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RE: CL&P Review of the Energy Opportunities Impact Evaluation

D earM s.Sku matz,

The C onnecticu tL ightand P owerC ompany (C L & P )is pleased to su bmitthese written
comments withregard to ad raftevalu ation report:Evaluation of the Energy Opportunities
Program: Program Year 2011, (“Stu d y”),D ecember17 ,2013,Energy M arketInnovations
(“evalu ators”).The d raftStu d y was su bmitted to C L & P on D ecember17 ,2013witharequ est
forcomments to be provid ed by Febru ary14,2014.

The primarypu rpose of the Stu d yforC onnecticu twas to provid e D EE P ,the EEB ,and the

electric u tilities (“the C ompanies”)withenergy and d emand estimates forthe Energy

O pportu nities program and provid e recommend ations forprogram improvement.

O verall,C L & P is pleased withthe Stu d y,inclu d ingits content,organization and levelof d etail.

C L & P willreview these find ings and incorporate them into fu tu re planningefforts and the

C onnecticu tP rogram Savings D ocu ment(P SD ).

C L & P wou ld like to offerits constru ctive comments and recommend ations pertainingto the

Stu d y forconsid eration:

Timing of Issuing Draft Study on 2011 Project Activity

C L & P su ggests thatthe evalu ation team investigate ways to shorten the timeframe to release the

initiald raftreportand site reports.This d raftreportwas released almosttwo years afterthe close

of the 2011 program year,and su chalongtime period between activity and evalu ation inherently

resu lts in recommend ations thathave alread ybeen implemented bythe companies orare

otherwise d ated .

Forward-Looking Realization Rate

In ad d ition to the historicalevalu ation of program year2011,the Stu d yprovid es aforward -

lookingevalu ation rate explicitlyforu se in fu tu re program years,whichacknowled ges

improvements alread y mad e to the C onnecticu tP rogram Savings D ocu mentation (P SD ).C L & P

appreciates this ad d itionaleffortand requ ests thatatable d etailingthe revised lighting,existing

non-lighting,and revised overallrealization rates be inclu d ed in the Stu d y,so thatfu tu re ed itions

of the P SD can d irectly reference these valu es.In ad d ition,the evalu ators maywishto make this

resu ltmore prominentby inclu d ingitin the Execu tive Su mmary.



Statistical Methods

Given the criticalimportance and costof this evalu ation,more d etailon the samplingstrategy

wou ld be valu able.In particu lar,the precision seems to be calcu lated based on the assu mption of

asimple randomized sample,bu tthe d ocu mentation ind icates thatastratified sample was taken

of atleastlightingmeasu res.O u tstand ingqu estions inclu d e:

 W hy the precision calcu lation d oes notaccou ntforstratification

 W hy non-lightingmeasu res were notstratified based on size1

 W hetherstratified ratio estimation was u sed to provid e resu lts

 Reasoningfororagainstselection of acensu s stratu m

The Stu d y mentions thatsample d esign was “similar”to the 2010 EO evalu ation cond u cted by

KEM A .H owever,the sample d esign of the Stu d y appears to d ifferin key regard s,notablythe

lackof stratification amongnon-lightingprojects.A d d itionally,while the d etailprovid ed in the

2010 evalu ation is stillinsu fficientto evalu ate the sample d esign,itappears to u tilize cu mu lative

rootfrequ encystratification bou nd aries withu niform allocation.This method maynotbe

appropriate forthe highly skewed popu lations typicalof large commercialand ind u strialenergy

efficiencyprograms,becau se itassu mes the finite popu lation correction can be ignored and

poorlyaccou nts foranycensu s strata.

C L & P appreciates thatextreme variabilityof resu lts and limitations in trackingsystem d ataare

significantimped iments to sample d esign.The u se of acensu s stratu m may notbe warranted if

there is significantriskthatallsites willnotbe sampled .H owever,this heightens the importance

of optimized stratified samplingand the need to d ocu mentmethod ology,particu larlyin lightof

the Stu d yobjective to “emphasize highimpactmeasu res thataccou ntforamajorityof the

program savings”.C L & P recommend s awell-d ocu mented and optimized sample d esign forall

majorevalu ations.

L ittle can be d one abou tthe sample d esign atthis stage of the Stu d y.H owever,if astratified

sample was taken of lightingmeasu res,itis criticalthatthe finalprecision reflectthat

stratification,ratherthan u se asimple formu lainapplicable to the actu alStu d yd esign.This is

especiallyimportantbecau se the Stu d yfailed to meetits d esign goalof 10% precision atthe 8 0%

confid ence level,d espite the u se of asample twice the size of thatu sed in the 2010 evalu ation.

C L & P asks thatevalu ators reexamine the precision calcu lation,particu larly withrespectto the

lightingstratification,and provid e fu rtherd etailon the sample d esign.

1 The Study states that “non-lighting measures were too diverse to target for stratification with available
evaluation resources”. This is an understandable reason not to further stratify by measure type, but does not
explain why measure size was not used as a stratification variable.



Variability of Results

The Stu d yd escribes extreme variance in realization rates,particu larlyford emand realization

rates and fornon-lightingprojects.The ex-ante errorratios assu med bythe evalu ators appearto

be reasonable,conservative,and consistentwithpastevalu ation,and althou ghthe observed error

ratios ad versely affected the Stu d yd esign goals,C L & P d oes notfau ltthe evalu ators forthis

d iscrepancyin resu lts.H owever,C L & P wou ld appreciate any gu id ance the evalu ators can

provid e on the reasons forthis d iscrepancybetween the 2010 and 2013evalu ations,the

normalityof these errorratios relative to those of otherlarge C & Iretrofitprograms,and any

steps the C ompanies and fu tu re evalu ators can take to d ealwiththis variability.The Evalu ation

Recommend ations provid ed bythe evalu ators are veryhelpfu lin this regard ,and ad d itional

d escriptive statistics related to this variation beyond coefficients of variance wou ld be u sefu lto

have forbothfu tu re evalu ators and program staff.

Restated Demand Realization Rates

The evalu ators provid e minimu m bou nd s forthe d emand realization rates at8 0% confid ence to

show thatthese realization rates remain above 100%.C L & P appreciates this effort.H owever,

since these realization rates mu stbe applied to d emand savings valu es before theyare reported to

ISO -N E,itwou ld be more u sefu lto offeralternative realization rates whichofferequ ivalent

d ownsid e precision to the 8 0/10 criterion.Forexample,the evalu ation provid es a127 %

realization rate with15% relative precision forsu mmerd emand savings and aminimu m 112%

realization rate at8 0% confid ence.If the evalu ators believe in this case thatu se of a122%

realization rate forISO -N E pu rposes wou ld provid e 8 0% confid ence thatsavings exceed ed

112% of ex-ante savings,d ocu mentation of thatbelief in atable wou ld be veryhelpfu l.B ecau se

C L & P performs precision calcu lations on aportfolio basis and u se of this realization rate may

notbe necessaryto meetprecision requ irements,these rates shou ld notbe presented as the

officialrealization rates orthe officialISO -N E realization rates,bu ttheirpresence wou ld be

helpfu l.

Site Reports & Specific Data

Itis immenselyhelpfu lforthe u tilities to have reference to specific bu tnon-confid entiald ata

whichid entifies projects,su chas projectnu mbers,especiallyin reference to projects where

evalu ators id entified significantd iscrepancies.Forexample,page 30 of the Stu d yid entifies a

projectC L & P need s to investigate,bu td oes notprovid e anyid entifyinginformation to allow

thatfollow-u p.M ore helpfu lstillare the site reports,whichallow asite-by-site analysis of

su ccesses,failu res,and lessons learned .C L & P u nd erstood thatsite reports wou ld be provid ed to

the C ompanies as theywere available,bu thas notyetreceived them.C omments mad e byC L & P

on this evalu ation withou thavingaccess to the site reports,whichcontain mostof the workd one

byevalu ators,mu stbe consid ered incomplete.C L & P hopes thatevalu ators willbe able to

provid e site reports and projectnu mbers forallreferenced projects before the finalversion of



this evalu ation is released .C L & P requ ests the opportu nityto commenton the site reports once

they are released .Forfu tu re evalu ations,C L & P requ ests thatsite reports be released withthe

evalu ation wheneverpossible,as theyprovid e criticalinsightand program feed back.

Program, Project, and Customer Assignment

The Stu d ycites fou rmeasu res on pages 31-32 as likely involvingreplacementof equ ipmentpast

theiru sefu llife,and failingto meetthe program requ irementof 25% of u sefu llife.C L & P notes

thatthese measu res were,in fact,Energy C onsciou s B lu eprint(EC B )measu res,claimingEC B

savings based on alostopportu nitybaseline,notaretrofitbaseline.C L & P pu rsu es a“program-

blind ”comprehensive approachin ord erto d rive d eepersavings forcu stomers,inclu d ingthe

combination of lostopportu nitymeasu res withretrofitmeasu res.In fact,C L & P specifically

encou rages this bu nd lingamongcu stomers and trad e allies in ord erto helpovercome payback

hu rd les on projects like chillers and RTUs,whichmayotherwise be u nsolvable problems.

O ccasionally,this resu lts in EC B measu res beinginclu d ed u nd erE O -majorityprojects which

receive EO d esignations in ou rtrackingsystem.C L & P u nd erstand s how this cou ld be confu sing,

and appreciates the opportu nityto explain this d iscrepancy.

Response to Recommendations

In general,C L & P appreciates the workd one by evalu ators in this process evalu ation.H owever,

the longlagtime between the projects in qu estion and the release of this evalu ation (two to three

years)means thatmanyif notmostof the concerns raised are ou td ated oralread yad d ressed .

C L & P willcontinu e to workwithevalu ators and the Evalu ation C ommittee to shorten the loop

on process evalu ations and ensu re thatthey contain timely,relevant,and actionable d ata.

C L & P also highlights the note by evalu ators that“some evalu ations maynotbe reasonable

d epend ingon the costanalysis of implementingthem”.

The evaluation team recommends that the program administrators investigate the
feasibility of offering qualifying organizations some form of subsidized energy audit.

C L & P has investigated the feasibilityof su bsid ized energy au d its in mu ltiple programs,

inclu d ingEnergy O pportu nities as wellas the Retro-commissioningand O perations &

M aintenance.Und ercu rrentprogram gu id elines,this is apermissible measu re.

C L & P notes thatthe paper2 cited byevalu ators as abasis forthis recommend ation d oes not

compare energy au d itprograms to programs withou tenergy au d its,bu tasingle evalu ated energy

au d itprogram to otherenergy au d itprograms.C L & P feels thatenergy au d its have valu e and

helpsome cu stomers bu ild confid ence,bu temphasizes thattheyneed to be reviewed forcost-

2 Paper presented at the 2013 International Energy Policies & Programmes Evaluation Conference (IEPEC) by

Jonathan Maxwell, Satyen Moray, and Rebecca Reed Gagnon titled, “Auditing Audits: Big Savings Found in Long-
Term Assessment.”



effectiveness and offered withareasonable expectation thattheywilllead to acompleted

project.

O fferingenergy au d its and site assessments,even u nd eracost-share arrangement,need s to be

balanced againstprogram implementation bu d gets and generalprogram activity,whichhas

recentlybeen veryheavy.

The evaluation team recommends that the PAs consider expanding the timeframe for
determining which energy efficiency projects qualify for the added comprehensive projects
incentive.

C L & P continu allyworks to refine its gu id elines forcomprehensive projectincentives,whichare
akeypartof the program and contribu te to the highlevels of comprehensive projects in
C onnecticu t.M anycomprehensive projects cu rrentlyspan mu ltiple years and mu ltiple phases,
and program staff d o agreatd ealof workensu ringthatcomprehensive projects meetprogram
gu id elines and can be properly consid ered forallapplicable program incentives.Timeframes are
always d iscu ssed withcu stomers attime of compilingthe L O A (i.e.contract).H istorically,there
have notbeen reasons ford enyinganycu stomeramu lti-yeartime frame to complete asetof
measu res in any given L O A .In fact,C L & P and Y GS extend L O A expiration d ates based u pon
inpu tfrom the C u stomer.

C L & P notes thatexpand ingthe timeframe forthis incentive has cost-effectiveness implications.
A d d itionally,havingalimited wind ow is an importantwayto encou rage the ad option of the fu ll
comprehensive package.Even withthe ad d ition of the comprehensive bonu s,asingle non-
lightingmeasu re maynotpass an internalpaybackperiod hu rd le if d elayed into afu tu re year
becau se there is no penaltyford oingso.

In ad d ition,there exists an inherentgapin onlyevalu atingone calend aryearof EO projects,as a
significantnu mberof projects span mu ltiple years. Thu s,the measu res thatthe evalu atorsees
mayonlybe the firstsetof many orthe lastsetof many measu res in acomprehensive L O A
project,whichmayskew the evalu ator’s perspective of whatwas d one in thatyearcompared to
the totalnu mberof measu res in the L O A .

The evaluation team recommends that the PAs continue to improve vendors’ awareness of
the comprehensive project incentive.

C L & P cond u cts frequ entvend ortrainingsessions and believes thatthere is strongawareness
amongmany vend ors of comprehensive incentives.A s noted bythe Stu d y,however,many
vend ors d o notsee acompetitive ad vantage to installingenergy efficiencyequ ipmentou tsid e
theirstrategy,and maytherefore be less aware of available comprehensive projectincentives.
Simplyed u catingthese vend ors abou tincentives maynotbe su fficientencou ragementforthem
to change theirbu siness mod el,althou ghC L & P willcontinu e its strongfocu s on vend or
ed u cation.

A gain,pastyears have metbu d getconstraints forEO .W hile itsou nd s like agood id eato
ed u cate the entire u niverse of vend ors,the workflow need s to be in balance withthe available



bu d get.The otherbalance thatneed s to take place is thatof costrates,whichare typicallyfou nd
to be mu chhigherforcomprehensive projects than forsingle-measu re projects.

First, the evaluation team recommends that program designers and implementers should
reconsider whether increasing uptake in ESPC should be a goal in its own right.

C L & P agrees withthis recommend ation,and notes thatthe cu rrentplan d oes notinclu d e su cha
metric. The reason forthis is thatsince 2010 and 2011,there has been significantattention
given to ESP C bythe u tilities and bythe State of C T itself,bywayof L ead byExample (or
L B E). P lease reference the workthatC T has d one in d irectcollaboration withthe u tilities:
http://www.ct.gov/d eep/cwp/view.asp?a=4405& Q =48 998 0 & d eepN av_GID =2121%20

However, the evaluation team recommends that the PAs continue to support the “Lead by
Example” ESPC program that targets municipalities and state agencies.

C L & P has been extremely collaborative and very helpfu lwiththe L ead by Example program led
byC T D epartmentof Energy and EnvironmentalP rotection (orD EE P ),withincentives and
program staff,and willcontinu e to d o so in the fu tu re.

The evaluation team recommends that the PAs provide additional marketing of the utility
sponsored financing in order to raise awareness of this specific program component.

C L & P has continu ed to marketand refine these programs since the 2011 program yearand
increase awareness of u tilityfinancingoptions.The energy efficiency financingland scape in
C onnecticu thas changed significantlysince the 2011 program year.C L & P is hopefu lthatthe
pend ingmarketresearchhighlighted byevalu ators willbetterillu minate whatgaps cu rrently
existin financingand how bestto fillthem.C u rrently,2013Evalu ation ScopingD ocu ments
C 10,C 11 & C 17 willbetterevalu ate whatfinancingbarriers cu rrently exist,if any,formed iu m
sized C & IC u stomers,in the range of 7 5to 7 50 kW .

The evaluation team recommends that the PAs provide educational materials designed to
raise customers’ awareness of the benefits of strategic energy planning.

C L & P continu es to workin the Energy O pportu nities program,as wellas the B u siness Energy
Su stainability(B ES)programs,to raise awareness of strategic energy planning,throu ghd irect
commu nication as wellas d istribu tion of ed u cation materials su chas case stu d ies.

The evaluation team recommends that the PAs consider straightforward methods for
supporting customers to benchmark their buildings and operations.

C L & P notes thatthis is no longeran explicitperformance goalforthe cu rrentprograms,bu t
C L & P recognizes the importance of energy benchmarking,and continu es to workin the Energy
O pportu nities program,as wellas the B u siness Energy Su stainability(B ES)programs,to su pport
thataim.



Set clear guidance on when vendors should use the PSD and what inquiries and
assumptions that should be used in different circumstances.

C L & P gu id es vend ors to u se the P SD in allcircu mstances.W hile cu stom calcu lations are
sometimes u sed ,these calcu lations mu stbe gu id ed bythe assu mptions and generalalgorithms of
the P SD .A s noted byevalu ators,along-term goalof the evalu ation process is to provid e some
d eemed valu es forincorporation into the P SD ,and to u pd ate P SD savings calcu lations to better
concu rwiththese estimates,bu tC L & P reviews vend orsavings calcu lations forcompliance with
the P SD .

Require sufficient project documentation from vendors as a condition of payment.

C L & P always requ ires projectand savings d ocu mentation from vend ors as acond ition of
payment.H owever,given the enormou s amou ntof d ataprovid ed ,some of this d ocu mentation
mayhave been overlooked byC L & P orevalu ators.C L & P notes thatthis was byasignificant
margin the largestevalu ation d atarequ esteverhand led bythe programs,withmanythou sand s of
pages from overahu nd red projects scanned in by hand and acorrespond ingvolu me of electronic
d ata,inclu d ingelectronic versions of d ocu mentation wheneveravailable.E valu ators repeated ly
retu rned formore d ataon backu psites whichC L & P strived to provid e in atimelyfashion.The
d atarequ estforthis evalu ation was fu llytwice the size of the previou s Energy O pportu nities
d atarequ est,asked forfiles from years prior,and tookplace d u ringachangeoverto electronic
archiving.C L & P has strived ,and willcontinu e to strive,to provid e evalu ators withalld ata
necessaryto cond u ctevalu ations,and appreciates the significanteffortmad e by evalu ators to
process this d ocu mentation.

In ad d ition,d u ring2013,C L & P worked to convertan old legacyTrackingSystem (akaC u stom
Tracking)to aweb-based d atabase (akaC L M TRS2)d riven byafront-end mod u le,makingthe
process of enhancingthe trackingand monitoringof d atasimplerand qu icker.Fu rther,the
C L M TRS2 system allows the abilityto attachfiles as back-u p,makingthe process of
transmittingprojectfiles mu chmore straight-forward and less bu rd ensome on evalu atorstaff.

Consider improvements to program processes for application review to mitigate
documentation errors.

C L & P has refined its processes forthe Energy O pportu nities program repeated lyin the pastand
is cu rrentlyexecu tinganothersu chreview to fu rtherstand ard ize program su bmissions,inclu d ing
severalnew checks to preventthe su bmission of erroneou s d atabeyond those alread y
implemented .

Consider ‘Pay for Performance’ for at least part of incentive on larger complex projects.

C L & P has consid ered “P ay forP erformance”as apartof incentive payments.C L & P notes that
the riskinvolved in this option makes ithighlyu npopu larwithcu stomers,who view incentive
payments as awayto red u ce the riskof energy u pgrad es,and frequ ently enterinto arrangements
su chas ESP C in ord erto mitigate risk.H owever,C L & P d oes maintain arigorou s inspection and
verification program,inclu d ingthe u se of bothprogram staff and ind epend entthird parties.



Require documentation on EMS projects that includes the programming for controls and
implementation.

C L & P works to obtain allpossible d ocu mentation on EM S projects.In manycases,as noted in
the 2013Retro-commissioningand O perations & M aintenance evalu ation,controls are setor
resetbycu stomers afterinstallation and initialimplementation.W hile C L & P su pports efforts to
d ocu mentthe initialstate of controls,and works to ensu re thatcontrolprogrammingis clearly
u nd erstood by cu stomers,cu stomers u ltimatelyhave controloverthese settings.C L & P
appreciates the workby evalu ators in examiningthese projects so thatimplementers can better
u nd erstand performance and persistence of EM S controlsavings.


