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DECISION

I.
INTRODUCTION

A. Summary

In this Decision the Department approves, with modifications, the 2006 budget and programs for the Conservation and Load Management Plan for The Connecticut Light and Power Company and The United Illuminated Company.

B. Current Proceeding

The General Statutes of Connecticut (Conn. Gen. Stat.) § 16‑245m requires the establishment of a separate conservation fund and the appointment of the Energy Conservation Management Board (ECMB) to advise and assist the distribution companies to develop a comprehensive plan for the implementation of cost‑effective energy conservation programs and market transformation initiatives.  As amended by Public Act 05-01, June Special Session, representatives of two gas companies and one municipal electric company were added to the Board, for a total of 14 members, and the ECMB is responsible for advising these groups on their respective energy conservation plans. 

C. Conduct of the Proceeding

Pursuant to a Notice of Hearing dated November 8, 2004, the Department held public hearings on this matter on February 2, February 3, and February 21, 2006, in the offices of the Department, Ten Franklin Square, New Britain, Connecticut 06051.

The Department recognized the following as participants to this proceeding: The Connecticut Light and Power Company, P.O. Box 270, Hartford, Connecticut 06141‑0270; The United Illuminating Company, 157 Church Street, P.O. Box 1564, New Haven, CT  06506-0901; the Office of Consumer Counsel, Ten Franklin Square, New Britain, Connecticut 06051;  Connecticut Clean Energy Fund, 242, Whippoorwill Lane, Stratford, CT  06616; Environment Northeast, 15 High Street, Chester, CT  06412; and  ISO New England, Inc., 1 Sullivan Road, Holyoke, MA  01040-2841.

II.
department analysis

A.
The Companies’ Proposed Plan and Budget

The Connecticut Light and Power Company (CL&P) and The United Illuminating Company (UI; together, Companies) jointly submitted their Conservation and Load Management (C&LM) Plan text and overall budget for 2006 in a filing dated October 18, 2005 (Plan).  The ECMB has endorsed the Companies’ proposed programs and budget allocations.  ECMB 2006 Resolutions; Exhibit CL&P/UI 2.  CL&P’s 2006 proposed C&LM budget totals $49,245,000 while UI’s C&LM proposed budget totals $12,915,315.  Plan, Table A1, p. 12.  The budget year 2006 represents the second year of reduced budgets due to the General Assembly’s 2003 decision to divert funds from the C&LM fund to the state’s General Fund and subsequent decision to allow the Department to authorize bonding for the purposes to allow continued, though reduced, funding of C&LM programs.  The 2006 budgets are the result of the effect of the bonding and also spending down in 2005 the unexpended carryover funds from 2004.  State legislation has also diverted $1 million a month from the C&LM budget to the State of Connecticut’s General Fund through July 2005.  The 2006 proposed budgets do not include the resumption of the $1 million per month diversion to the State’s General Fund beginning in July 2006. 


In its Decision dated December 28, 2005 in Docket No. 05-07-14PH01, DPUC Investigation of Measures to Reduce Federally Mandated Congestion Charges, the Department approved of several short-term C&LM and demand response measures (Short-term Measures) to mitigate Federally Mandated Congestion Costs (FMCCs).  For CL&P the costs in 2006 of these measures totaled $7,940,000. Id., p. 29.  The Department approved costs of $4,360,000 for UI.  Id., p. 36.  In that Decision, the Department directed the Companies to use 2005 carryover dollars and revenue reduction true-up funds to finance these short-term measures to minimize rate impacts to customers.  Id., p. 2.  


The ECMB submitted revised budgets detailing the Companies’ 2005 unspent funds.  ECMB Late File Exhibit dated 2/21/06.  Unspent funds for CL&P totaled $6.7 million, which includes $1.85 million in interest accruals. The $6.7 million in unspent funds represents the actual amount of 2005 carryover funds and interest available after allocating funds to the Short-term Measures in Docket 05‑07‑14PH01.  CL&P Written Exceptions, p. 1.  For UI, total unspent funds summed to $2,863,140, which includes $1.3 million allocated by the Department for Short-term Measures and an additional $1,563,140 in unbudgeted funding (including accrued interest on unspent dollars) after the Short-term Measures allocation.  Response to Interrogatory EL-1; ECMB Late File Exhibit dated February 21, 2006; Tr. 2/2/06, p. 130; UI Written Exceptions, p. 2.  The Department approves the Companies’ proposed C&LM budgets as represented in ECMB Late File Exhibit dated 2/21/06, with the adjustments made in this Decision herein.


The Department will require that the Companies include in their next annual filing the monthly actual and year-end estimated calculation of interest payments on the balance of the unspent C&LM funds.  This filing will supercede Order No. 1 Docket No. 03-11-01, DPUC Review of CL&P and UI Conservation and Load Management Plan for Year 2004, Decision dated February 4, 2004, and Order No. 1, DPUC Review of CL&P and UI Conservation and Load Management Plan for Year 2004 – Interest Rate Modification Request, Decision Dated April 21, 2005.


The Companies’ original exhibit that displayed “Other Expenses” were inconsistent in terms of what kinds of expenses were included.  CL&P had a higher portion of its budget as Other Expenses, at 8.6% vs. UI’s 1.7%.  Tr. pp. 135-137; EL-7.  The Companies worked together to revise their “Other Expenses” in a consistent manner.  Late Filed Exhibit No. 5; Tr. p. 385.  In the next annual filing, the Companies are directed to itemize these expenses in a consistent fashion and to include a reference or legend that itemizes these expenses.

B. Public Act 05-01 and Docket No. 05-07-14 Phase 1

Public Act 05-01, June Special Session, mandated that the Department conduct a docket to direct the Companies to initiate measures that will be implemented in the short-term to reduce Federally Mandated Congestion Charges (FMCCs).  Pursuant to Public Act 05-01, the Department initiated Docket No. 05-07-14PH01.  In that docket, the Department authorized $12.3 million to be spent in 2006 for C&LM programs to reduce Federally Mandated Congestion Charges (FMCCs).  Docket No. 05-07-14Ph01, Decision, pp. 29, 36.  The Department approved $1.4 million for a residential air conditioning (A/C) tune-up program and a total of $6.3 million for ISO-NE demand response incentives, emergency generator program, and installation of efficient gas alternative technologies.  Id., p. 29  The approved measures for UI were an additional $2 million in the Energy Opportunities (EO) program; $1.4 million for residential A/C tune-ups, ductwork and rebates; and $900,00 in ISO-NE demand response incentives.  Id., p. 36  The Companies testified that they are aggressively marketing these measures.  Tr., pp. 88-90.

In its written comments, CL&P recommended that two programs that were approved in the C&LM and P.A. 05-01 dockets be moved to one docket to create greater administrative efficiency.  The Department understands CL&P’s concern, however, will not make any changes at this time so that actual results are comparable to the budgets and goals approved.  The Department will consider segregating programs in the future if funding to reduce FMCCs continues. 

C. Residential

1.
Lighting Fairs


The C&LM Fund sponsors direct lighting sales as a “new market channel” to promote energy efficiency.  At these sales, Company‑approved vendors offer lighting products for retail sale at community events, fairs and larger customer businesses (Energy Fair).  The Companies state that because of the considerable success achieved through these events that they will continue throughout 2006.  C&LM Plan, p. 36.


The C&LM Fund sponsors Energy Fairs, events at which a vendor offers direct sales of energy efficient lighting products to consumers at a reduced price.
  The personnel who staff these events are knowledgeable about, and tend to focus on, energy efficiency lighting.  The sales staff interacts directly with consumers, answering questions and providing information in a one‑on‑one setting, increasing consumer awareness of the benefits of conservation and efficient lighting products.


The Department believes that these events provide a significant benefit and that one‑to‑one contact is the best way to increase consumer awareness about energy efficiency, thereby furthering the goals of the C&LM Fund.  Therefore, the Department believes that Energy Fairs should continue and that the number of annual events should increase beyond those that are currently held.


The customers who participate in these events are predisposed to be energy efficient.  In addition to lighting, these events provide an excellent opportunity to cross‑promote other energy efficiency initiatives to increase awareness about residential energy efficiency programs (e.g., the refrigerator pick‑up program), demand and cost reduction strategies (i.e., the Wait ‘til 8 campaign and time‑of‑use tariffs) and other related topics, (e.g., Connecticut’s Clean Energy Options program).


In the Draft Decision the Department directed both Companies to expand these events to provide customers with additional information regarding energy efficiency.  Specifically, the Companies were directed to provide the vendor with the marketing material (displays, brochures, etc.) necessary to promote all applicable energy efficiency programs.  The Companies were also required to provide training for the vendor(s) to familiarize vendor staff with these initiatives.  In addition to vendor training, the Companies were to consider utilizing their Account Executives or other C&LM personnel as additional staffing at these events, when appropriate.  Draft Decision, p. 3.


In its Written Exceptions, UI states that it already provides the vendor with a “host of marketing materials and training at these events and that UI personnel already interface directly with Energy Fair attendees.”  Therefore, UI believes that it is already providing the information required in the Draft.  UI Written Exceptions, p. 2.


Based on Written Exceptions, UI is providing the information that was anticipated in the Draft Decision.  Therefore, the Department will require CL&P to expand these events as discussed above and to submit a plan to do so.

2.
On‑Bill Financing


UI proposes to conduct a Pilot program to address additional “new market channels” by providing customers the opportunity to make purchases from the online SmartLiving Catalog and finance those purchase on their electric bill.  UI will utilize the existing on‑bill financing structure approved in Docket No. 04‑11‑01, subject to a cap of $200 lighting product per customer.  Plan, p. 36.


UI goes on to state that residential on‑bill financing would be similar to the financing option that is available to business customers through the Small Business Energy Advantage (SBEA) Program.  UI plans to begin this program and to offer it to customers with a good credit history.  As UI proceeds, it will streamline the process to avoid commingling repayment and distribution revenues.  UI’s goal is to make this available to “the masses” through an automated process.  Tr. 2/2/06, pp. 15‑17.


In the Decision dated May 28, 2003, in Docket No. 03‑01‑01, DPUC Review of The Connecticut Light and Power Company’s and The United Illuminating Company’s Conservation and Load Management Programs and Budgets for Year 2003 and 2004, the Department discussed the benefits of on‑bill financing and required CL&P to move forward with implementing this process.  Decision, pp. 18‑20 and 25‑29.  In the Decision dated March 30, 2005, in Docket No. 04‑11‑01, DPUC Review of CL&P and UI Conservation and Load Management Plan for Year 2005, the Department granted CL&P’s request to delay implementation of on‑bill financing to coincide with the activation of CL&P’s new customer service system in April 2007.


CL&P states that it is on track to implement on‑bill financing when it activates its new customer service system, scheduled for April 2007.  However, CL&P states that the on‑bill financing system that will be implemented in 2007 will be for a “limited population and is a different functionality requirement than the catalog sales functionality” planned by UI.  CL&P also indicates that it could add an online sales function for catalog sales but that the cost to do so would exceed $65,000.  Given the limited number of catalog sales, CL&P questions the value of this expenditure.  Late Filed Exhibit No. 1.


As noted in the Decision in Docket No. 03‑01‑01, UI’s on‑bill financing eliminates the up‑front payment by the customer which for many is a barrier to participation, and provides a convenient way for thousands of small business customers to achieve energy savings and participate in these programs.  Decision, p. 19.  The Department continues to support the use of on‑bill financing for the repayment of investments in energy efficiency and anticipates the implementation of this system for CL&P in 2007.


The current program operated by UI provides on‑bill financing for small business customers.  However, as discussed in the Decision dated May 10, 2000, in Docket No. 99‑09‑30, DPUC Review of The Connecticut Light and Power Company’s Conservation and Load Management Programs for 2000, this type of program will provide similar benefits if implemented for the residential class.  Decision, pp. 18‑20.  Therefore, while it has taken time to implement a program for residential customers, the Department applauds UI for its initiative in pursuing this matter on behalf of these customers.


CL&P states that the average total amount of each catalog sale may not warrant the cost to develop an online component of this program.  Late Filed Exhibit No. 1.  Online shopping has increased over time and appears to be increasing in popularity.  Tr. 2/21/06, p. 404.  Based on the evidence presented, the Department believes that UI should pursue its on‑bill financing for online catalog sales on a pilot basis to determine whether this program is practical for this application.  Regarding the $200 cap on catalog sales, an on‑bill financing arrangement for lighting appears to be well suited to the residential new construction market.  However, the proposed cap would preclude this market segment from participation.  UI should establish program guidelines to accommodate the residential new construction market under the program.


When faced with the immediate need to replace an appliance, such as a water heater, customers tend to move quickly to avoid disrupting their lifestyle.  In these situations, customers are likely to replace a defective item with the least‑cost, most readily available option.  As a result, energy efficiency may not be a consideration.  In these situations, promoting the availability of on‑bill financing for energy efficient purchases to residential customers as well as through the contractor community would provide a means to achieve the installation of more energy efficient products.


In situations where the customer has time to evaluate purchase options, such as the replacement of a central air conditioning system, the first cost of the energy efficient option or the lack of financing for the most efficient alternative, may result in a customer forgoing efficiency, resulting in a long‑term lost opportunity.  As noted in testimony, on‑bill financing can eliminate a barrier where the financing for ‘larger ticket’ items is unavailable.  Tr. 2/21/06, p. 406.


The Department believes that the ECMB should work with CL&P and UI to identify opportunities as to how on‑bill financing can be expanded for the residential class to include larger purchases of energy efficient equipment, such as heat pumps, geo‑thermal systems or efficient central air conditioning systems or how on‑bill financing may be used to accommodate duct sealing.  Based on the foregoing, the Department will require UI and CL&P to explore the potential to implement a program for on‑bill financing of larger ticket items for the residential class and to submit its findings/plan to so in the 2007 C&LM filing.


CL&P will implement its on‑bill financing in April 2007.  Tr. 2/21/06, p. 402.  The Department will require CL&P to submit a summary of this program and CL&P’s plan to make commercial and industrial customers aware of its availability.

3.
Geothermal Systems



CL&P states that while it can no longer offer substantial incentives for geothermal units because of budget limitations, it recognizes the importance of controlling critical summer peak.  It has been CL&P's experience that geothermal systems are complex in terms of proper design and installation.  In an effort to address this issue and maximize savings potential from geothermal systems, CL&P is working on a plan to include geothermal systems in its performance testing of HVAC systems.  The plan will call for modest incentives for high efficiency equipment and additional incentives for meeting performance criteria which will reflect loop design, air flow, unit sizing, and duct sealing.  The following table summarizes CL&P’s experience with its past program.  CL&P Response to Interrogatory EL‑22.

[image: image2.emf]CL&P Number of Geothermal Systems

Year

No. of 

Systems

Average 

Incentive

2000 66 $2,840

2001 32 $4,323

2002 87 $5,596

2003 50 $3,694

2004 8 $1,500

2005 32 $350

Source of Data:  CL&P Response to Interrogatory EL-22



UI states that is has not emphasized geothermal systems in its Residential HVAC programs over the past six years due to the limited interest of market participants, the extremely high incremental cost and the constraints of budget.  However, incentives have been available and limited participation was seen, as shown in the following table:

[image: image3.emf]UI Number of Geothermal Systems

Year

No. of 

Systems

Average 

Incentive

2000 0

2001 1 $1,500

2002 1 $3,000

2003 2 $2,500

2004 2 $350

2005 1 $350

Source of Data:  UI Response to Interrogatory EL-22



As noted by UI, it has not emphasized geothermal systems in the past.  Therefore, the Department’s analysis addresses CL&P’s experience regarding this technology.  In 2000 and 2001, geothermal incentives were paid through the Energy Crafted Homes Program and were calculated based on equipment size and efficiency.  CL&P indicated that geothermal systems were relatively new to Connecticut and as a result, contractors were reluctant to install these systems.  At that time, CL&P undertook this program in an attempt to develop an infrastructure for the installation of this technology.  Pursuant to the Decision dated May 10, 2000, in Docket No. 99‑09‑30, the Department approved CL&P’s request to establish an incentive of approximately $5,400 to offset the cost of the closed loop for each unit.  Decision, pp. 13‑18; Response to Interrogatory EL‑22.


Pursuant to the Decision dated May 29, 2002, in Docket No. 02-01-22, DPUC Review of The Connecticut Light and Power Company’s and The United Illuminating Company’s Budgets and Modifications for Conservation and Load Management Activities for Year 2002, the Department authorized the continuation of incentives for geothermal systems and reallocated funding from other initiatives to the geothermal program noting that increased interest among residential customers had strained the previous years’ budget.  In addition, based on the increase in the number of units being installed, the Department directed CL&P to consider modifying the incentive.  Decision, p. 13.


CL&P indicated that in 2003, the "loop installation" program continued, but the incentives were scaled back to $500 per ton in mid-year because of high demand.  The 2003 average incentive on the table above shows a blend of 2002 commitments (full loop cost) and the 2003 incentive level of $500 per ton.  In 2004, budget reductions forced the elimination of a geothermal program, but several (8) jobs carried over from 2003 at the $500 per ton incentive.  Finally, in 2005 geothermal equipment was paid $350 per unit, a value consistent with the Energy Star cooling rebate offered for central air conditioning systems by CL&P in 2005.  CL&P Response to Interrogatory EL‑22.


Based on the above table, the 2002 program results show that CL&P’s strategy to increase interest in geothermal systems had been successful.  However, high demand for the program in 2003 forced a reduction in the incentive levels while the budget reductions that occurred in 2004 caused CL&P to eliminate incentives entirely.  CL&P and UI now intend to fund incentives for geothermal systems at approximately the same level as central air conditioning systems.


Past incentives for geothermal systems were supported by C&LM budgets that were fully funded through the three mill charge on customer bills.  In turn, these higher incentives stimulated interest in this technology.  However, C&LM budgets are no longer funded by the full value of the three mill charge.  As a result, the Companies have adjusted incentives to reflect current conditions.  However, based on the efficiency of geothermal systems, the Department believes that this technology should offer an incentive that exceeds that paid for traditional central air conditioning systems.  Therefore, the Department directs the Companies to provide an incentive of $500/ton, up to a maximum of $3,000 per residential installation for the installation of geothermal systems.  As noted by the Companies, the incentives should not be tied to the equipment alone, but must include an installation standard as well.  Tr. 2/21/06, p. 422.  Therefore, qualification for this incentive must include proper design, installation and commissioning of the equipment.  No additional incentive will be available for commissioning.

4.
Residential New Construction

In the Decision in Docket No. 05‑07‑14PH01, the Department stated that it has considered reducing the budget for the Residential New Construction program because this program ranks among the poorest on a $/kW basis at $2,595/kW and $137/kW‑yr.  Decision, p. 38; Plan, Table B.  In that Decision the Department went on to state that the Residential New Construction program also ranks low relative to other programs on all electric systems benefits provided in the 2006 Plan.  Id.  However, the Department did not reduce the proposed budgets at that time due to the commitments that had been made in 2006.  The Department stated that it would consider eliminating this program for 2007 in the instant proceeding.  Id.

The Department has directed the Companies to improve this program in the past.  See Decision dated May 28, 2003, in Docket No. 03‑01‑01, DPUC Review of The Connecticut Light and Power Company’s And The United Illuminating Company’s Conservation and Load Management Programs and Budgets for Year 2003 and 2004, p. 43.  Although the Companies were successful in reducing the cost of the program for 2004, the cost remains high.  See Decision dated February 4, 2004, in Docket No. 03‑11‑01, DPUC Review of CL&P and UI Conservation and Load Management Plan for Year 2004, p. 14.  

Building codes, new appliance standards and the standards for central air conditioning systems have increased the baseline energy efficiency standards for new construction.  In addition, recent increases in the cost of all forms of energy have raised awareness among the general population for the need to pursue energy efficiency in residential construction and other long‑term decisions.  In addition, the Companies state that due to increased standards for Energy Star certification that the number of qualifying homes will drop substantially, especially after the July‑2006 phase‑in deadline for new standards.  Combined, these circumstances lead the Department to conclude that it is appropriate to reconsider the budget for this program.

In the Draft Decision the Department directed the Companies to reduce funding for this program by $500,000 in 2006 (proportionately among the Companies), and to further reduce spending in 2007.  In addition, the Department directed that the focus of this program must shift to building code education/enforcement, the commissioning of high efficiency HVAC equipment and the promotion of geothermal systems.  The Department directed the Companies to reallocate the $500,000 to the municipal program for conversion of LED traffic signals.  Draft Decision, p. 8.

In its Written Exceptions, the ECMB indicated that this program is fully subscribed for 2006 and urged the Department to maintain the budget as proposed to avoid reductions that could create dissatisfaction among key market actors such as builders, developers and HVAC dealers.  Further, the ECMB states that recent baseline evaluations in New England indicate that in spite of building code and equipment standard upgrades, construction practices, especially those involving HVAC and distribution system installations, leave much cost‑effective energy efficiency potential available.  ECMB Written Exceptions, p. 2.

Based on the ECMB’s Written Exceptions, the Department will leave the budget for this program in place as proposed.  However, the Department continues to remain concerned with the cost of this program and will closely monitor the Company’s ability to reduce the overall cost.  Further, and as noted in the Draft, the Department agrees with the ECMB that it is appropriate to shift the focus of this program to standards and installation practices.  Therefore, the Department directs the Companies to examine ways in which the residential new construction program can address such issues as the promotion, installation and commissioning of high efficiency HVAC equipment.


5.
Appliance Retirement Program


The Companies plan to end the refrigerator pick‑up program at the end of 2006.  However, in its Written exceptions, UI requested that it be allowed to end their program in July 2006 because it had reached the amount budgeted for the year.  UI Exceptions, p. 6.


The appliance retirement program was approved in the Decision dated February 4, 2004, in Docket No. 03‑11‑01, DPUC Review of CL&P and UI Conservation and Load Management Plan for Year 2004 and has been operating for approximately two years.  The Department believes that the program has been successful in removing second and third working refrigerators and freezers from the electric grid and that the program has addressed most of the ‘low hanging fruit’ from this initiative.  Therefore, it is reasonable to end the program as proposed.  In addition, the Department believes that UI’s request to terminate its program early is reasonable and is therefore approved.

D.
Commercial and Industrial Programs

The Companies have continued to deliver high quality programs during 2005.  In this docket, the Companies have submitted extensive standard filing documents, consolidated or eliminated some programs, proposed modest program modifications and enhancements, and enhanced some programs as directed in Docket No. 05-07-14PH01.  

1.
C&I program modifications and coordination


In letters dated November 7 and December 7, 2005, CL&P requested expedited approval of promotional and marketing revisions and major program revisions to its C&I programs.  These changes are consistent with the UI’s C&I program delivery.

· The Custom Services, Express Services, C&I Request for Proposal (RFP), Municipal Energy Services, and Municipal Buildings programs will no longer be offered as individual programs, but will be made available under other C&I offerings described below.

· The EO program will be adopted by CL&P as the name for its C&I Retrofit program.  CL&P Retrofit projects formerly completed under Custom Services, Express Services, C&I RFP and the Municipal Buildings program will be offered under the EO program.  EO will be marketed jointly by the Companies as their retrofit program.  EO will include a custom incentive structure that will accommodate any qualified project that saves energy.  CL&P’s prescriptive retrofit Express Services Lighting program will become a component of the new EO program.

· CL&P’s Energy Conscious Construction will be renamed Energy Conscious Blueprint (ECB) in 2006 and marketed jointly by the Companies as their lost opportunity program.  CL&P lost opportunity projects previously completed under Custom Services and Express Services will now fall under ECB.

· The Motor-Up and Cool Choice programs for both Companies will now fall under ECB.  The Express Services Lighting Rebate program will fall under the EO program.  

· Projects formerly submitted under the C&I RFP program for the Companies will be able to seek incentives from the EO program.  The EO incentive structure will provide similar incentives but rather than having to wait for RFP rounds, customers and vendors will be able to submit projects to comply at any time during the year.

· CL&P will no longer offer a Municipal Buildings program.  Municipal customers will be able to submit projects under any C&I program for review.  Projects may be able to obtain zero percent financing for their portion of the projects cost per the Companies’ financing guidelines in addition to the Connecticut Energy Efficiency Fund incentives.


In a letter dated December 29, 2005, the Department approved the above changes to CL&P C&I programs to reflect the consolidation of various programs into either EO, a retrofit program; or ECB, a lost opportunity program.  The Department approved these changes as internal administrative modifications and for purposes of marketing to customers, so long as they did not affect in a significant way the eligibility and incentive levels received by customers.  Any approval to changes in program incentives and eligibility are for “minor” and/or conforming changes to coordinate the EO and ECB programs statewide.


In the December 29, 2006, letter, CL&P was directed to retain the existing “sub-programs” for internal administrative purposes until the Department issues a final Decision on this matter.  During this proceeding the Department investigated the value of retaining existing C&I programs as “sub-programs” for C&I customer subgroups or specific project types for auditing and internal tracking purposes.  The Companies and Mr. Schlegel, a witness for the ECMB, testified that it is preferable not to retain subprograms for administrative purposes.  They indicated that the Companies maintain information on program performance by customer size and location; class of customer (e.g., municipal) type of efficiency investment (lighting, HVAC, motors), etc.  The Companies can retrieve these program components on an as-needed basis for internal or external evaluation.  Tr., pp. 105-116.  The Department concurs that the Companies do not need to retain sub-programs for administrative purposes.  The Department will direct the Companies to include separate programmatic data (budget, cost-effectiveness, etc.) on the EO program for municipal customers as part of the next annual filing. 


In its December 29, 2006, letter, the Department approved the suspension of the C&I RFP program for the Companies.  During this proceeding, the Companies requested that the RFP program be eliminated.  In the case of UI, the Company testified that the program received few bidders and the cost-effectiveness of the bids was not as high as projects in the EO program.  CL&P testified that it did receive a sufficient volume of bids; however, it wanted to eliminate the delays imposed by the bidding process.  CL&P proposed that contractors be allowed to submit projects on an ongoing basis, subsumed under the EO program rather than as part of a timed competitive bid.  Tr., pp. 116-121.  The Department approves the elimination of the UI RFP program and approves CL&P’s proposal to evaluate projects as part of the EO program.  Tr., p. 118.  

2. Small Business Energy Advantage Program

The Companies commissioned a third party evaluation of the SBEA program (SBEA Study), which was completed July 29, 2005.
  The basic conclusion of the report is that the program is successful in meeting its marketing and savings goals.  Participants have been satisfied with the quality of lighting installations, energy savings, and overall delivery of the program.  SBEA Study, p. 2.  However, the SBEA Study pointed out several limitations of the program, which are discussed below.  


The SBEA Study indicated that SBEA is primarily a lighting program, and suggested ways that the program could promote more non-lighting installations such as chillers and HVAC systems.  The Companies and ECMB indicated that the Companies have recently retained several contractors that do non-lighting installations, such as refrigeration controls.  However, a limited number of contractors perform non-lighting installation (such as refrigeration installations) except for installing control devices.  


HVAC installations and chiller upgrades have been a greater challenge.  The customer costs of lighting upgrades can be paid for with the electric savings in 2 or 3 years; A/C installations have long paybacks, which often exceed the allowed 5 year loan term.  Because HVACs have longer paybacks, customers often wait for them to fail, and then these upgrades qualify under the EO program.  Similarly, chiller and refrigeration upgrades are larger investments with longer payback.  They are serviced by different vendors under the ECB program and would not be reflected in the SBEA program.  CL&P indicated that SBEA vendors are cross-trained to refer customers to the EO and ECB. Id., pp. 212-213.  


The Department recognizes the obstacles of tuning refrigeration and HVAC systems and installing more efficient devices.  However, the Department emphasizes the benefit of these energy improvements in terms of energy savings for business owners and in reducing FMCCs to all Connecticut ratepayers.  Athough the Companies have moved forward in promoting non-lighting measures, more can be done to install more efficient refrigeration and HVAC units for small business owners.  


The Companies’ testimony indicated that there has been improvement in vendor training and delivery of non-lighting installations such as refrigeration control devices.  The Department believes it is very important to take the opportunity to install these devices since the vendor is on the premises.  Equally important is to inspect for and to provide information on lost opportunity measures, such as refrigeration and HVACs, which are provided under EO or ECB programs.  The Department will require the Companies to cross-train all SBEA vendors in installing control devices and to educate and assist customers on incentives for installing efficiency upgrades under other C&I programs.  Vendors should be able to calculate payback periods for customers to evaluate HVAC or other equipment replacement.  CL&P indicated that it meets quarterly with its SBEA contractors.  Quarterly meetings for both Companies provide an excellent opportunity for training on load control installations and on C&I program promotion.  


To ensure that the SBEA program is administered consistently for all vendors, the Department will incorporate the following requirements into the Performance Incentive Mechanism.  Specifically, the Department will require (1) cross-training in non-lighting control devices for all SBEA vendors (2) SBEA vendors cross-market EO and ECB to all SBEA customers, (3) the Companies provide follow-up contact to all participating SBEA customers for participation in EO and ECB programs within one year of participating in the SBEA program, (4) the Companies provide training programs with contractors/vendors at least twice per year to assess program delivery.


The Companies described the particular obstacles surrounding A/C tune-ups.  The Companies also explained that their current vendors are reluctant to perform A/C tune-ups because they believe the tune-ups would generate complaints if the A/C system does not work properly.  Tr. p. 211. The Department has concluded that Connecticut capacity requirements are driven by summer peak load, in which air conditioning load is a major component.  Docket No. 05-07-14Ph01 approved residential A/C tune-ups as a cost-effective short-term measure for reducing FMCCs.


The Department believes that small businesses have characteristics similar to residential customers with regard to the maintenance of A/C units.  In the Draft Decision, the Department approved up to $200,000 for the Companies to implement a limited A/C tune-up and load control pilot program for small businesses in Southwest Connecticut (SWCT) for summer 2007.  The program would also promote A/C replacement, where warranted, through the EO or ECB programs.  The Department is aware of the obstacles to A/C delivery pointed out by the Companies:  the venders are not trained in A/C tune-ups and vendors are concerned about customer dissatisfaction.  The Department believes the Companies are best qualified to design the pilot; tune-ups and load controls could be performed by lighting vendors cross-trained in A/C tune-ups and load controls, or by a second, non-lighting vendor.  The intent of the pilot is to have a limited sample of A/C tune-ups to experiment with alternative forms of delivery, pricing (or free tune-ups), load control and cross-promotion.  In addition, the Department directed the Companies to increase the incentives to make A/C replacement more attractive to small businesses and to link the installation of load control devices to participation in the ISO-NE demand response program.


CL&P explained in its Written Exceptions that it has begun a pilot program within its O&M budget that incorporates the initiatives described herein.  In its Written Exceptions, UI indicated that it is already undertaking many of these initiatives in carrying out Order No. 8 in Docket No. 05-17-14PH01 and that these copromotions fulfill the intent of the Decision herein.  The Department has no desire to order a duplicative pilot project, but wants the Companies to include copromotion of A/C tune-ups, marketing of the EO program for replacement of inefficient equipment, and promotion of the ISO-NE demand response load control program.  The Companies shall report on their initiatives to carry out Order No. 8 and the initiatives described herein in their 2007 annual filing.  

3. Energy Conscious Blueprint 

ECB aims to capture lost opportunities in new construction and equipment replacement to create long-term kW and kWh benefits, and raise the professional standards of building design and construction in Connecticut.  In 2004, Connecticut adopted the ASHRAE
 90.1-2001 standard as the new building code (Revised Code) for the State, which requires significantly higher energy efficiency standards than the previous code.

The Companies indicated that as of January 1, 2005, they applied the revised code baseline from which to measure efficiency improvements, i.e., standard building code practice.  CL&P indicated that it achieved 100% of its kWh goal and 80-85% of its kW goal.  UI reported that it achieved 84% of its kWh goal and 59% of its kW target.  CL&P indicated that it reached its kW goal because a number of large projects administered under the old code were booked in 2005.  Tr., pp. 181-184.  

Because the baseline is higher, this imposes a greater challenge for the Companies to implement cost effective measures in the ECB program, such as next-generation lighting, daylighting and advanced building design.  To that end, the Companies commissioned a consultant report to inform the Companies of additional efficiency opportunities in new construction.
  The Companies indicated that the consultant report did not point to significant opportunities above the activities undertaken in the ECB program, but did point out that the code is not being enforced properly and was a low priority among building inspectors.  Although the study recommended that buildings achieved the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) standard, the Companies indicated that the new Connecticut building code is more stringent and up-to-date than LEED, which is due for revision soon.  Late Filed Exhibit No. 8; Tr. pp. 364-371.

The Companies conducted several training sessions in 2005 to address this issue and plans to continue running training workshops in 2006.  The Department strongly supports these training programs urges the Companies to continue these efforts that will have a direct impact on the efficiency of new buildings.  The Companies have allocated additional funding in 2006 toward inspector training.  Tr. pp. 139-147.  The Department supports these efforts and directs the Companies to allocate up to $50,000 within the Companies’ ECB budgets as needed to fund additional training workshops as needed in 2006.  The Department will direct the Companies to plan 2007 training workshops during 2006 so that there is a continuous cycle of training programs throughout the calendar year.

The record indicates that the obstacles to energy efficiency in new buildings and retrofits lie more in the enforcement of the existing code and that the more stringent building code has made it more difficult for the programs to seek incremental energy savings beyond the building code.  In the next filing the Department would like to explore shifting more budget and program resources from incentives to code enforcement and builder education.

4.
SWCT Retrocommissioning Project Update


The Companies testified that the SWCT retrocommissioning pilot was very successful in effecting significant electric savings for those large office buildings that signed on with the program.  There were many challenges in getting decisionmakers to participate because energy efficiency crosses many lines of corporate business decisions.  The Companies indicated that there will be a full written report completed in Spring 2006.  Tr., pp. 391-402.  

5.
Building Operator Training program


The Building Operator Training and Certification (BOC) program is a comprehensive training course that is part of the Companies’ O&M Services program and is administered regionally by Northeast Energy Efficiency Partnerships (NEEP).  The Companies provides financial support to NEEP to sponsor the training sessions on a per seat basis at an approximate cost of $1400 per person.  The Companies testified that in 2005 they had received a request to underwrite scholarships totaling some 14 state and municipal employees at an additional total cost of approximately $25,000 in unbudgeted costs.


The Department supports the BOC program as a worthwhile program for state employees.  To that end, the Department will direct the Companies to allocate $36,350 within the Companies’ O&M Services program to fund a class of 25 full scholarships for state managers to be trained under the BOC program.  We also believe there should be a protocol for Companies to be able to evaluate additional requests for partial or full scholarships, rather than on a case-by-case basis.  The Companies submitted a funding protocol for a class of 25 students:


15 students pay full cost ($1400 each)


  8 provided with 50% scholarship ($700 each)


  2 students provided with 100% scholarship

Late Filed Exhibit No. 7.  The Department approves this as a reasonable protocol to approve scholarship requests.  

6.
Multifamily Housing


The Companies testified that multifamily housing (excluding housing units serviced by C&LM low income programs) could receive C&LM incentives under either residential or commercial programs; large high rise apartment buildings or common areas are generally considered as part of commercial programs but smaller buildings, individual housing units and low income housing are treated under residential programs.  The Companies testified that customers will receive seamless service, whether the services are from commercial or residential programs.  The Companies and the ECMB consultant admitted that ensuring that these multifamily customers receive their share of program services has been a concern in the past.  The Companies developed a Customer Initiated Program designed to address these customers, but indicated that response has been sluggish.  Tr., p. 429.  The Department has expressed concerns that multifamily housing units should be properly targeted.  Docket No. 04-11-01, Decision dated March 30, 2005, pp. 5-6.


The Department will direct the Companies to report in the next annual filing on the servicing of multifamily units that are not serviced by the C&LM low income programs.  The information shall contain the number of complexes (and associated housing units), type of housing complexes, and type of program(s) under which the customers were served.  The filing shall incorporate the program year and two years of historical data.

7.
LED Traffic Signals


UI states that about 90% of the traffic signals in its service territory have been converted to LED lighting.  UI Response to Interrogatory EL‑25.  Unlike UI, where only 10% of the traffic signals are incandescent, there are many more opportunities to convert signals to LED lighting throughout CL&P’s service territory.  Tr. 2/12/06, pp. 78‑83.


Converting incandescent traffic signals to LED technology provides the opportunity for significant energy savings.  In addition, LED signals can improve traffic safety and reduce O&M costs for state and municipal governments.  Since these devices operate during peak periods, converting to the LED technology also reduces peak load.  However, despite these benefits, a payback period of approximately 2.5 years and the financial support available through the fund, municipal customers may be unable to pursue the conversion of their traffic signals because of the initial cost of this measure.  Late Filed Exhibit No. 2; Tr. 2/21/04, pp. 411‑414.


In the Draft Decision, the Department directed CL&P to allocate $600,000 to provide 75% incentive rates and zero percent financing for traffic signal replacements for municipalities.  To fund this effort, the Company was directed to allocate $300,000 from its Residential New Construction program and the remaining $300,000 from all other program budgets and to focus its marketing efforts in SWCT.


In its Written Exceptions, the ECMB states that Conn. Gen. Stat, § 16a‑48 requires LED traffic signal modules be installed after July 1, 2006.  Therefore, because municipalities are required to install LED modules, paying high incentives for this measure would result in a high level of free ridership and a poor cost‑benefit ratio.  Therefore, the ECMB requests that it be allowed to work with the Companies to analyze this measure prior to implementing this program.  ECMB Written Exceptions, p. 3.


Based on the Written Exceptions, the Department will withhold implementing the LED initiative contemplated in the Draft Decision.  However, the Department needs clear information as to how the requirements of Conn. Gen. Stat, § 16a‑48 will result in, and the timing of, the conversion of the remaining population of incandescent signals.  Therefore, the Department will require the Companies to report on this issue.  Based on that report, the Department will consider an LED conversion program in the 2007 C&LM Plan.

D. Monitoring and Verification

1.
Technical Reference Manual, Third Party Evaluations, Joint Tracking

As a compliance filing to Order No. 6 in Docket No. 03-11-01P02, the Companies submitted technical reference manual (TRM), which formalizes and documents savings from C&LM installations and programs.
  The Companies have tracked their electric and non-electric savings prior to this filing, but did not systematically compile and report them as part of their annual filings.  Although the Companies have tracked savings internally, the Department commends the Companies’ hard work and time-consuming efforts to systemize, coordinate and report these data.  

The TRM contains documentation of energy efficiency impacts of various installations as well as realization rates, which are the programmatic effect of installation measures and include persistence and free ridership.  TRM, p. 232, Section 7.1.3, Table 1.3.  CL&P testified that the Company will be updating and refiling its realization rates and will be incorporating the new avoided cost as well as updated program impact evaluations.  Tr. pp. 273-274.  The Department had questions why the realization rates for some of the installations were far in excess of 100%.  TRM, p. 232, Section 7.1.3, Table 1.3.  The Companies indicated that the realization rates are of various vintages; the Companies update them as recently as possible by using applicable results from other applicable impact evaluation studies in the New England region.  Tr. p. 281.

CL&P testified that it is in the process of updating some of the realization rates, and will use them for the 2006 programs, rather than waiting until 2007.
  The realization estimates will provide the basis for possible 2006 goal revisions.  Tr. pp. 300-301.  The Department will direct the Companies to file the updated TRM estimates
 and associated 2006 goal revisions. 

The Department will look to the next annual filing to explore in greater detail those realization rate estimates far in excess of 100%.  We fully appreciate the trade-off in accuracy of realization rates with the cost to update impact evaluation studies and do not recommend additional impact evaluation studies beyond what the Companies have scheduled.  The Companies, however, have provided no documentation to these important calculations, even though they have documented each of the savings measures in the TRM.  Because realization rates affect overall performance of each C&I program, the Department will direct the Companies to submit a revised Table 1.3 and to include this explicit documentation of realization rates in its next filing of its C&I Realization Rates,  TRM, p. 232; Section 7.1.3, Table 1.3.  The documentation should be in similar form to the Notes & References and Revision Number included in the savings measures described in the TRM.  The revised table should contain a separate column for both the persistence and free ridership rates, together with the (adjusted) realization rate.

Proper documentation and transparency of the TRM program savings and realization rate estimates will take on a wider importance because they will also provide the empirical basis for calculating the Class III energy efficiency portfolio standard when the program is launched in January 2007.  Docket No. 05-07-19, DPUC Proceeding to Develop a New Distributed Resources Portfolio Standard (Class III), Decision dated March 31, 2006, p. 8.

The Companies shall continue to submit a joint TRM as part of their annual compliance filing.  The TRM would be updated as technology, baselines, and measured savings change over the years.  The Department notes that while the TRM was submitted as a compliance filing, the ECMB did not explicitly endorse the document.  The Department recommends that the ECMB and its technical consultant evaluate the TRM, propose modifications if necessary, and endorse the TRM in its Resolutions submitted in each annual filing.

The Department notes that Docket No. 03-11-01PH02 required the Companies to present their data geographically as SWCT and non-SWCT.  As part of the next TRM filing, the Companies shall provide an explanation of how the savings from the TRM translates into SWCT and non-SWCT savings.

With regard to third party evaluations, Docket No. 03-11-01PH2 directed the Companies to send evaluation reports to the Department upon their completion and to report the major findings to the ECMB as the studies are completed and to integrate and reference the evaluation results into the annual goal‑setting, annual tracking documentation, and TRM, as appropriate.  These actions will create greater transparency and integration of the third party program evaluations into the ECMB oversight and Department evaluation process.  The Department believes the Companies have made significant progress in this effort but more can be done.  As many of the CL&M programs are reaching maturity, there will be less emphasis on the development of new programs and restructuring of program delivery.  In its evaluation process, the Department will focus more closely on program metrics and third party analysis of program delivery and efficiency.  Timely submittals of third party evaluations and analytical studies that underlie program metrics are critical to effective Department oversight and overall success of the programs.  The overall objective is to make the goal-setting process more transparent and provide a seamless database of goal-setting, actual savings and program achievements.  


Docket No. 03-11-01PH02, Order No. 5 required the Companies to submit a Joint Tracking Analysis in early 2007.  The Companies indicated that this work is in progress.  Tr. pp. 311-313.

2.
Performance Incentive Mechanism


The Companies have submitted their budgeted and year-end estimated performance management fee.  For CL&P, the June 30, 2005 revised 2005 budgeted performance management fee is $3,188,000.  UI’s June 30, 2005 revised performance management fee is estimated at $874,698.  The Companies shall submit finalized year-end actual budgets and performance management fees for each program for final approval by the Department. 


In Order No. 4 of the Decision in Docket No. 03-11-01PH02, the Department directed the Companies to develop cross-sector performance incentives as well as the targets and milestone events within the residential and C&I programs, as described in the Decision.  The Companies submitted a performance incentive mechanism as part of the annual filing.  C&LM Plan, CL&P/UI Exhibit 4, pp. 1-9.  With regard to the C&I programs the Department accepts the performance incentive mechanism as filed, with the addition of the SBEA metrics described in Sections III.D.2.


The performance incentive mechanism incorporates the updated capacity benefits from kW reductions as updated in the ICF Consulting report, Avoided Energy Supply Costs in New England, dated December 23, 2005.  These updated capacity benefits estimate the capacity contribution to the overall electric system benefits and incorporate separate capacity benefits for each of the three regions:  Norwalk-Stamford, SWCT, and Rest of Connecticut.  C&LM Plan, pp. 251-255; Tr. pp. 314-330.  Capacity benefits of on-peak kW reductions account for approximately one quarter to one third of the benefits of the C&LM programs.  Id.

3.
Financial and Administrative Operations Audits


The Companies completed an administrative operations audit, pursuant to Order No. 1 in Docket No. 03-11-01.  The Department engaged Louie & Wong, Certified Public Accountants and Blue Consulting to perform the financial and operational audits, respectively.  The results of these reports are summarized in Docket No. 05-06-05, OCC Petition for CL&P/UI Conservation Funds Administration Docket, Decision dated November 20, 2005.  In Order No. 1 in that docket, the Department directed the Companies to use one consistent method for calculating management fee, using actual expenditures determined by accrual.  This requirement will go into effect in 2006, and the Department’s approved methodology will be used with respect to the 2006 performance management fee and, thereafter, on an ongoing basis.  The Companies will file accordingly in the next Annual Plan and thereafter.  The Department also determined that the Companies shall be operationally audited commencing in year 2010 and every five years thereafter.  

4.
CL&P Information Technology Initiative


For the 2005, budget year, CL&P requested a significant increase to its information technology (IT) budget, from $1 million to $1.9 million to fund infrastructure enhancements to streamline data collection, management, and coordination efforts as well as complying with the requirements of Order Nos. 5, 6, and 9 in Docket No. 03-11-01P02.  The Department approved CL&P’s proposed IT budget increase for the 2005 fiscal year.  Docket No. 05-11-01, pp. 21-22.  


CL&P testified that $811,000 had actually been expended in 2005.  Because the IT enhancements had commenced later than originally scheduled, CL&P has budgeted unspent dollars to be funded in 2006 rather than 2005.  Tr., pp. 200-204.  On February 14, 2006, the ECMB approved the Companies’ revised 2006 budgets.  As part of that budget approval, the ECMB approved CL&P’s request that approximately $1.1 million in 2005 unspent funds to be rolled over into the 2006 budget for IT enhancement.  ECMB Late Filed Exhibit dated February 21, 2006.  The Department approves this request.
  In the next annual filing, CL&P shall provide an itemization and a description of its 2006 IT enhancement expenditures.  

III. CONCLUSION AND ORDERS

A. Conclusion


The Department approves, with modifications, and subject to the Orders below, the 2006 C&LM programs and budgets as described herein.


The Department recommends that the ECMB and its technical consultant evaluate the TRM, propose modifications if necessary, and endorse the TRM in its Resolutions submitted in the annual filing.  

B. Orders

1. On or before June 15, 2006, the Companies shall submit revised budgets, which take into account final carryover funds and the additional programs authorized in Docket No. 05-07-14PH01, Decision dated December 28, 2005, and the Companies’ budget reallocations due to Department program and budget adjustments.

2. The Companies shall include in the annual filing the average monthly balance of unspent C&LM funds and monthly actual and year-end estimated calculation of interest payments on the balance of the unspent C&LM funds, calculated at each Company’s respective average rate of return.

3. In the annual filing, the Companies shall itemize Other Expenses in a consistent fashion and to include a reference or legend that itemizes these expenses.

4. On or before June 28, 2006, CL&P shall submit a plan to expand the number of Energy Fairs that will be conducted in 2006 and beyond as well as the manner in which CL&P will increase the focus of these events by providing marketing material and vendor training, as discussed herein.

5. On or before July 28, 2006, CL&P shall submit a summary of the on‑bill financing program that will be implemented in 2007 as well as the Company’s plan to market this program to its commercial and industrial customers.

6. In the 2007 C&LM filing the Companies shall discuss the potential to implement a residential program to offer on‑bill financing for large ticket items, as discussed herein.

7. On or before June 28, 2006, the Companies shall submit a report that discusses the requirements of Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16a‑48 as it relates to the conversion of incandescent traffic signals to LED technology as well as the anticipated timing of the conversion of the remaining traffic signals in Connecticut, as discussed herein.

8. In the annual filing, the Companies shall include separate programmatic data (budget, cost-effectiveness, etc.) on the EO/ECB programs for municipal customers.

9. The Companies shall report in the 2007 filing on the SBEA program copromotion of A/C tune-ups, equipment and HVAC upgrades, and load control measures linked to participation in the ISO-NE demand response program.

10. The Companies shall plan C&I training workshops during 2006 to ensure a continuous cycle of training programs throughout 2007.

11. (a) The Companies shall submit a TRM as part of the each year’s annual standard filing requirements.  (b) As part of the next TRM filing, the Companies shall provide an explanation of how the savings from the TRM translates into SWCT and non-SWCT savings.  (c) The Companies shall file the updated TRM estimates
 and associated 2006 goal revisions upon their completion.  (d) The Companies shall submit a revised Table (corresponding to TRM, p. 232; Section 7.1.3, Table 1.3) and to include explicit documentation of realization rates in its next filing of its C&I Realization Rates.

12. The Companies shall submit third party evaluations and analytical studies that underlie program metrics at the time of their completion.

13. The Companies shall report in the next annual filing on the servicing of non-low income multifamily housing customers, as described in the Decision herein.

14. The Companies shall submit to the Department their updated realization rates and resulting avoided cost calculations for 2006 upon their completion.  

15. On or before June 15, 2006, the Companies shall submit finalized year-end actual budgets and performance management fees for each program for final approval by the Department.

16. In the next annual filing, CL&P shall submit to the Department a report on its IT upgrade efforts, including the corresponding expenses incurred.
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� In 2005, the Connecticut Department of Administrative Services (DAS), as well as other Connecticut state agencies, conducted an Energy Fair at its Hartford offices.  Department staff participated in the DAS Energy Fair.


� Process Evaluation of 2004 SBEA Program, July 2005, Strategic Energy Technologies, Inc., Acton MA, with assistance by Quantec, LLC.  Commissioned for UI CL&P and Western Massachusetts Electric Company.  


� American Society for Heating, Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Engineers


� Code Comparison & Baseline Evaluation, Energy & Resource Solutions, Haverhill, MA, November 2005.


� The OCC Report, p. 53; Docket No. 03-11-01P2, Late Filed Exhibit No. 2, Efficiency Vermont Technical Reference Manual, User’s Manual, December 31, 2002, provides the template for the TRM.


� The Companies are using 2004 Commercial and Industrial Free Ridership and Spillover Study, Megdal & Associates/Opinion Dynamics Corporation, as a basis for the updates.


� The Companies need only file TRM revisions as separate pages; it is not necessary to reprint a bound copy of the TRM.


� The ECMB recommended $2.23 million for CL&P IT program does not make explicit that $1.1 million of this budgeted amount is lapsed funds.  Department approves $1.1 million in lapsed funds and $1.13 million in new funds for a total of $2.23 million for CL&P’s IT program for 2006.  


� The Companies need only file TRM revisions as separate pages; it is not necessary to reprint a bound copy of the TRM.
















