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CONNECTICUT
ENERGY EFFICIENCY FUND

www CTSavesEnergy.org



DRAFT  Retreat Minutes D1 Subject to Revisions
Energy Conservation Management Board 

August 12, 2009 9:00 a.m. - ~ 2:30 p.m.

The Lyceum 

227 Lawrence St.      Hartford, CT 06106

ECMB Attendees:  Chair- Jeff Gaudiosi; Rich Steeves; Ron Araujo; Roger Koontz; Roy Haller; Chris Ehlert; Neil Beup; Mike Cassella; Mike Wertheimer; Rick Rodrigue; John Dobos; Joe Crocco; Prof. Alex Sommers; Dale Williams.

 .

Not in Attendance: Shirley Bergert; Kevin Hennessy.

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

Administrative Functions. Chairman Gaudiosi welcomed Board members, utility staff, public members and consultants to the Retreat and drew their attention to the agenda which he noted would be more informal and a fluid guide to the day's discussions.

Organizational Restructuring. The Board discussed the ECMB administrative structure in relation to the role of the utilities and the continuing difficulty in establishing a separate identity for the Connecticut Energy Efficiency Fund (CEEF) in the eyes of public. Rich Steeves brought up that there is a need for "ownership" of the fund and for utility personnel to be representatives of the fund rather than of the utilities when they are involved in CEEF activities. Further discussion ensued about a recent event in Bridgeport which provided an example of the lack of recognition by the general public. Other discussion revolved around the many interests that must be represented, that the CEEF is not a legal entity and there is confusion between it and the Energy Conservation Management Board (ECMB) and the many changes in composition of the Board since its inception in 1998. Comparisons and contrasts were made to the administrative framework Of the Connecticut Clean Energy Fund (CCEF). Past marketing efforts were reviewed including discussion of the potential need for a new marketing consultant to help establish this identity or whether the money would be better spent going into programs. It was also noted that such a position for marketing might not be "needed forever" but could be tried on an interim basis. All agreed that promoting maximum program participation is the goal but there were disagreements on how best to accomplish this.  It was recommended the Marketing Committee examine the current framework of processes and procedures and then report back to the Board with recommendations going forward. 

Work with Vendors. Jeff Schlegel suggested the vendors should be included in discussions in a forward-looking way to keep them up to date on program changes and provide the vision of program direction as well as provide current information on funding availability on the ECMB website. Discussion ensued on the degree of involvement offered to these "trade allies" (preferred term).  

Interface with Decision-makers (DPUC, Legislature). Jeff Gaudiosi reminded the group of the difficulty in promoting an understanding of the Board and the Fund to decision-makers. In the past there used to be a presentation to the Energy and Technology (E&T) Committee that was useful but did not occur this past year. He felt it was important to reinstate this particularly since there are so many new members on the E&T Committee with no previous energy experience. It was also noted that at the July public input session, representative Nardello clearly stated that it was not only appropriate for the Board to approach the Committee but essential that they let the Committee know the effect of any proposed legislation on the operations of energy efficiency programs. Suggestions were made including to have a "CEEF Legislators' Day" at the State Capitol on March 1st, the date when the Annual Legislative Report is delivered. Discussion also ensued on the need for two levels of meetings with the DPUC including one with Commissioners only and another that would also include DPUC staff.

Website (Updates, Financing, Rebates, Tax Credits, Vendors): Rich Steeves brought up that the number of websites devoted to energy efficiency has become an issue. Further discussion questioned whether to keep more than a single website in operation and how it might best be coordinated with collateral materials provided by the companies. It was also noted the use of the DPUC portal site is not the same as convenient as a direct link to the efficiency programs when   that is what is desired by the consumer.

Recusal Of Utilities Voting On Issues That  May Present A Conflict Of Interest. Jeff Gaudiosi brought up the question of whether utilities should be voting on certain issues which may present some conflict of interest. Rich Steeves noted that the Companies have never recused themselves on votes pertaining to performance incentives as well as other issues. Both electric utilities and two of three gas utilities expressed they should be allowed to vote on the performance incentives issue and did not feel this was a conflict of interest. Other questions were brought up on voting procedures such as when a utility in the gas sector should vote on issues pertaining to other than gas and Dale Williams cited the recent Smart Grid support letter as an example. Questions were also posed on whether the Chair or Vice-chair could provide some guidance on who might be expected to recuse themself. Jeff Gaudiosi responded that there have been such instances. Roger Koontz believed that one time the utilities did not vote on a performance incentives and it was requested the Technical Coordinator look back over time to determine the previous actions or policies relating to that. Ron Araujo noted the mission of the Board is to advise and assist the utilities in the formulation of the plan and the companies can file whatever they want either with or without Board approval.

Strategic Plans and Goals. Jeff Schlegel began his presentation (The full presentation may be accessed at http://www.box.net/shared/rx016o56da ) and discussed that the true cost driver for electricity was not heavily related to the need for peaking resources but more closely align with the generation portion of the bill largely due to the increased cost of natural gas which is the marginal fuel on the ISO New England system. He pointed out that the load within the ISO region is currently flat due to the economy plus a cool summer thus far. Discussion took place on whether setting long-term goals should take place on a program-by-program bases which has been the traditional manner or whether, in moving forward, certain long-term goals should be set as more of a top-down approach by designing the programs in order to meet them. It was also noted the past can inform the future but not determine which opportunities may be available but there are also pitfalls in this approach. Goals set in this way can also be constraining and reduce flexibility and probably necessitate changes in program design and weighting of the incentive structure. Even the nature of the measurement and verification of goals would become trickier with a need to define and measure them accurately. There was also some thought that the goals should foster the stability of the programs and a question on the relationship of the goals and new economic development. Jeff Schlegel responded that the goals are influenced by market variations and should present an opportunity to make any new growth in the economy as energy efficient as it can be if those opportunities are targeted. Jeff  Schlegel said he hoped to have a straw proposal available at the next meeting. Further discussion ensued on the need to bring customer desires into the process and fashion programs to be more comprehensive. Rich Steeves noted that long-term goals also deserve to have long-term budgets for continuity purposes which begs for a rolling budget structure. Jeff Gaudiosi said it would also be important to have some assurance from "Hartford" for long-term continuation of these programs. This brought about some discussion on the need for a three-year plan and to attempt to convince the DPUC of the need for this. Dale Williams thought it was also important to fully publicize that the peak was not the primary driver of cost as many still suppose it to be. 

Smart Living Center (SLC). Chris Ehlert related that UI felt a responsibility to inform the Board of the need for a lease renewal coming up next year if they wished to have a continuation of the Smart Living Center. He noted the facility has become a hub for participation and learning and has also provided a low-cost option for meetings by professionals. Discussion centered around not just the facility but also the contract for staffing, current and potential usage and adequacy of the facility if other uses are contemplated. Chris Ehlert said  UI was currently recommending the same facility but possibly enlarge it by adding an empty space next door to accommodate meetings as a new facility would also entail the cost to move the exhibits. Additional discussion took place on the role of other facilities such as the Discovery Museum to fill part of the SLC role. Jeff Gaudiosi laid out three options: 1) go with the current facility as is; 2) expand it in size, possibly jointly with the Clean Energy Fund to make it a true state resource; or 3) fund Museum Partners where facets of the SLC might be incorporated without the need for maintaining a separate facility. Further discussion ensued to investigate this matter more closely and also consider  that if located in a central place within the state it might also serve to provide the CEEF with a permanent home and address that has been lacking.

Financing and On-Bill Repayment. Betsy Harper gave a presentation on residential financing that recapped a study of 150+ energy efficiency financing programs and found there were very low participation rates but do offer the benefits of: 1) removing up front capital availability barriers and can provide positive cash flow; 2) have the ability to reach underserved (low income) populations; and 3) encourage deeper savings through longer term loans with lower interest rates. She went on to characterize the five elements of financing which include: Sources of Capital; Financing Mechanisms; Collection Mechanisms; Enhancements and Eligible Measures. Collection mechanisms can include monthly amortized loans; on-utility bills and on-property tax bills. (The full presentation may be accessed at http://www.box.net/shared/ie5pp242i4 )
Nick Schlegel presented on financing and on the bill repayment with special attention given to a mechanism for obtaining outside capital. He outlined the situation as:

· Objective: increase customer participation while reducing upwards pressure on program costs and utility rates

· Solution: financing supported with outside capital (not program/ratepayer funds)

· Challenges: Identify sources and develop mechanisms to obtain outside capital

He then presented various mechanisms for accessing outside capital providing sources with the advantages and disadvantages of each. This led into the critical components required to make it work which included:

· Capital (investors); 

· Finance mechanism to attract and obtain capital

· Mechanism or entity to distribute financing to customers

· Customers

· Program administrators and contractors

Finally, he covered the elements and the working of how an Energy Efficiency Investment Fund might work. (The full presentation can be accessed at http://www.box.net/shared/ge67z3a6z8 )
 Some discussion ensued on how this mechanism would allow going deeper without burdening other ratepayers and not forcing the utilities to become banks. Rich Steeves saw it as an additional reason for the ECMB to change its administrative structure in order to sell the concept. He also emphasized this is on the bill "repayment" and not "utility financing". Several other questions were asked concerning the availability of packagers to put the plan together and it was noted that these mechanisms already operate in the market and appeal to many investors who will settle for lower rates of return for a very secure investment.

Les Tumidaj spoke on commercial and industrial energy efficiency financing issues and options. He outlined a number of options that are currently available within the state including

:

1.CT Energy Efficiency Fund (CEEF)

CHA Loans – Connecticut Hospital Association

DPUC Loans – re EIA dockets, but for EE too

Municipal Loans via On-Bill financing (ala SBEA)

Small C&I Loans via 3rd party

2. CT Clean Energy Fund (CCEF)

3. Tax Credits

4. Performance Contracting (ESCo) 

5. Renewable Energy Credits (RECs)

6. Energy Efficiency Partner Program

He then recapped some of the main lessons learned from a conference on financing that was held this past April. He covered several major themes and pointed out energy efficiency must be viewed as an investment and a convincing business case must be made for it. He emphasized the importance of obtaining a positive cash flow in order to make this business case as well as the availability of energy service agreements and other novel financing mechanisms. (The full presentation may be accessed at http://www.box.net/shared/qi430ppl6i )

Sector and Area Updates. Companies Update on Budgets. The companies presented an update on their budget and program spending that can be accessed at http://www.box.net/shared/eultfvtr3e (UI) and http://www.box.net/shared/v8opq4z6vy (CL&P).

C&I Presentation. Less Tumidaj presented the vision for a sustainable and competitive Connecticut business environment which the C&I Committee under Neil Beup has been working on.  It provides a pathway based on a "quadruple bottom-line" promoting: economic competitiveness, environmental stewardship; energy security; social responsibility and

building on strong history of CEEF program accomplishments

The key themes required to attain this include: bold & meaningful savings of 30 – 50 % or more; high performance buildings, systems & processes; comprehensive energy solutions for business; and energy management as a core business value (behavior and culture). Neil Beup added that it is business that is largely responsible for energy efficiency and behavior is still an untapped resource that  has the potential to facilitate a transformation to the next level of efficiency. He noted stability of the funds is important and is a function of how the fund is viewed by outside forces. There is the potential to promote bold, meaningful savings. Jeff Gaudiosi said he liked the presentation and the direction in which the program is going. (The full presentation is available at http://www.box.net/shared/t1vfnl9itd )

Residential Presentation. Betsy Harper gave the residential sector presentation. She provided highlights that consisted of:

Large Changes in HES and Products in 2010

· Products: No more upstream incentives for “common” CFLs.  May be a challenge to maintain savings with reliance on specialty bulbs

Lighting = 70% of 2009 Residential MWh savings

· HES (In-Home): More vendor driven approach - Tier 2 – layered onto direct install component.  How to grow electric (vs. fossil fuel) savings?

· HVAC: Impact of ADM study & lower avoided capacity costs on measure cost-effectiveness not yet known; Gas heating rebates(?)

· HES = 15% of 2009 Residential MWh savings (much of it from CFLs)
· New Construction: How to build on very strong response to Zero Energy Home Challenge.  Depressed new construction market

· Low Income: Infusion of Stimulus funding

She then elaborated on each of these areas providing the anticipated changes taking place or that may take place, potential approaches to be taken, funding availability and challenges to be met including workforce issues. (The full presentation may be accessed at: http://www.box.net/shared/2zayimfsvn )  ) Neil Beup questioned aspects of the air conditioning savings. Jeff Schlegel noted that their operation is not as coincident with the peak as many had originally thought which gave the lower results but there may be ways to address this to gain higher values.

Evaluation Presentation. Kim Oswald provided an overview of evaluation looking at year 2009 as well is projecting needs for 2010. She summarized the forms of the evaluation needs required to develop and operate successful programs explaining the steps of program development, process evaluation, impact evaluation followed by market assessment. She reviewed the ten evaluations already completed or currently underway for 2009 as well as an additional four tasks being undertaken by the Evaluation and Measurement and Verification (E&MV) Forum in which Connecticut is a participant.  She laid out the expected work for 2010 as well as the projected cost for these evaluations, which if all are undertaken in one calendar year, would come to $2.1 million. Some of these might be done in cost-sharing with other E&MV Forum participants which could lower the total figure attributable to Connecticut. (The full presentation can be accessed at: http://www.box.net/shared/k5r0k9xppx ) Ron Araujo thought that so many studies in a single year might present a budget issue and inquired whether Kim Oswald had looked into shifting some of the studies into another year. She replied she had looked at that option and they do have the opportunity not to participate in some of the regional studies. Ron Araujo inquired about participation by gas utilities to which Kim replied that there are fewer gas utilities involved and evaluations for them come in at a higher price. She concluded it is likely there will be adequate funds to complete the studies that are most needed.

eeCommunities Presentation. Rebecca Meyer discussed the eeCommunities program which used Portland, CT as a pilot project in 2009 and had the following accomplishments:

· Presented at 5 Residential/Energy Task Force Forums/Business Meetings

· Recruited over 60 local households to sign-up for Home Energy Solutions and WRAP programs at Clean Energy Expo 

· Provided advice on CEEF programs/financing options for Portland’s municipal buildings 

· Collected electric/natural gas bill data for input into EPA Portfolio Manager to help town benchmark buildings 

· Audited Portland Housing Authority’s 119 units and provided WRAP weatherization services 

She noted UI is rolling out a similar program in Bridgeport which is a far larger municipality than Portland and they set the following goals:

· Promotion of CEEF residential and commercial programs 

· Weatherization and refrigerator replacement of more than 2,500 units at Bridgeport Housing Authority complexes

· Worked directly with Mayor’s Conservation Corps to promote Home Energy Solutions and UI Helps programs to Bridgeport residents through door-to-door canvassing
They have also participated in training sessions and regional forums on the stimulus funds and municipal programs and will be undertaking twenty additional regional forums this autumn. They do require communities to set goals and take appropriate steps to meet those goals. (The full presentation can be accessed at: http://www.box.net/shared/1dib47lopa )

Rich Steeves inquired whether the eeCommunities program would be in competition with what Clean Water Action has been involved with for the last several years with local municipal energy task forces. Rebecca Meyer responded they work with the town clean energy taskforces rather than being in conflict with them. Rich Steeves asked whether they thought the Clean Water Action proposal to fund them for work with municipal energy task forces might be in conflict. Ron Araujo responded that it would pay Roger Smith to do what the company already does. Rich Steeves asked if he was familiar with Clean Water Action working with the Connecticut Clean Energy Fund to which he responded in the affirmative and Rebecca Meyer coordinates with them to ensure that energy efficiency also has a presence. Chris Ehlert added that UI has this program as a line item and it complements CCEF in task force towns but he does see providing a grant   to CWA could also be a conflict. Ron Araujo added there is not a need to do both and it might conflict with the companies' qualifying steps that have been laid out. Jeff Schlegel inquired whether the company has met with all towns requesting assistance and their ability to keep up with   demand. He said Roger Smith's proposal did not conflict with the need to keep up with meeting the demand. Rebecca Meyer pointed out that keeping up with demand is one reason they have instituted regional forums as a way to make the connections and the strategy to "train the trainers in sessions" will also be helpful in meeting demand.

The retreat adjourned at 3:27 p.m.
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