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Executive Summary

Since the CTCleanEnergyOptions Program launched in April 2005, programsRuiageam Goal 3
(Renewable Energy Demand and Sustainabpifigwe built considerably upon their early08Gsuccesses

in encouraging clean energy purchasing, especially through the Connecticut Clean Energy Communities
Program and the 20% by 2010 Campaigmough thdirst two quarters of 20020% by 2010
Communities have accounted fogarlyall signupandpointsgrowth during 200 (89% of all signup
growthand 93% of all points growjhSignups increased moderately during the first two quarters of
2009(764 signups)but there was not a significant increase in signups following the May and June bill
insertsas has been observed with all previous bill ins&dmts rewarded for clean energy systems
accounted for anoth&70 points' Total kWh of clean energy consumption during Q1 and Q2 is equal to
32% of the goal of achieving a 3% voluntary clean energkendy the end of 2010 and clean energy
consumption has increased by 21% over the same time period from 2008.

Voluntary Market Purchasing

Signup Indicators

The Connecticut Cl e a nbasedpeograms coRtimue tb&ow ltghenratesof t y
clean energy purchasing in participating than nonparticipating commuiSiigaip growth was

moderate during Q1 and QiAcreasing by 764 signupand thespring bill inserts did not result in the
same surge in signups that has been observed after nearigvadius bill inserts. While signups
increased moderateligtal points increased significani|#,134points) A majority of the increase in
points due to points rewarded for C&I clean energy purchases (26/@0points were rewarded for
clean energyystems and 764 points rewarded feignups? Thedecreasedate ofsignup growth in @
and Q2is likely dueprimarily to the economic downturiDespite the decreased rate of signup growth,
statewide household participation rafel.6%compare favoralglwith participation rates of
6competitived wuti | founginaherstatess pri ci ng progr ams

e Participating communities (20% by 2010 Communities, Connecticut Clean Energy Communities
(CCECs)and Community Innovation Grants recipigrascounted for disproportionate amount
of new signups relative to the number of households found in their communities Qarangyl
Q2 of 2009 with a ratio of the percentagemid-yearsignup increase to percentage of
Connecticut households ©f3:1, 14:1 and 17:1, respectively.

! Another 2,700 points were awarded for C&I clean energy purchases. It should be noted that thesee pminfsom new

C&l clean errgy purchase. Rather, they were awardegifevious purchases due to changes in the way in which points are
awardedhttp://www.ctcleanenergy.com/Portals/@Bram%20Modification%20Notice%207_31 08

2 Changes to the Clean Energy Communifiesgramtook effect November 1, 200&odifying the way in which Clean

Energy Communities (CEC) can accumulate pointssignupsto the CTCleanEnergyOptions programancount asa

point, regardless as to whether the gigris a 50% or 100% customéydditional pointsare nowewarded for clean energy
systemgnstalled in CECs and for clean energy purchases made by C&l customers.
http://www.ctcleanenergy.com/YourCommunity/CTCleanEnergyCommunities/Communities/tabid/82/Default.aspx

% Decreasing rates of growth was found in nearly all clean energy piedna2008 and the deteriorating economy was
identified by many as a likely source of the decline. See Bird, Lori, Claire Kreycik and Barry Friedman. 2009. Green Power
Marketing in the United States: A Status Report (2008 Data). National Renewable Eakoggtbry, Technical Report
NREL/TP-6A2-46851. Golden, COvww.nrel.gov/docs/fy090sti/46581.pdf

* See Bird, Lori, Claire Kreycik and Barry Friedman. 2009. Green Power Marketing in the Uniiest 8t$tatus Report

(2008 Data). National Renewable Energy Laboratory, Technical Report NREIAZH6851. Golden, CO.
www.nrel.gov/docs/fy090sti/46581.pdf



http://www.ctcleanenergy.com/Portals/0/Program%20Modification%20Notice%207_31_08
http://www.ctcleanenergy.com/YourCommunity/CTCleanEnergyCommunities/Communities/tabid/82/Default.aspx
http://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy09osti/46581.pdf
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e Through thdirst two quarter®f 200, 20% by 2010 Communities have accountechearlyall
signup growth durin@00 (89% of signup increases)

e Participating communities experienced nearly 10 times the average increases in sigoups as n
participating communitieshe average increase in signups du@igand QZor 20% by 2010,
CCECs, Community Innovation grants recipients andpamicipant municipalitiesvas8, 11,

10, and Isignups per municipality, respectively.

e DuringQ1 and Q22009, the average increase in points for 20% by 2010, CCECs, Community
Innovations grants recipients and nonparticipant municipalitiei®a83, 69, and goints per
municipality, respectively.

e At the conclusion 002, the38 Connecticut Clean Energy @omnunities (CCECSs) represent only
23% of all municipalitiespbut 57% of residential signup points, 55% of commercial signup
points, 100% of C&Il clean energy purchase points, 35% of clean energy system points and 59%
of all points CCECs have an average helusld penetration rate df8%, while the remaining
128nonparticipating communitiéhave an average household participation rate76b1.

e Statewide, 1.6% of households are enrolled in the Options progdaich compares favorably
with participationrate of o6écompetitived utility green pr
participation rates ranging from 1% to 2%.

e As of the end 002 2009 points totaled6,919and werecomprised oR1,647signups to the
CTCEQ, 2,572clean energy system poinend 2,70 C&I clean energy purchase points

e During the first two quarters of 200®tal net signups to CTCleanEnergyOptions increased by
764 (4% increase) and points increasedbh}34(18% increase).

Top 20 Connecticut Municipalities in Total Points.
The tg 20 municipalities in totgdoints account for a disproportionate amount of signups and total
points, and thegre predominantly participating communiti&8, of which ar20% by 2010 Campaign
participants17 are CCECsnd12 have received Community Innation Grants
A At the conclusion 062 the top municipality in total points Btamford at 1,953, followed by
New Haven at 1,99 andWest Hartford at 1,19 (all three ar&Connecticut Clean Energy
Communities).
o Stamford became the top municipality atal points largely because of a large C&l clean
energy purchase for which Stamford was awarded 1,500 points.
A Stamford, Hartford and Ridgefiekkperienced the largest increases in points durin@thand
Q2 of 2009 with increases 01,519, 800 and 198oints, respectively.
o The increase in points for allrde municipalities is largely due to points awarded for
large C&l purchases.
A Westport, North Haven and Newtowrperienced the largest increasesignupsduring theQ1
and Q2 of 2009with increase®f 100, 80 and 36 signupgespectively.
e The top 20 (of 166) municipalities in signppints represer4%, 42%, 100%, 3% and 8% of
residential, commerciaC&l clean energy purchaselgean energy system and total points,
respectively.

®> Nonparticipating communities refers to communities that have not qualified as a CCEC.

® See Bird,Lori, Claire Kreycik and Barry Friedman. 2009. Green Power Marketing in the United States: A Status Report
(2008 Data). National Renewable Energy Laboratory, Technical Report NREIAZH6851. Golden, CO.
www.nrel.gov/docs/fy090sti/46581.pdf
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Top 20 Connecticu Municipalities in Household Penetration.

The top 20 municipalities in household penetration are predominantly participating commi@ibies
which are20% by 2010 Campaign participant§,areCCECsand16 have received Community
Innovation Grants.

e The top municipality in household penetration at the er@2 Cornwall (3L.6%), followed by
Canaan (16.7%) arBlethany 15.68%); all three municipalities ar20% by 2010 Campaign
participants

e Fourteemmunicipalities have household penetration rafes$s or higherat the end 002,
representing decreasef two municipalities from @ of 2008

¢ Canaarexperienced the largest increase in household penetration theifigst two quarters of
2009 an increase @.3% (from11.4% to 16.7% household penettion rate), followed by
Cornwall and Eastowith household penetration rate increases ¥land 13%, respectively

¢ While the top 20 municipalities in household penetration repr@déniof residential signup
points they only account fa®6 of eligibleConnecticut households.

Community-Level Participation and PV Qualifications.

Participati on i-base€dgransoniinoemtmimareas®gwsmunicipaliiesjoined
the 20% by 2010 Campaign ab#municipaliiesreceived Community Innoviain Grants’ bringing the
totals t092 campaign participants ad@ grants recipientgespectivelyThe number of Clean Energy
Communities remained unchanged af 38.

e During Q1 and Q2 participating communities qualified f@2 kW of free solar PV systesn

e As of December2008 there ar&3 municipalities with over 100 sign up points that have not
committed to the 20% by 2010 campaign @8danunicipalities that have reached 100 signup
points and committed to the 20% by 2010 campaign but have not madecadipurchase

Energy Consumption.

During Q1 and Q2he average monthly kwWh consumptiwas30,340,68%Wh, while cumulativanid-
yearkWh consumptiowas182,044,12xWh.° Average monthly kWh consumption during Q1 and Q2
of 2009 waf2%% higher tharQ1 and Q2 of 2008

" Communities that have committed to the 20% by 2010 Campaign are eligible to receive a Community Innovation Grant.
The grants are used to support local clean energy awareness and education projects. As of November 1, 2008, Grants have
been reduced from $5,000 to $a00(towns that have already received a grant are eligible for a $2,000 grant).

8 From April 2007 through October 31, 2008 tledigibility requirements foConnecticut Clean Energy Communities

(CCEC) program required a communityrt@ke a municipal cleagnergy purchasia additionto the previous requirements

of joining the 20% by 2010Campaigrand meeting a threshold number of signusof November 1, 2008, communities

must meet additional requirements, including making minimum clean energy purchdsesranitting to the U.S.
Environment al Protecti on Ag eMurmicipdlites camquatify asia Conne&ticueGlegry Ch al |
Energy Community in several ways, but most commonly by having at least 100 signup€i€taanEnergyOptions
Programhttp://www.ctcleanenergy.com/Portals/0/Program%20Modification%20Notice%207_31 08

° Monthly kWh consumption includes gross kWh consumption from the CCE@rass bilateral RECs purchases, but

excludes RECs from esite distributed generation (DG). Gross bilateral RECs data was provided by the following REC
suppliers: Sterling Planet, Community Energy, 3Degrees, Renewable Choice, Elantgyn Solutions Graby REC

contracts and correspondences from town officials provided by Bob Wall of GREEE purchases do not include RECs

reported by th&PA Green Power Partnership webgitdp://www.epa.gov/grnpowerbut rot verified by a REC supplier

REC contract, or correspondence from a town offigidth the exception of RECs purchased by the state of Connecticut,

which were confirmed by Bob Wall of CCEF. Gross bilateral RECs data was provided as total annual Mik.rEport,

it was assumed that gross bilateral RECs were consumed in equal monthly installments. For example, a purchase of 120
MWh of RECs is estimated to equal 10 MWh per month.



http://www.ctcleanenergy.com/Portals/0/Program%20Modification%20Notice%207_31_08
http://www.epa.gov/grnpower/
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e Ofthel82,044,12XWh of cumulative mieyear kWh consumption, 94,607,794 kWh are
attributed to enrollments to the CCEO while the remaiBing36,31&Wh are attributed to
bilateral RECY purchases made by municipalities, the state @i@oticut universities and
businesses based in Connecticut.

o Nineteenpercent of the kWh of the RECs purchased in 2009 have been&oegtified,
7% have had the wind portion of the REC product Geeeartified, less than 1% are not
Greene certified, ad the remaining 5% did not specify if the RECs were Green
certified

0 Nearly 100% (99.5%)f kWh of the RECs purchased were maderlwicipalities, the
state of Connecticut universities and businesses bag&d4rby 2010 municipalities
(95% were in CECS).

e Cumulative annual kWh consumptitmom July 1, 2008 tdune 30, 2009 w&&27,400,084&Wh.

Environmental Benefits.

In terms of environmental benefits, th82,044,11XWh of mid-yearkWh consumption are estimated
to be equivalent t@4,280tonsof CO,and18,378MTCE produced byl 1,287tons of coal8,658barrels
of oil, 669,337mcf of natural gas an®09,237pounds of Uranium or& The 182,044,112&re equivalent
to removingl4,586cars from the road for a year 1,727,843ree seedlings growior 10 years

Media Activity on Clean Energy

No new evaluation and measurement of public education and awareness activities were undertaken in
thefirst two quarters of 2009; theedia analysis did not begin until final approval of the project in July

of 2009and will be reported in the Annual Report

Program Recommendations

After reviewing the literature on voluntary clean energy programesNMR team has developed the
following recommendations for the implementation and desigragram Goal 3Renewable Energy
Demand and Sustainabiljty

e Encourage communities and businesses to use
program participation. A number of clean energy programs and communities have successfully
used ficl ean ener apgpanidipatibnf Tepicgllg, sonmunities agree to e
purchase, or increase their purchase, of clean energy if a target of customer enroliment is
reached. Challenges could easily include similar pledges from businesses, perhaps tying clean
energy purchase @iiges to kW thresholds.

Y RECs, or Renewable Energy Certificates, represent the environmignibaites of power produced from renewable
sources and sold separately from the commodity electricity.
http://apps3.eere.energy.gov/greenpower/markets/certificates.shtml?page=0

1t should be noted that those RECs not specifying they are @reeriifiedmay in fact be Greea certified (the data
suppliers did not respond to requests for clarification on the status of-&atification).

12 Environmental benefits analysis assuragsivalent generation from only nqolluting renewable source®.g. soér,
wind, hydrg but the analysisaks not include fuel cell, land fill gas or other sources that generate emiEsidranmental
benefits calculationalsoassume that the67,747,10%kWh of electricity would have been generated in the NEPOOL
territory in the absence of theT CleanEnergyOptionBrogram.

13 See Bird, Lori, Claire Kreycik and Barry Friedman. 2008. Green Power Marketing in the United States: A Status Report
(11" Edition). National Renewable Energy Laboratory, Technical Report NRE6AZP44094. Golden, CO.
www.nrel.gov/docs/fy090sti/44094.pdf
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e Make bumper stickers, window stickers, yard signs and other collateral materials
promoting the CTCleanEnergyOptions available to program participants in order to
increase program awareness and participatiorResearch has found treome people purchase
6greend products in order t oColateral matehigdsimay 6 st a
appeal to a number of program participants, helping to increase awareness and perhaps appeal to
neighbors, friends, family, and colleaguwho are also status conscious.

¢ In order to help increase the adoption of clean energy systems, help communities develop
property tax financing of solar PV, solar thermal, geothermal and other clean energy
systemsA number of municipalities now allowomeowners to pay for clean energy systems
through increased property taxes, allowing homeowners to avoid hifgbnigosts:

e Consider reducing the minimum PV installation requirement to 2kW for communities that
have already earned PV systems and 1 kVof first time awards. Enroliments in the Options
program are increasing at a moderate to slow pace. The current 4 KW minimum installation
requirement appears to be very difficult for communities to reach through the first two quarters
of 2009. With the exaption of Stamford, which benefited from a large C&I clean energy
purchase, communities have only qualified for one kW systems through the first half of the year.
Reducing the minimum installation requirements to 1 kW for first time awards may help sustain
enthusiasm in these communities.

¢ Consider modifying the points rewarded for Greenre certified REC products.Currently, no
points are rewarded for Greercertified REC purchases under 1 GWh. At least 10 Connecticut
based businesses and institutions hraade Greee certified REC purchases of less than 1
GWh during 2009. Providing an opportunity for smaller businesses and institutions to contribute
towards community PV qualifications may provide further incentives for them to make clean
energy purchases.

14 Griskevicius, Vladas). M. Tybur, and B. Van den BergForthcoming. Going Green to Be Seen: Status, Reputation, and
Conspicuous Conservatiodournal of Personality and Social Psychology
http://mww.carlsonschool.umn.edu/assets/140554.pdf

!5 See Kaufman, Leslie. 2009. Harnessing the Sun with the Help from GléesYork Times
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/03/15/science/b&rbsolar.htmbnd

Sonoma County EnergiEnergy Improvementhttp://www.sonomacountyenergy.org/enesigyprovements.php



http://www.nytimes.com/2009/03/15/science/earth/15solar.html
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Voluntary Market Demand Programs™*®

18 CCEF has a goal of achieving %3¥oluntary clean energy market by the end of 2010.
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Community Participation Summary

Community-Level Participation®’

20% by 2010 | Clean Energy | Clean Energy | 100 Sign- 10% 100 Sign- Total Free
Commit. Community Innov. Grant ups 1 GWh Household | ups School | Leadership | Achievement Solar PV
Municipality Date’® Qual. Date™ Date® Quals. Quals. Quals. District Rewards Rewards Systems
New Haven Feb-04 Jun-05 21 0 0 0 2 0 23
Portland Nov-04 Jun-06 Jun-06 2 0 0 0 2 2 6
Milford Jan-05 Jan-06 Sep-06 7 0 0 0 0 0 7
West Hartford Jan-05 Jun-05 Oct-06 11 0 0 0 2 1 14
Fairfield Feb-05 Nov-05 Aug-06 14 0 0 0 0 1 15
New Britain Feb-05 Dec-07 Feb-08 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Westport Mar-05 Jan-07 Dec-06 6 0 0 0 0 1 7
Canton Apr-05 Nov-06 Feb-07 2 0 0 0 0 1 3
Stamford Apr-05 Nov-05 Dec-06 7 15 0 0 0 0 22
Middletown May-05 Jun-05 Jul-06 4 1 0 0 0 0 5
Orange May-05 Apr-08 0 0 0 1.33 0 0 1.3
Trumbull Jun-05 Sep-06 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hamden Jul-05 Oct-05 Sep-06 9 0 0 0 0 0 9
Mansfield Jul-05 Feb-06 Sep-06 4 0 0 0 0 2 6
Bethany Aug-05 Nov-06 Aug-06 4 0 0 1.33 6 5 16.3
Cheshire Aug-05 Nov-06 Jan-07 5 0 0 0 0 1 6
Woodbridge Sep-05 Dec-07 Feb-07 2 0 0 1.33 0 1 4.3
Glastonbury Jan-06 Jan-06 5 0 0 0 0 1 6
Essex Feb-06 Jun-07 Oct-06 1 0 0 0 0 1 2
Hartford Feb-06 Feb-06 Feb-07 2 8 0 0 0 0 10
Branford Mar-06 Apr-06 Jun-07 7 0 0 0 0 1 8
Easton Apr-06 Apr-08 Jun-07 3 0 0 0 0 2 5
Harwinton Apr-06 Nov-06 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

" Municipality commitment dates to the 20% 2910 Campaign and dates that Community Innovation Grants are issued to municipalities are provided by Bob Wall of
CCEF on a monthly basis. Clean Energy Qualification dates and PV gqualifications are based upon calculations made bafdM&igaed andpproved by Bob

Wall of CCEF.

18 Connecticut is subdivided into eight counties and 169 municipalities. Of the 169 municipalities, ratepay@rsiinitalities are eligible to participate in the
CTCleanEnergyOptionBrogram. Thehreeexcluded municipdies are Norwich, Bozrah, and Wallingford.

¥ Municipalities can qualify as a Connecticut Clean Energy Community in several ways, but most commonly by having atsigmsips00 the

CTCleanEnergyOptions Program

20 Communities that have committed to 2@% by 2010 Campaign are eligible to receive a Community Innovation Grant. The grants are used to support local clean
energy awareness and education projects. As of November 1, 2008, Grants have been reduced from $5,00@aw$tth@0have alreadgceived a grant are eligible

for a $2,000 grant)
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20% by 2010 | Clean Energy | Clean Energy | 100 Sign- 10% 100 Sign- Total Free

Commit. Community Innov. Grant ups 1 GWh | Household | ups School | Leadership | Achievement Solar PV

Municipality Date'® Qual. Date®® Date® Quals. Quals. Quals. District Rewards Rewards Systems
Wethersfield Apr-06 Nov-06 Nov-06 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
Chester May-06 Nov-06 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Plainville May-06 Feb-07 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Meriden Aug-06 Nov-06 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Norfolk Aug-06 Jan-07 Sep-06 0 0 1 0 4 0 5
Middlefield Oct-06 Jan-07 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Newtown Nov-06 Nov-06 3 2 0 0 0 0 5
Salisbury Dec-06 Sep-08 Feb-07 1 0 0 0 0 1 2
Southington Dec-06 May-09 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Torrington Dec-06 Apr-07 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Windham Dec-06 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bloomfield Jan-07 Oct-08 Feb-07 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Burlington Feb-07 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cornwall Feb-07 Jan-08 Sep-07 0 0 3 0 5 0 8
North Haven Feb-07 Jun-07 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ridgefield Feb-07 Aug-07 Sep-07 9 4 0 0 0 2 15
Cromwell Mar-07 Jun-07 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Newington Mar-07 Oct-07 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Stratford Mar-07 Jan-08 3 0 0 0 0 0 3
Manchester Apr-07 Apr-07 4 0 0 0 0 0 4
Old Lyme Apr-07 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Windsor Apr-07 Apr-07 Jun-08 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Colchester May-07 Apr-09 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
New London May-07 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rocky Hill May-07 Oct-08 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Weston May-07 Nov-07 May-09 2 0 0 0 0 1 3
Danbury Jun-07 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Redding Jun-07 Nov-07 Apr-09 2 0 0 0 0 1 3
Berlin Jul-07 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lebanon Jul-07 Apr-09 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Madison Jul-07 Sep-07 3 0 0 0 0 1 4
Vernon Aug-07 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Washington Aug-07 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Old Saybrook Sep-07 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Enfield Oct-07 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Windsor Oct-07 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Woodstock Oct-07 Apr-09 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Granby Nov-07 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Chaplin Dec-07 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Clinton Dec-07 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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20% by 2010 | Clean Energy | Clean Energy | 100 Sign- 10% 100 Sign- Total Free
Commit. Community Innov. Grant ups 1 GWh | Household | ups School | Leadership | Achievement Solar PV
Municipality Date'® Qual. Date®® Date® Quals. Quals. Quals. District Rewards Rewards Systems
North Stonington Dec-07 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Wilton Dec-07 May-08 3 0 0 0 0 1 4
Bridgeport Jan-08 Jan-08 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
East Haven Jan-08 May-09 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Coventry Feb-08 Apr-08 May-09 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Durham Feb-08 Apr-09 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Greenwich Mar-08 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Norwalk Mar-08 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Simsbury Mar-08 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
East Hartford Apr-08 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
North Canaan Apr-08 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sherman Apr-08 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Woodbury May-08 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Avon Jun-08 Oct-08 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
East Hampton Jun-08 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
East Lyme Jun-08 May-09 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Kent Jun-08 Mar-09 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Stonington Jun-08 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
West Haven Jun-08 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Putnam Jul-08 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Haddam Sep-08 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
New Hartford Sep-08 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pomfret Sep-08 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Warren Sep-08 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
East Haddam Dec-08 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ashford Apr-09 May-09 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Canaan May-09 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Farmington May-09 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sharon May-09 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 92 38 48 156 30 4 4 21 27 242
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Community-Level Participation (Continued)

A As of June 30200, there areninety-two 20% by 2010 campaign participar®s qualifying
Connecticut Clean Energy Communities, d8decipients of Community Innovation Grants.

(0]

(0]

(0]

> >

During Q1 and Q2f 2000, four additionalmunicipaliiesjoined the 20% by 2010
Campaign.

During Q1 and Q2f 200, no additional municipaliesqualified asa Connecticut Clean
Energy Communit.

During Q1 and Q2f 2000, 12 additionalmunicipaliiesreceived Community Innovation
Grants.

As of June 3020 towns had qualified fo242kW of free ®lar PV systems.
During Q1 and Q2f 2000 participating communities qualified f@2 kW of free solar PV

systems. The following municipakss qualified forafree solar PV system:

(0]
(0]

O O O0OO0Oo

o

Stamfordearned d5kW system for a C&l purchagéor a total of 22 kW talate).
Bethany, Orange and Woodbridge achieve@@ndegional school district qualification
(for a total of 4 kW to date for the regional school district)

Eastomachieved aecondl00 signup point qualificatio(® kW earned to date)

Fairfield achievel an eighth100 signup point qualificatio(L5 kW earned to date)
Manchesteachieved dourth 100 signup point qualificatio® kW earned to date)

New Havenachieveda twelfth 100 signup point qualificatio(23 kW earned to date)
Stratfordachieved aecond100 signup point qualificatio(8 kW earned to date)
Westportachieved dourth 100 signup point qualificatiofv kW earned to date)

A As of June 30, 200¢here arel 3 municipalities with over 100 sign up points that have not
committed to the 20% b3010 campaign an29 municipalities that have reached 100 signup
points and committed to the 20% by 2010 campaign but have not made a municipal purchase.
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Signup Indicators

Total Signups Over Time, Cumulative
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A During Q1 and Q2 of 2009, total signtipsreased moderately and total points increased signific&@itgupsincreased by 64 (4%
increase) angointsincreased by,134(18% increase)The disparity in increase in signups and points istdpeints rewardedor
clean energy system§70addtional points) angoints rewarded for C&I clean energy purchases (2,700 additional p&ints).

2L Changes to the Clean Energy Communifiesgramtook effect November 1, 200&odifying the way in which Clean Energy Communities (CEC) can accumulate

points. Al signupsto the CTCleanEnergyOptions pragn howcount as point, igardless as to whether the sigris a 50% or 100% custométdditional pointsare now
rewarded for clean energy systeimstalled in CECs and for clean energy purchases made by C&I customers.

http://www.ctcleanenergy.com/YourCommunity/CTCleanEnergyCommunities/Communities/tabid/82/Default.aspx

Nexus Market Research


http://www.ctcleanenergy.com/YourCommunity/CTCleanEnergyCommunities/Communities/tabid/82/Default.aspx
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Total Signups Over Time, Cumulative (Continued)

The rate of signup growtthecreaseduring thefirst two quarters of 2009 compared to fbarth
guarterof 2008. Signups increased Byl during Q1 of 2009 and 413 of Q2, while signups
increased by 2,362 during Q4 of 2008eHecreasedignup growth in Q and Q2is likely due
primarily to the economic downturn; thprang bill inserts did not result in the saraurge in
signups that has been observed after nearfyr@liousbill inserts.
o Despite the decrease in signup growth from Q4 2008, signup growth in Q1 and Q2 2009
was comparable to that of Q1 2008 (92 signups) and Q2 2008 (482 signups). However,
no utiity bill inserts were mailed during Q1 and Q2 of 2008.
As of June 30, 2009oints totaled®6,919 comprised oR1,647signups to the CTCEQR,572
clean energy system pointnd 2,700 C&I clean energy purchase points
As of June 30, 200%here ar@1313residential signups, representi®gpo of all signupsand
7% of all points.In addition, there ar&7,729residential and commercial 100% signup
participants, representir8f% of total signups.
The2,572clean energy system points represeEit of totd points.
Since the programdébs | aunch, the percentage
total signup or higher.

0
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Top 20 Connecticut Municipalities in Total Signup Points

Rank Municipality 20% by 2010 Connecticut Community Residential Commercial C&l Clean Clean Energy Total
Campaign Clean Energy Innovations Signup Signup Points Energy System Points
Joined Community Grant Points Purchase Points
Qualified Awarded Points
1 Stamford Apr-05 Nov-05 Dec-06 415 8 1,500 30 1,953
2 New Haven Feb-04 Jun-05 1,111 16 0 72 1,199
3 West Hartford Jan-05 Jun-05 Oct-06 1,086 15 0 18 1,119
4 Hartford Feb-06 Feb-06 Feb-07 218 13 800 12 1,043
5 Fairfield Feb-05 Nov-05 Aug-06 760 8 0 51 819
6 Ridgefield Feb-07 Aug-07 Sep-07 513 2 200 27 742
7 Hamden Jul-05 Oct-05 Sep-06 563 5 0 24 592
8 Milford Jan-05 Jan-06 Sep-06 505 5 0 45 555
9 Glastonbury Jan-06 Jan-06 520 6 0 27 553
10 Middletown May-05 Jun-05 Jul-06 371 8 100 51 530
11 Westport Mar-05 Jan-07 Dec-06 419 5 0 63 487
12 Branford Mar-06 Apr-06 Jun-07 413 11 0 57 481
13 Mansfield Jul-05 Feb-06 Sep-06 390 2 0 36 428
14 Manchester Apr-07 Apr-07 376 5 0 27 408
15 Greenwich Mar-08 328 4 0 48 380
16 Madison Jul-07 Sep-07 351 5 0 6 362
17 Stonington Jun-08 253 5 0 99 357
18 Newtown Nov-06 Nov-06 226 3 100 21 350
19 Bethany Aug-05 Nov-06 Aug-06 299 5 0 24 328
20 Guilford 283 10 0 30 323
Top 20 19 17 9,400 (of 141 (of 2,700 (of 768 (of 2,572 13,009 (of
(of Total 166 (of 92 (of 38 12 (of 48 21,313 Total 333Total 2,700Total Clean Energy 26,919
Eligible Participating Qualifying Recipient Res. Signup | Comm. Signup | Comm. Signup System Total
Municipalities) | Municipalities) | Municipalities) | Municipalities) Points) Points) Points) Points) Points)
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Top 20 Connecticut Municipalities in Total Signup Points (Continued)

The top municipality in total points Btamford at 1,953, followed byew Haven at 1,199 and
West Hartfordat 1,119 (all three areConnecticut Clean Energy Communities).

o Stamford became the top municipality in total points largelyalise of a large C&l clean

energy purchase for which Stamford was awarded 1,500 points.

Twenty-onemunicipalities have 300 or more points, represerdimgicrease dwo in the
number ofmunicipalities with 300 or morpoints from thefourth quarter of 09.
All of the top 20 municipalities have 200 or more points and a to® ofunicipalities have
200 or morepoints This represents an increasdivé municipalities with 200 or more points
from thefourth quarter of 200.
Eighty-two municipalities hae over 100 points, an increasefigé municipaliiesfrom Q4 2009
Stamford, Hartford and Ridgefielekperienced the largest increases in points durin@ihand
Q2 of 2009with increases 01,519, 800 and 198oints,respectively.

o The increase in pois for all thee municipalities is largely due to points awarded for large

C&l purchases.
Westport, North Haven and Newtowrperienced the largest increasesignupsduring theQ1
and Q2 of 2009vith increases 0100, 80 and 36 signupsespectively.
The top 20 municipalitiem total signup pointgclude 19 of ninety-two 20% by 2010 Campaign
participants, T of 38 qualifying Connecticut Clean Energy Communities 4aadf 48
municipalities that have received Community Innovation Grants.
The top 20 (6166) municipalities in points represett%o, 42%, 100%, 30% and48% of
residential, commerciaC&l clean energy purchaselean energy systeand total points,
respectively.
o Interestinglywhile the top 20 municipalities represent a disproportionateiatraf the
clean energy system pointdean energy system points are the least concentsgiecf
points (i.e., residential, commercial, C&l, totathong the top 20.
Therewas onechange in the top 20 municipalities in signup points fronfabheth quater of
2008 to the second quarter of 20@0&th Hartfordentering the top 20 ar@dheshiredropping out
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Total Signup Points for Connecticut Clean Energy Communities

Number Residential | Commercial C&l Clean Clean Total Points
of Muni. Signup Signup Energy Energy (% of Total)
(% of Points Points Purchase System
Total) (% of Total) (% of Total) Points (% of Points (% of
Total) Total)
Clean
Energy 38 (23%) | 12,171 (57%) 183 (55%) 2,700 (100% 908 (35%) 15,962 (59%)
Communities
Nonpart. (717230 || 9.142(43%) | 150 (45%) 0 (0%) 1,663 (65%) | 10,956 (41%)
Totals (1%)%?/0) (21108’01/3 333 (100%) 2,700 (100% 2,572 (100%) (21%801/3

A As of June 30, 200988 Connecticut Clean Energy Communities represent 8%y of all
municipalities, bub7% of residerial signup points55% of commercial signup point$00% of
C&l clean energy purchase poin8% of clean energy system points &6 of all points

o Of the four types of points that comprise total points (i.e., residential signups, commercial
signups C&l clean energy purchase points and clean energy system points), clean energy

system points are significantly less concentrated among CCECs than the other types of
points.

The percentage of residential signup points accounted for by CAi#@st changeluring the first

two quarters of 2009, while percentage of commercial points increased by 1% and total points
increased by 4% and clean energy system points decreased by 1%.
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Mid-Year Increases in Signup Points and Signups for 20% by 2010 Communities and Connecticut Clean

Energy Communities

Number of Mid-Year Mid-Year Mid-Year Total Ratio of Ratio of
Municipalities | Increase, Total Increase, Increase, Clean Households Percentage of Percentage of
(Percent of Points Signups Energy System (Percent of Mid-Year Mid-Year
Total) (Percent of (Percent of Points Total) Increase in Increase in
Total) Total) (Percent of Points to Sighups to
Total) Percentage of Percentage of
CT Households | CT Households
20% by 2010 92 (55%) 3,848 (93%) 680 (89%) 468 (70%) 940,337 (71%) 1.3 1.3
CCECs 38 (23%) 3,333 (81%) 419 (55%) 214 (32%) 524,372 (39%) 2.0 1.4
f;}?}rgygﬁgw 48 (29%) 3,290 (80%) 464 (61%) 226 (34%) 479,842 (36%) 2.2 17
Nonpart. 74 (45%) 286 (7%) 84 (11%) 202 (30%) 392,713 (30%) 0.2 0.4
Totals 166 (100%) 4,134 (100%) | 764 (100%) 670 (100%) 1,333,050

A Ninety-two 20% by 2010 Communities account 8% of themid-yearincrease irtotal points 8% of themid-yearchange irsignups
and 70% of the migear increase in clean energy system sdlrough they only account &% of all municipalities and1% of all
households.

A Thirty-eightConnecticut Clean Energy Communities (CCECs) accour@ifdr of themid-yearincrease irtotal points 55% of themid-
yearincrease irsignups and 32%of the midyear increase in clean energy system paimtite they account fo23% of the municipalities

~and3%% of all households.

A Forty-eightcommunities that have received Community Innovation Grants acco@foof themid-yearincrease irtotal points 61%
of themid-yearincrease irsignups and 34% of the miglear increase in clean energy system paimtite they account fo29% of the
municipalities an@6% of all households.

A 20% by 2010 Communitie€CECs and Community Innovation Grants recipieatsount for a disproportionate amount of regnups
in Q1 and Q2relative to the number of households found in their communities, with a ratio of the percemtagiyedrsignup increase

_ to percentage of Connecticut households 8f1114:1 and1.7:1, respectively.

A Increases in clean energy system points are more proportionately distributed than all other types of points.
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Index of Signup Growth, Adjusted for the Number of Households?®
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found in each category of communities. For example, in September, 2008, Connecticut Clean Energy Communities accobbiattierrdanthly increase in sigps
but only 38% of the households in Connecticut, resulting in an index score of 1.4 (52% / 38% = 1.4)
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Index of Signup Growth, Adjusted for the Number of Households (Continued)

20% by 2010 Communitie€onnecticut Clean Energy Communities (CCE@sd Community
Innovation Grants recipiengeccoungdfor disproportionate amounts of ngwints andsignups

during the first two quarters of 2009.

Signups declineduring two months of Q1 and Q2 of 20@&nuary and May).

In May of 2009, signups declinddr the first timewhile bill stuffers were being sent to ratepayers
As in Q4 of 2008, \ile nonparticipant communities experiencediacrease irsignups inQ2 2009,
they did not account for a larger proportion of new signups as they had in previous quarters that
included bill stuffers sent to ratepayers (as was the case in Q2 2007 and Q2 2006).

Duringthe first two quarters of 200¢he average increase igsups for 20% by 2010, CCECs,
Community Innovations grants recipients and nonparticipant municipalitie8,vds 10, and 1
signugs per municipality respectively.

Duringthe first two quarters of 200¢he average increase in points for 20% by 2010, CCE
Community Innovations grants recipients and nonparticipant municipalitie42y88, 69, and 4
points per municipality, respectively.

Duringthe first two quarters of 200¢he average increasedlean energy systepoints for 20% by
2010, CCECs, Qomunity Innovations grants recipients and nonparticipant municipalitied vés

5 and 3points per municipality, respectively.

Large numbers of communities experienced no growth in signups or experienced declines in
signups: 30 of ninetywo 20% by 2010Communities 15 of 38CCECs 18 of 48Community
Innovations Grants Recipientsnd 37 of 74 nonpatrticipating communities experienced no growth or
declines in signups during the first two quarters of 2009.

All eightcommunities with point increases®® or moreduring the first two quarters of 200@&re
20% by 2010 Communitie®f the six communities with point increases of 100 or more, only
Westport did not receive points for a C&l clean energy purchase.

Forty-nine communities experienced point ireses of 10 or more during the first two quarters of
2009, fortyfour of which were 20% by 2010 Communities.
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Map of Combined Residential and Commercial Clean Energy Signup Points by Municipality, Q1 2009
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Map of Combined Residential and Commercial Clean Energy Signup Points by Municipality, Q2 2009
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Household Penetration Indicatorsd Cumulative (Q2 2009)

Top 20 Connecticut Municipalities in Household Penetration

Rank Municipality 20% by 2010 Connecticut Community Residential Signup Households Household
Campaign Clean Energy Innovations Points Penetration
Participant Community Grant
Qualifier Awarded
1 Cornwall Feb-07 Jan-08 Sep-07 208 658 31.6%
2 Canaan May-09 51 306 16.7%
3 Bethany Aug-05 Nov-06 Aug-06 299 1,912 15.6%
4 Norfolk Aug-06 Jan-07 Sep-06 102 749 13.6%
5 Easton Apr-06 Apr-08 Jun-07 195 2,499 7.8%
6 Portland Nov-04 Jun-06 Jun-06 266 3,789 7.0%
7 Chester May-06 Nov-06 110 1,582 7.0%
8 Mansfield Jul-05 Feb-06 Sep-06 390 5,620 6.9%
9 Salisbury Dec-06 Sep-08 Feb-07 127 1,834 6.9%
10 Lyme 57 861 6.6%
11 Ridgefield Feb-07 Aug-07 Sep-07 513 8,421 6.1%
12 Madison Jul-07 Sep-07 351 6,624 5.3%
13 Weston May-07 Nov-07 May-09 172 3,276 5.3%
14 Essex Feb-06 Jun-07 Oct-06 159 3,109 5.1%
15 Washington Aug-07 83 1,681 4.9%
16 Woodbridge Sep-05 Dec-07 Feb-07 146 3,053 4.8%
17 Canton Apr-05 Nov-06 Feb-07 177 3,706 4.8%
18 Redding Jun-07 Nov-07 Apr-09 152 3,262 4.7%
19 Westport Mar-05 Jan-07 Dec-06 419 9,387 4.5%
20 West Hartford Jan-05 Jun-05 Oct-06 1,086 24,604 4.4%
Top 20 19 16
(of Total 166 (of 92 (of 38 16 (of 48 5,063 (of 21,313 86,933
Eligible Participating Qualifying Recipient Total Res. Signup | (of 1,333,050 Total

Municipalities)

Municipalities)

Municipalities)

Municipalities)

Points)

Households)
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Top20 Connecticut Municipalities i n House

The top municipality in household penetration at the er@2i6 Cornwall 81.6%), followed by
Canaan (16.7%) ariglethany (5.6%).

Fourteermunicipalities hae household penetration ratd5% or higherat the end 062,
representing decreasef two municipalitiesfrom Q4 of 2008

All of the top 20 municipalities have household penetration raté€9%s or higher and a total of
23 municipalities have household penetration rates@fo or higher at the end 6j4,
representingno change in the number of municipalities vittusehold penetration rates4®%
or higherfrom Q4 2008

Canaarexperienced the largest increase in household penetration theifigst two quarters of
2009 an increase @.3% (from11.4% to 16.7R% household penetration rate), followed by
Cornwall and Eastowith household penetration rate increases. ¥ and 13%, respectively.
The top 20 municipalities includi9 of ninety-two 20% by 2010 Campaign paripants,16 of

38 qualifying Connecticut Clean Energy Communities a6af 48 municipalities that have
received Community Innovation Grants.

The top 20 municipalities in household penetration tend to be smaller communities, with an
average o#t,347housholds, compared to the top 20 municipalities in signup points, with an
average of.8,723households.

While the top 20 municipalities in household penetration repr@dénif residential signup
points they only account fa#%o of eligible Connecticut hoebolds.

There was one change in the top 20 municipalitid®usehold penetratidrom thefourth
guarterof 2008 to the second quarter of 20@@&h Westportentering the top 20 artldampton
dropping out.
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Average Household Penetration for Connecticut Clean Energy Communities
versus Nonparticipants

Number of Average Total Households
Municipalities Household (Percent of Total)
(Percent of Penetration
Total)
Clean Energy Communities 38 (23%) 4.8% 524,372 (39%)
Nonparticipants 128 (77%) 1.7% 808,678 (61%)
Totals 166 (100%) 2.4% 1,333,050 (100%)

A As of June 30, 20088 Connecticut Clean Energy Communities have an average household
penetration rate ¢.8% while the remaining28 nonparticipating communities have an average
household participatiorate 0f2.4%. The average household penetration rates for CCECs
increased by 0% while the average household penetration rate for nonparticipadtall
communities did not change.

A The ratio of average household participation rates of CCEC to numnpeatrhgcommunities is

2.7:1,adecrease of @.from Q4 2008 to Q2 2009.

A Statewide, 1.6% of householdse enrolled in the Options program.
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Map of Residential Penetration by Municipality, Q1 2009
























