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l. OVERVIEW

Connecticut Public Act 98-28, signed into law by Governor John G. Rowland on April 29,
1998, significantly atered the shape and nature of regulation of the electric utility industry
in Connecticut. The Act provided for retail choice of electricity supply and opened the
generation segment of the industry to the forces of competition beginning in the year
2000. Recognizing the important role energy conservation can play in this restructured
industry, the Connecticut General Assembly provided increased funding for utility-
sponsored conservation and load management (“C&LM”) efforts. For the years 2000 and
2001 The Connecticut Light and Power Company (“CL&P”’) and The United Illuminating
Company (“UI” and, together with CL&P, “the Companies”) submitted strategic
proposals to operate C&LM servicesin arestructured electric industry in away that
encourages the efficient use of energy and promotes a cleaner environment for
Connecticut.

The Conservation and Load Management Plans for 2000 and 2001 were developed in
conjunction with the Energy Conservation Management Board (“ECMB”), which was
established by Public Act 98-28. CL&P’s Plan for 2000 was reviewed by the Department
of Public Utility Control (the Department) in Docket No. 99-09-30, and a Decision was
issued on May 10, 2000. UI’s Plan for 2000 was reviewed by the Department in Docket
No. 99-10-18, and a Decision was issued on June 14, 2001. The Companies’ Plans for
2001 were reviewed by the Department in Docket No. 01-01-14. On September 19,
2001, in its Decision in Docket No. 01-01-14, the Department approved the 2001
programs and budgets for both 2001 and 2002. Order No. 1 of that Decision directed
the Companies to submit any revised 2002 budgets and any major program modifications
for 2002 by January 31, 2002. This document is submitted pursuant to that Order.

Since its inception, the ECMB has held meetings in public on aregular basis and
encouraged comments from public parties. The Decision in Docket No. 01-01-14 adopted
a process for obtaining public input by approving a “Roadmap” developed by the ECMB.
The ECMB has been following this process, and in response to input from over twenty
members of the public, the ECMB has developed a matrix showing the Board’s opinions
of and actionsin response to public suggestions made since inception of the Board. This
matrix is provided here as Attachment 1.
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This filing for 2002 reflects joint work undertaken by the Companies with the ECMB and
its consultants to address the Department’s Orders in Docket No. 01-01-14. The major
issues follow, and alisting of Orders and responses of the Companiesis provided in
Attachment 2:

e Pursuant to Order 1 of the Decision, CL&P and Ul developed budgets for 2002.
These budgets indicate in footnotes the specific suggestions from public comments
which are addressed in the programs. The footnotes refer to public proposals listed
and summarized in Attachment 1.

e Thetwo Companies have worked together over several months to bring their
commercia and industria (C/1) new construction programs to a state in which they are
essentially identical. This adds to the number of programs which are now identical
across the state. The Companies were successful in developing identical residential
and small C/I programs for 2001, and they were aso able to develop two additional
identical C/I programs for 2001: the Request for Proposal (RFP) program initiated as
apilot in 2000; and a new RFP program for C/I Operations and Maintenance which
was begun late in 2001, following receipt of the Department’s approval.

e Pursuant to page 9 of the Decision, the Companies have planned additional appliance
rebate initiatives for residential room air conditioning, refrigerators, clothes washers
and dishwashers. This program is explained herein in Section 11..

In thisfiling, the Companies also address page 15 of the Decision directing the Companies
to expand the RFP program to all customer classes. The Companies are pleased to report
that the RFP programis open to all C/1 classes, and there have been proposals and
projects for al C/I classesin the programto date. However, for reasons explained in
Section I11 of thisfiling, the Companies believe it ismore cost-effective to expand the
program via the Community Based Program (CBP) There are severa pilots being
evaluated at this time which serve the residential class and the CBP can provide third-party
participation to the residential class. The Companies respectfully request the Department
to reconsider thisissue.
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Overall Goal and Objectives

The overall goal of the effortsin C&LM isto advance the efficient use of energy, reduce
air pollution and negative environmenta impacts, and promote economic development and
energy security in Connecticut. The Companies place energy efficiency within the context
of a comprehensive state energy plan, which also represents generation capabilities,
including renewable energy options.

Our stated specific objectives to achieve this goal include the following:

e Lower energy costs and increase aggregate productivity through cost-effective
C&LM initiatives;

e Create an energy efficiency “ethic” through communication of the economic and
environmental value of efficient energy use;

¢ Increase measurable energy efficiency to strongly position Connecticut businesses
and organizations for success in the global economy;

e Provide a high quality program that meets customers’ needs and that addresses
market barriers to energy efficiency, especially for special needs groups,

e Allocate C&LM resources in an equitable manner across all customer sectors,
e Pursue uniform statewide programs between CL&P and Ul
e Pursueincreased use of third party planning and delivery of programs;

e Demonstrate measurable success in achieving energy efficiency goals, in terms of
environmental and economic betterment; and

e Seek linkages to other funds and environmental initiatives.

Strategic Allocation

Public Act 98-28 takes a broad view on what activities and initiatives could be addressed
with the Conservation and Load Management Fund. The Companies believe these
resources should continue to be strategically alocated to provide long term benefits to
Connecticut and its citizens.

The Companies propose that C&LM funds continue to be allocated among the following five
broad strategic initiatives:

e Market Transformation and Lost Opportunities,

e Technical Assistance, Information and Outreach;

e Specia Needs Markets; i.e., low income, state and municipal buildings (proposed
treatment of state programs and projects is consistent with previous years);

e Economic and Competitive Market Development; and
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e Other Programs, i.e., ISO Load Response; Research, Development and
Demonstrations.

Planned 2002 Budgets

Following are four sets of tables. Table A, Table B, Table C, and Table D. Each
Company has one of each table. Table A for each Company provides a summary of the
2001 C&LM budget previoudly filed with the Department and a planned 2002 C&LM
budget. Table B for each Company provides key information, including cost-benefit ratios
for each program for 2002. Table C for each Company provides a breakdown of the 2002
budget into categories of expenses. Table D for each Company provides a detailed 2002
marketing budget.
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[1. MAJOR MODIFICATIONSTO PROGRAMS
ActionsTo Make C/I New Construction |dentical

UI’s Energy Blueprint and CL&P’s New Construction programs are re-designed for the
2002 program year to capture the lost energy efficiency opportunities at the time of
naturally occurring market events, such as new construction, expansion, major
renovations, remodeling, and equipment replacement. The programs will provide
identical financial incentives and process methodologies to customers for prescriptive
measures. Thisjoint design eliminates confusion that C&| customers, architects and
design engineers may experience when working in both Companies’ service territories.

As in previous years, both UI’s Energy Blueprint and CL&P’s New Construction
programs are fully integrated programs encouraging the design and construction of energy
efficient building envelopes, lighting systems, HVAC systems, motors, renovations and
tenant fit-outs and other energy components of commercial and industrial buildings.
However, the mgor advancements can be found in the agreed joint incentives and
program standards. The following listing identifies the major points of agreement:

General

- Design Grants will still be offered

- Joint training sessions will be conducted with design engineers and architects

Lighting

- Baseline calculations will be based on ASHRAE 90.1 — 1999

- Incentives start at .1 watt below baseline criteria and are calculated on a cents/ sf basis

- Incentives are capped at acents/ sf basisor adollars/ fixture basis whichever is less

- Bonusincentives will be paid to assist emerging technologies

- Occupancy sensor incentives will be calculated on the number of controlled fixtures

HVAC

- Incentives for unitary & split HVAC systems < 30 tons are based on regional market
transformation values

- Incentives for packaged terminal A/C units are based on regiona market
transformation values

- Incentives for chillersless than 100 tons will be based on adollar / ton value

- Chillers greater than 100 tons will be calculated as a prescriptive custom measure
based on incremental costs

Motors, VFD’s & Transformers

- Incentives for high efficiency motors are based on regional market transformation
values

- Incentives for VFD’s will be prescriptive for HVAC applications only

- VFD incentive levels are under review

- Transformers must comply with ENERGY STAR’s TP-1 standards

Envelope

- Prescriptive criteria and incentives rates are under review.
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Custom
- Theutilities will review custom measures on a case by case basis to maintain flexibility.

Resdential Energy Star Appliance Program

Objective:

The goal of this program is to expand the number of high efficiency appliances throughout
Connecticut for several types of appliances. In 2002, this program will supplement the

Companies’ existing efforts with rebates in the HVAC programs. In 2002, both companies
will also promote Energy Star Appliances by offering rebates for qualifying models of:

1. Room Air Conditioners
2. Dishwashers
3. Refrigerators

In addition, the companies will continue rebates for Clothes Washers at reduced levels.
Target Market:

The approximately 280,000 residential homes in UI’s service territory and the
approximately 1 million residential homes in CL&P’s service territory.

Program Description:

Based on past successes with rebates for clothes washers, the Companies hope that by
offering an incentive for these additional types of appliances, the Companies will have a
positive impact on improving the market share for these Energy Star compliant appliances.
Dueto the increase in Federally mandated appliance standards, the Companies are able to
offer only amodest customer rebate of $25.00 for Refrigerators, Clothes Washers,
Dishwashers and room air conditioners. In addition there will be a dealer support and
training.

According to the EPA, the benefits for purchasing these Energy Star Appliances are™:
Clothes Washers:
At least 50% more efficient than minimum federal government standards.

* Benefits: Lower utility bills, 35-50% less water used per load, bulky items fit easily in the
super capacity basket, and better water extraction means less dryer time, for further

1

List of ENERGY STAR® Labeled Equipment, Specifications, and Benefits
http://www.energystar.gov/whybetter.shtml#appliances
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energy savings.
Dishwashers :
At least 25% more efficient than minimum federal government standards.

* Benefits: Lower utility bills, improved washing systems eliminate pre-rinsing, and less
energy used to heat the water to clean the dishes.

Refrigerators:

At least 10% more energy efficient than the July 1, 2001 minimum federal government
standards.

* Benefits: Lower utility bills and less heat produced by compressor, which reduces the
load on the home air-conditioning unit and improves comfort.

Room Air Conditioners:

At least 10% more energy efficient than the minimum federal government standards.
* Benefits: Lower utility bills.

Marketing Strategy:

Consumers obtain most information used in purchasing appliances from retailers.
Therefore, the primary marketing strategy for the appliances initiative is the enlistment of
retailers, and the provision of training and point-of-purchase marketing support. The
Companies aso participate in a strong consumer marketing campaign in conjunction with
national and regional marketing efforts where the technologies and the ENERGY STAR
brand is promoted to consumers. The program is also promoted and supported through
the SmartLiving Catalog and the SmartLiving Centers.

Northeast Energy Efficiency Partnership Programs (NEEP)

The Companies are exploring the cost-effectiveness of NEEP programs. The Decisionin
Docket No. 01-01-14 indicated a concern regarding the cost-effectiveness of the motor
and HVAC NEEP C/I activities. The two Companies are currently exploring away to
remain involved in the regional efforts of these programs, while improving the cost
effectiveness of the programs themselves. The Companies believe they may be able to
implement the programs with significantly lower overhead costs, yet remain on the NEEP
working groups to stay involved in the regional benefits. The Companies are also
planning to explore “benefits versus costs” of continuing involvement in other NEEP
initiatives, such as Design Lights.
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Community Based Program

Based upon thorough discussions with ECMB consultants, in 2002 the Companies plan to
pilot several program features in the Community Based Program. These will be developed
by first quarter 2002 and implemented in the later part of the year. The pilots include:

e Financing for customers, including Energy Efficient Mortgages for Low- and
Moderate income homebuyers (see Attachment 3);

e |Implementation of a more comprehensive HVAC initiative that goes beyond rebates
for qualifying equipment;

e Replacement of older, inefficient refrigerators,

e On-gite services, including for electric heat and non-electric heat customers (see
attachment 4); and

e Increased marketing emphasis on heat pump water heaters.

It is possible the two Companies will share in one or more of these pilots, such that both
Ul and CL&P do not need to pilot al of the program features. The Companies plan to
provide details of these pilots to the Department, as they become available.

“Not So Big” Model Home

Rather than develop an additional SmartLiving Center in 2002, CL& P plansto develop a
showcase home within the context of its Energy Star Home Program which isa
demonstration of the “Not So Big” building concept. Plans are for this home to be built
and owned on mortgage by the Company or a builder, exhibited for several months, and
then sold. This could result in economic benefitsto the C&LM fund. Long-term plans are
also to participate in development of a plan book for “Not So Big” homes so that
consumers would have one easy source of finding plans.

The “Not So Big” concept is based upon energy savings through efficient building
consistent with Energy Star practices, but also energy savings through reduced overall
square footage. Design features include many techniques to make the homes more
comfortable rather than larger. For example, some techniques are: creation of “long lines
of vision” by utilizing space from room to room and with creative use of windows; use of
features such as built in book cases and paneling to make homes more livable, even if they
are smaller; some smaller “get away” quiet spaces to create the feeling of a secure
environment.

Emphasis on EESmarts™ and Education with SmartLiving™ Venues

The EESmarts™ energy efficiency learning initiative isajoint C&LM program which
offers grade appropriate energy education to students (K-12) in Connecticut. Important
to thisinitiative, is the Department’s desire to integrate EESmarts™ with iate the
SmartLiving™ Centers and the SmartLiving™ Catalog.
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For 2002, the Companies will further investigate the use of the SmartLiving™ Catalog in
conjunction with the educational program. For example, students in the EESmarts
program will be directed to the Catalog, for children’s education material, which may
include EESmarts™ pieces, and they may be asked to find information regarding wattage
savings from going from incandescent to CFL.

Educators and students who participate in the EESmarts™ programs are encouraged to
tour the SmartLiving™ Centers in Newington and Orange to expand and enhance the
energy education provided in the classroom. They can receive guided tours and
participate in activities which further illustrate the value of energy efficiency. UI’s Orange
Center offers interactive games and displays. CL&P is investigating redesigning their
existing Center in Newington to incorporate games and displays.

SmartLiving Catalog

Plans for the catalog for 2002 include increasing the emphasis on Energy Star Lighting,
working with local lighting manufacturers to produce Energy Star qualified products and
also to begin the transition of the catalog to a magazine format. This latter transition for
2002 will focus on expanding the current insert section of the catalog to include an
expanded featured technology section as well as an expanded kids section.
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[1. OTHER INITIATIVES
Communications

Based upon feedback from the Technical Session held by the Department on September
25, 2001, the Companies have been working more closely together on communications
issues, both for general awareness and program materials and activities. The Companies
have held severa meetings over several months and believe both planning and
implementation of communications efforts are more in common than previoudly possible in
the first year of common programs.

In aletter to the Department dated October 19, 2001, the Companies indicated they would
update the Department regarding the use of a common sogan in thisfiling. The
Companies have met severa times on this topic and have enlisted the help of Lang
Durham Advertising to develop a generic dogan for usein 2002. At this point intime, the
Companies are exploring options for acommon slogan. These options, the goals usage
and font of the effort follow. The Companies plan to conduct market research on these
three options.

Slogan Options:

- What can you save today?

- Energy efficiency. Save without sacrifice.
- Energy efficiency is a powerful idea.

Goals:

- Toincrease awareness that "Energy efficiency” does not mean having to
sacrifice

- To help summarize the overal benefit of energy-efficiency

Usage:

To be mutually determined by CL& P and Ul in jointly produced CL&P and Ul
conservation advertising materials and/or related collateral.

Font:
Consistent with CL& P and Ul respective identity standards.

L oad M anagement

In 2002, both Companies plan to support and administer the SO New England Load
Response Program, as they began to do in 2001.

CL&P Load Management Activitiesin 2002

CL&P aso plansto continue the training and incentive pilot for C/I customers. Based
upon changing needs of the program, CL&P plansto
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e Establish aLoad Management goal of 10 MW signed up in the ISO-NE program
during 2002;

e Increase the allowable customer equipment incentives to up to 100% of incremental
costs to promote | SO-NE load response program enrollment;

e Continue with modest incentives to supplement the | SO-NE payments for enrollment
in their program;

e Incongested areas, focus a Load Management promotional campaign on public
buildings, water treatment facilities, schools, hospitals, assisted living complexes etc.;

e Continue the residential thermostat adjustment program;

e Prepare and present two seminars ( one in Stamford) for architects and engineers on
how to incorporate load management into new building design

e Work with Program Managersin the O&M and New Construction Programs to
reduce duplication of effort and coordinate activities wherever possible

e Incorporate new methodologies to support cost/benefit calculations for Load
Management Expendituresin 2002.

The reason for incorporating the new evauation methodology is to recognize the
developmental work and studies done outside of Connecticut that are pertinent to the
issue. A short background discussion on this subject follows.

The price volatility associated with the newly formed wholesale markets for electricity has
renewed the interest in encouraging load responsive programs (LRPs) aimed at end-use
customers. The underlying nature of market supply, characterized by periods of high price
volatility, is well suited to highly structured programs at the Independent System Operator
level. In CL&P’s case, with its involvement in supporting the ISO-NE LRP, the question
has arisen as to how to evaluate the benefits that are derived from its activities.

CL&P recognizes that traditional cost effectiveness tests may not be directly applicable
because they do not fully account for NE System reliability and market price abatement
impacts that congtitute the benefits from LRP events, when they come into play in the
wholesale market. Recent evaluation work on LRP program impacts in California and
New York, find that a large financial impact is realized from only a relatively small amount
of load curtailment.

CL&P plansto use the new approach to support the benefit dollars associated with its
load management efforts. In particular it will use methods used by NY1SO to evauate its
2001 summer LRP. Their approach is compelling since both it and | SO-NE share many
common operationa features and commercial terms of trade and often face similar system
stress during periods of concurrent peak demand.

The methodology produces four types of benefits. They are:

e Reliahility benefits that help preserve system integrity
e Collateral market clearing price impacts that force down the cost of generation in the
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| SO-NE bid-stack.

e Longer term dampening of bilateral contract prices resulting from the existence of an
effective retail market response resource

e Recognition of geographical value differences due to congestion problems

CL&P has retained Neenan and Associates, the firm that did the NY1SO study , to reflect
that methodology and the supply conditionsin New England for the summer of 2001, in
assessing the benefits of the CL& P Load Management goals and planned expenditures for
2002.

As stated in the bullet items listed above, renewed emphasis will be directed to the use of
customer incentives to encourage customers to install monitoring and control systems and
devices enabling them to participate in the 1SO-NE program with larger commitments of
load reduction than we have seen so far. Thus, the incentive program will be utilized to
better support the ISO-NE program. Also, we will emphasize lost opportunity
applications in new construction and major renovation projects. The criteria that will be
used on a case-by-case basis for establishing eligibility to receive an incentive have been
established. They include two categories of applications, the primary one is for customers
who agree to sign up with CL&P for the ISO-NE load response program, Class 1 or Class
2. The other category, capped at alower level of incentive payment, would involve costs
associated with customers installing low cost monitoring and submetering equipment to
aid in their identification of curtailable load.

Ul Load M anagement Activitiesin 2002
In 2002, Ul plans to support and administer the 1ISO New England Load Response
Program aswe did in 2001. Thisincludes continuing the following:

1. UD’s contractual relationship with RETX to offer both the Demand Response and the
Price Response programs to customers in Connecticut.

2. Actively promote the SO LRP program by marketing to commercial and industrial
customers that have the capability to respond to either of the ISO NE initiatives by
curtailing at least 100 kW of load when given the opportunity to do so.

3. Qualify customers and enter into formal agreements for participation and load
reductions.

4. Passon to customers who participate, 100% of the | SO-NE Demand Response and
Price Response payments.

5. Provide C&LM incentives to customers for participation costs up to a $1000 limit.
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Research, Development and Demonstration
In 2001, the ECMB approved the 15 RD&D projects listed in Attachment 5.

Further, in Order no. 13 in Docket No. 01-01-14, the Department directed the Companies
to develop and submit specific goals and targets it is using to evaluate the performance of
its research efforts. In response to that order, the following research goals are presented
as aresult of a consensus process with the RD&D Policy Working Group and ECMB
consultant. These goals were intended to be a guide in managing research activities. They
are crafted to emphasize potential energy savings while recognizing the importance of
maintaining flexibility and encouraging appropriate risk taking. Energy savings are taken
to be displaced central station electric energy output.

An Actual Energy Saving Standard will capture energy savings resulting from such RD&D
activities such as demonstration projects and pilot programs. The standard is based on a
best estimate of performance of projects expected to produce savings in 2002.

A New Project Potential Standard will capture annual potential energy savings from
projects approved in 2002. Potential savings will be the estimate of annual savings
generated by projects reaching their full commercial potential, weighted for the difference
in risk between research, development, and demonstration projects. The standard is based
on potential energy savings from previous the year’s approved projects.

Ancillary Standards are selected to capture other, non-energy goals. Performance will be
predicated on incremental improvements for each metric.

RD& D Performance Standards

Core Standards (100% tar get) 2002 Standard Metric
Energy Savings

Actual 440 kWh

New Project Potential 300,000,000 kWh
Ancillary Standard

Leveraging $500,000 1% per $500K
Projects Ready-to-Go 1 1% per Project
New Business 0 1% per New Business
Royalties 0 1% per $10K
®Notes:

— Leveraging includes contributions from such entities as CCEF and DOE, but
not from the applicant.

— Projects Ready-to-Go include not only fully commercialized projects but ones
demonstrated to work through a major pilot study.

— New Business includes not only actual new businesses but also businesses that
move to Connecticut or undertake a significant expansion. Although RD&D
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expenditures have already created some economic activity and new jobs, they
have not yet reached the point where they can be called new business activity.

— Royalties are actual payments received. Although current contracts contain
royalty clauses they are not expected to accrue in 2002.

Expansion of RFP Program to all Classes

The Companies are pleased to report all C/lI customer classes currently are served by the
RFP program. Since the program allows third parties to aggregate small commercial
customers to meet the size threshold program requirement, the program already serves
small, medium and large C/I customers.

The Companies respectfully request the Department to allow them to offer the current
RFP program to C/I customers alone and not to residential customers. There are
alternative models that may be better suited to increase third party participation in the
residential market. For example, the Companies plan to bid out to athird party one or
more of the new pilot program initiatives for the Community Based Program. This would
allow a specific focus for the third party initiative and not risk the potential for third party
projects which are not cost-effective. It also eliminates the difficulties associated with
trying to create a “one-size fits all” program for such a broad base of customers.

There are a couple of chalengesin trying to incorporate the residential market into what
has been designed as a commercial/industrial RFP program model. First, the screening
requirements of the program would need to be so different for the residential program that
a separate RFP would be required to begin; thus, technicaly it could not be the same
program for residential customers. For example, the cost-effectiveness criteria are
different for C/I and residential classes.

Second, the end uses and measures for residential customers are so different from those
for C/l and so much more numerous that the review of proposals would require very
different information and analyses.

Other Program M odifications

In an effort to make the Companies’ programs more uniform several minor changes have

been made to the way programs are portrayed in the budget and related goals.

Residential Lighting
1. Inpreviousyears Ul hasincluded Smart Living Catalog salesinits overall
lighting program. For 2002 and beyond the Smart Living Catalog will have its
own program category, budget and goals. There are no relative changesto the
Catalog program other than separating it from other lighting initiatives. This
approach aligns the way the two companies present the program.
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2. Ul will not have Halogen Torchiere (HT) turn-ins as in previous years. Due to
the limited size of UI’s service territory the large HT event (i.e. weeklong
events at amall) is no longer an effective vehicle.

3. One other lighting issue that is being aligned between the Companiesis the
way that the lighting goal is measured. In the past Ul counted the number of
“sales” as a measurement while CL&P counted the number of items sold. For
2002 both Companies will measure based on the number of items sold.

Sate Buildings
1. Inpreviousyears Ul did not have a separate budget and goal category for state
buildings. State building projects were done as part of UI’s Energy Blueprint
and Energy Opportunities programs. In 2002 Ul will show state buildings as a
separate category, once again aligning with CL&P.

Cost-Effectiveness Screening

To ensure programs can meet the requirement of cost effectiveness, both CL& P and Ul
utilize the Massachusetts Program Screening Tool developed by Optimal Energy. This
tool was developed to do cost-effectiveness screening of demand side management
programs in Massachusetts.

Although both utilities utilize the same screening tool for cost-effectiveness, there are
numerous user specified inputsto allow the tool to be tailored to the specific application.
The tool also produces several comparisons, or tests against which the user can gauge
their programs. Some of the differences in the inputs are the discount rate, the future cost
of fuel, different energy savings estimates, different measure life, and different
transmission and distribution capacity values and loss estimates. The two companies also
use different tests. Although both companies use the electric system test, CL& P usesthe
total resource test and Ul uses the societal test when reviewing programs. These different
tests factor in economic and environmental benefits of the conservation programs.

In addition to the differences in the inputs to the benefit cost model, other factors may
influence the determination of the benefit to cost ratio of a program for a single program
year. The benefit-to-cost ratio can be influenced by the length of time that a program has
been offered because of start-up costs associated with new programs. Another factor
affecting the benefit-to-cost calculation from year to year is the differences that would
normally occur as aresult of different combinations of specific customer projects. As
programs evolve, factors such as the energy savings, baseline assumptions and incentive
packages result in fluctuations in the benefit cost calculation from year to year.
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The cost-effectiveness screening tool is a powerful mechanism to ensure that public funds
are properly utilized for beneficial purposes. The Companies recognize the importance of
using a standardized approach to measure program effectiveness for al entities who
perform CLM activities. Representatives from both companies have formed a working
group to evaluate the differences in the assumptions used for cost effectiveness screening.
This group will be performing an intensive review of the input variables for all of the joint
programs throughout 2002. It is expected that both Companies will make changes, as
they develop a common basis for calculations.

In order to provide some meaningful comparison data, the Companies have prepared the
table in Attachment 6, which shows the budget dollars and lifetime kwh for both
Companies’ programs for 2002. Despite the minor variations in program metrics and
different measure lives, the overal cost rate is similar for both companies. Thisisasimple
indicator of overall program performance.
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V. PROGRAM SUMMARIES

Attachment 7 provides brief program descriptions for CL& P and Ul 2002 programs.
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Name and M ethod/Date of Request Status/Context ECMB Position and
Organization Contact Action
1. Dr. David Presentation to Fund $500,000 for ECMB supported ECMB supported
Carter, President of | ECMB both in 2000 | Endowed Chair in $500,000 for Endowed | funding in 2000 and
Eastern CT. State | and 2001. Energy Studiesin Chair in 2000. 2001. August 2001
University Also presented to 2000. Fund $500,000 ECMB voted to resolution documents
DPUC in 2001. in 2001 to begin a support $500,000 for | ECMB expectations
Sustainable Energy Sustainable Energy including (1) become

Institute. Consider
funding morein out-
years

Ingtitute in August
2001.

CL&P reallocated
dollarsin the 2001
budget to fund this
amount, and the
DPUC approved it.

self-sustaining within
three years by obtaining
other collaborative
funding, (2) submit
year-end report, and (3)
set performance
indicators based on
stated goals.

2. Ted McCallum | Presentation to Vending Miser Passed cost- Supports incorporation
of Westfair ECMB at June 26 technology which could | effectiveness screen, in existing programs
Associates of pubic forum be a measurein and included in (Energy Opportunities,
Newtown, CT existing programs to CL&P’s programs for | Express, or Custom),
save energy on vending | non-perishable subject to utility
machines by cycling products only. Ul will | analysis and available
them off periodically do the same. funds.
3. Leo Smith of Presentation to Implement a pilot In 2001 CL&Pis ECMB believesthe
International Dark | ECMB at June 26 program for $300,000 implementing utilities should explain
Skies public forum and aso | in the Community program with RPI the cost-effectiveness
tothe DPUC in 2001 | Based Program for which will develop a regquirements and share
streetlighting whitepaper and the analysis results with

technology which
would lessen “glare” or
“light trespass” and
possibly thereby
improve health effects
and safety

training guide for
cities on theissue.
Thereisaserious
issue about cost-
effectiveness for the
Companies. The
measure does not meet
the cost-€effectiveness
reguirements.

The DPUC Decision
approved CL&P’s
plan regarding this
topicin 01-01-14.

Mr. Smith. ECMB will
review the whitepaper
when complete.
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4. Paul Puzzo of Letters and meetings | Provide weatherization | Several planning Supports further
Community with the ECMB and | to homesfor low meetings have been discussions with Mr.
Renewal CL&Pin 2000 and income market such held with CRT, Puzzo, CRT, and others
Team(CRT) of 2001, including the that they may become Fannie Mae, CL&P to implement pilot for

Hartford and Mark
Wolfe a consultant
to CRT

winter 2001 public
comment session

first time home buyers
with energy efficient
mortgage.

Requested $10k per
home.

and Urban League.
Peggy MaclL eod has
been involved (see
bel ow)

Companies are
pursuing this program
within the context of
its community based
programs. However,
costs per home will
need to be much
[ower.

low and low/moderate
income existing homes.
C&LM funding should
be much less than
$10,000 per home.
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5. Peggy MaclLeod | Presentation to Provide Energy Supports exploring
of Energy Rated ECMB both at 2000 | Efficient Mortgage EEMsfor low and
Homes of CT public meeting and at | (EEM) program for Has been party to low/moderate income

the June 12 ECMB
regular meeting.
Also presented at the
winter 2001 public
session

existing homes.

Allow energy suppliers
access to three mills
funding

Increase emphasison
existing homes

Use HERS providersto
extend Energy Star
Home to smaller
builders

program planning
[tem #4.

CL&P undertook
study which indicated
EEMs are mostly
useful for the low
income market. Also
CL&Pisassessing
residential financing
option if Community
Based Program.

Legidation callsfor
utility and ECMB
responsihility for
implementation of
funds.

CL&Pisincreasing
the role and scope of
the audit program in
2002 and both
companies are
increasing the number
of program options to
existing homesin
CBP pilots.

Many small
contractors participate
currently.

existing homes as part
of afinancing pilot in
the Community Based
Programs (CBP).

The ECMB has
explored in some detail
theissue of third party
participation. Some
issues that arise include
maintaining quality
control over energy
suppliers.

Utilities should explore
emphasizing existing
homes more for 2003
based upon pilot
programs.

The companies are
increasing the role of
HERS. and will look
for opportunitiesto
include additional
builders asthe
programs are marketed.

6. John Ruckes of
CT Office of Palicy
and Management

2000 written
commentsto the
ECMB.

1. Implement EEMs
with Energy Star Home
Program

2. Implement
Community Based
Program (CBP) and
integrate with Rebuild
America

1. Companies
working on EEMs
with Paul Puzzo and
others, as explained in
item #4.

2. Began CBPin
2001 and exploring
the use of Rebuild
Americawith program
and used it as one
criteria for selection of
a community. did.]

1. Supports exploring
EEMs, starting with
low and low/moderate
income existing homes
as part of financing
pilot in CBP (see
above), rather than in
new EnergyStar homes.

2. Rebuild America
was one consideration
for identifying and
selecting CBP
communities. Supports
continuing integration,
where appropriate.




CLP/UI Exhibit 1

Page {page }
Name and M ethod/Date of Request Status/Context ECMB Position and
Organization Contact Action

7. CT Dept. of Written submission 1. $2 million loan fund | The CHIF fund 1. CHIF funding was
Economic and and presentation in for low income housing | typically fallsshort of | state bonded money in
Community 2001 to ECMB and to complement the spending its entire the past; ECMB
Devel opment, presentation to existing CHIF loan budget so it does not continues to
various presenters, | ECMB at June 26 program. Thiswould Sseem appropriate to recommend state
including Rita public forum. be to finance homesor | increase funding. bonding. CHIF

Zangari and Doug
Rose

measures.

2. $1.1 million for lean

manufacturing for two
industry clusters,
aerospace and plastics.

Further, duetoitsfud
blind natureit isnot
cost-effective on a
revenue requirements
or societal test.

CL&P aready has
been very actively
involved in Lean
Manufacturing
through its Prime
component of the
Custom Program.
(about $500,000 per
year).

Ul reimburses
ConnStep for energy
audits and lead
generation for its C&l
programs.

ConnStep cameto the
DPUC and praised
CL&P’s actions with
the program, as did
customers.

typically falls short of
spending its entire
budget and is not cost-
effective C&LM using
arevenue requirements
or societal test.
Examine as one option
for residential
financing, but address
concerns about CHIF
cost and performance.
Also, seek gas funding.

2. PRIME and Lean
are well-integrated at
CL&P. Existing level
of funding at CL&Pis
appropriate given
current resources and
alternatives, and
retrofit is not the
highest priority.
Subject to available
funding and cost-
effectiveness, Ul may
consider an approach
similar to CL&P.
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8. City of Hartford

Various presentations
to ECMB and DPUC
over 2000 and 2001

Increase budget to
municipal program.

Ignore cost-
effectiveness criteria
with LED traffic
signals and fund public
cause buildings such as
YMCA aswell as
municipal buildings.

The Companies and
ECMB balance equity
issuesto citiesin
overall budget
allocation, and cities
arevery active
participants for the
C&LM programs.

The cost effectiveness

1. Theutilities and
ECMB balance parity
issues to citiesin the
overall budget
alocation. In the past,
municipal customers
have received more
funding than they have
contributed directly.
ECMB supports

issues are mandated equitable allocation for
by the DPUC and the | 2002. CL&P should
legidation. consider a marketing
partnership with the
city for cost-effective
measures.
2. Codt-effectiveness
criteria should not be
ignored for traffic
signals, public
buildings, or other
projects.
9. Mark Dyen of Presentation in 2000 | Improve efficiency of Added an HVAC Supports company
Conservation to ECMB residential cooling rebate program in pilot of amore
Services Group, systems through a 2001. Consideringa | comprehensive HVAC
Inc. comprehensive systems | comprehensive pilot in | systems approach in
approach. the CBP. the CBP or elsawhere

in the state and
assessment of cost-
effectiveness. Ensure
that peak demand
savings are properly
valued.

10. Dave Korn of

Presentation and

Implement a campaign

CL&P will explorethe

Supportsinitial test on

the Cadmus Group | handoutsto ECMB at | to “power manage” potential for adding CL&Pand Ul
in Waltham, MA June 26 public forum | computers thisinitiative to computers. If the
existing programs. It | utility analysis and test
isimportant to assess | is successful,
LAN compatibility companies should
and security. promote to appropriate
customers.
11. Bill Presentation to Ul should allow Ul isalowing it in the | Companies should
McDonough of DPUC and ECMB in | incentivesfor thewater | RFP program. follow DPUC directive
WJIM Associates 2001, including the treatment “descaling” in 01-01-14.

June 26 public forum

equipment he sellsjust
as CL&P does
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12. Tom Barron of | Presentation to Promote software Companies will Supports exploring this
EnVitasubsidiary | ECMB at June 26 program to help explorethis in the O& M RFP
of an Australian public forum organizations assess technology and will program. Inform Mr.

energy consulting
group

their energy usage and
waystoimproveit. It
isaprocessto
benchmark an
organizations ability to
manage energy in a
qualitative way.

encourage EnVitato
respond to O&M RFP
Pilot

Barron of the upcoming
O&M RFP.

13. Mr. Mecca of
LongLite,
Middlebury, CT

Presentation and
handout to ECMB in
2001 at June 26
public forum

Provide incentives for
hal ogen product for use
in instances where
compact fluorescent are
not as desirable.

CL&P performed cost-
effectiveness analysis
on this and found
technol ogy was not
cost-effective using
DPUC mandated test.
Has informed
LongL.ite of test
results.

Supports exploring the
possihility of using this
technology where
compact fluorescent are
not as desirable.
However, first clarify
energy savings and the
relationship to CFL
products in the market.
Does not recommend
using technologies that
are not cost-effective.

14. Warren Leon,
of Northeast
Sustainable Energy
Association

Presentation to the
ECMB in 2001 at
June 26 public forum

Use environmental and
other reasonsin
messages to promaote
energy efficiency, e.g.
solar system for heating
water etc., healthy
schools, dectric
reliability.

CL&Pisexploring
alternative
informational
messages to be
included in program
materialswith ECMB
consultants. There
may not be adequate
funding to do some
things suggested.
Products may need to
be qualified by EPA as
Energy Star products

Supports promoting
other benefits of and
linkages to energy
efficiency. Much of
this can be done for
little or no additional
cogt, in existing
contacts and
promotions.

15. Jerry Druman
of For Power

Presentation to the
ECMB in 2001 at
June 26 public forum

Utilize a web-based
energy analysistool

Companies will
explorethis
technology and
encourage ForPower
to respond to O&M
RFP Pilot.

Supports exploring this
in the O&M RFP
program. Inform Mr.
Druman of the
upcoming O&M RFP.
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16. John Hebeler Written comments Add metering Servicesrequested by | Metering information
of Hebeler Energy | and presentationsto | information servicesto | Hebeler are largely services are not the best
Solutions the ECMB both in the conservation provided by other fit or priority within
2000 and 2001 portfalio. groups of the C&LM. Current
Companies targeted marketing
efforts are higher
Further, CL&P priority than metering
initiated load information. Metering
management pilotsin | islikely to be an issue
2001 to supplement at the legidature.
these activities.
17. Michad Presentation to Implement ECMB explored a Has supported and
Sherber, President | ECMB in 2000 Performance wide range of options | continues to support
of Sherber Contracting and in 2001 planning exploring third party

Associates, Inc.

remove the utilities
from the “drivers seat”

sessions and has
moved toward more
third party programs

activitiesand
implementation where
beneficial. The RFP
program is an approach
to performance
contracting. Does not
support additional
funding for new retrofit
initiatives given that
program budgets are
very tight.

18. Northeast
Energy Efficiency
Partners, Mr.
Raynolds and
Elizabeth Titus

Presentations to the
ECMB both in 2000
and 2001, including
the summer and
winter sessonsin
2001

Increase linkagesto
NEEP in additional
areas such as
residential HVAC,
Energy Star buildings
and new construction,
and building operator
certification, partly
with Community Based
Program

The Companies
maintain ongoing
relationships with
NEEP and are always
assessing the potential
for new linkages on a
case by case basis.
The Companies will
assess participating in
market research and
baseline studies.

Comprehensive
Residential HVAC, see
#9.

Utilities should explore
NEEP initiativesin the
context of cost-effective
implementation of
services while
maintaining the
benefits of aregional
focus.

Ul should consider
joining the NEEP
building operator
certification program as
a step to more efficient
O&M.

Both Companies should
explore continued work
on upgrades in building
codes
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19. Steve Presentation and Implement measures Exploring ways to Comprehensive
Bowcock, of CT written commentsto | for duct sealing with increase funding for Residential HVAC, see
Home Energy ECMB in 2000 forced air heating and residential HYAC in #9.
Consulting cooling system 2001, but will be
Services difficult with
decreased budget
20. Tom Swan, Presentation and 1. Put more money 1. Ul assessesequity | 1. Will address
CT CitizensAction | letter to ECMB in into residential with ECMB and funding and budget
Group 2000 programs DPUC parity as part of 2002

proportionately

2. Decreasethe hot
shot program

3. Stop promoting the
company with
conservation
advertising dollars

2. CL&Pand Ul are
analyzing new Hot
shot technology now

3. Company
sponsorship of
conservation programs
strengthens their
credibility and
accountability.
Advertising is needed
to reach high levels of
program goalsand is
supported by the
DPUC and ECMB.

budget discussion.

2. Given ongoing
problems with Hot Shot
callbacks, CL&P
should continue to
improve and then test
technology before
implementing again.
Also important for both
companies to have the
correct scale of the
program for 2002 and
for 2003 to put the pilot
into a context of a
long-term plan for
expanding program in
comprehensive vendor-
driven DHW program.
3. Supports marketing
focused on benefits of
energy efficiency.

21. Larry Union
and Bob Maddox
of CT Energy
Cooperative

Written comments
and presentation to
ECMB in 2000 and
presentation in 2001
at June 26 public
forum

Fund the ICE house a
mobile energy
efficiency
demonstration center

Individual proposals
for funding
promotional material
should take place
within a broader
education approach.
Department staff
raised issues with the
ICE house.

Fund and promote the
use of supplier neutral
displays and marketing
materials by others, in
retail and other
locations. Condition
the use of materials for
eligible products.
Increase the role of
othersin promoting
C&LM programsin
their products and
marketing activity.
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22. CT Lighting
Center

Commented to
ECMB and made

Utilitiesare engaged in
anti-competitive

Utilities held meetings
with representatives of

Fund and promote
displays and marketing

commentsto behavior, with funding | the CT Lighting materials for useby CT
legidators and others | from ratepayer s, which | Center. The vast Lighting Center and
in 2001 undercuts their ability majority of lighting others, in retail and
to sell energy-efficient | products are Energy other locations.
productsin retail Star qualifying. Condition the use of
markets. Some materialsfor eligible
products promoted by products.
the utilities are not
EnergyStar qualifying Continueincreased
and have not been emphasis on retail sales
tested. compared to catalog
sales, and transition
from product catalog to
magazine.
23. Dept. of Public | Written comments 1. CL&Pshould 1. CL&P will ECMB will consider
Works provided to the address one aspect exploreits cost proposals and programs
ECMB of the ‘cost caps’, caps applications | that are cost beneficial.
the cost- in 2001.
effectiveness test, 2. Consistent

and explore ways
to be moreflexible
when applying the
test.
2. While lighting
opportunities have been
addressed in most
building locations, this
does not preclude
addressing awide
variety of other
measures. DPW and
other agencies are
interested in exploring
such opportunities as
energy management
systems and heavy
equipment upgrade

with past practice,
CL&P will continueto
look for cost effective
ways to install
measures other than
lighting.
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24..CT Conference | Written comments CCM urgesthe ECMB | The Companiesand 1. Theutilities
of Municipalities and presentation to to increase the total ECMB balance equity and ECMB
ECMB at June 26 amounts set aside for issuesto citiesin balance parity
public forum municipalities next overall budget issuesto cities
year to $10 million for | alocation, and cities in the overall
both companies. There | arevery active budget
isaclear need and participants for the alocation. In
desire by the C&LM programs. the past,
municipalitiesto municipal
improve the energy customers
efficiency of their have received
facilities more funding
than they have
contributed
directly.
ECMB
supports
equitable
allocation for
2002.
25. Bill White of Verbal presentation Companies should The Companies will The ECMB agreesthe
U.S. EPA from at winter 2001 public | consider promating continue to consider Energy Star brand is
Boston comment session Energy Star ways to promote the valuablein the
Benchmarking for C&1 | EnergyStar product residential sector and
retrofit programs approach whereit is should be used as

appropriate. However,
neither company is
having difficulty in
penetrating the C&|
retofit market.

appropriatein the
retrofit market for C&1.

26. Bryan Garcia
of Clean
Energy Fund

Verbal presentation
at winter 2001 public
comment session

Integrate efforts of CEF
and ECMB and
Companies, especially
for education to school
children and through
C&I new construction

The Companies plan
to integrate where
possible with the CEF.
This has occurred in
the RD&D Program,
wherethe CEFisa
member of the PWG.
The Companies will
inquire of the CEF on
additional ways that
the C&LM and CEF
programs can be
integrated.

The ECMB supports
effortsto integrate
programs between CEF
and the C& LM fund.
The ECMB will seek
additional specific
recommendations from
the CEF on how this
goal could be achieved
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27. Phil Fine of Verbal presentation Utilize performance The Companieshave | The Companies should
Savage Alert at winter 2001 public | contracting or found loan fundsto be | continueto allow

comment session financing of some sort | under-utilized. performance
for C&I customersand | Performance contracting under the
also integrate more contracting is one RFP program and also
distributed generation option customers have | explore cost-effective
and energy under the new RFP integration of
conservation program. distributed generation
and conservation
The Companies will projects in 2002.
be looking for cost-
effective integration of
distributed generation
and conservation
projects in 2002.
28. Jeff Calcott of | Verbal presentation Utilize The Companies have The ECMB believes

Egress Dynamics

at winter 2001 public
comment session

photol uminescent exit
signsin existing
programs

been providing
incentives for LED
exit signs, which are
now the state of the
art. The

Photol uminescent
signs may not have
adequate additional
savings to be cost
effective

this product should be
screened for possible
inclusion in relevant
programsif it is cost-
effective and a product
sought by consumers.

29. Michael
Sandersof CT
DOT and Peter
Winograd of Peak
Energy Solutions

Lettersto ECMB
near the winter 2001
session

Explore possibility of
using some
conservation dollars for
photovoltaic
installation at Hartford
Bus Facility

CL&P explored this
new suggestion and
found it to have a
payback of over 30
years. Thereforeitis
not cost-effective

The ECMB requests
further detail on this
project and suggests
that the proposal might
be submitted to the
RD& D program for
review.

30. Mr. Merola letter to ECMB near | usewindow filmasan | Thisisthetopicof a | ECMB will wait the
winter 2001 session eligible conservation legal proceeding outcome of the legal

program measure brought by Mr. proceeding prior to
Merolaagainst CL&P. | commenting further.
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ATTACHMENT 2
DEPARTMENT ORDERS FROM DOCKET NO. 01-01-14 AND RESPONSES

The Department ordersthe Companiesto file with the Department, its 2002
budget by January 31, 2002.

This submittal isin response to thisorder.

The Department directsthe Companiesto file with the Department any major
modifications made to the 2002 budgets and implementation strategies within
10 days of implementation.

The Companies will follow this process when the situation arises.

The 2002 budget submitted should clearly identify funds allocated to C& LM
programs proposed by outside parties.

Please see the footnotes on Table A of each Company.

The Department will require the Companiesto submit its 2003 and 2004
budgetsto the Department no later than January 31, 2003.

The Companieswill file as directed.

Asdiscussed in the SmartLiving Catalog Section, the Companies must include
a message box on the cover of all future editions of the SmartLiving catalog and
submit for approval the language that will appear within that box. The size of
the message box cannot be reduced without Department approval.

The Companies have followed this process.

The Companieswill berequired to develop a common slogan for the C& LM
programsto be implemented by January 2002.

Please see Section 111 above.
Initsnext filing, Ul shall include a description of each program in its
Comparison of Ul Conservation Programs similar to the brief descriptionsin
CL&P’s Application, Appendix B-revision dated 3/26/01.

Please see Attachment 7 to thisfiling.
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In the next filing, the Companieswill file a program summary containing the
detailsillustrated in Ul Late Filed Exhibit No. 12.

Please see Table B above for each Company.

CL& P shall submit theimpact evaluations of the C& | Operation &
M aintenance Services program to the Department when they become available.

The Companieswill file as directed..

CL& P shall submit to the Department the results of the Load M anagement
Assistance Pilot Fund program and the Residential Load M anagement Pilot
program when they become available.

The Companieswill file as directed.

In the next filing, the Companies shall jointly explain why the CBR of joint
programs are different.

Please see Section |11 above.

In the next filing, all program names will be consistent throughout all filed
documentsincluding budgets, workpapers, spreadsheets and analysis.

The Companies have used consistent names throughout thisfiling..

The Department directs the Companiesto develop and submit specific goals
and targetsitsusing to evaluate the performance of itsresearch efforts.

Please see Section |11 above.

All future Planswill provide a description of each existing low-income
program. Each program will be described in the Company’s individual plan,
under the Special Needs section, or when jointly applicable in the Joint
Programs Plan, and also referenced in the respective plan, not providing the
actual description.

The Companies’ low income programs are the same as in the last filing. Since there are
no major modifications, nothing is added in this document.

All future budgetsfor each joint program, including the Energy Care Program,
will be itemized per expense lineitem per company and combined, and include
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thetotal budget for each company and the total combined program budget.
The Companieswill develop, for Department review, a cohesive detailed line-
item budget format, listing general categories and supporting expenses, for
each joint program. All joint budgets should be appended to the Joint
Programs Plan and the individual Company budget should beincluded in the
Company specific plan.

The Companies understand thisis a requirement for 2003, based upon discussions with
Department staff.

The Companieswill develop a comprehensive system to track the effectiveness
of specific marketing methods used in the joint general marketing campaign,
enabling them to identify the particular source of customer information on
conservation programs. In developing the system, the Companieswill utilize all
available tracking mechanisms, such ascallsto 877-WISE USE and the
individual Companies’ telephone numbers and website hits.

The Companies are complying with this Order as clarified in the Department’s letter to
Messrs. DeFilippis and Hebert dated November 27, 2001.

The Department requiresin the futurethat CL& P and Ul use two-color rather
than four-color brochures unless a particular need can be demonstrated.

The Companies are complying with this Order as clarified in the Department’s letter to
Messrs. DeFilippis and Hebert dated November 27, 2001.

The Department directsthe Companiesto explore the use of generic
informational materialsin conjunction with conservation programs.

The Companies are complying with this Order as clarified in the Department’s letter to
Messrs. DeFilippis and Hebert dated November 27, 2001.

By October 1, 2001, the Companies shall make a filing that demonstratesthe
increased targetsfor the specific C& LM programsthat will receive additional
funding in 2001.

The Companies filed this material on October 1, 2001.

CL&P and Ul shall include theresults of the 2001 customer awar eness survey
initsnext C&LM filing at a minimum as a performance indicator.

The Companies understand thisis a requirement for the 2003 filing, based upon
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discussions with Department staff.

The Department directs the Companiesto expand its RFP program by
specifically allowing ESCOs and third party program managersto bid on and
manage all types of programs and customer classes.

Please see Section |11 above.

In order to encourage RFP participation and help participants better
understand the RFP process and procedures, the Companiesand ECMB are
directed to continue advertising the RFP programs and must set specific
deadlinesfor the RFP process.

The Companies have followed this process.
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ATTACHMENT 3

FIRST-TIME HOMEBUY ERS ENERGY EFFICIENT MORTGAGES PILOT

Objective:

Target Market:

Program Description:

Thegoal of this pilot program is to develop a new energy efficient
mortgage product for first time homebuyers whose household incomes are
80% or less of Area Mean Income in Connecticut by building partnerships
with lenders, community agencies and other interested parties. The
specific goals are:

I. Commit to approximately 20 homes in the City of Hartford and the
Town of Vernon during the first year with gradual expansionin
subsequent years.

I1. Secureinterest in Pilot by non-profits and lender ().

According to the 1990 Federal Census, minority home ownership in
Connecticut ranked 48™ out of the 50 United States and the District of
Columbia. Preiminary results of the recently completed census shows a
modest increase in those numbers. Fannie Mage, one of the leading lenders
in the State writes approximately 30 -35 thousand mortgages a year in
Connecticut. Nearly half of those people who qualify can be considered to
be of low to moderate income.

Thefocus of the program will be low and moderate income first time
homebuyers who are participating in educational seminars. The pilot is
designed to encourage this group to upgrade the energy efficiency of their
new home and thereby qualify for Energy Efficient Mortgage from Fannie
Mae. By focusing on these segments of the market, CL& P has the ability
to undertake a variety of energy conservation measures in a cost-effective
way that will maximize energy cost savings to prospective homebuyers

CL&P, Fannie Mage, CRT and others will partner to create a pilot
program that supports first-time homebuyers of single family homes by
providing grants to make improvements to the home and to purchase
appliances that will help lower the homeowners monthly energy and water
bills resulting in reduced monthly operating costs.

Thefirst time homebuyers EEM pilot program would entail the following:

l. Fannie Mae’s Energy Efficient Mortgage (EEM)

A. Low Down payment requirement

B. 2% down for homes sdlling over $100,000, or

C. 100% loan to value loans w/ minimum 3% borrower
contribution

D. Projected energy savings added to borrower income
to facilitate loan qualifying

E. Household incomes at 80% of Area Mean Income
(AMTI) or below ($56,400 - $64,900)



Marketing Strategy:

Incentive Strategy

Barriers
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. Home Energy Rating (HERS) and estimate of savings for
installed measures.

I1l.  Grantsfor energy improvements and Energy Star Appliances.

IV.  Linkageto municipal down payment and closing cost assistance
programs where possible.

It is anticipated that this pilot program will initially be implemented
through agencies that offer first time home-buying seminars to the public.
The long-range strategy is to transition away from grants for the energy
efficiency improvements and to roll some or all the costs associated with
the improvements into the mortgage product on a sliding scale based on
income. At the end of the pilot program, CL& P will perform an
evaluation to determine how well the program is working and where
changes may be needed.

In the pilot phase of the program, the cost of the measures that could be
implemented to help reduce the monthly utility bills on the house would be
paid for with grants on average up to $7,000 per household. The owner
would have a set amount of time to complete the upgrades (120 days is

suggested).

Customers would be given coupons to use to purchase Energy Star
appliances. These would be a good cost saving measure for the home-
owners and could provide incentive for people to participate (ex. a coupon
for $500 off an Energy Star refrigerator). In addition, lighting incentives
could be given to the customer for the purchase of energy efficient
Lighting such as an Energy Star fixtures and CFL's.

There currently is not a broad infrastructure of certified HERS ratersin
Connecticut. One possible solution to this problem would be to train
home inspectors to offer this service so they could do the HERS rating on
top of the regular homeinspection. CL& P would pay for the HERS
training for interested home inspectors to give them incentive to
participate in the Program.



Objective:

Target Market:
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ATTACHMENT 4
ON-SITE SERVICESPILOT

For over adecade, CL&P hastargeted electric heat
customers with comprehensive programs which reduce
energy consumption through the installation of electric
conservation measures. In addition, for over two decades,
CL & P has made home energy audits available offering
appropriate, low-cost electric saving measures. The
Company feels this is an opportune time to consider a new
pilot delivery mechanism. The pilot program’s objective is
to reach the average customer (regardless of fuel type)
who would benefit from an energy analysis of the home,
receive certain electric saving energy measures, and be
presented the opportunity to pursue the installation of
fossil fuel saving measures.

Residents of Vernon, CT, amiddle class diverse
community located in the North Central part of the State,
will be offered participation in the On-site Services Pilot.



Program Description:

Marketing Strategy:
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The program will offer the CL& P customer in Vernon the
opportunity to have an in-home audit and a blower door
test. The audit will assess the “house as a system” and
offer the customer company subsidized electric saving
measures and facilitate installation of fossil fuel saving
measures to reduce energy consumption. Additionally, as
an essential part of the proposed service delivery, the
customer will have a blower door test performed on the
home. The test will tell the customer how much air
leakage is occurring and visually demonstrate areas of heat
loss.

The CL&P “Draft Detective” will offer the customer the
opportunity to pursue energy saving air sealing work. The
amount of air sealing work to be completed would be
totally controlled by the customer.

Insulation needs will be assessed and applicable arranging
services coordinated by the Company’s contractor.

CL&P will install energy efficient compact fluorescent light
bulbs and to give the customer energy efficient table lamps.

Applicable Conservation and Load Management program
brochures will be discussed and Energy Star rebate
applications will be left with the customer to encourage
additional participation in energy efficiency programs.

Finally, asa corollary to the in-home services, CL&P
proposes that the “Draft Detective” visit some of the local
elementary or middle schools as part of a science
curriculum to educate students about air loss in a home,
and to demonstrate blower door technology. The intention
being to educate the children and to teach energy
conservation to the young as perhaps the most effective
market transformation strategy available.

Services will be targeted directly to residents of Vernon.
The intention is to deliver the pilot during the second
quarter of 2002. Initial thoughts suggest that a campaign
addressed in the local paper and cable would inform
residents about the pilot offering. Residents would be
selected on afirst-come, first serve basis.



Incentive Strategy:
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CL&P believes the fuel blind pilot will entice customers to
complete energy conservation measures.

Electric saving measures, such as compact fluorescent light
bulbs, table lamps and other low-cost electric saving
measures will be installed free of charge to the customer.
Rebates towards the purchase of Energy Star refrigerators
will also be provided to encourage the customer to
upgrade their existing refrigerator. The exact rebate
amount will be determined in consultation with the ECMB
and its technical consultants.

The customer will pay the cost of any additional fossil-fuel
saving measures such as air sealing or insulation
installation. (CL&P will continue to fully subsidize these
measures for electric heat customers.) Upon the
customer’s request, the CL&P contractor will act as the
contract coordinator for the customer.
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ATTACHMENT 5
RD&D PROJECTS APPROVED IN 2001

Fifteen (15) RD& D Projects were approved for funding, including eight (8) Distributed Resource
Projects and seven (7) Energy Efficiency Projects:

A. Distributed Resour ce Projects:

1

Fuel Cell Demonstration at IBM:

Installation, operation and monitoring of one (200kW) fuel cell. Installation will serve as
base |oaded generation facility sized to carry the emergency electrical loads such as lighting,
security for critical data centers, and life-saving equipment.

IBM Corporation., Southbury, CT. $1,580,000

Project has 100% Connecticut Content

High Temperature PEM Fuel Cell Stack Development:

Development of high performance membrane electrode assemblies (MEA) to allow the
operation of proton exchange, membrane (PEM) fud cdls at high temperatures to improve
efficiency and lower installed costs.

IONOMEM Corporation, Marlborough, CT. $675,000

Project has 100% Connecticut Content.

Fuel Cell Technology I mprovement:

Development, fabrication and testing of an advanced design fud cell stack which will
enhance interior cooling thereby providing improved efficiency and longer fuel cell life.
This technology development is applicable to both molten carbonate (MC) and proton
exchange membrane (PEM) fud cdlls.

Allen Engineering, Southbury, CT. $300,000

Project has 100% Connecticut Content

Internet Enabled Two-Way Paging System for Load M anagement:

Development of an internet based two-way paging thermostat for the residential and small
commercial marketplace. This technology will provide end users with an internet capable
energy management device to achieve energy savings, and will provide the utility an
accurate and verifiable means to curtail load during volatile market and grid conditions.
Power Web Technologies, Wallingford, PA.  $265,000

Project has 33% Connecticut Content

PV System Using Transparent Hologr aphic Optical Elements:

Develop and demonstrate a new photovoltaic (PV) technology that has the potential to
dramatically reduce installed cost of PV systems.

Arthur D. Little, Cambridge, MA. $220,000

Project has 40% Connecticut Content

Analysis of Energy Available from Agricultural By-Products:

Research feasibility study to assess the potential benefits that may be derived from using
Connecticut’s agriculture byproducts to generate electricity. Study will assess and define
latent energy available from an inventory of Connecticut’s animal and crop biomass sources.
CT Economic resource Center (CERC), Rocky Hill, CT. $143,700

Project has 100% Connecticut Content
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7. Biomass Gasification:
Study to assess the feasibility of developing biomass gasification technology to be deployed
in distributed plants to generate electricity and thermal energy, (on customer’s side of the
meter), using sawmill residue resources available in Connecticut.
Renova Engineering, Staten Idland, NY.. $113,000
Project has 40% Connecticut Content

8. Photovoltaic/Variable Speed Drive for Blending Grid/PV Power:
Development of a Photovoltaic power supply and a variable speed drive that will
automatically maximize the utilization of a photovoltaic array in powering HVAC variable
speed motors while meeting any additional 1oad from the power grid.
Schultz Electric, New Haven, CT. $50,000
Project has 100% Connecticut Content

B. Energy Efficiency Projects:

1. High-Tech Centrifugal Compressor for Commercial Air Cond. & Refrigeration Systems-
Phase 11: Research, development and adaptation of technol ogies developed in the aerospace
industry to commercial air conditioning and refrigeration. A highly efficient oil free
centrifugal compressor has the potential to significantly reduce eectricity consumption and
uses zero ozone depl etion refrigerant.

R&D Dynamics Corp., Bloomfield, CT. $594,000
Project has 100% Connecticut Content

2. High Efficiency llluminated Signage:
Research and Development of new light emitting diode (LED) signage systems that will offer
the functionality of neon signs but use much less el ectric energy.
Gerber Scientific, South Windsor, CT. $287,000
Project has 100% Connecticut Content

3. Cold Climate Air-to-Air Heat Pump (CCHP):
Development and field monitoring demonstration of an air to air heat pump designed to
achieve improved efficiencies and lower el ectric costs while operating at |ow outside ambient
temperatures prevalent during winter in northern aress.
Shaw Engineering Associates, LLC, New Britain, CT.$285,900
Project has 50% Connecticut Content

4. Load Shedding Ballast for Fluorescent Lighting Systems:
Development of a low cost alternative to fully dimmable eectronic ballast technology that
will accommodate load reduction dimming up to 20% during times of peak electrical
demand.
RPI Lighting Research Center, Troy, NY. $225,000
Project has 20% Connecticut Content

5. Energy Efficient Lighting for Continuously Occupied Open Plan Offices:
Develop and demonstrate an energy efficient alternative to current fluorescent lighting
systems for open plan offices that will achieve significant reduction in electrical energy.
RPI Lighting Research Center, Troy, NY. $197,600
Project has 75% Connecticut Content

6. Integrated Refrigerator and Water Pre-Heater-Phasell:
Development and demonstration of an integrated refrigerator/water pre-heater that recovers
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waste heat from the refrigeration cycle and uses it to heat water. Energy can be saved by
reducing the energy consumption of the water heater and lowering the condensing
temperature of the refrigerator.

Arthur D. Little, Inc., Cambridge, MA. $149,000

Project has 61% Connecticut Content

Removable Coversfor Central A/C Supply and Return Openings:

Research, development and demonstration of a low cost, easy to install and maintain cover
that can be placed onto existing central air conditioning vents and returns - when not in use -
during the heating season to create a barrier to cold air infiltration thereby reducing heating
energy costs.

Ms. Vivian G. Perez, Fairfield, CT. $62,000

Project has 100% Connecticut Content
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ATTACHMENT 6

COMPARISON OF COST-EFFECTIVENESS INFORMATION OF TWO COMPANIES
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ATTACHMENT 7

PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS OF TWO COMPANIES



