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DECISION

I. Introduction

A. Summary

In the instant Decision, the Department has reviewed the Conservation and Load Management Program of The United Illuminating Company pursuant to Public Act 98‑28, An Act Concerning Electric Industry Restructuring, which has been codified in §16‑245m of the General Statutes of Connecticut.  The purpose of this portion of the Act is to advocate the efficient use of energy, reduce air pollution, improve public health, and promote economic development in Connecticut.

In this Decision, the Department finds the total proposed budget amount of $16,782,876.00 for the year 2000 to be accurate and approves it.  UI’s stated overall objectives are to provide and facilitate the wise and efficient use of energy and to implement these goals by means of a seven-point strategy.  The Department believes that, with some exceptions and modifications, UI’s articulated objectives would contribute to its meeting its overall goals.

The proposed Plan includes some joint offerings with The Connecticut Light and Power Company.  However, the programs as proposed are not identical.  The Department believes that, whenever possible, the programs offered should be identical in name and offerings. This contributes to the goal of delivering conservation on a regional basis.

Other residential programs analyzed herein include:

The Appliance Rebate Program for Energy Star clothes washers, refrigerators, air conditioners and dishwashers.  The budget for this program totals $905,000 with projected annual energy savings of 1,730,035 kWhs.  The Department determined that the Company must reallocate budget dollars to this program and adjust savings as appropriate.  UI is directed to revise its approach in the future, discuss the matter with the Energy Conservation Management Board, and report its findings in its next C&LM filing.

Energy Star Lighting Program, which will include retail point-of-purchase offer.  The program will also include the Company’s involvement with the Smart Living Catalog and the torchiere replacement program.  The annual energy savings for this program are 5,102,334 kWhs with a total market program of 276,539 customers.  The Department finds the Company’s target reasonable.  However, the Company is directed to work with CL&P to develop a statewide point-of-purchase retail lighting program.  

Energy Star Homes Program, through which the Company supplements the national Energy Star Program to encourage and assist homebuyers and builders to achieve greater energy assistance for heating, cooling, lighting and appliance operations.  The Department has approved this program but recommends that to the extent possible, the Company modify it.

The Company is advised to participate in a joint offering of the HotShot program with CL&P.  The HotShot is a heat pump water heater that is designed as an add-on unit for conventional residential electric water heaters, at present the Company does not have a program like this.  However, UI is discussing a pilot program with CL&P for the year 2000.

Assisted Living Facilities.  As these entities are presently master metered and would more easily fit into a commercial classification they did not participate in the conservation programs for the years 1998 and 1999.  However, the individual units within the facilities are residential in nature.  The Department directs the Company to provide a summary of the participation in its conservation programs of the units within the facilities.

Educational Programs.  UI will implement a K-12 Education Program in 2000.  The program is a comprehensive energy education effort delivered to students by trained instructors.  The Department believes that a primary goal of this program should be to create an energy efficient ethic in Connecticut through the education of its youth.  The Department is convinced that the education aspect of UI’s C&LM efforts is appropriate and approves them herein. 

Low Income Programs.  The Company is offering two programs targeting the low-income population, the Energy Conservation Loan and UI Helps.  The Department believes that these programs with proposed improvements will provide adequate services to low income customers.  The Department supports efforts of the Company in participating in joint programs to assist these customers as well.  The Company is ordered to report on the feasibility of this effort in 2001.

The Company’s Commercial and Industrial programs were considered in three major categories as follows:

Energy Blueprint.  This program calls for Company involvement in the design stage and early planning phase of projects to encourage new construction that exceeds building codes and the procurement and installation of energy efficient equipment.  It is difficult for the Department to evaluate the benefit of this program because of the lack of data due to the discontinuation of the Company’s main CA&I programs for the last two years. 

Energy Opportunities.  This program entails retrofits of existing facilities of any customer whose monthly peak demands exceed 100kw.  The average participant’s savings should be 5% of its annual use.  The Department does not approve the T&D Efficiency program proposed within Energy Opportunities because of the uncertainty that the program is cost effective.

Small Business Advantages.  This program entails retrofits of facilities for any small business customer whose annual peak monthly demand does not exceed 100kW.  The average participant savings should be 10,000 kwh/year, which is 21% of this market’s average use.  The Company is directed to allocate the T&D Efficiency budget to other programs. The Department orders the Company to provide cost effectiveness test results on all of these programs.  In the next filing the Department will review a detailed report of CA&I program savings and participation levels. 

The Department also orders the Company to advertise jointly with CL&P and on its own; to include a statement on customer funding on all UI brochures and handouts and in radio and television announcements; to develop call tracking to enhance the Company’s marketing efforts, and apportion $1,079,000.00 after tax of the total year 2000 C&LM expenditures to management performance incentives.

B. Background

Section 33 of Public Act 98-28, An Act Concerning Electric Industry Restructuring (Act), codified as the General Statutes of Connecticut (Conn. Gen. Stat.) §16-245m, requires the Department of Public Utility Control (Department) on and after January 1, 2000, to assess or cause to be assessed a charge of three mills per kilowatt hour (kWh) of electricity sold to each end use customer of an electric distribution company to be used to implement conservation and load management (C&LM) programs.  The electric distribution company shall establish an Energy Conservation and Load Management Fund, which shall be held separate from other funds and accounts of the electric distribution company, to hold the funds collected from the three mill charge.  

The Act also requires the Department to approve a plan to implement cost‑effective energy conservation programs and market transformation initiatives.  The Plan must be developed by the electric distribution company with assistance from the Energy Conservation Management Board (ECMB or Board), which is composed of representatives of an environmental group, the Office of Consumer Counsel (OCC), the Office of the Attorney General (AG), the Department of Environmental Protection, The Connecticut Light and Power Company (CL&P), The United Illuminating Company (UI or Company), a statewide manufacturing association, a chamber of commerce, a statewide business association, a statewide retail organization, and residential customers. 

On October 15, 1999, the Company submitted to the Department its Conservation and Load Management Plan for 2000 (2000 UI Plan), which has ECMB consensus on the issues of program content and budgets.  UI Plan, Appendices I – VIII. The Department’s purpose in this docket is to review UI’s C&LM budget and programs pursuant to the Conn. Gen. Stat. §16-245m.

C. Conduct of the Proceeding

By Notice of Hearing dated November 17, 1999, the Department held a public hearing on this matter on December 9, 1999, in its offices, Ten Franklin Square, New Britain, Connecticut.  The hearing was continued to December 21, 1999, at which time it was closed.

The Department issued a draft Decision in this matter on May 17, 2000.  All parties and intervenors were provided the opportunity to submit written exceptions to and present oral argument on the draft Decision.

D. Parties and Intervenors

The Department recognized The United Illuminating Company, P.O. Box 1564, New Haven, Connecticut 06506-0901; the Office of Consumer Counsel, Ten Franklin Square, New Britain, Connecticut 06051; and the Prosecutorial Unit of the Department, Ten Franklin Square, New Britain, Connecticut 06051, as parties to this proceeding.  The Office of the Attorney General, 55 Elm Street, Hartford, Connecticut 06106 and the Energy Conservation Management Board were designated as intervenors in this proceeding.

II. Department Analysis

A. Proposed 2000 Budget

UI proposed a budget of $16,782,876 for 2000.  This compares to a budget of $3,339,000 for 1999.  The budgeted amount for 2000 is based on the three-mill charge applied to estimated kWh sales as presented in the Decision dated June 30, 1999, in Docket No. 98-10-05, DPUC Review of The United Illuminating Company’s 1999 Conservation and Load Management Programs (Previous C&LM Decision).  The budget for 2000 is allocated as follows:




UI’s Proposed 2000 Budget
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According to the Company, the overall objectives of the Plan are to promote and facilitate the wise and efficient use of energy.  Plan, p. 1.  To achieve the program goals, UI will deploy a seven-point strategy:

· Reduce marker barriers to energy efficiency;

· Create self-sustaining energy efficiency markets;

· Transform markets;

· Achieve immediate and substantial reductions in energy use;

· Advance development and use of efficient products and processes;

· Form strategic partnerships with state, regional and national organizations; and 

· Initiate innovative pilot programs.

Plan, pp. 1-2.

The Department finds UI’s calculation of the total budget amount for the year 2000 to be accurate and approves it.  Further, the Department believes that the goals will provide benefits to all Connecticut residents and businesses.  The Department appreciates the efforts of the Board in reaching consensus on most issues.  Except as discussed below, the Department believes that UI’s stated objectives will assist the Company in meeting its overall goals.

B. Year 2000 C&LM Programs

1. Joint Programs  


UI will coordinate several components of its Plan with CL&P, resulting in nine programs that are virtually identical.  UI states that, “the Plan represents a concerted effort on the part of the two companies to broaden the commonality of our program approaches.”  Tr. 12/21/99, pp. 274‑277.  The following table identifies these programs.
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SmartLiving Catalog

Energy Star Homes

Energy Star Appliances

High-Efficiency Residential Lighting

Research, Development and Demonstration

Commercial and Industrial Programs 

Design Lights Consortium

Northeast Regional C&I HVAC Initiative

Resource-Efficient Building O&M Initiative

Northeast Premium Efficiency Motors Initiative

Source:UI Plan, Appendix X.

Common Programs UI/CL&P


Although UI’s Plan includes joint program offerings, the Company believes that it is important to retain some individual ones.  UI states that although programs that appeal to mass markets and/or market transformation can be joint ventures, programs that focus on end‑user needs, such as UI’s Energy Blueprint or UI Helps, target specific customer classes and are unique to UI’s service territory.  In addition, UI believes that there are benefits to retaining some level of diversity among the programs and that there is a certain amount of name recognition, notably among UI’s commercial and industrial class, associated with current and past UI programs.  UI will be reinstating certain programs that were discontinued in 1997.  The Company states that although these programs have not been offered for some time, its customers “are looking forward to . . . the reinstatement of those programs.  That is remarkable program loyalty on the part of our customers.”  Tr. 12/21/99, p. 278; Response to Interrogatory EL‑3.


Although the Plan includes some joint offerings for programs that share a common name, some of those programs are not identical.  For example, as proposed, UI’s Energy Star Homes Program does not includes incentives for the installation of heat pump water heating units for customers that heat their domestic water with electricity or incentives for ground source heat pump loops, while CL&P’s Energy Star Homes Program does.  Tr. 12/21/99, pp. 297‑300.  The Department believes that offering programs with identical titles, but with dissimilar components and/or incentive structures, is alright in some situations but should be minimized to reduce confusion, frustration or dissatisfaction among participants.  In addition, dissimilar programs create the need for additional review by the Board and the Department.

Having dissimilar programs is also contrary to the goal of delivering conservation on a regional basis.  UI testified that the movement among New England utilities is to join together to deliver C&LM.  More than 30 utilities are participating in a Joint Management Committee.  UI states that: 

The goal of that organization is to have unified programs all across New England, so the message that goes out . . . is an Energy Star message, that the incentives are at least similar, if not the same.  There may be some differences from one state to the other, but the committee is working diligently to have that be a seamless program so there aren’t those differences.  Tr. 12/21/99, p. 286.


In 1998, the Department required UI to participate in a joint conservation program with CL&P, citing the benefits of combined efforts.  See Decision dated April 8, 1998, in Docket No. 97‑10‑01, DPUC Review of The United Illuminating Company’s 1998 Conservation and Load Management Program and Budget, pp. 6‑10.  In 1999, the Department approved the continuation of UI’s participation in the SmartLiving catalog program.  See the Previous C&LM Decision, p. 4.  The Department reviewed the success of this joint offering in the Decision dated June 30, 1999, in Docket No. 98‑11‑02, DPUC Review of The Connecticut Light and Power Company’s 1999 Conservation and Load Management Programs, p. 10.  That Decision states:

The Department is encouraged by the results of this joint endeavor.  Because CL&P administers the program, the promotional efforts noted above will extend to catalogs distributed to UI customers.  Therefore, as a result of increased awareness of the catalog the Department anticipates increased participation by UI customers.  Joint programs provide administrative cost savings and provide a consistent, virtually statewide, approach to promoting conservation.  Based on the results of the lighting catalog offering the Department believes that other joint offerings should be pursued.  Decision, p. 9.

Among the resolutions adopted by the ECMB is support for joint programs:

The ECMB believes that CL&P and UI should have as many programs in common as possible.  For many reasons, such as administrative efficiencies and ease of implementation for trade allies and energy services companies, common statewide programs are the logical choice. . . . The Companies have agreed to several common programs. . . . The ECMB supports these common programs, and urges the Department to consider ways to increase the interaction between the two companies, such as adopting common cost recovery, cost effectiveness, filing schedules, etc.  Exhibit MWT‑3.


Successful development of market transformation initiatives will depend on coordination among utilities, government agencies, product manufacturers and industry associations.  Concerted action is necessary because there is a threshold volume of demand required before manufacturers will invest in production plants and distributors stock new equipment.  If utilities coordinate their activities, promote the same standards of efficiency and provide similar incentives to customers, demand can be stimulated in sufficient volume to influence the supplies to initiate or increase production.  When this occurs, products become readily available and prices are reduced to competitive levels that reflecting economies of scale.

Over the past few years, the approach to implementing conservation has shifted to coordinated regional and national initiatives.  As a result, it is appropriate to increase the number of joint programs.  Further, in‑state joint programs should be identical to the maximum extent possible.  In addition to the customer‑related benefits noted above, identical programs would simplify review by the Board and the Department and would ease implementation by customers, contractors and energy service companies (ESCOs).  In addition, the Department believes that a joint conservation filing is an appropriate goal for programs that will be implemented in 2002.  Requiring joint programs is consistent with the recommendations of the ECMB.


To the extent possible, UI and CL&P should advertise C&LM programs jointly.  Connecticut is a relatively small state and the service territories of the two utilities are interwoven.  As such, advertising done by either utility currently reaches customers of both companies.  Although achieving consensus on program content, incentives and promotion may require an increased effort initially, the long-term benefits of a statewide approach to achieving an energy efficiency ethic are likely outweighed by any additional upfront work and cost.  UI states that it wants to retain program loyalty as well as program‑related brand recognition. The Department encourages the Board, when developing joint programs and promotional efforts, to examine the programs of both utilities and to retain those that have been successful.


Based on the foregoing the Department will require that UI develop identical residential and small commercial and industrial programs in conjunction with CL&P for 2001.  In addition, the Department will establish a goal of having CL&P and UI submit a joint conservation filing for the year 2002 programs. 

2. Residential Opportunities 

a. Appliance Rebate Program - Energy Star Appliances

The Plan includes an Appliance Rebate Program for Energy Star clothes washers, refrigerators, room air conditioners and dishwashers.  UI will offer a $75 rebate for the purchase of an Energy Star clothes washer, regardless of the fuel the customer uses to heat domestic water.  The rebate for the other appliances is approximately $50 per unit and is similar to the one proposed by CL&P.  UI’s customers can purchase a single appliance, and they are not required to be involved with any other C&LM effort.  The budget for this program totals $905,000, with projected annual energy savings of 1,730,035 kWhs.  Plan, p. 25; Tr. 12/21/99, pp. 305‑313; Late Filed Exhibit No. 2, Attachment LF2‑1 and 2.

The target level of sales for each appliance varies by type and is demonstrated in the following table.
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Refrigerators

16,372

5,403

33%

Room Air Conditioners

16,106

4,027

25%

Clothes Washers

16,925

   846

5%

Dishwashers

  7,875

1,969

25%

Source: Late Filed Exhibit No. 2, Attachment LF2-2

Target Sales for UI's Appliance Rebate Program



In October 1999, utilities in the northeast region completed a joint utility Market Assessment Study of the TumbleWash Program and Energy Star Appliances (Appliance Study).  A summary of this study was provided in Late Filed Exhibit No. 1.  The main purpose of the study was to review changes in the marketing, purchasing practices and awareness of Energy Star clothes washers since a base line study was conducted in April 1998 and to characterize the market for other Energy Star appliances.

The Appliance Study found that the incremental cost of domestic Energy Star washers decreased from $486 to $372 between April 1998 and October 1999, a drop of $114, or nearly 25%.  The study also shows that there has been a significant increase in awareness of this technology by customers and retail sales personnel.  In addition, the study indicates that the market share of Energy Star clothes washers has increased from an estimated 7% of total washer sales in the first quarter of 1998 to an estimated 16% in the first quarter of 1999.  Id.

There will be heightened awareness regarding conservation as a result of UI’s 2000 C&LM efforts, providing an opportunity to increase participation in conservation programs in general.  In addition, the structure of the rebate for clothes washers will change in 2000, increasing the rebate to most residential customers from $25 to $75.  Tr. 12/21/99, p. 307.  Although Energy Star clothes washers accounted for 16% of total washer sales in early 1999, UI established a target of 846 units, or 5% of total washer sales, for this aspect of the Appliance Rebate Program.  Based on the current market penetration and increase to the rebate, the Department finds that UI’s target is understated.

Market penetration has increased steadily since 1998 and is likely to continue.  Therefore, the Department increases the target for clothes washers to 8% of forecasted sales, or 1,354 units (16,925 x 8%).  If this program achieves its goal in the near future, UI will be able to assign the resources from it to other residential conservation initiatives.  The Department finds the proposed target percentages for the remaining appliances reasonable.  


The Department believes that the Company can achieve the revised target within the current marketing budget but that the amount allocated for incentives should be increased.  Therefore, the Company must reallocate budget dollars to this program and adjust the savings as appropriate.  See Section II.E, Management Performance Incentive, and Order No. 10(i).

At this time the Department will establish the target for these programs as the forecasted number of units.  However, it may be appropriate to revise this approach in the future.  UI should discuss this matter with the Board and report the findings in its next C&LM filing.

b. Energy Star Lighting


The Company’s residential lighting program, Energy Star Lighting, includes a retail point‑of‑purchase offer (Retail Lighting Program), the SmartLiving Catalog and a torchiere replacement promotion.  The budget for Energy Star Lighting is $1,564,677, representing approximately 9% of the total C&LM budget.  The annual energy savings are 5,102,334 kWhs and the market for the program is UI’s 276,539 residential customers.  Late Filed Exhibit No. 2, Attachment LF2‑2. 

i.
Retail Lighting Program


The Retail Lighting Program will provide customers with “instant” point‑of‑purchase rebates on Energy Star lighting products, allowing customers to purchase energy efficient fixtures and compact fluorescent lamps (CFL) at reduced prices directly at retail outlets.
  Target energy savings for 2000 are 2,051,895 kWhs, based on a projection of 7,743 sales and average savings of 265 kWhs per sale.  Participation by approximately 2.8% of UI’s residential customers is required to allow the Company to meet the proposed target.  Although UI will provide in‑store rebates, the Company is uncertain as to whether the rebates will be offered periodically through promotional days or if the coupons will be available at all times.  Late Filed Exhibit No. 2, Attachment LF2‑2; Tr. 12/21/99, pp. 312‑315.


Beginning in the late 1980’s, and throughout the 1990’s, UI’s conservation initiatives have included programs designed to transform the residential lighting market.  Although these programs were successful in implementing some efficient lighting technologies, the residential lighting market remains to be transformed.  Until the mid‑1990’s efficient lighting products were essentially limited to fluorescent bulbs whose physical and operating characteristics proved unsatisfactory.  Lighting technologies have advanced dramatically over time, resulting in a wide selection of CFLs and fixtures that consumers like.


UI’s Retail Lighting Program will supplement the SmartLiving Catalog by encouraging the development, introduction and sale of energy efficient, high quality residential lighting products through national distribution channels.  The overall goal of residential lighting programs is to create and sustain change in the residential lighting market, increase availability, consumer acceptance and use of energy efficient hard‑wired and screw‑based lighting products.

As stated in multiple past Decisions, a store‑based program provides the best opportunity to make significant strides toward achieving the stated goal of transforming the residential lighitng market.  See Decision dated April 9, 1996, in Docket No. 95‑10‑14, DPUC Review of The Conservation and Load Management Programs and Budgets and Conservation Adjustment Mechanism of The Connecticut Light and Power Company for 1996-1997, pp. 5‑8; Decision dated March 25, 1998, in Docket No. 97‑10‑23, DPUC Review of The Connecticut Light and Power Company’s 1998 and 1999 Conservation and Load Management Program, Budgets and Conservation Adjustment Mechanism, pp. 5‑8; and Docket No. 98‑11‑02, pp. 6‑9.  However, customers must be satisfied with the program, as well as the product.  The Department views the Retail Lighting Program as critical to the overall success of UI’s conservation initiative and to achieving an energy efficiency ethic among residential customers, as well as providing a springboard to other programs.


The following are some elements of this program that the Department believes are critical to achieving customer satisfaction and participation:

· Customers must be aware of the program;

· Retail support personnel must be aware of the program and fully understand it;

· Rebate coupons should be provided in retail outlets, must be available at all times and be easy to find;

· If rebate coupon displays are empty, customers should be directed to store personnel to obtain coupons;

· Rebate coupons must not create confusion regarding the program;

· Rebate coupons should be provided in customer bills;

· Rebate coupons should be distributed at the SmartLiving Center and through the SmartLiving Catalog;

· Rebate coupons and other displays must be designed to attract attention;

· UI customer service representatives must be aware of the program and should encourage customer participation;

· Instant rebates must be provided for CFLs;

· Instant Day promotions should be ongoing to maintain interest in and increase awareness of the program;

· The discounted price of fixtures purchased at retail outlets must be similar to the price offered through the SmartLiving Catalog;

· Customers should be solicited to suggest ways to improve the program; and

· UI must follow-up with program participants to encourage participation in other programs.


The majority of lighting fixtures are sold at home centers.  Therefore, if properly implemented, point‑of‑purchase advertising can be used to reach a large segment of the market.  In addition, the rebated price of these products should approach or equal the price offered through the SmartLiving catalog, making them comparable to equivalent incandescent fixtures.  Combined with the Company’s overall effort to promote conservation, these aspects of the program should result in a high level of participation.


UI has established target savings of 2,051,895 kWhs, based on a projection of 7,743 sales and average savings of 265 kWhs per sale.  The Department finds the target to be reasonable.  

UI’s Retail Lighting Program rebates differ from CL&P’s.  In addition, UI has not finalized how rebate coupons will be distributed.  Tr. 12/21/99, pp. 311‑315.  As discussed in Section II.B.1, Joint Programs, residential programs should be consistent.  Therefore, the Department will require UI to work with CL&P to develop a statewide, point‑of‑purchase retail lighting program.

ii.
Smart Living Catalog

UI has participated jointly in CL&P’s SmartLiving Catalog program since 1998 and will continue to do so.  Plan, p. 26; Decision in Docket No. 97‑10‑01, pp. 6‑10.  CL&P administers the catalog program and UI pays CL&P a management fee.  UI’s target for this program in 2000 is 4,800 orders.  Based on an average savings of 322 kWhs per order, target savings for this program are 1,545,600 kWhs (322 x 4,800).  Late Filed Exhibit No. 2, Attachment LF2‑2.


UI has mailed the catalog to all residential customers, twice annually, since June 1998.  For the six‑month period ending December 1998, 3,082 orders were placed, reflecting participation by approximately 1.2% of UI’s residential customers (3,082/276,539).  See Decision in Docket No. 98‑10‑05, p. 4; Docket No. 98‑10‑05, Response to Interrogatory EL‑16 and Late Filed Exhibit No. 2.  Based on UI’s projected target, it expects participation by approximately 1.7% of total residential customers (4,800/276,539) in 2000. 

The Smartliving Catalog has been promoted since 1998.  UI’s 2000 C&LM efforts will increase awareness of this program and conservation in general.  In addition, the Department has reviewed the participation of CL&P’s residential customers in the SmartLiving Catalog program during the past few years.  See Decision in Docket No. 98‑11‑02, p. 7.  A review of CL&P’s historical sales data finds that the number of orders placed reflects participation by approximately 3.5% of its residential customers.  The Department concludes that UI’s target number of orders for this program is understated.

Based on the foregoing it is reasonable to establish a target number of orders based on participation by 2% of UI’s residential customers.  Therefore, the target for the SmartLiving Catalog is 5,531 orders (2% x 276,539).  UI’s target average savings of 322 kWhs per order compares favorably to the actual savings per order experienced by CL&P, and is reasonable.  Therefore, the Department will establish the target energy savings for 2000 at 1,780,911 kWhs (5,531 x 322).

The Department believes that the marketing budget for this program can accommodate the increased target.  However, the budget for incentives must be increased.  The Company will be required to account for increased incentive costs as discussed in Section II.E, Management Performance Incentive.

iii.
Torchier Replacement


UI will swap, free of charge, an energy efficient torchier for a halogen one.  In addition to energy savings, UI states that this program provides safety benefits because it replaces a lighting product that has been linked to deadly house fires.  UI’s target for this program is 4,203 torchiers and average savings of 358 kWhs per unit, for total energy savings of 1,504,674 kWhs (4,203 x 358).  This program is a continuation of a program begun by UI in 1999.  Tr. 12/21/99, p. 313; Late Filed Exhibit No. 2, Attachment LF2‑2.


The Torchier Replacement Program will be targeted to low income customers through the UIHELPS Program.  Under that program, UI projects target penetration of 4,859 homes, or 8% of its 58,000 low income customers.  Id.  The target for torchier replacements reflects 86% of the homes that will be reached under UIHELPS.  The Department finds this percentage to be reasonable.  Further, the savings per units appear reasonable.  Therefore, the Department establishes the target for the Torchier Replacement Program at 4,203 units and 1,504,674 kWhs.

c. Energy Star Homes

UI’s Energy Star Homes Program is part of a national energy efficiency campaign sponsored by the Environmental Protection Agency and the Department of Energy.  UI uses the national ENERGY STARä Homes Program platform and supplements it to encourage and assist homebuyers and builders to achieve greater energy efficiency for heating, cooling, lighting and appliance operations.  The national program was created to help market participants design and construct homes that use at least 30 percent less energy than homes built to the current Model Energy Code (MEC) standards.  Plan, p. 24, Appendix X; Late Filed Exhibit No. 2, Attachment LF2‑1 and 2.

UI will provide home energy ratings, rebates for Energy Star appliances and incentives for energy efficient lighting under the program.  UI and CL&P have agreed to deliver this program jointly.  UI’s target is 144 homes, or 12% of the 1,200 housing starts expected in its service territory in 2000.  Target savings are 2,023 kWhs per unit or total annual savings of 291,312 kWhs.  The target savings represents a reduction of approximately 25% over the kWhs used in a home that is built to conventional standards (2,023/8,755).  The total budget for the program is $431,400.  Id.


UI plans to join with the Joint Management Committee (JMC) to promote this program.  The goal of the JMC is to have a unified residential construction program across New England to deliver a single message regarding conservation and to have similar, if not identical, incentives.  The JMC’s energy star homes program achieved a penetration rate of 9% in 1999, which is expected to increase to 30% over the next five years.  UI based its target penetration rate on JMC’s experience.  Tr. 12/21/99, pp. 290 and 291.


In light of the movement to consistent statewide coverage, and based on the initial success of the JMC program, UI expects this program will be well accepted by consumers and the building community.  In future years, UI expects that program goals and budgets will increase in response to increased consumer demand.  Id.

Based on the foregoing the Department finds that UI’s target penetration rate is reasonable.  UI and CL&P’s program will share a common name, Energy Star Homes, and will be delivered jointly.  However, measures and incentives will not be identical.  For example, UI will not promote heat pump water heaters or provide free closed‑loop geothermal heat exchange systems under its program.  Further, appliance rebates may not be identical.  Tr. 12/21/99, pp. 302‑310.  The Department will not require the Company to offer incentives for ground-source heat pumps, although, aspects of the programs should be consistent.  However, it may not be possible to revamp this program for 2000.  Therefore, the Department will approve UI’s Energy Star Program for 2000 but recommends that, to the extent possible, CL&P and UI modify the program for 2000.  


Although UI and CL&P will be required to develop common residential programs, the Department will not require UI to provide free closed‑loop geothermal heat exchange systems at this time.  This conservation measure is currently being provided by CL&P on a trial basis and it is not clear at this time whether that program will continue.  Therefore, it would be inappropriate to require UI to participate in the program.

d. Residential Heat Pump Water Heater – Hot Shot

UI has had discussions with CL&P regarding a joint offering for CL&P’s heat pump water heater (Hot Shot) and is considering a pilot program to offer the Hot Shot in 2000.  However, UI has not reviewed the Hot Shot program in detail nor finalized a pilot program.  Tr. 12/21/99, p. 297, 305 and 306.  The Hot Shot reduces water heating costs by removing heat energy from the air surrounding a water heater tank and transferring it to the storage tank.  The Hot Shot can be attached to an existing electric water heater or installed when a heater is replaced.  The technology has been developed from an Electric Power Research Institute research prototype.  CL&P has been developing the Hot Shot since the early 1990’s and began promoting the units in 1998.  See Decision dated March 25, 1998, in Docket No. 97‑10‑23, DPUC Review of The Connecticut Light and Power Company’s 1998 and 1999 Conservation and Load Management Program, Budgets and Conservation Adjustment Mechanism, pp. 12‑14; and Decision dated June 30, 1999, in Docket No. 98‑11‑02, DPUC Review of The Connecticut Light and Power Company’s 1999 Conservation and Load Management Programs, p. 14.


The Hot Shot demonstrates significant energy savings over conventional electric resistance water heaters, reducing a typical customers’ annual consumption by 2,000 kWhs.  Unlike savings that result from the installation of numerous smaller measures such as CFLs, caulking or water heater blankets, savings from a Hot Shot are easy to demonstrate, easy for customers to understand and payback is very quick.  The Department has found the Hot Shot to be a cost‑effective conservation program.  Decision in Docket No. 97‑10‑23, p. 13; Decision in Docket No. 98‑11‑02, p. 14.


CL&P has been developing the Hot Shot for the past few years, controlling the speed at which the technology was introduced while it worked to develop an infrastructure of qualified installation contractors and eliminate minor operating problems with the unit.  These units are now ready for mass marketing.  The Hot Shot program is well suited to a joint offering; therefore, UI will be required to participate in the program with CL&P for 2001.  

e. Assisted Living Facilities

In the Decision dated September 9, 1998, in Docket No. 97‑11‑14, Application of CareMatrix Corp. for Declaratory Ruling Regarding Metering Requirements for Assisted Living Facilities (CareMatrix Decision), the Department allowed UI to master‑meter assisted living facilities, subject to certain conditions.
  Among them was that the operator of the facility must implement cost effective conservation and load management measures as determined appropriate by the Company.  Decision, p. 8.  As noted in the CareMatrix Decision, “the number of these Facilities has increased recently and continued growth is expected.”  Decision, p. 7.

There were six assisted living facilities constructed in UI’s service territory subsequent to the CareMatrix Decision.  UI states that it did not have a conservation program for new construction in 1998 and 1999 and does not know what conservation measures were installed in those facilities.  However, if UI’s Plan is approved, it will contact each of the facilities to assess what conservation measures would be appropriate to implement under the Energy Opportunity program, a retrofit program offered to the commercial class.  Response to Interrogatory EL‑2.  UI states that when an assisted living facility is under construction it would be solicited through UI’s Energy Blueprint Program, a new construction program offered to commercial customers.  Tr. 12/21/99, p. 267.

Assisted living facilities provide an excellent opportunity to implement long‑term conservation strategies on a large scale with low administrative costs.  CareMatrix Decision, p. 7.  In addition, because these facilities consist of residential units contained in a commercial setting residential and commercial conservation measures can be implemented.  Docket No. 97‑11‑14, Late Filed Exhibit No. 10.

In the CareMatrix Decision, the Department recognized the benefits that master metering could provide to an operators of these facilities.  These include reducing construction costs by eliminating the expense associated with individually metering each residential unit and allowing the facility to be served under a commercial rate, resulting in lower operating costs.  Absent UI’s approval for the installation of a master meter, these benefits would be lost.  Therefore, the CareMatrix Decision was intended to assist UI in its effort to implement conservation initiatives by linking the approval process for a master meter to UI’s conservation programs.  However, to date UI has not seized these opportunities.

Assisted living facilities are an untapped resource for implementing conservation measures and the Department considered this fact in establishing targets for UI’s residential programs.  In its next filing, UI must provide a summary of its conservation programs within assisted living facilities.  The report must include a list of all facilities constructed since the effective date of the CareMatrix Decision cited above, number of residential dwellings and a breakdown of the number and type of commercial and residential measures installed.  For any assisted living facility that is master‑metered, but does not participate in C&LM programs, the Company must explain why it did not require C&LM measures.

f. K-12 Educational Programs

In 2000, UI will implement an Education Program (K‑12 Program) that is a comprehensive energy education effort delivered to students by trained instructors.  The program empowers students to reduce their school’s energy consumption and energy costs by providing the skills and techniques for identifying inefficient uses of energy.  In addition to solving real energy problems within their schools, participating students are also responsible for presenting their solutions to their school administrators and local Boards of Education.  A side benefit is that these students will take these lessons home, resulting in more opportunities to increase residential energy efficiency.  Other UI programming designed to engage students includes the Smart Living Catalog and specific student-related activities on UI’s Website.  Response to Interrogatory EL‑32.

UI has retained the services of Wilson Educational Services, Inc. (Wilson), a nationally recognized professional educational service, to work with UI personnel in implementing this program.  UI anticipates that one full time equivalent employee will be required to manage the delivery this program to the 17 towns and cities in its service territory.  The planned program costs are approximately $397,000, or 2% of the total budget.  Annual target savings are approximately 200,000 kWh, or 4,300 kWh for each of the 46 schools.  This results in an average cost of $.134/kWh.  Late Filed Exhibits No. 2‑1, 2‑2 and 8.

Program marketing will be accomplished through direct mail, awareness brochures, face-to-face contacts with teachers, curriculum leaders and school administrators, conferences/trade shows and UI’s website.  UI and Wilson will share the marketing responsibilities for this program.  Id.

The goal of the program is to raise awareness about energy efficiency; to identify opportunities to help reduce energy costs in the school facility; to enable students to do grade appropriate calculations; and to prepare and present energy conservation/management plans.  The program will be administered by Wilson but UI will facilitate the development of a specific action plan to implement the students’ recommendations.  UI has targeted 20%, or 46 of the 228 public schools in its service territory, for this program for the year 2000.  The program content is comprised of four individual courses, as demonstrated in the following table.    Late Filed Exhibit No. 8; Tr. 12/9/99, pp. 98‑121; Tr. 12/9/99, p. 116.
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A primary goal of UI’s Plan should be to create an energy efficiency ethic in Connecticut, and there is no better way to accomplish this goal than to target Connecticut’s youth.  An educational program should engage students in all grades and should vary by grade level.  Students will respond to a program if it designed to be hands‑on and fun.  Therefore, it is inappropriate to establish a program that simply provides children with information about conservation.  Conservation kits, contests, games or other activities should be an integral part of this effort.  Further, the program should emphasize recognition and an understanding of the Energy Star label and consideration should be given to coordinating the program with nationally recognized events such as Earth Day.  UI’s proposal appears to meet many of these requirements.  Therefore, the Department approves the program as proposed.


It is important to reach as many children and young adults as possible.  Although the Wilson approach is sound, it appears that only those students interested in math or science will participate in a program that involves identifying energy-related savings based on heat loss calculations or an analysis of mechanical systems, such HVAC units.  This program may limit the number of students exposed to energy conservation, especially in the upper grades.


At $.134/kWh, this is by far the most costly of UI’s proposals.  Late Filed Exhibit No. 2‑1, Attachment.  However, there are significant benefits to an educational program that are difficult to quantify.  For example, engaging students at an early age will likely predispose them to a conservation ethic, providing the potential for a lifetime of benefits that extend beyond the conservation of electricity.  These unquantifiable benefits will likely be profound and long lasting and could eliminate future conservation programs or market transformation efforts.  In addition, educating children to the benefits of conservation moves the potential for energy savings beyond the school, essentially creating an army of enthusiastic energy conservation recruits.  UI provided an example of this.  In 1999, UI conducted a pilot educational program for 5th and 6th graders in the town of Fairfield.  The students first participated in the Wilson WattWatcher program at their school, then were invited to man UI’s booth for Fairfield’s birthday celebration.  UI states, “the students were there and they were promoting everything that they had learned in the class, stealing our brochures, if you will, and pointing out to all the passers‑by our SmartLiving catalog.”  Tr. 12/9/99, p. 103.  UI goes on to state that this experience was further enhanced because it coincided with Earth Day.  Id.  Based on the foregoing, the true cost of this program is likely to be far less than $.134/kWh and virtually impossible to accurately measure.


The Company has assigned 2% of its total C&LM budget to the K‑12 Program.  Despite the relatively high cost per kWh of this program the Department is convinced that the educational aspect of UI’s C&LM efforts are appropriate and therefore approved.  

The Wilson program is new to the Department and should be evaluated.  Therefore, although the Department will require UI to expand its educational budget it is unclear at this time whether additional sessions by Wilson are the appropriate means to accomplish this goal.  Therefore, UI will be required to provide an evaluation of the Wilson program in its next C&LM filing.

In addition, the program must be developed jointly with CL&P for 2001.  CL&P has developed an Educational Services Program and material from that program should be considered when establishing this joint program.  

g. Low Income Programs  

The UI Year 2000 Plan will target the conservation needs of qualifying low-income customers through two currently available programs: the Energy Conservation Loan Fund and UI Helps.  The state-mandated Energy Conservation Loan Fund targets all low to moderate-income residential customers. UI contributes to the Energy Conservation Loan Fund as required by Section 16a-40b(f) of the Conn. Gen. Stat.  The program funds low-interest loans for residential energy improvements for eligible Connecticut residents.  The Connecticut Housing Investment Fund (CHIF) is the administrator and primary marketer for the program.  According to UI, it will incorporate the program information into its brochures, its web-site, and call center and other forms of marketing.  Plan, p. 26.  

UI Helps is designed to produce energy savings for low-income customers through the direct installation of energy conservation measures (ECMs) in their homes.  A key component of the program is its general education services, including an explanation of benefits and instruction on ECMs installed, a review of customer electric usage and education materials on energy efficiency, and discussions with customers on energy consumption habits encouraging them to practice energy efficiency.  The installation of ECMs and education are free to eligible customers.  Eligibility is based upon qualifying for assistance through either the Connecticut Energy Assistance Program (CEAP) or the State Appropriated Fuel Assistance Program (SAFA).  In employing these income criteria, the Company believes it will affect greater statewide consistency for eligibility, which may in turn, positively affect customer awareness of and access to program offerings.

There are three targeted groups for ECMs under UI Helps: customers with electric heat, customers with domestic electric water heaters, and general use electric customers.  Services provided to high use electric heat customers include insulation needs analysis, setback thermostat analysis, and lighting conservation opportunities, followed by the installation of the appropriate measures.  Domestic hot water customer services include water heater and pipe wraps, water heater temperature turndowns, and installation of aerators and water saving showerheads.  For general use customers, services include the installation of CFLs and customer education, with CFL fixture and refrigerator replacement provided as warranted.  Plan, pp. 29-30.

In 2000, UI plans to expand outreach efforts to its residential low-income customers, the least likely market segment to be served in the restructured marketplace.  UI has allocated $1,165,191 or 10% of the C&LM budget to UI Helps with a projected annual energy savings of 4,002,667 kWhs.  The marketing strategy is through direct customer contact and delivery service, and a new referral intake service.

For the direct delivery service, the Company will canvass neighborhoods and use community action agency (CAA) outreach. The direct delivery service will include a bid-selected subcontractor that will provide the program installation and education components for neighborhood canvassing. UI staff will identify customer income-eligibility through UI’s database for the direct delivery.  Currently, CAAs manage energy assistance and weatherization programs for the Connecticut Department of Social Services (DSS) and are developing a comprehensive client tracking system from point of entry for all applicants for CEAP, SAFA and weatherization assistance.  This tracking system should increase CAA outreach capabilities and program participation levels.  Plan, pp. 29 –30. 

UI indicated that it is currently discussing management of and responsibility for a portion of the UI Helps program budget and annual goals with CAA representatives.  UI intends to develop and implement an amenable management plan with the CAAs to include: a detailed work plan; identification of eligible households; customer enrollment for energy assistance; service delivery; program database maintenance, follow-up and referral services; and client tracking and follow-up procedures.  According to UI, it is prepared to commit up to 50% of the planned UI Helps ECM budget to the CAA outreach effort and, thus, allot 50% of the programs annual 2000 energy savings goal to CAAs.  UI purports that dividing the budget in this manner will be useful in determining the relative impact and cost-effectiveness of each of the two marketing channels, the neighborhood canvassing effort and CAAs.

For the new referral intake service, UI will use a pilot program for a help line referral source.  Under the proposed referral intake marketing strategy, UI will focus on identifying eligible households and provide them with information about UI Helps and referral for services as appropriate.  A toll-free help line will offer centralized information on utility services, state agencies, local community action groups or other support organizations.  In developing the pilot the Company will explore the feasibility of funding and supporting, possibly in cooperation with CL&P, a help line referral/counseling service with a provider that could facilitate customer participation in programs.  Plan, pp. 31-32. 

The Company’s cost benefit analysis of UI Helps produced a 0.78 for Electrical System Benefit/Cost and a 1.42 for Societal Benefit/Cost.  Although the program does not meet the electric system test, the net societal benefit for UI Helps has been demonstrated.  Although the ECMB’s Resolution on Cost-Effectiveness states that both the electric system and societal tests should be applied to each program, it further states that certain programs, such as low-income, are designed to capture benefits in addition to electric energy savings that are best measured under the societal test.  The ECMB has deferred the actual adoption of a single test to a future date and recommends that the Department allow the companies the flexibility of utilizing the societal test where appropriate.  The Department agrees with the Board’s position that screening low-income programs on the basis of the societal test captures benefits in addition to electric energy savings and, therefore, is appropriate.  This will ensure that low-income customers, like other customer segments, will have an opportunity to access programs to realize savings through energy efficiency measures, thus reducing their electric bills.  This should also enable the Company to realize a reduction in the overall amount of uncollectibles for these customers.

The Department believes that UI’s low-income programs, the Energy Conservation Loan Fund and UI Helps will provide adequate services to low-income customers through neighborhood canvassing, direct installation programs and the proposed improvements of the toll-free help line and extended outreach by CAAs or other vendors.  The Department agrees that using two marketing channels for UI Helps will not only extend the capabilities of the Company’s outreach effort, but also will be valuable in assessing the effectiveness of each method.  However, to foster joint programs, the Department will require UI to explore, in the context of the ECMB, the feasibility of participating in WRAP (Weatherization Residential Assistance Partnership), with CL&P for year 2001.  The joint program would replace UI Helps. The delivery system for WRAP should be accomplished by UI, as it is for CL&P, through CAAs and, in-house, through the establishment of an UI Energy Care Initiative.

The Energy Care initiative, as outlined in CL&P’s Year 2000 Plan, is an expansion of intake service, providing low-income customers with entended information and servicing.  Energy Care will engage low-income customers in a referral system directing them to any number of available programs, including energy conservation information, budgeting workshops and other assistance programs.  The Energy Care delivery process, as outlined by CL&P, provides an interface between the Company and other organizations, such as Infoline, CAAs and human service agencies, to maximize the delivery of services to the target population.  CL&P Year 2000 C&LM Plan, Exhibit MWT-2, pp. 68-76.

The Department will require UI to adopt, for UI Helps, the enhanced servicing for conservation and other assistance programs for low-income customers as offered through the Energy Care Initiative as outlined in the CL&P Plan.  The Department will also require UI to train its customer service representatives (CSRs) so that they routinely provide customers with information about the conservation programs and other assistance available to them.  UI will revise its training for CSRs and its customer service procedures to reflect this requirement. 

UI must report on its progress in exploring the feasibility of funding and supporting a cooperative help line referral/counseling service through a provider that could facilitate customer participation in both conservation and other assistance programs.  UI must also report on the feasibility of its participation in WRAP in 2001.

3. Commercial and Industrial Programs  

a. General

The Company proposes a commercial and industrial (C&I) conservation budget of $10,285,000, which is 69% of the total conservation program delivery budget.  Three programs serve C&I customers and target new construction and major renovation projects under the Energy Blueprint program, retrofits for large customers under the Energy Opportunities program, and retrofits for small business customers under the Small Business Advantage program. 

All C&I programs are proposed as being cost effective using the Electric System Test and the Societal Test.  Response to Interrogatory EL-25.  A summary of the 2000 Conservation Programs is shown in Appendix A.

b. Energy Blueprint

The Energy Blueprint program proposed budget is $4,465,453 and focuses on new construction and renovation.  It is a reinstitution of the Energy Blueprint program that ended in July 1997.  The program calls for Company involvement in the design and early planning phases of projects to encourage new construction that exceeds building codes and the procurement and installation of efficient equipment.  State and municipal customers will be served under this program.  The Company proposes to obtain 77% of the program savings by reaching 59% of the program’s market segment.  Seventy-seven municipal accounts are targeted to provide 21% of the program savings with the average municipal account reducing its annual energy use by 15%.  Response to Late Filed Exhibit No. 2.

c. Energy Opportunities

The Energy Opportunities program proposed budget is $4,184,212 and targets retrofits of existing systems and equipment and improvements in industrial processes for large customers whose annual average of monthly peak demands exceed 100kW.  Tr. 12/9/99, p. 86.  The proposed program is similar to the Energy Opportunities program that ended in December 1997.  State and municipal customers will be served under this program.  The Company proposes to obtain 75% of the program savings from 192 large C&I customers, which is 9.4% of the customers that exceed the 100 kW demand criteria.  The average participant’s savings should be 5% of its energy use.  One hundred and fifteen municipal accounts are targeted to provide 17% of the program savings with the average municipal account reducing its annual energy use by 15%.  Seven percent of the savings would come from the proposed Transmission and Distribution (T&D) Efficiency program to replace one substation transformer.  Response to Late Filed Exhibit No. 2.

d.
Small Business Advantages

The program budget is $1,639,934 and focuses on retrofits for small business customers whose annual average of monthly peak demands do not exceed 100kW.  The demand criteria was changed from 75 kW in 1999 to increase participation.  The Company proposes to obtain savings from 642 customers, which is 4.6% of the customers that meet the 100 kW demand criteria.  The average participant’s savings should be 10,000 kWh/year, which is 21% of this market’s average use.  Late Filed Exhibit No. 2.  The Company uses approved vendors to provide a free energy analysis of energy equipment followed by a proposal for efficient upgrades and turnkey services under no obligations to the customer.  A fund of $1.7 million is available for interest free loans.  Electric incentives are 61% of the program budget and non-electric incentives are 2%.

No party opposed the proposed C&I programs.

e. 
Analysis of C&I Programs

Of the total C&LM budget of $16.8 million, $14.85 million is assigned to programs that provide savings and is allocated 31%/69% between Residential and C&I customers.  The Residential class will fund 42% of the C&LM budget based on 1999 revenues filed with the Department on Form EIA-826, Monthly Electric Utility Sales and Revenue Report with State Distributions.  This residential subsidy of the C&I budget is offset by higher savings from the C&I programs.  C&I programs account for 79% of the total energy savings and are 44% less expensive based on a C&I cost rate of 1.66 cents/kWh compared to a Residential cost rate of 2.99 cents/kWh.  The cost rate is the program budget divided by the projected lifetime kWhs saved.  The Department finds the allocation of costs between customer classes and the costs rates to be reasonable in magnitude when compared to CL&P’s in 2000 where CL&M programs have been continuous over recent years. 

The Energy Blueprint program and the Energy Opportunities program are very similar to programs UI offered in the past.  Tr. 12/21/1999, p. 278.  The Small Business Advantages program is an expansion of its 1999 offering.  It is difficult for the Department to evaluate the benefits of these programs because of the lack of data due to the discontinuation of the Company’s main C&I programs for the last two years and the ramping down of conservation expenditures in the mid-nineties.  The Department will perform a detailed review of C&I program savings and participation levels after the 2001 filing.  The Department will review program cost rates, both planned and actual, using data from the last full three years of each program’s operation prior to 2000.  The Company should be prepared to submit the data to determine the cost rates and explain why the cost rates changed each year.

A comparison of the Company’s C&I program cost to CL&P’s finds a smaller portion of UI’s budget reaches customers through incentives.  UI provides 64% of its C&I delivery budget, excluding the Company incentive, as customer incentives whereas CL&P provides 78%.  With both companies having similar delivery costs and cost-effectiveness levels based on the same avoided costs, it appears that UI program administrative costs are high and may be able to be reduced.  The Company should work through the ECMB to compare its administrative costs to CL&P’s and report its findings in its next C&LM filing.

The Department will order the Company to include a table similar to Appendix A of the Decision in Docket No. 99‑09-30, DPUC Review of The Connecticut Light and Power Company’s Load Management Programs for 2000 (CL&P Decision), in its next CLM filing.  The program name will be its marketing name with a note that distinguishes the major feature or requirement of the program.  The last column will include a brief description of program changes from the prior year, its primary services, and delivery method.  The electronic filing will have all formulas in tact.

Analysis shows that the proposed C&I programs will be cost effective under the Electric System Benefit-Cost Test (EST) and the Societal Benefit-Cost Test (Societal Test) having overall benefit-cost ratios of 1.29 and 1.34, respectively.  Late Filed Exhibit No. 2.  As discussed below, the Department does not have confidence in the Company’s benefit-cost model; however, the C&I programs are similar in markets served, measures offered and evaluation criteria to programs proposed by CL&P showing similar cost effective characteristics, which the Department finds reasonable.

The Company proposed using $283,499 of its Energy Opportunities program to improve its T&D efficiency by replacing one transformer earlier than scheduled each year to reduce system losses.  Tr.12/21/99, p. 357.  The Company’s distribution maintenance plan is to replace 34 transformers over 17 years.  Plan, p.18.  The response to Interrogatory EL-6 indicates that cost effectiveness of the early transformer replacement was based on 30 years of savings, which may overstate the cost effectiveness.  The Company did not provide the results of the EST for the T&D program in the response to Interrogatory EL-24.  Early replacement of the last planned transformer scheduled to be changed out at the end of the 17 year plan would only contribute 16 years of savings.  Any other early replacement of transformers will result in a shorter term of accelerated savings. 

The Department believes that C&LM funding collected through the three mil conservation charge should be invested in customer facilities and T&D efficiency improvements should be funded through the T&D portion of base rates.  The Company also has an incentive to invest in T&D efficiency improvements under its PBR plan through 2001.  For these reasons and the uncertainty that the program is cost effective, the Department does not approve the T&D Efficiency program proposed within Energy Opportunities.  The Company must reallocate the T&D Efficiency budget among the five delivery programs.

Based on the diversity of the market segments served and the cost effectiveness of the programs for 2000, the Department approves the C&I proposed conservation programs for 2000, except for its T&D Efficiency program addressed above.  

4. Load Management 

UI proposes to spend $675,000 on a load management pilot program primarily to learn about pricing and load management strategies in a restructured market.  The Company intends to limit its long-term role in load management and operate as a process facilitator between customers, Independent System Operator (ISO) and suppliers in the near term.  CL&P is spending $2 million on load management projects in 2000.  CL&P Decision, pp. 35-36.  CL&P has developed a more detailed plan for research and implementation of pilot programs with a schedule to provide an evaluation of its research results in its next C&LM filing.  The CL&P plan is also supported by the ECMB.

The Company has not demonstrated the expected benefits from it proposed pilot program.  The Department believes load management research is a regional need and not specific to an individual utility or a customer.  The Department believes it is not necessary for UI to spend $675,000 on load management research with the CL&P research targeted at the same information UI proposes to obtain at the same time.  There appears to be no coordination of research efforts.  Therefore the Department disallows expenditures for the Company’s proposed load management pilot program.  The Company should work through the ECMB with CL&P and propose funding for common load management research in the future if it feels it is still appropriate.

The Company shall provide a proposal to reallocate the $675,000 proposed for the load management pilot program to residential programs in 2000.  This will help to reduce the residential subsidy of the 2000 C&I conservation programs.

5. Research, Development  and Demonstration

The Act recognizes the public benefit of providing funds for innovative research, development and demonstration (RD&D) projects related to energy efficiency and the environment.  UI believes that 2000 is a year of transition and learning in the area of RD&D.  Plan, p. 37.  Its primary goal is to identify and facilitate opportunities for customers to incorporate new, leading edge equipment and systems in their homes and businesses.  UI’s RD&D plan for 2000 focuses on demonstration and commercialization, rather than research and development.  Response to Interrogatory EL-34.  UI states that it does not have adequate size, resources and core competencies for executing successful RD&D activities.  Plan, p. 37; Tr. 12/9/00, pp. 48-49.  Consequently, UI plans to support RD&D initiatives by aligning itself with other statewide, regional or national RD&D initiatives that can offer near term benefits for UI customers and Connecticut.  Id.  Participation in organizations such as The Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI), E-Source and The Consortium for Energy Efficiency (CEE) allows UI to leverage its position in keeping pace with energy efficiency advances, and to obtain technical assistance easily to facilitate the installation and demonstration of new products in customer facilities in a timely fashion.  Response to Interrogatory EL-34.

UI’s proposed 2000 budget for RD&D is $260,000 or approximately 1.5% of the total budget compared to $693,000 or approximately 20.7% of the total budget for 1999.  UI stated that much of its RD&D activities proposed for 2000 are not consistent nor comparable to its 1999 programs.  Tr. 12/9/99, pp. 66-69.  Much of the 1999 budget was used for program planning and design, not RD&D.  Furthermore, UI’s participation in Northeast Energy Efficiency Partnership (NEEP) initiatives will be funded as a separate program and is no longer funded through its RD&D budget.  Id.  UI has allocated 31 percent of its RD&D budget, $80,635, toward funding certain EPRI conservation targets in 2000.  UI submitted a detailed description of the EPRI targets and packages to be supported during 2000.  Responses to Interrogatories EL-35 and EL-42.  UI will continue to support E-Source targets by allocating $30,000 of the RD&D budget for 2000.  UI has targeted an additional $5,000 to support CEE, a new membership for UI.  Id; Tr. 12/9/99, p. 63. 

EPRI is a large research organization that was developed to do collaborative research for the electric utility industry.  Plan, p. 37; Late Filed Exhibit No. 3; Tr. 12/9/99, pp. 50-53.  EPRI conducts demonstration projects of new technologies at member facilities to gain public awareness and acceptance of products prior to commercialization.  UI plans to fund certain EPRI conservation targets that will advance energy efficient technologies that benefit consumers and the environment.  Id.; Response to Interrogatory EL‑33.  EPRI allows participants to co-fund demonstration projects of new technologies in UI customer facilities.  This approach leverages UI’s resources while providing UI customers the immediate application of leading edge energy systems.  Id.

Similar to EPRI, CEE is a non-profit, public benefit corporation that uses the power of mass markets to advance energy efficient technologies that benefit consumers and the environment.  Plan, p. 37; Tr. 12/9/99, pp. 61‑63.  CEE encourages utilities and other partners nationwide to pool their market influence by adopting common programs and efficiency specifications for refrigerators, clothes washers, HVAC equipment, lighting, motors and other appliances.  UI proposes to join utilities and other national organizations to support CEE’s efforts for continued research and development of energy efficient technologies.  Id.

UI will look to the ECMB for guidance on state and regional RD&D initiatives, and would support such activities as an additional means of managing a modest RD&D budget.  Response to Interrogatory EL-34.  UI has been working collaboratively with the ECMB to identify and solicit opportunities to be a partner with CL&P, CT Innovations, CONNstep, and other organizatons in future RD&D projects.  Response to Interrogatory EL-38; Tr. 12/9/99, pp. 65-66.  As with EPRI activities, a partnership with CL&P and CT Innovations would control UI budgets and eliminate redundant activities within the state.  Plan, p. 37. 

The Department approves the Company’s RD&D program and budget for 2000.  The proposed efforts should be effective in facilitating the transition toward implementing energy efficient technology and promoting economic development in Connecticut.  The Department would like to see evidence of tangible benefits to UI customers for these RD&D initiatives.  The Department encourages UI to develop specific goals and targets to evaluate performance of its research efforts.  Furthermore, the Department requires UI to coordinate statewide and regional initiatives with CL&P.  The Department generally believes that RD&D should not be used to promote fuel switching; however, the Department would encourage the Company and the Board to fund distributive generation and renewable energy projects.  In the next annual filing, the Company must submit reports on the progress and funding of specific technologies and projects, including statewide and regional coordination of programs.

C. Program Evaluation – Cost Effectiveness Test  

UI conducted two different benefit-cost (B/C) tests, the EST and the Societal Test, to evaluate the cost effectiveness of CL&M programs.  The EST is identical in composition to the B/C test used by the Company during the 1990s.  It includes all costs to implement the C&LM programs realized by the electric distribution company and savings from avoided generation and transmission over the life of the efficiency measure.  Plan, p. 33.

The electric generation savings are the wholesale costs associated with unbundled generation services.  The savings were quantified by multiplying the projected future electric savings by the projected market price of generation services.  The Company stated that the market price forecast (MPF) employed in the analysis was issued in the July 7, 1999 Decision in Docket No. 99-03-04, Application of The United Illuminating Company for Calculation of Stranded Costs.  Tr. 12/9/99, pp. 78-79.

The Societal Test accounts for all benefits and costs incurred by the electric distribution company and participants to implement the program.  The benefits include electric generation and transmission savings plus societal benefits from other fuels, environmental, economic and water sources.

The screening tool used by UI to determine the planned B/C ratio for 2000 was recently developed by Optimal Energy, Inc. under the sponsorship of several of the energy collaboratives in Massachusetts and is being used by a number of utilities in that state.  Plan, p. 33.  Key factors incorporated in the EST and Societal analysis include:

· Program budget and program cost

· Measure life

· Incentives paid to the participants 

· Cost to participants is used for the Societal Test 

· kWh savings 

· Cost of avoided energy and generating capacity

· Savings resulting from reductions in transmission and distribution losses  

· A 25 percent adder to the electric savings is used for environmental and economic benefits, and an additional 50 percent is added as a low-income benefit

· The UI Company discount rate of 7.55% is used in the EST.

· The T-Bill rate of 5.94% (predicted for quarter 4, 1999) is used for the Societal Test 

There were no savings attributed to market transformation predictions, spillover, post program benefits or adjustments for free riders.

The Department is more comfortable with the EST because it was used to evaluate conservation programs in previous proceedings.  Previous C&LM Decision.  UI now uses a different source to value conserved electricity, which is appropriate since the restructuring of the electric industry.  The Department does not believe environmental and economic adders should be used in the EST.  The Department requires that C&LM measure incentives will be based on the utility costs in the EST.

The Societal Test is subjective in using and quantifying the externality adders for environmental, societal and low-income savings.  The Department views the Societal Test as an ancillary analysis to evaluate programs that do not pass the EST but provide substantial electric savings and societal benefits making the program valuable to customers.

The residential Low Income program is the only one that does not pass the EST but provides non-energy benefits such as customer education and reductions in delinquent and unpaid bills.  All programs pass the Societal Test.  The Company results are shown in Appendix A.

The Company testified that the ECMB focused on the policy issues with respect to cost effectiveness.  It did not take a hand in any of the preparation of numbers.  The ECMB did not review the inputs and calculations of the B/C analysis, just the results.  Tr. 12/9/99, pp. 79-80.  


The Department does not have full confidence in the Company’s B/C results due to some assumptions that are different than in past filings and should have been explained by the Company in more detail.  For example, the Company did not use the Department MPF, as UI had testified.  A lower MPF was used for avoided costs that will lower benefits.  The Company model increased its MPF by 10% for system losses.  The Department believes UI average system losses do not exceed 5.4% as noted in the March 5, 1999 Decision in Docket No. 98-10-07, DPUC Review of The United Illuminating Company’s Divestiture Plan Phase 1 - Sale of Non-Nuclear Generating Plants.  The EST also used a low discount rate of 5.44% by reducing the Company’s 7.55% discount rate to account for a 2% annual inflation rate.  The discount rate adjusted for inflation has never been proposed before nor did the Company point out the inflation adjustment in this proceeding.  The Societal Test used a 3.86% discount rate resulting from adjusting a 5.94% T-Bill rate for inflation.  The Department believes the combination of these conditions may inflate program benefits.  The B/C ratios reported for the EST include the benefits from natural gas.  For most programs natural gas provides about 5% of the benefits in the EST.  Natural gas provides about 18% of the benefits In the Residential Opportunities program.  


The Company must file the cost effectiveness tests using the Department’s MPF, system losses of 5.4%, and a 7.55% discount rate in the EST and a 5.94% discount rate in the Societal Test with no adjustments for inflation.  Environmental and  economic adders will not be used in the EST.  The Company also must provide the B/C ratio from just electric savings in the EST.


The Company witness stated, “one of the things that we propose in our plan is to update base lines for the year 2000, recognizing that we haven't had a comprehensive review of baseline since 1997, and that it was needed for us to get third-party verification of our baselines.”  Tr. 12/9/99, pp. 89-90.  The Company must file the new 2000 base lines in its next C&LM filing.  The Company must also provide a comparison of the new 2000 base lines to those used to develop the 2000 Plan and illustrate how the new ones affect savings and customer incentives for each efficiency measure.


In future C&LM filings, the Company must provide all work papers for its screening analysis tests as filed in the response to Interrogatory EL-24.  The Company must also provide written documentation for determining savings in the B/C model.

D. General Advertising  

The overall objective of the UI Plan is “to promote and facilitate the wise and efficient use of energy.”  Plan, p.1.  UI believes that general marketing/advertising is essential for promoting energy efficiency and creating overall awareness among customers.  Response to Interrogatory EL-51.  Key components of the UI marketing plan are developing distribution channels, characterizing market segments, and developing promotional strategies.  Plan, p. 8.  UI, with the assistance of a marketing firm, is currently in the early stages of developing a complete marketing plan and time line for the campaign.  At present, the campaign’s prime focus is producing the relevant marketing materials as soon as possible.  Tr. 12/9/99, p. 95.  UI will employ numerous marketing methods such as, bill inserts, brochures, trade shows, print media, radio and television.  According to UI, various markets respond differently to general marketing. The target audience will determine the specific marketing approach used and the strategy that will best reach that market segment’s C&LM decision maker.  Responses to Interrogatories EL-51 and EL-53.  The total budget for the general communication/marketing campaign is $867,500.  Plan, p. 47. 

UI does not intend to include CL&P in its general advertising efforts.  According to the Company, both it and CL&P want to maintain the integrity of their individual brand recognition.  UI also stated its belief that mixed branding would confuse customers.  Response to Interrogatory EL-20.  If joint UI and CL&P general communications are necessary, UI believes they could be done through general awareness advertising that generically promotes energy efficiency rather than any specific programs.  Response to Interrogatory EL-21.  In UI’s opinion, it is responsible for the ultimate performance of its programs and, therefore, should have control of the final product and the associated advertising.  UI does recognize that there may be cost efficiencies in the production and distribution of various marketing messages and increased media reach across service territories.  Response to Interrogatory EL-52.  UI intends to pursue the prospect of joint advertising in the context of the ECMB.  Tr. 12/9/99, pp. 96-97.

The Department agrees with UI that a general informational campaign is necessary to promote customer awareness of and, thus, access to the Company’s conservation programs.  However, specific references to informational sources, such as a hot-line number, a website address and customer-funding of C&LM programs, should be incorporated into the general marketing plan.  Consistent use of these references will ensure that consumers are readily directed to the appropriate sources of conservation information.  

A co-sponsored UI and CL&P general marketing effort will be beneficial to all customers.  Connecticut is a relatively small state and the service territories of UI and CL&P are interwoven, so, advertising done by either utility reaches customers of both companies.  A joint campaign will increase economies of scope and scale and create an overall awareness that conservation programs are available to all Connecticut electricity consumers, regardless of service territory.  Further, the ECMB Resolution on Common Programs between UI and CL&P states that the companies should have as many programs in common as possible for such reasons as administrative efficiencies and cost effectiveness.  

UI realizes it is important that customers are aware that they are funding C&LM programs and that this may provide some incentive to customers to take advantage of the programs, but this is not a key motivator for conservation.  As stated by UI, the primary message in marketing and advertising is to encourage customers to take action.  UI believes that the customer-funding message is not a strong enticement toward this end and, therefore, discretion should be used in emphasizing this message.  Tr. 12/9/99, pp. 128-129.  However, UI did indicate that it intends to use the common statement that “Funding for UI’s energy efficiency programs is paid for by UI customers” in a consistent location in all printed materials.  Response to Interrogatory EL-47.

Because the conservation charge is now unbundled on customer bills and conservation funding has increased, the Department will require that all Company advertising and mass communications on conservation note the tag line that C&LM programs are “funded by UI customers through the conservation charge on their bills.”

A UI conservation hot line number was also discussed during the hearing.  UI indicated that it currently maintains its 1-800-7CALLUI number as a general connection to UI services, including conservation.  In 2000 this number will connect customers directly to C&LM staff knowledgeable of the conservation programs.  This should reduce response time and minimize call hand-offs.  The Company has not yet developed a training program to channel calls to its C&LM staff.  UI also indicated that it has no specific call tracking system for C&LM programs, but expects that the direct connection to C&LM staff will aid in tracking.  This should help the Company tailor marketing activities and gauge their effectiveness.  Response to Interrogatory EL-51; Tr. 12/9/99, pp. 143-145.

The Department believes that a dedicated conservation hot line will develop customer awareness of and access to conservation programs.  The Department will require UI to establish such a hot line with a telephone that translates to a conservation theme.   As suggested by the Company, staffing for the hot line service center will be by trained personnel having specific knowledge of UI’s C&LM programs.  The Company must provide the details of its telephone system prompting and script for the hot line for Department review.  


UI plans to use brochures extensively to inform residential and commercial customers about conservation programs.  The Company provided a listing of planned brochures with corresponding implementation dates.  The general awareness brochure will be used to provide a summary or overview of the programs.  Tr. 12/9/99, p. 125; Response to Interrogatory EL-46.  The Department will require UI to produce Spanish versions of all of its residential brochures.  The front cover of each brochure will contain the customer-funding tag line and include a description of the purpose of conservation programs.  The front cover will also contain the conservation hot line number and UI’s website address for conservation programs.  Final drafts of brochures must be submitted to the Department for review before printing.

UI’s website also can promote interest in the Company’s conservation programs. The Company will be required to create a hot-button at the top of its Home Page that provides a direct link to a web page devoted specifically to its conservation programs.  The web page should reference customer funding and the hot line number in its introduction to the programs and then will direct customers, through a link, to either the residential or C&I programs.  Customers should be able to downloading the conservation brochures directly from the website.  All website references to conservation will include an explanation of the availability of programs, note customer funding and the hot line number, and provide a hot link to the conservation web page.

E. Management performance Incentive

1.
Relevant Connecticut General Statutes

UI proposes to apportion up to $1,079,034 of the total C&LM budget to the management performance incentive.  UI first proposed that it be allowed to earn up to an 8%, before tax, incentive return for successfully managing its C&LM 2000 programs.  The proposal called for a 1% minimum return plus 1% for each of the five major programs that meets the goals and 2% for overall cost efficiency.  This would be a pass/fail system.  UI would only get the 1% for each program if the specific program goal was met.  The management performance incentive was embedded within the cost of each program.  UI calculated target kWh savings for specific programs upon which the performance incentive is based.  Plan, pp. 40, 42 and UI 2000 C&LM Program Budget Summary Table; Tr. 12/9/99, pp. 38 and 198.

UI’s last and preferred proposed incentive structure retains the 1% base program management incentive.  The Company proposes the following structure for earning the incentive (percents are pre-tax):

Goal
Threshold
Target
Maximum



C&I Energy Savings
2%
3%
4%

Residential Program Participation
2%
3%
4%

Overall C&LM Cost Rate
0%
1%
1.5%



  
Late Filed Exhibit No. 11; Tr. 12/21/99, p. 342; UI Brief, p. 8.

The C&I Energy Savings are the combined kWh savings of Energy Blueprint, Energy Opportunities and Small Business programs.  Under this proposal one program’s deficiency in kWh savings can be covered by another’s surplus.  The combined program savings goal is a change from UI’s original proposal.  Residential Program Participation measures market penetration and customer participation in residential programs.  The Overall C&LM Cost Rate is the ratio of C&LM costs to annual kWh savings achievements from all programs.  Percentage points are assigned to each goal, with the number of points dependent on whether performance is achieved at a threshold, target or maximum level.  The percentage points earned under each of the three goals are then added to determine the overall level of the incentive payment.  While a total incentive of 9.5% before tax is possible, it will be capped at 5% after tax.  UI testified that the incentive proposal was carefully calibrated to its programs, on the assumption that it would control the measures by which it achieved its aggressive program goals.  To the extent that the programs are modified, UI believes that corresponding modifications to its performance targets may be necessary.  Late Filed Exhibit No. 11; Tr. 12/21/99, pp. 342‑344, 394 and 395; UI Brief, p. 5.

Conn. Gen. Stat. §16a-49(a) in part states:

The department shall allow the gas or electric public service company either: (1) To earn a return on prudently incurred multiyear conservation and load management expenditures on programs and measures approved by the department included in the company's rate base and successfully implemented by the company at a rate at least one percentage point but no more than five percentage points higher than such company's rate of return otherwise found to be reasonable; or (2) authorize a return of at least one percentage point but no more than five percentage points on the company's prudently incurred conservation and load management expenditures treated as operating costs on programs and measures approved by the department and successfully implemented by the company.  For the purposes of this section "conservation and load management expenditures" shall include all prudent expenditures, approved by the department by gas or electric public service companies designed to conserve energy or manage gas or energy load.

UI believes that a minimum incentive of at least 1% is appropriate under Conn. Gen. Stat. §16a-49.  Further, it believes that its proposal is consistent with Section 33 of the Act, which provides that a distribution company will be fully reimbursed for legitimate program expenses.  To meet its obligations under the Act, UI has hired new staff and added other resources that are operating and maintenance expenses related to program delivery.  UI testified that it has no means of earning any return on these program costs, except through an incentive return structured as it has proposed.  UI believes that the opportunity for it to earn a just and reasonable level of incentive is a legitimate C&LM program expense and therefore it is an implicit expenditure authorized by Section 33.  Plan, pp. 41 and 42; UI Brief, pp. 9 and 10.


UI’s revenues come from its transmission and distribution sales.  To the extent C&LM programs reduce sales, all else being equal, UI loses revenues.  UI agrees that the purpose of the incentive payment is not to compensate it for lost sales and its incentive proposal is not premised on lost sales or return on investment.  Its purpose is to motivate maximum achievement of program goals and will be awarded only to the extent that it is successful.  The incentive payment is thus designed to align corporate goals with the public policy goals of C&LM.  Response to Interrogatory EL-14; Tr. 12/9/99, pp. 11, 12 and 34-36; UI Brief, p. 10; UI Reply Brief, p. 6.


AG asserts that Conn. Gen. Stat. §16a-49 allowed integrated electric utilities to earn an incentive to encourage the Company to implement cost effective conservation measures that it otherwise would not do because it would lose generation sales and revenue.  The Company is no longer an integrated electric utility and will operate solely as a distribution company; thus, the economics of providing C&LM have also changed dramatically.  Because UI no longer sells generation, lost revenue is no longer a reason to allow UI to earn an incentive payment relating to its C&LM programs.  Therefore, to the extent that Conn. Gen. Stat. §16a-49 is applicable, the incentive need not be as large as allowed in the past.  AG also states that incentives allowed by the Department in the past were significantly smaller than those proposed by the Company in this proceeding and applied during times when lost revenues were relevant and when the Company incurred more risk in the recovery of revenues to fund its C&LM programs.  Thus, should the Department approve any incentives for UI, they should be smaller than those approved in the past.  AG Brief, pp. 4-6; AG Reply Brief, p. 3.

Prior to restructuring, UI’s C&LM programs were included in rate base and amortized.  Now UI funds the C&LM programs through the three‑mill charge.  Tr. 12/9/99, pp. 19 and 20; Response to Interrogatory EL‑16.  Therefore, AG believes that UI is no longer at risk for the C&LM funds and instead will actually have the use of the funds collected until they are spent on C&LM programs.  Without the lost revenue issue and with lower risks associated with C&LM funding, the Company should need less of an incentive, not more.  AG Brief, pp. 5 and 6.


UI states that AG’s claim is baseless because the Company will place the revenues in a deferred liability fund and is willing to earmark any interest earned on the funds solely for conservation.  Tr. 12/9/99, p. 21 and 22; UI Reply Brief, p. 6.


PRO believes that the Department is not bound by Conn. Gen. Stat. §16a‑49(a) in setting a management performance incentive for UI, because it was established to compensate the utilities for lost generation revenues.  Further, Conn. Gen. Stat. §16a‑49(a) allows an electric company to earn a return on C&LM expenditures over and above its allowed rate of return.  PRO states that Conn. Gen. Stat. §16a‑49(a)(1) is not consistent with UI’s proposal and Conn. Gen. Stat. §16-245m, since UI is not requesting such a return and Conn. Gen. Stat. §16-245m is silent on any return for conservation expenditures.  PRO Reply Brief, pp. 3 and 4.

The Department believes that Conn Gen. Stat. §16a-49(a)(2) gives the Company the right to earn an incentive on its prudently incurred C&LM expenditures.  To the extent that UI prudently incurs C&LM expenditures for programs and measures approved by the Department and successfully implemented by the Company, the expenditures are treated as operating costs of the Company and, as such, Conn Gen. Stat. §16a-49(a)(2) applies.  However, the management performance incentive is not a means to make the Company whole for lost revenues.

2.
Appropriateness of a Management Performance Incentive Fee

With the increase in the C&LM budget comes an expectation of high quality programs, designed and delivered by skilled and experienced staff.  To implement the Plan, UI anticipates increasing delivery and support personnel dedicated to conservation by 16 positions, an increase of more than 100% from the total of 15 that are currently involved in conservation.  UI considers the implementation of the Plan a company‑wide responsibility and therefore is coordinating cross‑department activities and staff to generate leads, deliver services and communicate with customers.  UI believes that its incentive proposal will reinforce the commitment and enthusiasm of UI’s C&LM staff thereby maximizing the success of the programs.  UI urges the Department to regard UI’s role in C&LM as like that of a general contractor responsible for Plan performance, and to approve an incentive payment comparable to that which a general contractor would receive for administering a similar plan.  UI believes that performance incentives motivate the Company to attain the maximum performance possible.  According to UI, financial incentives linked directly to performance create an environment conducive to creativity and teamwork.  Effective teamwork leads to higher levels of achievement.  Plan, p. 7; Response to Interrogatory EL-4; Tr. 12/9/99, pp. 9-11 and 28; UI Brief, pp. 6 and 7.

The performance measurement goals are based on a full year and will be prorated to reflect the date when the Plan is approved.  UI intends to continue spending on currently approved C&LM programs, but is waiting to begin implementing new programs pending the Decision in this docket.  However, the Company will include kWh savings and participation in existing programs in the incentive calculation.  Tr. 12/21/99, pp. 335 and 336.

Prior to 1996, UI was allowed to earn a maximum incentive rate of 3%.     Plan, p.  40.  AG believes that UI’s present proposal is unreasonably high by comparison, particularly in light of UI’s limited role as a distribution company.  AG believes in light of that, UI should not have to earn an incentive to perform each and every service obligation it bears.  The Company’s ratepayers should be able to trust that as a regulated entity, UI will carry out all of its obligations in an effective and efficient manner without having to pay extra for those services.  Further, AG believes that the Department need not increase the size of the incentives to address the Company’s concerns regarding its larger budget because incentives are based on percentages of that budget.  As the budget increases, so does the potential value of the incentive.  AG Brief, pp. 1, 3 and 6; AG Reply Brief, p. 3.

The ECMB adopted a resolution stating its unanimous support for the Company being allowed to earn a performance incentive for the delivery and administration of quality energy efficiency programs but did not endorse the amount of the incentive.  Plan, Appendix V.
PRO believes that an incentive fee is necessary to provide a motivation for management to deliver efficient and high quality programs.  According to PRO, the Department should use its own judgment, independent of Conn. Gen. Stat. §16a-49(a), in devising an incentive formula.  PRO believes that the risks to UI by administering C&LM programs are less than UI had when it was an integrated electric company since UI no longer bears the risk of the Department omitting imprudent generation expenditures from rate base.  However, UI is still legally responsible for carrying out contracts with customers and is accountable for providing high quality C&LM programs.  PRO Reply Brief, p. 4.

PRO recommends the following Performance Index and Pre‑Tax Incentive:

Performance Index Achieved %
Percent of Pre-tax Incentive

70-74
2

75-79
3

80-89
4

90-99
5

100-109
6

110-119
7

120 and up
8

  


PRO Reply Brief, p. 5.

Similar to UI’s, PRO’s proposal calculates performance as the ratio of achieved to planned kWh savings, with a program participation index added for residential programs.  PRO disagrees with UI’s final proposal that it should be allowed to receive a minimum one percent incentive regardless of program performance.  PRO Reply Brief, p. 5.  UI testified that it could accept PRO’s proposal.  Tr. 12/21/99, p. 341.


The Department believes that the Company should receive an appropriate incentive to put forth its best effort to implement cost effective C&LM programs and fulfill its overall goals.  The Department has reviewed the Company’s management performance incentive proposal as well as the proposals of the other parties.  The Company makes a convincing argument for a higher incentive because it must expend more resources and effort to produce cost‑effective programs for 2000.  However, 9.5% is too high.  PRO’s management performance incentive fee proposal for 2000 appears to give the Company an appropriate incentive and recognizes the effort required to ramp up to the higher expenditure level.  Therefore, the Department adopts it; however, the Department may adjust it in future years to encourage the Company to achieve higher targets.

PRO did not indicate if its incentive proposal was based in part on total C&LM kWh savings or the kWh savings for each program.  The incentive should be based on the target kWh savings for each C&I program presented in Late Filed Exhibit No. 11, Attachment 4.  The Department approves the participation target, as presented in Late File Exhibit No. 11, Attachment 4, as the basis for the incentive earned for the Energy Star Homes and Low Income Programs.  The target incentives for residential lighting and appliances are as modified above.  This allows the Company to earn the maximum incentive for a program that exceeds expectations, while not being rewarded for a program that does not meet them.  In addition, the Department approves the target overall C&LM cost rate of .314$/kwh (annualized) as presented in Late Filed Exhibit No. 11, Attachment 4.  If toward the end of 2000, the Company believes it will not achieve the goals required to earn the maximum 8% incentive, it may reallocate dollars from the incentive budget to programs that it expects will exceed their budgets, thereby keeping the entire activity for the year within budget.  All dollars reallocated to programs must be spent cost effectively.
It is not appropriate to prorate the performance measurement goals to reflect a partial year for all C&LM programs.  As UI stated, prior to this Decision, it continued to fund existing programs.  Also, in a letter dated March 7, 2000, the Department granted interim approval for UI to begin implementing new programs except for Load Management Pilot Programs and the T&D Efficiency Program.  Therefore, the incentive will be based on program performance for the entire year for the programs that continued from 1999.  The targets for the programs authorized to begin prior to the final Decision will be prorated for March to December.  The targets for the remaining programs will be prorated as of the date of the final Decision.  UI shall submit the targets, including those that are prorated, for each program.

3.
Pre-Tax or After‑Tax Incentive


UI’s rationale for the 8% pre‑tax incentive presumes that the 5% maximum referred to in Conn. Gen. Stat. §16-49a is an after-tax return.  UI believes it would be illogical to interpret the statutory provisions as requiring the calculation of the incentive payments on a pre‑tax rather than an after‑tax basis.  To be effective, an incentive must be perceived as such by those being motivated.  UI does not normally view the payment of additional taxes as an incentive.  Common sense suggests that it would cripple an incentive mechanism to calculate it in a manner that includes dollars the Company will never receive because they must be paid to the government.  Therefore, UI’s proposal is fair and reasonable within the intent of the statute.  Plan, p. 41; Response to Interrogatory EL-15; UI Reply Brief, p. 8.


Further, UI’s maximum 5% after-tax payout is based on UI’s understanding that, in past proceedings, the Department interpreted the statutory 5% maximum as an after- tax rate of return.  UI provided a copy of Late Filed Exhibit No. 26 from Docket No. 96‑03‑29, DPUC Financial and Operational Review of The United Illuminating Company, that shows that the calculation of revenue requirements associated with UI’s C&LM activities, including the bonus or performance incentive, included a gross-up for income taxes, uncollectibles and gross earnings tax.  Thus, UI believes this exhibit shows a Department precedent that supports UI’s after-tax calculation.  Tr. 12/9/99, p. 18; Tr. 12/21/99, p. 350; Late Filed Exhibit No. 12; UI Brief, p. 9; UI Reply Brief, p. 7.


AG believes that the Department should reject the Company’s tax interpretation.  The statute does not state or indicate that the 1% to 5% incentives allowed are after-tax and UI was not able to provide any documentation that the statute applies on an after tax basis.  AG does not believe that when the Legislature stated that the maximum allowed incentive was 5% it actually meant the Company could earn 8%.  AG also believes that the Department should reject UI’s claim that prior proceedings give evidence that Conn. Gen. Stat. §16a‑49 applies on an after-tax basis because the Company did not bring any evidence into this proceeding or take administrative notice of any evidence.  Therefore, the evidence cited by UI is not properly on the record in this proceeding.  AG Brief, pp. 3 and 6.

In the Decision dated December 31, 1996, in Docket No. 96‑03‑29, the Department approved revenue requirements for 2000 including after-tax incentives as UI asserted.  The Department continues to believe that it is appropriate to allow the Company to receive an incentive on a revenue requirement basis, gross of taxes.

4.
Customer Awareness


The Department invited discussion on the topic of tying Company incentives to customer awareness of C&LM programs.  UI does not believe that incentives should be tied to customer awareness.  Awareness alone does not produce the results of increased energy efficiency, which is the primary goal of the Plan.  However, if the Department chooses to pursue the issue, then UI believes it may be appropriate to use market surveys by a qualified third-party market research firm that would report to the ECMB.  A small portion of the incentive could be targeted toward an awareness goal.  Response to Interrogatory EL-9; Tr. 12/9/99, pp. 184-189.

It is important to consider customer awareness of C&LM programs in evaluating the Company’s success.  If customers are not aware that programs exist, they cannot participate in them and contribute to measurable energy savings.  UI is directed to explore, with the assistance of the ECMB, the most appropriate method of incorporating customer awareness into the Company’s management incentive fee and put forth a proposal in its next C&LM filing.

5.
Incentive Fee Methodology for UI and CL&P


UI believes that the Department should not require it and CL&P to have a uniform incentive management fee methodology.  There are important differences between it and CL&P that would argue for different incentive plans for the companies.  For example, the companies’ customer bases are very different, the programs themselves are different and UI’s C&LM budget increases from 1999 to 2000 by a far greater percentage than CL&P’s does.  Tr. 12/9/99, p. 143; Tr. 12/21/99, p. 297; UI Reply Brief, pp. 8 and 9.


If the Department does allow an incentive program, AG believes that it should be the same for UI and CL&P.  AG Brief, p. 2.  PRO believes that the Department should implement the same incentive structures for UI and CL&P, particularly since a greater number of programs will be administered either on a statewide or regional basis.  Setting the same incentive structures for UI and CL&P would also promote greater consistency and simplicity in the evaluation of their respective programs.  PRO Reply Brief, p. 5.


The Department generally believes that UI and CL&P should have a similar incentive fee methodology, but may approve variations for the two companies based on each company’s specific set of circumstances and record evidence.  As the two companies implement more joint programs, the Department will look to setting the same incentive fee methodology for them.

6.
Alternative Incentive Proposals


Energy savings are a logical and common basis for incentives.  However, it is very time consuming for the Department to determine the appropriate level of program costs and participation levels, particularly when the programs are not consistent between utilities.  The utilities are much more aware of what levels they can reach, and since they propose the goals and incentive levels, they can game the system.


The Department believes that it may be appropriate to base the management performance incentive in the future on criteria other than savings, including customer awareness of C&LM.  Therefore, the Company is directed in its next filing to propose alternative methods upon which to base a management performance incentive.

F.
Other Accounting Issues


The money received from the three‑mill per kWh conservation charge is outside the normal use of company funds.  The funds will be placed in a deferred liability fund, which can only be accessed for conservation.  It is an off‑balance sheet item.  Each month UI will take the revenues from the three‑mill per kWh charge and debit expense and credit a liability account for the amount of the revenues to set up a reserve on its books for the amount of money to be spent on C&LM programs.  By transferring the revenues to a liability account, the affect on UI’s earnings each month would be consistently the three mills per kWh sold.  When UI incurs C&LM expenditures, the liability account would be reduced and there would be no affect on UI’s earnings for expenditures.  In addition, the monies set up in the reserve would remain there until all monies were spent on C&LM programs.  UI is willing to earmark any interest earned on the funds solely for conservation.  Plan, pp. 43 and 44; Tr. 12/9/99, pp. 21 and 22.
UI testified that it would be difficult to spend the entire $16 million C&LM budget in 2000 cost effectively.  Any money not spent would be carried over to the next year.  Tr. 12/21/99, p. 364.


The Department accepts UI’s proposal for recording C&LM revenues and expenditures for 2000.  In addition, the Department accepts UI’s proposal to credit interest earned on the C&LM funds to additional conservation programs.  However, if UI finds itself in the position of expenditures exceeding revenues, then it must work with the ECMB to formulate recommendations to present to the Department as to how overspending will be treated.

G.
Future C&LM Programs

Cost-effective delivery of energy services requires an ESCO industry.  UI’s programs already stimulate ESCOs to some extent by using vendors to deliver some programs.
  Allowing ESCOs to run programs would free UI to focus on its core business, delivering energy.  A further benefit would be that the incentives, or profits to the ESCO, would be determined by the market rather than administratively by the Department.  Further, competitive bidding would reduce the need for the Department to determine the appropriate level of program costs, participation levels and savings.  Competition for providing these programs would create incentives for ESCOs to be efficient and innovative. 

The Wilson program provides an example of why a Request for Proposal (RFP) for implementing conservation is appropriate.  As discussed in Section II.B.2.f., K‑12 Education Program, the Wilson program will be evaluated and considered for use in CL&P’s service territory.  Geographically, CL&P is approximately six times the size of UI.  Therefore, expanding the Wilson program to include CL&P has the potential to significantly increase Wilson’s revenues.  Since Wilson’s success will be measured in part by its ability to maximize energy savings, Wilson has a tremendous incentive to do so.  If the Wilson program fails to meet the goals established by the Board, alternative programs would be considered.  If this were to happen, there is no assurance that Wilson would be included in a future program.  In fact, failure on the part of an ESCO could harm its chance for continued participation in these programs.  As such, Wilson’s incentive is based on competitive forces, not legislative mandates.  On the other hand, if a UI program is unsuccessful, UI can propose alternatives, revamp or discontinue the program, knowing that it will control the succeeding one.  

The Department believes it is appropriate for UI to develop the ESCO market and customer-initiated programs and allow ESCOs and/or customers to bid to plan and implement conservation programs.  This approach would work toward the goal of establishing statewide programs since it is unlikely that ESCOs would propose separate programs for each utility’s service territory.  Instead, ESCOs would develop a single, statewide program to deliver the service as efficiently as possible to maximize profits.  See Section II.B.1, Joint Programs.  Therefore, the Department will require UI to work with the ECMB to develop an RFP for this purpose to have alternative conservation suppliers plan and deliver programs for approval at the time of its next annual C&LM filing.  

III.
Findings of Fact

1. Conn. Gen. Stat. §16-245m requires the Department on and after January 1, 2000, to assess or cause to be assessed a charge of three mills per kWh of electricity to be sold to each end use customer of an electric distribution company to be used to implement C&LM programs.

2. UI proposed a budget of $16,782,876 for 2000.

3. The ECMB supports UI’s overall goals, objectives and strategic focus of the Plan.

4. UI’s Plan contemplates a coordinated effort among the utilities in the region as well as participation in national initiatives.

5. The Company believes that it is important to retain individual conservation programs.

6. UI’s Plan includes an Appliance Rebate Program for Energy Star clothes washers, refrigerators, room air conditioners and dishwashers.

7. The budget for the Appliance Rebate Program totals $905,000, with projected annual energy savings of 1,730,035 kWhs.

8. UI’s proposed target for Energy Star clothes washers is 846 units or approximately 5% of the annual number of units purchased.

9. The Market Assessment Study found that the incremental cost of Energy Star clothes washers has declined since 1998.

10. The Market Assessment Study found that the current penetration rate for Energy Star clothes washers is 16% and has increased since 1998.

11. UI’s Energy Star Lighting program includes a retail point‑of‑purchase offer, the SmartLiving Catalog and a torchier replacement promotion.

12. The budget for the Energy Star Lighting program is $1,564,677, representing approximately 9% of UI’s total C&LM budget.

13. The annual energy savings for the Energy Star Lighting program are 5,102,334 kWhs and the total market for the program is UI’s 276,539 residential customers.

14. UI’s point‑of‑purchase lighting program may not be ongoing and may be restricted to promotional events.

15. UI has participated jointly in CL&P’s SmartLiving catalog program since 1998.

16. UI’s target for the SmartLiving Catalog is 4,800 orders and total annual energy savings of 1,545,600 kWhs.

17. UI had 3,082 orders placed through the SmartLiving catalog between June and December 1998.

18. Under the Torchier Replacement Program UI will swap an energy efficient torchier for a halogen torchier.

19. UI’s target for this program is 4,203 torchiers and total annual energy savings of 1,504,674 kWhs.

20. The Energy Star Homes program is part of a national energy efficiency campaign sponsored by the EPA and the DOE.

21. UI supplements the national Energy Star Homes Program platform to encourage and assist homebuyers and builders to achieve greater energy efficiency for heating, cooling, lighting and appliance operations.

22. The current projection of building permits that will be issued in UI’s service territory in year 2000 is 1,200.

23. The budget for the Energy Star Homes Program in year 2000 is $431,400 and the target participation is 144 homes.

24. The Energy Star Homes Program offered throughout New England achieved a 9% penetration rate in 1999.

25. UI has had discussions with CL&P regarding a joint offering for the Hot Shot and is considering a pilot program in 2000.

26. UI is allowed to master meter assisted living facilities, subject to certain conditions.

27. There were six assisted living facilities constructed in UI’s service territory subsequent to the CareMatrix Decision.

28. Assisted living facilities did not participate in UI’s conservation programs in 1998 and 1999.

29. UI will begin its K‑12 Program, which will be implemented by Wilson Educational Services, Inc., in 2000.

30. The budget for the K‑12 Program is $397,000, or 2% of the total C&LM budget, and the target is 46 schools and 200,000 kWhs.

31. The goal of the K‑12 Program is to raise awareness about energy efficiency and to identify opportunities to help reduce energy costs in school facilities.

32. UI will target low-income customer conservation needs through two currently available programs, the state-mandated Energy Conservation Loan Fund and UI Helps.

33. UI plans to expand its outreach efforts for the Year 2000 and will use two strategies for marketing to low-income customers: direct program delivery, for which UI will enlist the services of CAAs; and a referral intake service under which UI will initiate a toll-free help line.

34. UI plans to explore, possibly in conjunction with CL&P, the feasibility of funding and supporting a low-income help line referral/counseling service program. 

35. UI has budgeted $260,000 or approximatley 1.5% of the total budget to implement the RD&D program for 2000.

36. UI’s RD&D plan for 2000 focuses on demonstration and commercialization, rather than focusing on the research and development aspect of RD&D.

37. As with EPRI activities, a partnership with CL&P and CT Innovations would leverage UI’s RD&D budget and eliminate redundant activities within the state.

38. The Company did not use the Department market price forecast in its cost effectiveness tests.

39. UI, with the assistance of a marketing firm, is developing a complete marketing plan and time line.  UI plans to include general marketing/advertising to create general conservation awareness and promote energy efficiency.

40. UI does not intend to include CL&P in its general advertising efforts. However, it would pursue the prospect of joint advertising with CL&P in the context of the ECMB.

41. UI does not consider customer funding to be a key motivator in its conservation effort. 

42. In all printed materials on conservation, UI intends to use a statement on customer-funding of the programs.

43. UI plans to use brochures extensively to maximize program participation.

44. UI intends to connect customer calls on conservation directly to trained C&LM staff.  The Company has not yet developed a training program for the C&LM service staff.

45. UI believes that improved call tracking will enable it to enhance its marketing effort.

46. UI proposes to apportion $1,079,000, after-tax, of the total 2000 C&LM expenditures to the management performance incentive.

47. Prior to restructuring, UI’s C&LM programs were included in rate base and amortized. 

48. As a distribution company, UI collects the conservation charge of three mills per kWh through customer bills and is required to provide C&LM services.

49. UI anticipates increasing its work force by 16 positions or 50% to handle the 2000 C&LM programs.

50. The ECMB adopted a resolution stating its unanimous support for allowing the Company to earn a performance incentive for the delivery and administration of quality energy efficiency programs.

51. In the Decision in Docket No. 96-03-29, the Department approved revenue requirements that included after tax incentives.

52. Each month UI will take the revenues from the three‑mill per kWh charge and debit expense and credit a liability account for the amount of the revenues to set up a reserve on its books for the amount of money to be spent on C&LM program.

53. UI is willing to earmark any interest earned on C&LM funds solely for conservation.

54. If the Company receives more revenue than it spends for C&LM, the unspent funds will carry over to the following year.

IV.
Conclusion and Orders

A. Conclusion

The Department approves UI’s proposed C&LM budget of $16,782,876.  The Department commends the Board for being able to reach consensus on an extensive array of issues, but believes that even more can be done for the year 2000.  The C&LM programs for 2000, as modified in this Decision, will allow UI to achieve the overall goals of the Plan of promoting and facilitating the wise and efficient use of energy.  The Department believes that the Company and the Board can work together to design even more innovative, cost-effective, and consistent C&LM programs for the future.

The Department believes the Company is entitled to receive an appropriate management performance incentive to develop and implement cost-effective C&LM programs that will achieve the overall goals of the Plan.  However, the Department believes that the Company should be required to achieve superior performance to receive the maximum allowed incentive.

B.
Orders

1. No later than June 30, 2000 the Company will reallocate its budget and submit an update of Appendix A with the reallocated budgets and associated savings.  The Company shall identify the program budgets that are prorated.

2. No later than June 30, 2000, the Company shall provide the targets, including the prorated targets, for each program.

3. By June 30, 2000, the Company will provide its cost effectiveness tests using the conditions listed in Section II.C., Program Evaluation – Cost Effectiveness Test.

4. No later than July 31, 2000, UI shall issue an RFP for ESCOs and customers to plan and implement C&LM programs as discussed in Section II.E, Management Incentive.

5. No later than July 31, 2000, the Company shall establish a hot-button at the top of the UI Home Page that provides a direct link to a web page devoted specifically to its residential and commercial/industrial C&LM programs.  The introduction to the web page shall include the customer-funding tag line and the hot line.  Access for downloading the conservation brochures shall also be provided.  All website references to conservation shall include an explanation of the availability of programs and include the customer-funding tag line and the hot line number.

6. No later than July 31, 2000, UI shall establish a dedicated hot line for energy conservation that utilizes a telephone number related to the conservation theme.  The hot line service center shall be staffed with trained personnel having specific knowledge of the Company’s C&LM programs. 

7. No later than July 31, 2000, the Company shall develop a general summary and program-specific brochures for its residential and commercial/industrial conservation programs.  Spanish versions shall be created for all residential brochures.  The general summary brochure shall enumerate each applicable program with a brief description, replicating UI’s 1999 version.  Each brochure shall indicate, prominently displayed on the front cover in a message box, the prescribed customer-funding tag line for printed materials and the tag lines for the hot line number and website address.  All brochures shall be submitted to the Department for review prior to printing.

8. No later than October 1, 2000, UI shall develop a general conservation awareness campaign plan in conjunction with CL&P that promotes overall awareness of the availability of conservation programs.

9. No later than October 1, 2000, UI shall report to the Department on its findings regarding the the feasibility of funding and supporting, in conjunction with CL&P, a cooperative help line referral/counseling service with an out-sourced provider for both conservation and other assistance programs in the Year 2001.

10. No later than October 1, 2000, the Company shall incorporate the Energy Care Initiative Pilot Low Income Program Service Delivery Process into the Company’s CSR training and customer service policies and procedures.  UI shall revise its customer service procedures requiring that CSRs, as part of the Energy Care initiative, and in all communications with low-income customers, shall make them aware of available conservation programs.  The revisions shall require CSRs to mail a conservation brochure to each such customer who contacts the Company about any low-income issue, conservation or high billing complaint.

11. In its next C&LM filing UI shall:

a) include common residential and small commercial and industrial programs;

b) include a report summarizing the C&LM measures installed in Assisted Living facilities as discussed in Section II.B.2.e., Assisted Living facilities;

c) provide all work papers supporting its cost effectiveness tests;

d) provide all work papers supporting the development of savings and customer incentives for efficiency measures that provide over 10% of each program’s savings using 2000 base lines;

e) submit UI’s Energy Star Home Program as a joint program with CL&P as discussed in Sections II.B.2.c., Energy Star Homes;

f) include a proposal for a joint program for the Hot Shot as discussed in Section II.B.2.d., Residential Heat Pump Water Heater – Hot Shot;

g) provide a progress report on the participation and funding of specific technologies and projects, including state-wide and regional coordination of programs;

h) submit a proposal to include customer awareness of C&LM programs in the management incentive fee; 

i) propose alternative methods upon which to base a management performance incentive; 

j) explore, in the context of the ECMB, the feasibility of offering WRAP and provide servicing to low-income customers through an UI Energy Care Initiative and/or an out-sourced delivery system; and

k) report on its efforts to improve its customer call tracking system to enable it to monitor the effectiveness of the various marketing strategies used for conservation.

l) Include a table similar to the one presented in Appendix A of the Decision in Docket No. 99‑09-30, DPUC Review of The Connecticut Light and Power Company’s Load Management Programs for 2000.  The program name will be its marketing name with a note that distinguishes the major feature or requirement of the program.  The last column will include a brief description of program changes from the prior year, its primary services, and delivery method.  Electronic filings will have all formulas in tact.

12. In referencing conservation programs, the Company shall consistently note, in all television and radio advertising, the UI customer-funding tag line, that “Conservation programs are funded by the Conservation Charge on UI customer bills.”  In all printed materials, UI shall note the customer-funding tag line as follows:  “Conservation programs are funded by the Conservation Charge on UI customer bills.  These programs are designed to help customers manage their energy usage and reduce their costs.”  Additionally, all advertising and mass printed materials shall also provide the taglines for the hot line number and the website address for conservation.

13. UI shall submit, to the Department, copies of its quarterly reports to the ECMB on overall program participation.  The quarterly ECMB reporting shall include the annual budget and the year-to-date expenditure for each C&LM program. 

Docket No. 99-10-18
DPUC Review of The United Illuminating Company's Conservation and Load Management Plan for 2000

This Decision is adopted by the following Commissioners:
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Linda Kelly Arnold 
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� An instant rebate eliminates the need for a customer to mail in a rebate form to obtain the discounted price.


� The CareMatrix Decision applied to UI and CL&P.


� For example WRAP services are provided by an outside vendor.
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_1019627979.xls
Asst Living

		Assisted Living Facilities Constructed Since September 9, 1998

		Facility				Residential Dwelling Units

		Laurel Gardens of  Milford				100

		Laurel Gardens of  Orange				107

		Laurel Gardens of Hamden				100

		Crosby Commons in Shelton				67

		Rosedale of Trumbull				113

		Brighton Gardens in Woodbridge				115

						535

		Source: Response to Interrogatory EL-2

						116

						62060

						124120		2

						186180		3

						248240		4

						310300		5





K-12

		The United Illuminating Company's K-12 Educational Program

		Program		Cost per Class		Grades		Maximum Class Size		Duration		Presentation

		Savings Through Energy Management (STEM)		$4,500		7-12		25		5 days		To the Board of Education

		WattWatchers		$1,500		5-6		30		2 days		To the Principal

		Energy UUUU*		$750		3-4		30		1 day		To the Principal

		Poss's Energy Posse		$750		K-2		30		1 hour		To the Principal

		Source: Late Filed Exhibit No. 8

		*UUUU stands for We Understand It's Up to Us to Use Energy Wisely





Joint

		Common Programs UI/CL&P

		Residential Programs

				SmartLiving Catalog

				Energy Star Homes

				Energy Star Appliances

				High-Efficiency Residential Lighting

				Research, Development and Demonstration

		Commercial and Industrial Programs

				Design Lights Consortium

				Northeast Regional C&I HVAC Initiative

				Resource-Efficient Building O&M Initiative

				Northeast Premium Efficiency Motors Initiative

		Source:UI Plan, Appendix X.
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Asst Living

		Assisted Living Facilities Constructed Since September 9, 1998

		Facility				Residential Dwelling Units

		Laurel Gardens of  Milford				100

		Laurel Gardens of  Orange				107

		Laurel Gardens of Hamden				100

		Crosby Commons in Shelton				67

		Rosedale of Trumbull				113

		Brighton Gardens in Woodbridge				115

						535

		Source: Response to Interrogatory EL-2

						116

						62060

						124120		2

						186180		3

						248240		4

						310300		5





K-12

		K-12 Educational Program

		Program		Cost per Class		Grades		Maximum Class Size		Duration		Presentation

		Savings Through Energy Management (STEM)		$4,500		7-12		25		5 days		To the Board of Education

		WattWatchers		$1,500		5-6		30		2 days		To the Principal

		Energy UUUU*		$750		3-4		30		1 day		To the Principal

		Poss's Energy Posse		$750		K-2		30		1 hour		To the Principal

		Source: Late Filed Exhibit No. 8

		*UUUU stands for We Understand it's Up to Us to Use Enery Wisely





Joint

		Common Programs UI/CL&P

		Residential Programs

				SmartLiving Catalog

				Energy Star Homes

				Energy Star Appliances

				High-Efficiency Residential Lighting

				Research, Development and Demonstration

		Commercial and Industrial Programs

				Design Lights Consortium

				Northeast Regional C&I HVAC Initiative

				Resource-Efficient Building O&M Initiative

				Northeast Premium Efficiency Motors Initiative

		Source:UI Plan, Appendix X.
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Sum A

		APPENDIX A

		UI  2000 PROPOSED C&LM SUMMARY

		from LF-2-1 filed 12/10/99

				Energy		Energy		Small		Residential		Low				Total		Portion

				Blueprint		Opportunities		Business		Opportunities		Income				5 Programs		of Total		C&I		Residential

		Program Delivery Budgets

		Electric Savings Incentives		$   2,485,229		$   2,462,201		$   994,778		$   1,259,735		$   1,173,104				$   8,375,046		56%

		Non Electric Savings Incentives		$   88,017		$   86,000		$   27,000		$   85,900		$   61,742				$   348,659		2%

		Management Incentive		$   330,774		$   288,942		$   121,106		$   214,864		$   123,348				$   1,079,034		7.266%						7.266%		6.429%

		Other Program Costs		$   1,561,433		$   1,347,070		$   492,050		$   1,340,166		$   306,997				$   5,047,716		34%

		Total Program Delivery Budgets		$   4,465,453		$   4,184,212		$   1,634,934		$   2,900,665		$   1,665,191				$   14,850,456		100%		$10,284,599		$4,565,856

																				69%		31%

		Other Programs and Costs

		Pilot Programs

		It Pays to Save		$   135,000

		ECMB Initiated Pilots		$   150,000

		Load Management		$   675,000

		Total Pilot Programs														$   960,000

		Monitoring & Evaluation

		Labor		$   282,420

		M&E Projects		$   270,000

		Total Monitoring & Evaluation														$   552,420

		RD&D														$   260,000

		ECMB Costs														$   160,000

		Total Other Costs														$   1,932,420

		Total C&LM Cost  (Delivery + Other)  (Electric Test)														$   16,782,876

		EL-24:

		PV Benefits (Electric Test)		$   8,185,014		$   6,581,382		$   1,986,277		$   3,539,517		$   1,305,891				$   21,598,081

		PV Benefits (Societal Test)		$   11,085,902		$   8,916,018		$   2,616,716		$   4,898,396		$   2,359,178				$   29,876,210

		PV Delivery Costs (Societal Test)		$   4,758,364		$   7,631,513		$   2,400,226		$   3,843,641		$   1,665,182				$   20,298,926

		Other Programs and Costs														$   1,932,420

		PV Societal Costs (Societal Test)														$   22,231,346

		Planned Savings

		Demand Savings (KW)		4,702		3,779		1,925		4,976		0				15,382				68%		32%

		Annual Energy Savings (Kwh)		20,015,994		15,923,114		6,417,920		7,123,681		4,002,667				53,483,376				79%		21%		42,357,028		11,126,348

		Lifetime Energy Savings (Kwh)		300,239,905		254,896,716		64,179,200		112,714,257		40,026,670				772,056,748				80%		20%		619,315,821		152,740,927

		Average Program Life (years)		15.0		16.0		10.0		15.8		10.0				14.4

		Societal Benefit/Cost Ratio		2.33		1.17		1.09		1.27		1.42				1.34

		Electrical System Benefit/Cost Ratio (includes electric and gas benefits)		1.83		1.57		1.21		1.22		0.78				1.29

		Electrical System Benefit/Cost Ratio (only electric benefits)		1.79		1.52		1.15		1.03		0.72

		Delivery Cost Rate                              (Delivery $/lifetime kWh)		$0.0149		$0.0164		$0.0255		$0.0257		$0.0416				$0.0192				$   0.0166		$   0.0299

				C&I =		$0.0166				Residential =		$0.0299

		Overall Cost Rate (Total $/KWh lifetime)														$0.0217

		Check		$   4,465,453		$   4,184,212		$   1,634,934		$   2,900,665		$   1,665,191				$   14,850,456

		Check if all 0's		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000				0.000

				1999 EIA-826

				271,603		42%

				256,245

				100,440		58%

				11,310

				639,598

				2.2%		3.2%		5.0%		15.6%		7.7%

		Delivery Rate                                         (Delivery $/annual kWh)														$   0.278

		Overall Cost Rate (Total $/annual kWh)														$   0.314
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Exec. Summary

		UI  2000 CLM Cost Effectiveness Summary

		LF-2-1 filed 12/10/99

				Energy		Energy		Small		Residential		Low		Total

				Blueprint		Opportunities		Business		Opportunities		Income		5 Programs

		Program Delivery Budgets		$4,465,453		$4,184,212		$1,634,934		$2,900,665		$1,665,191		$14,850,456

		Planned Savings

		Demand Savings (KW)		4,702		3,779		1,925		4,976		- 0		15,382

		Annual Energy Savings (Kwh)		20,015,994		15,923,114		6,417,920		7,123,681		4,002,667		53,483,376		$   0.314

		Lifetime Energy Savings (Kwh)		300,239,905		254,896,716		64,179,200		112,714,257		40,026,670		772,056,748

		Cost Rate ($/lifetime kWh)		$   0.015		$   0.016		$   0.025		$   0.026		$   0.042		$   0.019		0.27766489

		Societal Benefit/Cost		2.33		1.17		1.09		1.27		1.42

		Electrical System Benefit/Cost		1.83		1.57		1.21		1.22		0.78

		Other Programs and Costs

		Pilot Programs		$   960,000

		Monitoring & Evaluation		$   552,420				Forecast 2000 Kwh x 0.03$/Kwh						$   16,782,875

		RD&D		$   260,000				Proposed 2000 Budget						$   16,782,876

		ECMB Costs		$   160,000				Cost Rate ($/KWh lifetime)						0.022

		Other Costs Total		$   1,932,420				Overall Societal B/C						1.34

								Overall Electric System B/C						1.29

		Total CLM Cost		$16,782,876

						NU

						67,313

						687

						1298

		Monitoring & Evaluation		$   552,420		1,985

				3.29%		2.95%





ProgramSumary

		UI  2000 CLM Program Budget Summary

				Energy		Energy		Small		Residential		Low								% of Tot		% of Tot-		% of Tot-

				Blueprint		Opportunities		Business		Opportunities		Income										Mgmnt Inc.		Mgmnt Inc.-

		Program Delivery Budgets												Summary		%								Source Save

		Labor		$675,500		$462,000		$91,000		$170,500		$122,500		$1,521,500		9%		11.05%		9.07%		11.05%		0.00%

		Electric Savings Incentives		$2,485,229		$2,462,201		$994,778		$1,259,735		$1,173,104		$8,375,046		50%		60.81%		49.90%		60.81%		0.00%

		Non Electric Savings Incentives		$88,017		$86,000		$27,000		$85,900		$61,742		$348,659		2%		2.53%		2.08%		2.53%		0.00%

		Advertising & Promotion		$136,500		$48,500		$45,000		$607,500		$30,000		$867,500		5%		6.30%		5.17%		6.30%		0.00%

		NEEP Participation		$26,500		$0		$0		$196,000		$0		$222,500		1%		1.62%		1.33%		1.62%		0.00%

		Supplies & Equipment		$18,500		$17,500		$12,000		$12,556		$5,000		$65,556		0%		0.48%		0.39%		0.48%		0.00%

		Staff Business Exp.		$27,900		$32,100		$3,500		$13,000		$5,500		$82,000		0%		0.60%		0.49%		0.60%		0.00%

		Project Financing		$33,600		$22,400		$1,940,779		$0		$0		$1,996,779		12%		14.50%		11.90%		14.50%		0.00%

		Project Income		($30,000)		($20,000)		($1,732,838)		$0		$0		($1,782,838)		-11%		-12.95%		-10.62%		-12.95%		0.00%

		Program Development		$25,000		$29,000		$8,000		$90,613		$50,000		$202,613		1%		1.47%		1.21%		1.47%		0.00%

		Contract Services		$234,500		$399,500		$40,000		$105,000		$0		$779,000		5%		5.66%		4.64%		5.66%		0.00%

		Technical Assistance		$41,500		$61,751		$0		$0		$0		$103,251		1%		0.75%		0.62%		0.75%		0.00%

		Computer Expense		$17,370		$11,880		$2,340		$4,500		$3,150		$39,240		0%		0.28%		0.23%		0.28%		0.00%

		Overheads		$354,563		$282,439		$82,270		$140,497		$90,847		$950,615		6%		6.90%		5.66%		6.90%		0.00%

		Management Incentive		$330,774		$288,942		$121,106		$214,864		$123,348		$1,079,034		6%		7.84%		6.43%		7.84%		0.00%

		Total		$4,465,453		$4,184,212		$1,634,934		$2,900,665		$1,665,191		$14,850,456		88%		107.84%		88.49%		107.84%		0.00%

		%		27%		25%		10%		17%		10%		88%

		Target		$4,425,131		$4,177,307		$1,627,456		$2,885,494		$1,668,609		$14,783,998

		Difference		$40,322		$6,905		$7,478		$15,171		($3,418)		$66,458

		Planned Savings																				Incentives

		Demand Savings (KW)		4,702		3,779		1,925		4,976		- 0		15,382

		Annual Energy Savings (Kwh)		20,015,994		15,923,114		6,417,920		7,123,681		4,002,667		53,483,376								Pilots		$888,889

		Lifetime Energy Savings (Kwh)		300,239,905		254,896,716		64,179,200		112,714,257		40,026,670		772,056,748								Pilot Incent		$   71,111

		Cost Rate ($/Kwh lifetime)		$   0.015		$   0.016		$   0.025		$   0.026		$   0.042		$   0.019								Total Pilots		$960,000

		Societal Benefit/Cost		2.33		1.17		1.09		1.27		1.42

		Electrical System Benefit/Cost		1.83		1.57		1.21		1.22		0.78										M & E Incent		0

		Pilot Programs																				RD & D Incent		$0

		It Pays to Save		$   135,000																		Total Incent		$0

		ECMB Initiated Pilots		$   150,000				Forecast  Yr 2000 Kwh x 0.03$/Kwh						$   16,782,875								% of $16,782,875		0.00%

		Load Management		$   675,000				Proposed 2000 Budget						$   16,782,876								% of $16,782,875		0.00%

				$   960,000				Cost Rate ($/KWh lifetime)						0.022								minus$1,210,324

								Overall Societal B/C						1.34

								Overall Electric System B/C						1.29

		Monitoring & Evaluation

		Labor		$   282,420

		M&E Projects		$   270,000

				$   552,420

		RD&D		$   260,000

		ECMB Costs		$   160,000





MarketSumary

		

				Energy		Energy		Small		Municipal		K-12				T&D		Comfort		Energy Star		Energy Star		Energy Star		UI

				Blueprint		Opportunities		Business		Energy		Education		Motors		Efficiency		Zone		Homes		Lighting		Appliances		Helps		Summary		%

		Budget Projections

		Labor		$437,500		$367,500		$91,000		$105,000		$70,000		$35,000		$17,500		$105,000		$65,500		$87,500		$17,500		$122,500		$1,521,500		9%		Labor

		Electric Savings Incentives		$1,775,900		$1,780,875		$994,778		$1,043,825		$27,591		$9,939		$250,000		$59,300		$100,000		$603,825		$555,909		$1,173,104		$8,375,046		50%		Electric Savings Incentives

		Non Electric Savings Incentives		$64,017		$70,000		$27,000		$40,000		$0		$0		$0		$0		$29,600		$0		$56,300		$61,742		$348,659		2%		Non Electric Savings Incentives

		Advertising & Promotion		$85,000		$40,000		$45,000		$15,000		$5,000		$10,000		$0		$30,000		$60,000		$454,500		$93,000		$30,000		$867,500		5%		Advertising & Promotion

		NEEP Participation		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$14,500		$0		$12,000		$56,000		$90,000		$50,000		$0		$222,500		1%		NEEP Participation

		Supplies & Equipment		$10,000		$15,000		$12,000		$5,000		$1,000		$2,000		$0		$3,000		$5,000		$5,049		$2,507		$5,000		$65,556		0%		Supplies & Equipment

		Staff Business Exp.		$20,000		$30,000		$3,500		$4,000		$1,000		$2,000		$0		$3,000		$5,000		$5,000		$3,000		$5,500		$82,000		0%		Staff Business Exp.

		Project Financing		$0		$0		$1,940,779		$56,000		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$1,996,779		12%		Project Financing

		Project Income		$0		$0		($1,732,838)		($50,000)		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		($1,782,838)		-11%		Project Income

		Program Development		$15,000		$25,000		$8,000		$10,000		$0		$0		$0		$4,000		$15,000		$50,000		$25,613		$50,000		$202,613		1%		Program Development

		Contract Services		$104,000		$275,000		$40,000		$30,000		$225,000		$0		$0		$0		$30,000		$75,000		$0		$0		$779,000		5%		Contract Services

		Technical Assistance		$32,000		$55,251		$0		$15,000		$1,000		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$103,251		1%		Technical Assistance

		Computer Expense		$11,250		$9,450		$2,340		$2,700		$1,800		$900		$450		$2,700		$1,800		$2,250		$450		$3,150		$39,240		0%		Computer Expense

		Overheads		$233,029		$217,054		$82,270		$81,041		$34,838		$14,021		$15,549		$41,469		$31,536		$75,651		$33,310		$90,847		$950,615		6%		Overheads

		Management Incentive		$223,016		$230,810		$121,106		$108,605		$29,378		$7,069		$0		$20,838		$31,955		$115,902		$67,007		$123,348		$1,079,034		6%		Management Incentive

		Total		$3,010,712		$3,115,941		$1,634,934		$1,466,172		$396,608		$95,428		$283,499		$281,307		$431,391		$1,564,677		$904,597		$1,665,191		$14,850,456		88%		Total

		%		18%		19%		10%		9%		2%		1%		2%		2%		3%		9%		5%		10%		88%

		Customer Incentive  %		59%		57%		61%		71%		7%		10%		88%		21%		23%		39%		61%		70%		56%

		Savings

		Demand Savings (KW)		3,098		2,650		1,925		2,290		91		23		122		208		- 0		4,976		0				15,382

		Annual Energy Savings (Kwh)		15,487,500		11,872,503		6,417,920		6,958,832		197,079		139,714		1,070,000		213,480		291,312		5,102,334		1,730,035		4,002,667		53,483,376

		Lifetime Energy Savings (Kwh)		232,312,500		178,087,540		64,179,200		104,382,487		2,956,181		2,095,712		32,100,000		3,202,200		4,847,040		73,266,525		34,600,692		40,026,670		772,056,748

		Cost Rate ($/Kwh)		$0.013		$0.017		$0.025		$0.014		$0.134		$0.046		$0.009		$0.088		$0.089		$0.021		$0.026		$0.042		$0.019

		Program Budget Allocation

		EB		100%		0%		0%		60%		50%		100%		0%		100%		0%		0%		0%		0%

		EO		0%		100%		0%		40%		50%		0%		100%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%

		Small Business		0%		0%		100%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%

		Energy Star Homes		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		100%		100%		100%		0%

		Low Income		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		100%

		Program Savings Allocation

		EB		100%		0%		0%		60%		0%		100%		0%		100%		0%		0%		0%		0%

		EO		0%		100%		0%		40%		100%		0%		100%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%

		Small Business		0%		0%		100%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%

		Energy Star Homes		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		100%		100%		100%		0%

		Low Income		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		100%

						1998 kWh Sales		% of Sales		% of Y2K Pgm Budget				Number of UI customers by class						Targeted

						Low Income		6%		11%				Low Income Customers				58,000		2,900

						Non low-income Residential		29%		21%				Residential				223,591

						Commercial		43%		35%				Commercial				29,468

						Industrial		21%		33%				Industrial				1,752

										100%





C&I

		C&I only		BP		EO		SB		60BP/40EO		5BP/50EO		BP		EO		BP																						BP		EO		SB		C&I		Resd		C&I		Resd		C&I		Resd

				Energy		Energy		Small		Municipal		K-12				T&D		Comfort		Energy Star		Energy Star		Energy Star		UI		C&I						TOTAL																				w/o inc		w/o inc

				Blueprint		Opportunities		Business		Energy		Education		Motors		Efficiency		Zone		Homes		Lighting		Appliances		Helps		Summary		%				Summary		of Tot		of C&I

		Budget Projections

		Labor		$437,500		$367,500		$91,000		$105,000		$70,000		$35,000		$17,500		$105,000		$0		$0		$0		$0		$1,228,500		7%		Labor		$1,521,500		81%		12%		$675,500		$462,000		$91,000		$1,228,500		$293,000		12%		6%		13%		7%

		Electric Savings Incentives		$1,775,900		$1,780,875		$994,778		$1,043,825		$27,591		$9,939		$250,000		$59,300		$0		$0		$0		$0		$5,942,207		35%		Electric Savings Incentives		$8,375,046		71%		58%		$2,485,229		$2,462,201		$994,778		$5,942,207		$2,432,839		58%		53%		62%		58%

		Non Electric Savings Incentives		$64,017		$70,000		$27,000		$40,000		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$201,017		1%		Non Electric Savings Incentives		$348,659		58%		2%		$88,017		$86,000		$27,000		$201,017		$147,642		2%		3%		2%		3%

		Advertising & Promotion		$85,000		$40,000		$45,000		$15,000		$5,000		$10,000		$0		$30,000		$0		$0		$0		$0		$230,000		1%		Advertising & Promotion		$867,500		27%		2%		$136,500		$48,500		$45,000		$230,000		$637,500		2%		14%		2%		15%

		NEEP Participation		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$14,500		$0		$12,000		$0		$0		$0		$0		$26,500		0%		NEEP Participation		$222,500		12%		0%		$26,500		$0		$0		$26,500		$196,000		0%		4%		0%		5%

		Supplies & Equipment		$10,000		$15,000		$12,000		$5,000		$1,000		$2,000		$0		$3,000		$0		$0		$0		$0		$48,000		0%		Supplies & Equipment		$65,556		73%		0%		$18,500		$17,500		$12,000		$48,000		$17,556		0%		0%		1%		0%

		Staff Business Exp.		$20,000		$30,000		$3,500		$4,000		$1,000		$2,000		$0		$3,000		$0		$0		$0		$0		$63,500		0%		Staff Business Exp.		$82,000		77%		1%		$27,900		$32,100		$3,500		$63,500		$18,500		1%		0%		1%		0%

		Project Financing		$0		$0		$1,940,779		$56,000		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$1,996,779		12%		Project Financing		$1,996,779		100%		19%		$33,600		$22,400		$1,940,779		$1,996,779		$0		19%		0%		21%		0%

		Project Income		$0		$0		($1,732,838)		($50,000)		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		($1,782,838)		-11%		Project Income		($1,782,838)		100%		-17%		($30,000)		($20,000)		($1,732,838)		($1,782,838)		$0		-17%		0%		-19%		0%

		Program Development		$15,000		$25,000		$8,000		$10,000		$0		$0		$0		$4,000		$0		$0		$0		$0		$62,000		0%		Program Development		$202,613		31%		1%		$25,000		$29,000		$8,000		$62,000		$140,613		1%		3%		1%		3%

		Contract Services		$104,000		$275,000		$40,000		$30,000		$225,000		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$674,000		4%		Contract Services		$779,000		87%		7%		$234,500		$399,500		$40,000		$674,000		$105,000		7%		2%		7%		2%

		Technical Assistance		$32,000		$55,251		$0		$15,000		$1,000		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$103,251		1%		Technical Assistance		$103,251		100%		1%		$41,500		$61,751		$0		$103,251		$0		1%		0%		1%		0%

		Computer Expense		$11,250		$9,450		$2,340		$2,700		$1,800		$900		$450		$2,700		$0		$0		$0		$0		$31,590		0%		Computer Expense		$39,240		81%		0%		$17,370		$11,880		$2,340		$31,590		$7,650		0%		0%		0%		0%

		Overheads		$233,029		$217,054		$82,270		$81,041		$34,838		$14,021		$15,549		$41,469		$0		$0		$0		$0		$719,271		4%		Overheads		$950,615		76%		7%		$354,563		$282,439		$82,270		$719,271		$231,344		7%		5%		8%		5%

		Management Incentive		$223,016		$230,810		$121,106		$108,605		$29,378		$7,069		$0		$20,838		$0		$0		$0		$0		$740,822		4%		Management Incentive		$1,079,034				7%		$330,774		$288,942		$121,106		$740,822		$338,212		7%		7%		8%		8%

		Total		$3,010,712		$3,115,941		$1,634,934		$1,466,172		$396,608		$95,428		$283,499		$281,307		$0		$0		$0		$0		$10,284,599		61%		Total		$14,850,456		69%		100%		$4,465,453		$4,184,212		$1,634,934		$10,284,599		$4,565,856		100%		100%		107.76%		108.00%

		%		18%		19%		10%		9%		2%		1%		2%		2%		0%		0%		0%		0%		61%						88%		69%										69%		31%

		Customer Incentive  %		59%		57%		61%		71%		7%		10%		88%		21%		0%		0%		0%		0%		58%						56%		102%				56%		59%		61%		58%		$14,850,456

		Savings																																						BP		EO		SB		C&I		Resd		C&I		Resd

		Demand Savings (KW)		3,098		2,650		1,925		2,290		91		23		122		208		0		0		0		$0		10,406						15,382		68%				4,702		3,779		1,925		10,406		4,976

		Annual Energy Savings (Kwh)		15,487,500		11,872,503		6,417,920		6,958,832		197,079		139,714		1,070,000		213,480		0		0		0		$0		42,357,028						53,483,376		79%				20,015,994		15,923,114		6,417,920		42,357,028		11,126,348		79%		21%

		Lifetime Energy Savings (Kwh)		232,312,500		178,087,540		64,179,200		104,382,487		2,956,181		2,095,712		32,100,000		3,202,200		0		0		0		$0		619,315,821						772,056,748		80%				300,239,905		254,896,716		64,179,200		619,315,821		152,740,927

		Cost Rate ($/Kwh)		$0.013		$0.017		$0.025		$0.014		$0.134		$0.046		$0.009		$0.088		0		0		0		$0		$0.017						$0.019		86%				$0.015		$0.016		$0.025		$0.0166		$0.0299

																																														56%		44%

		Program Budget Allocation																																		Avg Life=				15.0		16.0		10.0		14.6		13.7

		EB		100%		0%		0%		60%		50%		100%		0%		100%		0%		0%		0%		0%

		EO		0%		100%		0%		40%		50%		0%		100%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%																				16782875

		Small Business		0%		0%		100%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%																		$1,932,419		$10,284,599		$4,565,856

		Energy Star Homes		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		100%		100%		100%		0%																		12%		61%		27%

		Low Income		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		100%

		Program Savings Allocation																																														675000

		EB		100%		0%		0%		60%		0%		100%		0%		100%		0%		0%		0%		0%																				$10,284,599		$5,240,856

		EO		0%		100%		0%		40%		100%		0%		100%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%																						$15,525,456

		Small Business		0%		0%		100%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%																				66%		34%

		Energy Star Homes		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		100%		100%		100%		0%

		Low Income		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		100%

						1998 kWh Sales		% of Sales		% of Y2K Pgm Budget				Number of UI customers by class						Targeted

						Low Income		6%		11%				Low Income Customers				58,000		2,900

						Non low-income Residential		29%		21%				Residential				223,591

						Commercial		43%		35%				Commercial				29,468

						Industrial		21%		33%				Industrial				1,752

										100%

		EB		15,487,500		- 0		- 0		4,175,299		- 0		139,714		- 0		213,480										20,015,994

				77%		0%		0%		21%		0%		1%		0%		1%		0%		0%		0%		0%		100%

		EO		- 0		11,872,503		- 0		2,783,533		197,079		- 0		1,070,000		- 0										15,923,114

				0%		75%		0%		17%		1%		0%		7%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		100%

								EB		60%		192		115

										6,958,832

								EO		40%		192		77

								61%

								2%





T&D

		

		T&D		Year				1		2		3		4		5		6		7		8		9		10		11		12		13		14		15		16		17

				LT-yrs				16		15		14		13		12		11		10		9		8		7		6		5		4		3		2		1		0

				/yr planned		34		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2

				Cum				2		4		6		8		10		12		14		16		18		20		22		24		26		28		30		32		34

				Prgm		34		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		1		0		0		0		0		0

				Cum				3		6		9		12		15		18		21		24		27		30		33		34		34		34		34		34		34

				Diff'		11		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

				yrs of savings		96		1		2		3		4		5		6		7		8		9		10		11		10		8		6		4		2		0

				Cum				1		3		6		10		15		21		28		36		45		55		66		76		84		90		94		96		96

				Cum				1%		3%		6%		10%		16%		22%		29%		38%		47%		57%		69%		79%		88%		94%		98%		100%		100%

				Avg		8.73

				Co claimed		30.0

				Actl Savgs		29%

						3.44

						1,070,000

						32,100,000

						30.0

				early		11		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1

				cum		121		16		15		14		13		12		11		10		9		8		7		6

				avg		11

								16		15		14		13

								30.0		30.0		30.0		30.0

								53%		50%		47%		43%

						272		32		30		28		26		24		22		20		18		16		14		12		10		8		6		4		2		0

						368		48		45		42		39		36		33		30		27		24		21		18		5		0		0		0		0		0

						96		16		15		14		13		12		11		10		9		8		7		6		-5		-8		-6		-4		-2		0
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Asst Living

		Assisted Living Facilities Constructed Since September 9, 1998

		Facility				Residential Dwelling Units

		Laurel Gardens of  Milford				100

		Laurel Gardens of  Orange				107

		Laurel Gardens of Hamden				100

		Crosby Commons in Shelton				67

		Rosedale of Trumbull				113

		Brighton Gardens in Woodbridge				115

						535

		Source: Response to Interrogatory EL-2

						116

						62060

						124120		2

						186180		3

						248240		4

						310300		5





K-12

		The United Illuminating Company's K-12 Educational Program

		Program		Cost per Class		Grades		Maximum Class Size		Duration		Presentation

		Savings Through Energy Management (STEM)		$4,500		7-12		25		5 days		To the Board of Education

		WattWatchers		$1,500		5-6		30		2 days		To the Principal

		Energy UUUU*		$750		3-4		30		1 day		To the Principal

		Poss's Energy Posse		$750		K-2		30		1 hour		To the Principal

		Source: Late Filed Exhibit No. 8

		*UUUU stands for We Understand it's Up to Us to Use Enery Wisely





SmartLiving

		CL&P

				Orders		Savings		Avg. savings per Order		Customers

		2000		33,750		8,583,000		254.3		1,000,000

										3.38%

		UI								0.035

		2,000		4,800		1,545,600		322		276,539

										1.74%

		1998		3,082						1.11%

												240518

		DPUC		9,679								33650

				3,116,595								1086

												1784

												277038





Appliances

		Target Sales for UI's Appliance Rebate Program

				Annual Units Purchased		Target Unit Sales		Target Percentage of Market

		Refrigerators		16,372		5,403		33%

		Room Air Conditioners		16,106		4,027		25%

		Clothes Washers		16,925		846		5%

		Dishwashers		7,875		1,969		25%

		Source: Late Filed Exhibit No. 2, Attachment LF2-2





Joint

		Common Programs UI/CL&P

		Residential Programs

				SmartLiving Catalog

				Energy Star Homes

				Energy Star Appliances

				High-Efficiency Residential Lighting

				Research, Development and Demonstration

		Commercial and Industrial Programs

				Design Lights Consortium

				Northeast Regional C&I HVAC Initiative

				Resource-Efficient Building O&M Initiative

				Northeast Premium Efficiency Motors Initiative

		Source:UI Plan, Appendix X.
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		Program Delivery Budgets

		Energy Blueprint		$   4,465,453		26.6%

		Energy Opportunities		$   4,184,212		24.9%

		Small Business Advantages		$   1,634,934		9.7%

		Commercial and Industrial Programs - Subtotal		$   10,284,599		61%

		Energy Star Homes		$   431,391		2.6%

		Energy Star Lighting		$   1,564,677		9.3%

		Energy Star Appliances		$   904,597		5.4%

		Residential Opportunities - Subtotal		$   2,900,665		17.3%

		Low Income Programs		$   1,665,191		9.9%

		Other Programs and Costs

		Load Management Pilot Programs		$   675,000		4.0%

		ECMB Pilots		$   150,000		0.9%

		It Pays to Save Pilot		$   135,000		0.8%

		Research, Development & Demonstration		$   260,000		1.5%

		Monitoring and Evaluation		$   552,420		3.3%

		ECMB Costs		$   160,000		1.0%

		Total		$   16,782,875		100.0%



&C&"Arial,Bold"UI's Proposed 2000 C&LM Budget
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