product selection.  This list of technologies is not and need not be limited to those technologies utilized by products presented during the ECMB/CCEF public input session.  

The ECMB has determined, through its review and the public input process it conducted, that all of the above technologies have the potential to meet the standards set forth in Public Act 07-242, including the cost-effectiveness standards.  All of the technologies have the potential to reduce electric distribution company customers' electric demand, federally mandated congestion charges, and other electric costs.  However, because the performance of individual projects and applications of the above technologies varies significantly, and therefore some projects may not meet the standards set forth in the legislation, the ECMB cannot recommend global EEP eligibility for each and every project consisting of the above eligible technologies. 

Instead, the ECMB recommends that the DPUC analyze specific project proposals to ensure that they meet the 2:1 payback ratio (over discounted cash flows for the expected life of a project), and the ECMB has recommended eligible technologies that appear capable of meeting that standard, in general.  The ECMB emphasizes that project-specific information is necessary to determine, with confidence, whether a particular project using an eligible technology would meet the other standards set forth in Public Act 07-242.
Review process for EE Partners project proposals

Instead of an EEP project proposal consisting of an eligible technology automatically receiving EE Partners funding, the ECMB recommends that DPUC implement a project proposal review process, as noted above.  (See attached description.)  Note that the ECMB believes EEP projects could consist of more than one site.

Other related requirements for EE Partners

(See summary above, and attached descriptions)

EEP project proposals should meet the other requirements set forth in the Public Act, including the 2:1 payback ratio requirement for ratepayer investments, and the requirement for EEP project applicants to possess and demonstrate adequate financial resources, managerial ability and technical competency. 

Public Act 07-242 Section 94(d) requires:
… In making such determination, the department shall ensure that all ratepayer investments maintain a minimum two-to-one payback ratio, and (3) specify that participating Connecticut electric efficiency partners shall maintain the technology for a period sufficient to achieve such investment payback ratio. The annual ratepayer contribution for projects approved pursuant to this section shall not exceed sixty million dollars. Not less than seventy-five per cent of such annual ratepayer investment shall be used for the technologies themselves. No person shall receive electric ratepayer funding pursuant to this subsection if such person has received or is receiving funding from the Energy Conservation and Load Management Funds for the projects included in said person's application. No person shall receive electric ratepayer funding without receiving a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a Connecticut electric efficiency partner by the department. The department may grant an applicant a certificate of public convenience if it possesses and demonstrates adequate financial resources, managerial ability and technical competency. The department may conduct additional requests for proposals from time to time as it deems appropriate. The department shall specify the manner in which a Connecticut electric efficiency partner shall address measures of effectiveness and shall include performance milestones.

The ECMB recommends that EEP projects should meet performance and M&V requirements equivalent to those used and required for C&LM/CEEF and CCEF programs.  The ECMB also recommends that the DPUC consider bonding and certification (see the project review description).

How is EE Partners funded?

Funding for the ratepayers’ portions of EEP costs will come from the Systems Benefit Charge (SBC) and will not affect the C&LM/CEEF fund. Section 94(h) of the Public Act states:

(h) The department shall provide for the payment of electric ratepayers' portion of the costs of deploying enhanced demand-side management technologies by implementing a contractual financing agreement with the Connecticut Development Authority or a private financing entity selected through an appropriate open competitive selection process. No contractual financing agreements entered into with the Connecticut Development Authority shall exceed ten million dollars. Any electric ratepayer costs resulting from such financing agreement shall be recovered from all electric ratepayers through the systems benefits charge.

When payments are due for a particular project, the DPUC will need to approve an increase in the SBC in order to provide funding, subject to the $60 million per year limit.  (Also see Sec. 13 (a) (13) of the Act.)  
Who pays for EE Partners?

Two questions have been raised regarding which ratepayers will be required by the DPUC to pay for the EEP services:

1. Should CL&P and UI ratepayers be required to pay for services delivered to CMEEC customers?

2. Should electric company ratepayers be required to pay for services delivered to gas company customers? (See the inclusion of natural gas and oil boilers and furnaces in the list of technologies in Public Act 07-242.)
The ECMB recommends the following: 

EEP funding should be provided only to individual project proposals consisting of EEP eligible technologies that also meet all of the requirements of Public Act 07-242, consistent with the ECMB-recommended project proposal review process to be conducted by the DPUC.

Electric company ratepayer funding should be used to pay for EEP project proposals in which existing electric end-uses are replaced with electric technologies.  Gas company ratepayer funding should be used to pay for EEP project proposals in which existing gas end-uses are replaced with gas technologies.

Electric and/or gas company ratepayer funding should be used to pay for EEP project proposals installed in other service territories in Connecticut (e.g., CMEEC) only if such projects are cost-effective and provide net economic benefits for all customers in the electric or gas company service territory as a whole being asked to fund the project, and that also meet all of the requirements of Public Act 07-242, consistent with the ECMB-recommended project proposal review process to be conducted by the DPUC.
Electric company ratepayer funding should be used to pay for EEP project proposals that switch from electric to gas fuels only if such projects are cost-effective and provide net economic benefits for all customers in the electric company service territory as a whole being asked to fund the project, and that also meet all of the requirements of Public Act 07-242, consistent with the ECMB-recommended project proposal review process to be conducted by the DPUC.  Likewise, gas company ratepayer funding should be used to pay for EEP project proposals that switch from gas to electric only if such projects are cost-effective and provide net economic benefits for all customers in the gas company service territory as a whole being asked to fund the project, and that also meet all of the requirements of Public Act 07-242, consistent with the ECMB-recommended project proposal review process to be conducted by the DPUC.
Energy Efficiency Partners (EEP)
ECMB-Recommended Project Proposal Review Process

ECMB - Observations and Recommendations:

Purpose:  The purpose of this discussion is to provide feedback to the State of Connecticut DPUC from the Energy Conservation Management Board (ECMB) regarding the development and operation of the new Energy Efficiency Partners (EEP) program.

Note that the set of technologies that comprise the EEP program eligible technologies defined in the legislation are fairly straightforward.  For this reason, it is not considered appropriate to develop an additional detailed list of specific technologies for consideration. Rather, the following discussion provides observations and recommendations focused towards the need for the EEP program to develop an independent, thorough and efficient project proposal review process.  Additionally, a number of new technology related issues and concerns with recommendations are provided for consideration.

EEP Program Project Proposal Review Process:  

EEP eligibility criteria should require that proposed EEP projects consist of eligible technologies and meet several defined requirements.  (See attached EEP legislation summary).  In addition to meeting the EEP requirements set forth in the Public Act, it is considered essential that an independent, objective and thorough standards-based screening process be applied to the review of EEP project proposals.  It is also essential to specify the manner in which EEP partners are required to address the measures of effectiveness.  For example, EEP project proposals should specify the use of well defined performance milestones and measurement and verification (M&V) plans.

ECMB Recommendations:  It is recommended that consideration be given to developing a multi-screen standards based review process.  Per the EEP legislation, the State of Connecticut Department of Public Utility Control (DPUC) or their designated third party representative would administer the review process.

For example, a “coarse screen” pre-proposal and second “fine-screen” full proposal process was successfully used by the RD&D Program to review over 150 technology proposals submitted in response to a RFP during 2000 – 2003 timeframe.

The initial “coarse screen” should be used to verify legislation caveats.  In particular, this screen needs to provide measures to verify and ensure that the EEP proposer shall not receive funding if such partner is receiving or has received funding from CEEF funds for such technology.  It is extremely important that the technologies funded under the EEP program neither conflict nor compete with CEEF’s Conservation and Load Management (C&LM) programs.  The existence of “custom” programs at the utilities may make this a complex case to prove for commercial and industrial technologies.  However, evidence can be offered (with a request from utilities to confirm) if technologies have been rejected or not supported by the custom programs.

Some vendors may propose technologies that would be acceptable to the utility programs.  These might be technologies that the utilities were unaware of or that were proven reliable and acceptable through new field trials.  Utility efficiency programs are not required to meet the 2:1 ratio, and may sometimes be more advantageous to vendors.  In particular, the technology may be viable at more sites.  Therefore it is recommended that bidder have the option of moving technologies from the EEP program to utility program, when the technology can meet utility acceptance and cost-effectiveness criteria.
It is recommended that new technology proposals of customer side generation either demonstrate that cost may be competitive with central generation or that the proposed site is a high reliability, high-value application.  For example fuel cells currently have a high average cost/kWh so are only practical as technology testing projects (at high cost) or where there are additional benefits, such as increased reliability for a load where interruptions carry high cost. In the latter case, fuel cells are attractive only where there are not competing less costly generation technologies that meet the reliability need, and are practical for the site.   This is similar to the criteria developed for proposals of fully commercialized fuel cell demonstrations under the RD&D Program.

The EEP program administrator might consider the RD&D program (staff and Policy Working Group or PWG)  a resource while developing specific procedures and criteria and/or during their screening reviews.  The RD&D program can offer experience based on both previous and current “new technology” reviews and project assessments.  The RD&D Program PWG membership majority is comprised of individuals that are independent of the utilities that have provided advice and ultimately voted for the final reviews. Note that all non-utility PWG members serve in a pro-bono capacity.

ECMB Observations/Concerns and Recommendations:

· Time of Use Rates Observation:  The EEP program legislation did not address the fact that, for technologies we are familiar with, CT time of use rates do not currently provide a differential great enough to support the legislated requirement to achieve 2:1 cost benefit ratios.  For example, the load shifting technologies such as ice storage, batteries, etc. will work from a technical perspective if designed and applied properly - but may not be cost effective.  Payback periods will typically far exceed the warranty life of the equipment.  This is usually easily evaluated by analyses from 3rd parties – no pilot installation would be required.  If rates are revised, this problem may be less of a concern.

·  Prototype Technology:  A number of energy conservation technologies are currently available from small LLC manufacturers such as cold climate heat pump, heat pump water heater, etc.  Past experience and pilot demos of these technologies have revealed and documented the reasons why this equipment is still early prototype technology and not ready for prime time – which is why they are not currently in existing C&LM Programs.  Also, the service availability and warranties offered by these small LLC’s are often too limited to avoid financial risk to the funder.  These technologies typically do not have ARI ratings, UL listings, or Energy Star labeling.

However, it is possible that several small manufacturers of this type of prototype technology will apply to the EEP program for consideration – since they are not able to meet standards to be implemented under C&LM programs.  

Standard Assumptions:  Bidding programs have historically received proposals with a wide array of assumptions about the same technology.  These can include discount rate, price forecasts, measure life, average savings, load shape and unit cost.  The DPUC would benefit from establishing standard assumptions for technologies that are commonly bid, and developing or borrowing a standard simplified cost/benefit tool.  Such a tool need not be overly complex.   Some funders distill the complexity of value into an excel sheet with a lookup table of values that differ by load shape and measure life.  

The EEP Administrator would reduce “program shopping” for more favorable assumptions if they used the standard assumptions in the  UI and CL&P Program Savings Documentation (PSD) approved by DPUC for use with the utilities C&LM Programs. The DPUC could insist that where appropriate these assumptions be used and if they are not appropriate the bidder should provide objective evidence to support their case. If an independent source is required, the California DEER database and the Northwest Regional Technical Forum have standard assumptions for many measures.  Costs and load shapes may differ by location, but the other variables will be relevant.

· Life Cycle Costing:  It is recommended that all proposals be evaluated based on benefits vs. costs over the life of the measure, including fuel price forecasts, not current rates.  The DPUC might consider adapting a standard fuel forecast from CEAB or the utilities.

· Dispatchable Technologies:  The viability of dispatchable generation depends on the condition of the local grid.  We recommend that the DPUC consult with the utilities about the viability of any dispatchable generation to assure that the capacity is available to deliver any generation in excess of onsite needs to users.

· Fuel Switching:  Proposals for switching to gas should consider local gas availability.  Where new gas lines are proposed, local ground conditions should be described, as much of Connecticut has granite close to the surface.  Fuel switching programs should also be justified based on all-fuel load, as some gas technologies have significant electric service loads.  With these considerations in mind there may be viable fuel switching proposals.

· Storage Battery Technology:  This technology will likely be submitted to EEP program for load shifting consideration.  If battery storage technology is to be considered; then in lieu of proposals targeted to residential applications, it is recommended that EEP program consider the MW + size batteries now being installed by the American Electric Power Company (AEP) in Ohio.  This technology has a better chance of cost-effectiveness at a large scale.  Questions about safety and health issues in homes are also avoided. Detailed information, obtained at the ACEEE Technology Summit meeting last Oct in Long Beach, CA, is available that describes the battery being considered by AEP and a second battery technology that has been installed in NYC area. Both are customer-side applications.  Installations of this technology are available for inspection in the New York City area.

·   Risk Management:  It is recommended that the screening process consider whether equipment has been evaluated and savings estimated by a third party knowledgeable in the field, whether its savings and commercial acceptability have been proven, and whether it has the appropriate ratings for the intended market.  Of the ratings discussed, Energy Star is a useful badge of quality, but has been used in a variety of ways, and sometimes falls out of date.  So the basis for Energy Star labeling should be investigated with respect to the specific device before it is taken as a badge of quality.  

However, the DPUC may choose to lower or adjust the “measure of effectiveness standards” from those employed by the RD&D program to ensure inclusion of the variety of load shift technologies, renewables, or emerging technologies.  Unless steps are taken to ensure quality and financial security, the EEP program results to be reported on April 01, 2011 stand a good chance of being less than desired.   Additionally, there could be significant expenses stemming from meeting the needs of dissatisfied users.

Therefore:

· It is strongly recommended that contracts with EEP program providers who have not firmly demonstrated the performance and market acceptability of their product include defined plans and security in the form of bonding or something similar.  This will be invaluable in the event that customers demand that the technology be removed and replaced with conventional technology due to dissatisfaction with performance, reliability, or service availability.  The utilities have had significant expenses in this area even with technologies that were recommended as mature by Federal Agencies based on field tests.

· It is also recommended that careful review of all prototype technologies being considered for installation in residential applications meet all applicable and appropriate equipment standards, e.g., UL, ARI, etc., and applicable installation requirements with respect to building code, life safety code regulations.  

· From a safety and liability perspective, it is recommended that EEP program technologies that propose to interconnect with existing equipment should obtain existing equipment manufacturers written certification that they concur with the interconnection; that existing equipment warranties are not adversely impacted; and that the existing equipment’s UL and/or appropriate safety features are not compromised.

Attachment

Energy Efficiency Partners (EEP)

Background:  On September 20, 2007 the ECMB, in consultation with the CCEF and DPUC, conducted a Public Input Meeting at the Legislative Office Building in Hartford, CT to obtain written comments and public input regarding enhanced demand side technologies that could be deployed by CT Energy Efficiency Partners to reduce electric distribution company customers’ electric demand.  

Written comments and public input to address the attached 12-questions was requested by the ECMB.  Result:  Twelve (12) sets of comments and responses were submitted in response to the Request for Public Input (RPI).  The comments and responses submitted may be viewed at the following website:  http://www.ctsavesenergy.org/ecmb/documents.php?section=35
======================================================================

Summary of EEP Legislation for Information:

EEP legislation defined eligible technologies as:

· Demand-side management solutions;

· Customer-side emergency dispatchable generation resources;

· Customer-side renewable energy generation, 

· Load shifting technologies and conservation and load management technologies that reduce electric distribution company customers’ electric demand; and

· High efficiency natural gas and oil boilers and furnaces.

EEP legislation: other requirements and caveats:

· EEP participant shall not receive funding if such partner is receiving or has received funding from CEEF funds for such technology;

· Ratepayers investments shall maintain minimum 2:1 payback ratio;

· EEP partners maintain the technology for a period sufficient to achieve 2:1 payback ratio;

· Annual ratepayer contribution shall not exceed $60 Million; and

· Not less than 75% of this investment shall be used for the technologies themselves.

EEP legislation indicates that DPUC shall:

· Commencing April 1, 2008, accept applications from any person applying for certification and funding as an EEP partner;

· Specify manner in which a CT EEP partner shall address measures of effectiveness and shall include performance milestones;

· May retain services of  3rd party to assist in development & operation of EEP program; 

· On or before Feb 15, 2009, and annually thereafter, report to joint standing committee of General Assembly with an accounting of all benefits and costs to ratepayers, a description of appv’d technologies, payback ratio of all investments, number of programs deployed and list of proposed projects compared to approved projects and reasons for not being approved;

· On or before April 01, 2011, initiate a proceeding to review effectiveness of EEP program and perform a ratepayer cost-benefit analysis.  Based on findings, DPUC may modify or discontinue the EEP program.
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State of Connecticut

Energy Conservation Management Board

Request for Written Comments and Public Input Meeting

Regarding Enhanced Demand-Side Management Technologies

To be Offered by Energy Efficiency Partners

Written Comments Accepted Up to and Including During the Course of the Meeting 

September 20, 2007

Public Input Meeting: 

Thursday, September 20, 2007; 10:00 am - 1:00 pm

Legislative Office Building, Room 1C

300 Capitol Avenue

Hartford, Connecticut 06106

The State of Connecticut Energy Conservation Management Board (ECMB), in consultation with the Connecticut Clean Energy Fund (CCEF) and the Department of Public Utility Control (DPUC), is seeking written comments and public input on enhanced demand-side management technologies that could be deployed by Connecticut Energy Efficiency Partners to reduce electric distribution company customers' electric demand.  The ECMB is requesting written comments on or before September 20, 2007 and has scheduled a public input meeting for September 20, 2007 for oral comments.

Background

Below are excerpts from Public Act 07-242 that summarize the purpose of the legislation and provide the definition of “Energy Efficiency Partner.”  Section 94 of the Public Act, which concerns Energy Efficiency Partners, can be found at the following link:

http://www.cga.ct.gov/2007/ACT/PA/2007PA-00242-R00HB-07432-PA.htm
(1) "Connecticut electric efficiency partner program" means the coordinated effort among the Department of Public Utility Control, persons and entities providing enhanced demand-side management technologies, and electric consumers to conserve electricity and reduce demand in Connecticut through the purchase and deployment of energy efficient technologies; 

(2) "Enhanced demand-side management technologies" means demand-side management solutions, customer side emergency dispatchable generation resources, customer-side renewable energy generation, load shifting technologies and conservation and load management technologies that reduce electric distribution company customers' electric demand, and high efficiency natural gas and oil boilers and furnaces; and 

(3) "Connecticut electric efficiency partner" means an electric distribution company customer who acquires an enhanced demand-side management technology or a person, other than an electric distribution company, that provides enhanced demand-side management technologies to electric distribution company customers.

ECMB Evaluation and Approval of Enhanced Demand-Side Management Technologies

Section 94 (b) of the Public Act states:

(b) The Energy Conservation Management Board, in consultation with the Renewable Energy Investments Advisory Committee, shall evaluate and approve enhanced demand-side management technologies that can be deployed by Connecticut electric efficiency partners to reduce electric distribution company customers' electric demand. Such evaluation shall include an examination of the potential to reduce customers' demand, federally mandated congestion charges and other electric costs.  On or before October 15, 2007, the Energy Conservation Management Board shall file such evaluation with the Department of Public Utility Control for the department to review and approve or to review, modify and approve on or before October 15, 2007.

ECMB Request for Written Comments and Public Input

The ECMB requests that written and oral comments address the following topics and questions:

1. How should “enhanced demand-side management technologies” provide added value to Connecticut, above and beyond the value currently being provided by existing programs and initiatives (including but not limited to Conservation & Load Management/CEEF, CCEF, and DPUC programs) available to electric customers?

2. What specific technologies should be considered as “enhanced demand-side management technologies?”  Which specific technologies might you, as a potential participating customer or potential Energy Efficiency Partner, propose?

3. Should “enhanced demand-side management technologies” include a variety of measures and approaches, such as:

e) New technologies or measures;

f) Technologies that are available and tested but not fully commercialized;

g) Comprehensive and multi-resource approaches that package several technologies for a customer, as in integrated projects; and/or Technologies that are not commonly implemented in the CEEF or CCEF programs?

h) Technologies that are not commonly implemented in the CEEF or CCEF programs?

4. Should preferential treatment or incentives be offered to any enhanced demand-side management technologies, which employ renewable technologies or methods?
5. Should Energy Efficiency Partners funding be available to fund studies or analysis to assist customers in developing and analyzing the costs and benefits of potential Partner projects, particularly for integrated projects (see 3c above)?  If so, what should be the maximum cost of such a study funded with Partners funding?

6. What specific criteria should be used to evaluate and approve “enhanced demand-side management technologies” for Energy Efficiency Partners?

7. What responsibilities and requirements should Energy Efficiency Partners have to meet in order for technologies and projects to be approved?  For example, please comment on the following, at a minimum: Partner demonstration of performance and cost-effectiveness (i.e., the burden of proof regarding technology performance), product and installation warranties, assumptions of responsibility (indemnification), and interconnection requirements.  

8. Should the renewable energy partners be required to participate financially in order for the projects employing their technologies to be approved?

9. What performance standards, measurement and verification (M&V) standards, and reporting requirements should be required for Energy Efficiency Partner projects and “enhanced demand-side management technologies?”  Initially, the ECMB believes that the technologies should be required to meet the same performance, M&V, and reporting standards of measures implemented in the C&LM/CEEF and CCEF programs.

10. Which cost-effectiveness test(s) should be used to evaluate “enhanced demand-side management technologies” to “ensure that all ratepayer investments maintain a minimum two-to-one payback ratio?”  Also, how should reductions in federally mandated congestion charges be incorporated and/or addressed in the cost-effectiveness test(s)?

11. How should receiving funding (past or present) from both the C&LM Fund and the Energy Efficiency Partners program (which is prohibited by the legislation) and program shopping be prevented?  How should these concerns be monitored, and by whom?

12. Should the Demand Reduction Value of an Energy Efficiency Partners project be required to be enrolled or bid into the ISO-NE Forward Capacity Market (FCM)?  If so, who should be responsible for submitting the documentation to ISO-NE, and who should receive the FCM revenues?

Note that it is crucial for the ECMB to receive information on the above questions and issues in mid-September, in order to complete the evaluation and approval of eligible technologies.  

The evaluation and approval by the ECMB is at the beginning of the process, this process is on an expeditious schedule, and the legislation did not specify that opportunities to add approved technologies later in the process would be possible.

Written comments, preferably in MS Word, will be accepted up to and including during the course of the meeting.

Joel N. Gordes

ECMB Technical Coordinator

38 Brookmoor Rd.

West Hartford, CT 06107

(860) 561-0566

jgordes@earthlink.net

Rev 09/04/07

Individuals or organizations wishing to make oral comments at the public input meeting are asked to notify to Joel Gordes, ECMB Technical Coordinator, at the email address or phone number above.

� High efficiency natural gas and oil boilers and furnaces were included in the list of eligible technologies in the Public Act.
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