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Meeting Minutes  SUBJECT TO REVISION
Energy Conservation Management Board 

November 18, 2009.

Department of Public Utility Control

10 Franklin Sq.      New Britain, CT 06051

ECMB Attendees:  Chair- Jeff Gaudiosi; Vice-Chair Rich Steeves; Ron Araujo; Roger Koontz; Pat McDonnell; Shirley Bergert; Prof. Alex Sommers; Rick Rodrigue; Dale Williams; Joe Crocco; Dick DesRoches; Kevin Hennessy.

 .

Not in Attendance: Neil Beup; Mike Wertheimer.

Other Attendees: Jeff Schlegel; Betsy Harper; Les Tumidaj; Joel Gordes.

1. Process

Agenda and Minutes. Chairman Gaudiosi called the meeting to order at 1:05 pm and requested the Board review the agenda. Rich Steeves suggested they add an item concerning the Smart Living Center under the "Other" section. The minutes were reviewed and on a motion by Alex Sommers with a second by Dale Williams were approved. 

Public Comment. Bob wall said Roger Smith was scheduled to address the group on the request for aid in connection with the federal Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grants (EECBG) but had not yet arrived. Shirley Bergert said that could be included in  conjunction with the Residential Committee report.

2.
Outreach & Marketing. 

Ron Araujo distributed materials detailing case studies in energy efficiency pertaining to several businesses as well as copies of future ads to appear in The Hartford Courant and New London Day as one half page formats pertaining to newer designs for compact fluorescent bulbs (CFLs)  including dimmables. Attention was drawn to the public events for the upcoming month. Rich Steeves noted that in a recent event he had attended area politicians including Sen. Prague and Representatives Stillman and Reynolds were in attendance and more politicians appear to be taking advantage of the Home Energy Solutions (HES) program. He suggested to the Board that they send letters to state representatives and senators to sign up for the program in order to see what ratepayers might be missing if the funds were appropriated for other, non-energy uses. Jeff Gaudiosi added he has never heard of any bad reactions to the program and the Board should consider drafting such a letter. Dick DesRoches said the same could be done for public officials in the CMEEC territories. 

Connecticut Science Center (CSC). Les Tumidaj reported they had signed off on the energy efficiency standards as having been met by CSC which would allow them to receive the final payment from the CEEF. He complimented the fine work done by Connecticut Light and Power (CL&P) through the Energy Conscious Blueprint (ECB) program that had performed a great deal of work behind the scenes on this project. This included some efficiency additions to exhibit lighting which, while not counted in the totals to meet the goals, was a particularly difficult area and much credit should go to John Machette  for these improvements. He also noted the ECB program provides a high degree of quality control. Ron Araujo thanked Les Tumidaj for his work on the project and informed the Board the previously authorized payment had been made.

3. 2008-2009 Planning for Future Activities.
State and Federal Legislative Updates. No updates were available.

Commercial and Industrial (C&I) Committee. Les Tumidaj reported the C&I Committee had met the previous day with extremely high attendance at the meeting. Kevin Hennessy noted the CL&P ProgramManager for the Business Sustainability Challenge (BSC) program, Naomi Walker, was featured in the Hartford Business Journal and people are beginning to get interested in this program. The meeting featured a webinar by consultants to the Energy Trust of Oregon that provided useful details to the group. Marissa Westbrook of UI reported on  activities including development a new survey to determine why groups might be interested in participation in the BSC program which they will send to committee members for comment before it is officially issued. Rick Rodrigue provided a preview of a presentation he hopes to present in greater detail at the next C&I meeting pertaining to the Integrated Resource Plan (IRP). Less Tumidaj said the Committee continues to follow up on financing and hoped to bring in additional expertise on this in the future. Rick Rodrigue also gave a brief update on DEP's use of their field inspectors to provide information on energy efficiency programs and noted they had already reached 20 businesses by October 31st.


Residential Committee. Shirley Bergert reported the work continues to develop financing mechanisms that have on the bill repayment and will appeal to residential consumers while meeting the needs of the DPUC.  Betsy Harper, the Boards financial consultant from VEIC, gave a presentation on options for residential financing. (The full presentation is available at http://www.box.net/shared/b0xxixr5kp ). She began by laying out certain primary recommendations including:

· ECMB should aggressively pursue two actions for 2010 rollout

· Each option will require some commitment of funds for which she recommends setting aside 2009 unspent funds into a reserve to support the cost of two chosen programs.

· ECMB should support more rapid HES evolution.

Some other points were made including that the cost of financing cost could add approximately 1/3 more time to the payback. Alex Sommers noted he did not believe they would be able to convince participation in a loan program with long paybacks. Jeff Schlegel said many of the major manufacturing companies already have financing but most are in the replacement market. This led Dale Williams to ask whether an ECMB program could offer a better rate as well as the on the bill repayment. Jeff Schlegel responded he thought it would at least be more convenient and might possibly also offer a better rate. Betsy Harper added the financing offered by manufacturers is usually quite short term, approximately three years. Jeff Schlegel added it is also usually aimed at a specific technology rather than a package of technologies which could limit their usefulness. Ron Araujo suggested there is the possibility they could work with manufacturers in a form of negotiated cooperative promotions (NCPs) for certain big-ticket measures. Shirley Bergert suggested using the manufactures' loan in conjunction with one by CEEF to maximize energy efficiency. Pat McDonnell brought up a question on the need for a loan loss reserves to which Betsy Harper responded there are other sources of funding from some groups that have mission-based agendas that could be helpful noting the loan loss reserves could be used for more risky aspects of the program and she would like to see a 2010 start for this program. She mentioned the State Treasurer's office as one source and noted Colorado is already looking at this. Further discussion included specifics on: default rates; underwriting rules; ability to serve low income customers; a model that might be required for a loan pool and how to grow it in future years; the need to roll it out first as a pilot program; the possibility of forming a regional loan pool since Connecticut alone may be too small and providing a lower interest rate for consumers who are going deeper into energy efficiency. Prof. Sommers made the observation that this has certain aspects similar to the federal "cash for clunkers" program and could provide from $5,000-$20,000 for homeowners to upgrade their energy profile with on the bill repayment. He said it has the potential to get a number of people to do it now but he would also expect a lien would be placed on the property so there is a need for a backup pool for the lender to cover potential defaults. He thought the Board should do a pilot project along these lines first. Shirley Bergert said they want consumers to capture savings beyond what people are currently doing and the loan loss reserve would be available to make the lenders' whole in case of defaults. She pointed out the CHIF loan program, currently in use, is "bulky" for consumers to access and does put a lien on the property that is costly and time-consuming. She said Pennsylvania utilities only had a 1% default rate. Further questions came up on why it might be possible to use already existing home equity loans. Betsy Harper responded they usually run in the 8% interest rate level with credit unions providing lower percentages. Jeff Schlegel said they are trying to keep it simple versus dealing with credit unions to reduce the hassle factor. Side issues such as the evolution of the HES program might necessitate recruiting more general contractors to provide more comprehensive treatment including enhanced information on financing which cannot be accomplished solely by current program delivery personnel. Betsy Harper said they should provide recommendations to the DPUC to aggressively pursue a pilot project with third-party lenders and utility repayment while simultaneously pursuing an option to create a pool with modest or significant leverage to develop loan loss reserves. She recommended creation of two task forces to undertake this effort. After further discussion Jeff Gaudiosi asked Shirley Bergert what her recommendation might be. Shirley Bergert made this in the form of a motion to adopt Betsy Harper's recommendations and to ask the DPUC that they request the Board to pursue this plan of action with orders to work with them on its development. This was seconded by Rich Steeves who noted it has taken three years to arrive at this point and it cannot be left exclusively to the utilities. Alex Sommers said he was not able to support the motion as it is currently written noting that the second option is too complicated and the use of retirement funds from the State Treasurer's office could be problematic due to requirements to maximize pension fund income. He went on to say Option #1, done as a pilot study, he believes will have appeal to the homeowners and on the bill repayment would also be attractive particularly if it carried no lien on the property. Betsy Harper responded it would have to be made clear to the consumer that their total bill would go up in that option although the energy portion would be reduced. Further discussion took place on whether the loan should be able to show a positive cash flow when energy savings are taken into account, whether a long-term loan is too far into the future for homeowners' considerations and whether the operation of pilot programs could be used to determine the final model for a program with consumer appeal, maximum energy savings and low default rates. The original motion was withdrawn and it was suggested the original motion be constructed into two motions. Rich Steeves seconded that. Roger Koontz noted he supports both motions but sees limits to on the bill repayment although there is apparently some success in Pennsylvania on one approach. He added while they don't know what will work they should not abandon the efforts on either. He also felt it is essential to have the utilities on the two task forces in order that they have buy-in into the process and the product. Kevin Hennessy stated his agreement with Roger Koontz but also expressed some skepticism on the success of the programs. Further discussion took place much of it pertaining to the workability of similar programs across the country but with uncertain information available on them. Dick DesRoches brought up that Option #1 would only cover paybacks for items less than 10 years and consumers would have to do more to get the lower interest rate and whether this might be limiting the options. Jeff Gaudiosi responded that it is issues such as that the task force(s) will need to explore. Pat McDonnell offered a friendly amendment to change the wording of recommendation #2 on page 1 from "implementation" to "development." Further refinement was made so the final reading would be "evaluate, develop, and, if appropriate, implement…. “.  Jeff Gaudiosi he noted there were two motions jointly on the floor with Pat McDonnell's friendly amendment that would be voted on. The vote was unanimous in favor of that compromise.

Shirley Bergert brought up the suggestion for the Board to provide some assistance to the groups applying as the Community Energy Savings Project for federal funding under the EECBG being offered by the US Department of Energy. She noted this is an opportunity to bring more federal dollars into Connecticut but it is a highly competitive solicitation with little time remaining for collaboration. Any final support efforts for this from the Board must be provided no later than December 4th and a letter of intent must be provided by November 19th. Roger Smith of Clean Water Action, one of the groups involved, spoke on the approach they hope to use centered upon community participation which they anticipate could bring 5% to 20% reductions in usage through proactive installation of efficiency measures. This would include such actions as direct CFL installations by students and more local events as well as gaining more sign-ups for the HES program. He hopes the financing options discussed at today's meeting will also be able to provide deeper savings and provide an actual testing ground to see how well they might work. He noted the letter of intent is needed by the following day but there is also a need for data from the utilities pertaining to HES program participants. This is needed to provide certain baselines and to show leverage which will be extremely important in the selection process by US DOE. He also hopes the fund can help in the creation of a loan loss reserve and possibly provide some funding for community rewards such as LED street lighting. Bob wall of Connecticut Clean Energy Fund (CCEF) noted they will be the administrators of any US DOE grant that may be awarded. He said they are impressed with the comprehensive scope of the plan and see in it the ability to increase jobs, aid the local economy and effectively leverage federal and ratepayer funds. He also said the CCEF Board has approved filing a letter of intent to support this program. Pat McDonnell inquired whether the funding from the ECMB would go to CCEF. Bob Wall responded it would go to a number of the participants for purchase of bulbs and fund student activities among other things including providing Efficiency 2.0 software. Some further discussion ensued with Roger Koontz asking that it be clarified that today they would only be voting on a letter of support and not on the details. Shirley Bergert made a motion for a letter of support and clarified that detailed information on pages 2 and three of a letter provided by the group would not be included. Rich Steeves seconded the motion. Pat McDonnell offered an amendment noting there may be other Connecticut entities who may also be asking for similar letters of support and that it should be allowed for the Chairperson to write letters of support for other groups as well. The wording "nonexclusive in this case" was given. With these clarifications, the vote for a letter of support was unanimous.

Vermont Energy Investment Corp. (VEIC) Issues. Shirley Berger reported VEIC has spent all of its authorized funds but there is an ongoing need for the financial consultant to continue her work as well as anticipated DPUC orders pertaining to long-term goals and measures. Jeff Gaudiosi noted the Consultant Committee has received indications on this and made a motion authorizing Shirley Bergert to negotiate an extension of their contract to cover costs for the remainder of the year. Shirley Bergert said they need to add that VEIC must provide advanced notification on any further funding shortfalls. This was seconded by Alex Sommers and followed by a 11-0-1 vote to approve with Rich Steeves abstaining.

At this point Dick DesRoches brought up what CMEEC might see as a potential conflict of interest and asked for guidance from the Board. He noted CMEEC members are conducting their own residential program comparable to HES and have requested training for their personnel. The VEIC has been recommended for that function but because VEIC is also a Board consultant at a higher level, this may present a problem. Shirley Bergert said she could not envision this as a conflict if confined to the limited purpose of training. Jeff Gaudiosi agreed that he also did not see this as a conflict but appreciated Dick DesRoches for bringing this to the Board's attention. Roger Koontz concurred.

2010 IRP Update, Energy Efficiency Scenarios. Jeff Gaudiosi reminded the Board that the CEAB workshop on demand side management would be taking place on Monday, November 23rd at 9:00 am at the LOB. Among the major issues to be addressed will be the maximum achievable potential study and how increased activity can be paid for without adverse rate impacts. 

Long Term Goals. Jeff  Schlegel also suggested  after the CEAB workshop, discussions take place by an ad hoc group on further refining long-term goals which has been requested by the DPUC. He said it would be difficult to develop long-term goals until after the IRP meeting which may provide a better idea of where larger state policy is heading.

Public Input Document. In regard to the Public Input Document, he noted that the baseline request by interested parties as well as the utility positions have been submitted into Docket 09-10-03 and hopes the ECMB's response can be completed within a few days, particularly those affecting community-based group issues.

He also reminded the group the docket is near completion with a hearing scheduled for Tuesday the 24th and a possible continuation on the 25th with the hope to have a final decision by the end of the calendar year 

CEEF/CCEF. Rich Steeves noted that a meeting between the two funds is scheduled for sometime in December. David Goldberg, representing the CCEF, noted they hope to launch a Ground Source Heat Pump program (GSHP) by the year's end and they will also be adding a mandatory HES audit by anyone seeking funds for a GSHP. It was also noted the CEEF spoke to the Climate Change Coordinating Council (C-4) on the Business Sustainability Challenge and is involved in working with the CCEF and the Institute for Sustainable Energy on webinars. Jeff Schlegel inquired on the status of the Phase 2 and Phase 3 workforce development studies to which David Goldberg replied they would be available after the first of the new year.

4.
Other

Smart Living Center. Rich Steeves suggested the Board convene a task force to further investigate the purpose, necessity, location and funding for any continuation of the Smart Living Center whose lease will be up in 2011. He reminded the group one of the purposes for the center was to also serve as a training facility and they need to know how that function might evolve as well. Jeff Schlegel added that the Smart living Center has also come up in the hearings and it would be advantageous to report to the DPUC on this before a final decision.

Quarterly Reports. Abbreviated presentations on the quarterly reports were made. (All documents available at http://www.box.net/files#/files/0/f/34577230/ECMB_-_November_18,_2009 ) 
Pat McDonnell led off noting overall results are lagging for this year in savings and budget expenditures. Among the highlights are:

· The companies have partnered with OPM to secure $2,300,000 in stimulus money

· The companies are working with OPM to secure stimulus funding for energy Star appliances rebate programs

· UI and COM P. introduced C. and I financing the larger customers

· UI is involved with a number of green jobs and weatherization training initiatives throughout the state 

Rich Steeves inquired whether UI has committed to the Becker project. Pat McDonnell reported there are a number of proceedings that are ongoing and noted they had offered $3 million over three years to the Becker project but  Becker has filed to become an energy cooperative as well is putting in an application to become an Electric Efficiency Partner. They have reserved $1 million from this year's funds for this but the question of whether, as a cooperative, since Becker would not pay into the Fund whether they would forfeit their eligibility to receive any of the benefits of a normal retail customer. Rich Steeves noted that this could set some serious precedence repercussions if they were able to receive the funding and then leave the system.  Pat McDonnell agreed and would oppose that precedent being set. Shirley Bergert brought up that a portion of this project is also supposed to be renewable and was wondering if David Goldberg had any insight into how his organization was treating this. David Goldberg said he would have to defer to his Board for any opinion on that. Shirley Bergert offered a motion to make the DPUC aware of the implications of any decision on this to the Fund. This was seconded by Kevin Hennessy and approved unanimously. Jeff Schlegel suggested a letter on this be filed with the DPUC.

Ron Araujo provided the quarterly report for CL&P noting similar results to UI. He said the residential sector activity has been sluggish as has been Retail Products as well as C&I activity being down. Jeff Schlegel suggested that both companies look at residential sector dollars and the potential for using any leftover funds for a loan loss reserve fund. Further discussion ensued on this noting there must be a clear separation between which funds are excess ratepayer funds versus which ones have come through federal stimulus funding. Ron Araujo continued with his report noting that incentive levels were readjusted in August and they are beginning to see some large projects coming in but they may take a long time to develop. (See the full report at: http://www.box.net/shared/ghgmg8hb9q )
Joe Crocco reported for the gas companies noting they are seeing strong activity in the residential sector as well as significant activity in the C&I programs. He noted that Residential New Construction is a new program for them and they are seeing significant savings taking place. (The entire report is available at http://www.box.net/shared/7dv80pdoxl  )
Ron Araujo informed the group that both UI and CL&P have collaborated to respond to an RFP by DECD to perform audits and work on buildings under their control.

Jeff Gaudiosi said he would volunteer MAC to put out further messages on the C&I programs.

There being no further business, the Board adjourned at 3:40 pm.
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