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1 Executive Summary

The objective of this study is to develop projections for consumer awareness and residential market
penetration rates for clean energy purchasing in Connecticut over the next several years through the
Department of Public Utility Control’s (DPUC) Clean Energy Option. The Connecticut Clean Energy
Fund (CCEF) has invested in many of its own programs to raise awareness about clean energy, about the
DPUC’s Clean Energy Option, and to increase voluntary participation in it. The results will help
policymakers and the Connecticut Clean Energy Fund (CCEF) gauge the expected effectiveness of its
clean energy market initiatives.

To establish a baseline, NMR conducted what is called a “Delphi panel” to obtain projections of
awareness of clean energy and purchases of clean energy by Connecticut’s residential ratepayers. The
panel consisted of individuals who are knowledgeable about some aspect(s) of the market for clean
energy, including renewable energy experts, academics, marketing experts, representatives of municipal
associations, advocates for renewable energy, and renewable energy program managers. Panelists were
recruited and presented two scenarios in two successive rounds: one that assumes the current involvement
in the clean energy markets by CCEF, and one that assumes that CCEF does not undertake any activities
after December 2005. In the initial round, panel members were given information on the program and
key assumptions, and panel members were asked to provide their individual projections of market
penetration and awareness without the program in place and with the program in place. In the second
round, panelists were presented a summary of the first round projections', maintaining the confidentiality
of panelists’ identities, and offered an opportunity to revise their projections and provide comments if
they chose to do so.”

! Projections included any additional or modified assumptions made by the panelists.
? Here, as in typical Delphi studies, the projections made by each panel member will be anonymous, to avoid any undue
influence based on the reputation of particular individuals, etc.
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The median values of all final yearly projections in both scenarios (with and without CCEF involvement)
show that public awareness of grid-delivered clean energy will rise at a more rapid rate due to CCEF’s
programs than without CCEF’s involvement.’ Figure 1 illustrates median projections over time for all
panelists in both scenarios: with and without CCEF involvement.

Figure 1: Median Projections—Public Awareness of Grid-Delivered Clean Energy, CCEF
Program and No Program Scenarios
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3 Public awareness is defined as the percentage of adult residents of Connecticut responsible for paying their electric bills who
are aware of an option to purchase grid-delivered clean energy measured through regular telephone polling.
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The median values of all yearly projections in both scenarios (with and without CCEF involvement) show
that public awareness of the Connecticut Clean Energy Option® will rise at a more rapid rate due to
CCEF’s programs than without CCEF’s involvement, particularly between years 2008 and 2010. Figure
2 illustrates median projections over time from all panelists in both scenarios: With and without CCEF
involvement.

Figure 2: Median Projections—Public Awareness of Clean Energy Options,
CCEF Program and No Program Scenarios
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* Public awareness is defined as the percentage of adult residents of Connecticut responsible for paying their electric bills
aware of the option to purchase clean energy through the Connecticut Clean Energy Option administered by the Connecticut
DPUC.



CCEF Delphi Study, Page 4

The median values of all yearly projections in both scenarios (with and without CCEF involvement) show
that sign-ups to the Clean Energy Option will rise at a more rapid rate due to CCEF’s programs than
without CCEF’s involvement. Figure 3 illustrates median projections over time for all panelists in both
scenarios: with and without CCEF involvement.

Figure 3: Median Projections— Sign-Ups to the Clean Energy Option,
CCEF Program and No Program Scenarios’
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' Household penetration rates were estimated based on the projected number of households in Connecticut in the
year 2010: 1,373,526 households®.

> Projections were based on household growth rates in Connecticut using data from the 2000 census and 2004 census estimates.



CCEF Delphi Study, Page 5

2 Delphi Study Objectives and Process
2.1 Objective

The objective of this study is to develop projections for consumer awareness and residential market
penetration rates for clean energy purchasing in Connecticut over the next several years through the
Department of Public Utility Control’s (DPUC) Clean Energy Option. The Connecticut Clean Energy
Fund (CCEF) has invested in many of its own programs to raise awareness about clean energy, about the
DPUC’s Clean Energy Option, and to increase voluntary participation in it. The results will help
policymakers and the Connecticut Clean Energy Fund (CCEF) gauge the expected effectiveness of its
clean energy market initiatives.

2.2 Background

The Connecticut General Assembly passed Public Act 98-28 “An Act Concerning Electric Restructuring”
in 1998. As part of electric restructuring, the legislature created a Renewable Energy Investment Fund
(now called the Connecticut Clean Energy Fund, or CCEF), to be administered by Connecticut
Innovations, Inc. CCEF was charged with promoting the development and commercialization of clean
energy technologies and stimulating the growth of markets for electricity from clean energy sources.’ The
law directed that money for the Fund come from a surcharge on all electric ratepayers’ utility bills and
that Connecticut Innovations administer the activities and investments of CCEF.

The Connecticut Clean Energy Fund supports many specific initiatives, including public education and
outreach through the Connecticut Clean Energy Options program. CCEF’s programs encourage individual
consumers and businesses to purchase electricity from retailers who are supplying credits to electric
utilities for electricity generated by clean or renewable energy sources in place of electricity generated by
conventional sources.

2.3 Process and Methodology

To establish a baseline, NMR conducted what is called a “Delphi panel” to obtain projections of
awareness of clean energy and purchases of clean energy by Connecticut’s residential ratepayers. Within
this context, NMR obtained, from a panel of experts, projected estimates that may arise with and without
CCEF’s intervention. The panel consisted of individuals who are knowledgeable about some aspect(s) of
the market for clean energy, including renewable energy experts, academics, marketing experts,
representatives of municipal associations, advocates for renewable energy, and renewable energy program
managers. Panelists were recruited and presented two scenarios in two successive rounds: one that
assumes the current involvement in the clean energy markets by CCEF, and one that assumes that CCEF
does not undertake any activities after December 2005. In the initial round, panel members were given
information on the program and key assumptions, and panel members were asked to provide their
individual projections of market penetration and awareness without the program in place and with the
program in place. Each panel member was also asked to describe any additional or modified assumptions
that are important to his or her projections. In the second round, panelists were presented a summary of

® For the purpose of this document, “clean energy” is synonymous with the definition as described in C.G.S. 16-245.
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the first round projections’, maintaining the confidentiality of panelists’ identities, and offered an
opportunity to revise their projections and provide comments if they chose to do so.*

The panelists are identified by their professional background and/or affiliation in Table 1 as follows:

Table 1: Panelists’ Professional Background and/or Affiliation

Panelist Background Expertise and/or Affiliation
A National Clean Energy Advocacy Group
B Federal Government Clean Energy Program
C Public Relations and Advertising for Social Marketing Issues
D Connecticut State Government Clean Energy Programs
E Chamber of Commerce for a Connecticut Municipality
F Clean Energy Expert for a state Clean Energy Fund in New England
G Electric Utility Clean Energy Programs

Panelists recruited for this study but declining to participate include the following:

* An academic and economics professor at a major Connecticut university who researches clean energy

issues
= A renewable energy finance expert and trader
= A Connecticut-based environmental advocate involved in state-wide clean energy issues

2.4

Panelists’ Changes to Round 1 Projections

The following table summarizes whether panelists made changes to their Round 1 projections after
reviewing the Round 1 Response Summary and Data (Table 2).

Table 2: Panelists Responses to Round 1 Projections

Panelist

Background Expertise and/or
Affiliation

No
changes

Grid-
delivered
(Change)

Program
Awareness
(Change)

Signups
(Change)

Round 2
Comments

National Clean Energy Advocacy
Group

\/

Federal Government Clean
Energy Program

\/

Public Relations and Advertising
for Social Marketing Issues

o O W »

Connecticut State Government
Clean Energy Programs

m

Chamber of Commerce for a
Connecticut Municipality

Clean Energy Expert for a state
Clean Energy Fund in New
England

Electric Utility Clean Energy
Programs

7 Projections included any additional or modified assumptions made by the panelists.
¥ Here, as in typical Delphi studies, the projections made by each panel member will be anonymous, to avoid any undue
influence based on the reputation of particular individuals, etc.
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3  Summary of Panelists’ Final Projections

In summary, every panelist (with one minor qualification) is predicting that the current involvement in the
clean energy market, and related CCEF program investments, will lead to greater public awareness of
grid-delivered clean energy, greater public awareness of the DPUC’s Clean Energy Options, and more
sign-ups to the Clean Energy Option than if there was no involvement of the CCEF. One panelist,
however, is predicting that there will be equal levels of public awareness of grid-delivered clean energy in
2015 because of an assumed upper limit of public awareness, but the upper limit is reached sooner with
the CCEF program than without the program. Although the panel is in reasonable agreement about the net
effect of CCEF involvement, the projected levels of clean energy sign-ups and public awareness of clean
energy options and grid-delivered clean energy vary widely among panelists.

3.1 Projections of Public Awareness of Grid-Delivered Clean Energy

The median values of all yearly projections in both scenarios (with and without CCEF involvement) show
that public awareness of grid-delivered clean energy will rise at a more rapid rate due to CCEF’s
programs than without CCEF’s involvement.’ Figure 4 illustrates median projections over time for all
panelists in both scenarios: with and without CCEF involvement.

Figure 4: Median Projections—Public Awareness of Grid-Delivered Clean Energy, CCEF
Program and No Program Scenarios
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? Public awareness is defined as the percentage of adult residents of Connecticut responsible for paying their electric bills who
are aware of an option to purchase grid-delivered clean energy measured through regular telephone polling.
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Table 3 shows the median projected values for both scenarios and the difference.

Table 3: Median Values—Public Awareness of Grid-Delivered Clean Energy, CCEF
Program and No Program Scenarios

Year No Program CCEF Program Difference
2005 35%

2006 37% 39% 2%
2007 38% 40% 2%
2008 39% 45% 6%
2009 40% 52% 12%
2010 44% 56% 12%
2011 48% 60% 12%
2012 52% 65% 13%
2013 55% 65% 10%
2014 58% 68% 10%
2015 60% 70% 10%

In 2015, the final year of projections, Panelist C (Advertising and Public Relations for Social Marketing
Issues) predicts that CCEF’s programs will have the largest impact on public awareness of grid-delivered
clean energy (public awareness with CCEF market investments and programs will be 27% higher than
without the CCEF’s involvement) while Panelist B (Federal Government Clean Energy Program) predicts
no net impact (no difference in levels of public awareness in the year 2015 between the two scenarios),
but predicted that awareness levels would reach a peak faster with CCEF involvement sooner than
without CCEF involvement (Table 4)

Table 4: CCEF Program Impacts — Differences in Projected Levels of Public Awareness of
Grid-Delivered Clean Energy in 2015,
CCEF Program and No Program Scenarios
Respondent Background Expertise and/or Affiliation Difference in 2015
Projections between
Program and No
Program Scenarios

Panelist A | National Clean Energy Advocacy Group 25%

Panelist B | Federal Government Clean Energy Program 0%

Panelist C | Public Relations and Advertising for Social Marketing Issues 27%

Panelist D | Connecticut State Government Clean Energy Programs 3%

Panelist E | Chamber of Commerce for a Connecticut Municipality 25%
Clean Energy Expert for a state Clean Energy Fund in New

Panelist F | England 15%

Panelist G | Electric Utility Clean Energy Programs 18%
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3.1.1 No Program Scenario, Public Awareness of Grid-Delivered Clean Energy

Most panelists project increasing awareness over time without the program. Panelists A and F predicts
the highest increases without CCEF involvement: Panelist A (National Clean Energy Advocacy Group)
offers the following:

“In the absence of any proactive effort, I think that awareness will grow at a relatively flat
rate, driven largely by other media stories and overall market activities that highlight
climate change, renewable technologies (much of it originating outside of Connecticut).
Overall, I would not expect awareness to rise above 50-60%.”

Panelist F (Clean Energy Expert for a State Clean Energy Fund in New England) predicts the most rapid
increase in awareness, but holds awareness steady at 60% starting in 2011:

“This scenario assumes that the severe weather patterns of 2005 are going to increase and be
widely recognized as due to global warming. In addition, it will also be widely recognized that oil
and natural gas output productivity are falling and prices of fossil fuels will increase, reflecting
falling productivity.”

Panelist E (Chamber of Commerce for a Connecticut Municipality) is alone in projecting decreasing
awareness over time. Figure 5 illustrates individual panelists’ projections of public awareness of grid-
delivered clean energy without the program.

Figure 5: Projections of Public Awareness of Grid-Delivered Clean Energy,
No Program Scenario
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3.1.2 CCEF Program Scenario, Public Awareness of Grid-Delivered Clean
Energy

All panelists project increasing awareness over time with the program. Panelists A (National Clean
Energy Advocacy Group) and G (Electric Utility Clean Energy Programs) predict the largest increases in
awareness. Panelist A (National Clean Energy Advocacy Group):

“With well-designed programs, I think that awareness will grow steadily, and there will be
an inflection point after 2010 as momentum from earlier efforts compounds contemporary
efforts. As a result overall awareness will reach 80-90% by 2015. This is based on
assumption that there are many leverage areas that can be successfully exploited by CCEF
programs at minimal cost (but that otherwise would be mean-reverting, temporary “pops”
in awareness).”

Panelist B (Federal Government Clean Energy Program) believes that the CCEF program will have a
positive effect on awareness, though with an upper limit on public awareness:

“The upper limit for clean energy awareness levels is [approximately] 66%.”

Panelists D (Connecticut State Government Clean Energy Programs) and E (Chamber of Commerce for a
Connecticut Municipality) predict the smallest increases in awareness in the CCEF Program Scenario.
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Figure 6 illustrates individual panelists’ projections of public awareness of grid-delivered clean energy
with the CCEF Program.

Figure 6: Projections of Public Awareness of Grid-Delivered Clean Energy,
CCEF Program Scenario'
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! Panelists A and B began their projections in the year 2005

3.2 Projections of Public Awareness of the Connecticut Clean Energy
Option
The median values of all yearly projections in both scenarios (with and without CCEF involvement) show

that public awareness of the Connecticut Clean Energy Option'® will rise at a more rapid rate due to
CCEF’s programs than without CCEF’s involvement, particularly between years 2008 and 2010.

' Public awareness is defined as the percentage of adult residents of Connecticut responsible for paying their electric bills
aware of the option to purchase clean energy through the Connecticut Clean Energy Option administered by the Connecticut
DPUC.
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Figure 7 illustrates median projections over time from all panelists in both scenarios: With and without
CCEF involvement.

Figure 7: Median Projections—Public Awareness of Clean Energy Options,
CCEF Program and No Program Scenarios
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Table 5 shows the median projected values for both scenarios and the difference.

Table 5: Median Values—Public Awareness of the Clean Energy Option,
CCEF Program and No Program Scenarios

Year No Program CCEF Program Difference
2005 2%

2006 3% 4% 1%
2007 4% 8% 4%
2008 5% 11% 6%
2009 6% 19% 13%
2010 7% 30% 23%
2011 7% 31% 24%
2012 8% 32% 24%
2013 9% 33% 24%
2014 9% 34% 25%
2015 10% 35% 25%

In 2015, the final year of projections, Panelist A (National Clean Energy Advocacy Group) predicts that
the CCEF program will have the largest impact on public awareness of the Clean Energy Option (public
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awareness with the CCEF program will be 60% higher than without the CCEF program) while Panelist B
(Federal Government Clean Energy Program) predicts the smallest impact (public awareness with CCEF
program will be 3% higher than without the CCEF program).(Table 6)

Table 6: CCEF Program Impacts — Differences in Projected Levels of Public Awareness of
the Clean Energy Option in 2015,
CCEF Program and No Program Scenarios

Respondent Background Expertise and/or Affiliation Difference in 2015
Projections between
Program and No
Program Scenarios
Panelist A National Clean Energy Advocacy Group 60%
Panelist B Federal Government Clean Energy Program 3%
Panelist C Public Relations and Advertising for Social Marketing Issues 20%
Panelist D Connecticut State Government Clean Energy Programs 9%
Panelist E Chamber of Commerce for a Connecticut Municipality 6%
Clean Energy Expert for a state Clean Energy Fund in New
Panelist F England 25%
Panelist G Electric Utility Clean Energy Programs 26%

3.21 No Program Scenario, Public Awareness of the Connecticut Clean Energy
Option
All panelists except one project increasing levels of public awareness of the Clean Energy Option without
any CCEF Involvement. A majority of panelists (four out of seven) project relatively modest increases in
awareness over time without the program. Panelist F (Clean Energy Expert for State Clean Energy Fund
in New England) predicts the most rapid increase in awareness, particularly between years 2006 and
2008, but holds growth steady from 2012 to 2015. Panelist B (Federal Government Clean Energy
Program) attributes increased levels of public awareness to increased concerns about climate change:

“Increased concern for climate change nation-wide drives higher awareness levels for
clean energy and the CT Clean Energy Option without [the] program. The upper limit for
Clean Energy Option awareness levels is [approximately] 33%.”

Panelist A (National Clean Energy Advocacy Group), C (Advertising and Public Relations for Social
Marketing) and D (Connecticut State Government Clean Energy Program) predict the smallest increases
in awareness. Panelist A (National Clean Energy Advocacy Group) states the following:

“I think that this will rise to maximum of 5-10%, driven largely by federal, NGO and other
state programs, but these trends will tend to be mean-reverting and not sustainable. That
is, there may be small “pops” that drive awareness of the program upward, but they will
fall again.”

Panelist C (Public Relations and Advertising for Social Marketing Issues) adds:

“The various awareness percentages I previously predicted remain unchanged. I continue to
believe that there is and will be general apathy and resistance to signing up absent a carefully
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structured PR and advertising campaign. This has caused me to be comparatively low in my
estimates of awareness and sign-ups in the No Program Scenario.

Panelist E (Chamber of Commerce for a Connecticut Municipality) is alone in projecting decreasing
awareness over time. Figure 8 illustrates individual panelists’ projections of public awareness of the Clean
Energy Option without CCEF involvement.

Figure 8: Projections of Public Awareness of the Clean Energy Option,
No Program Scenario'
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! Any projected value of “Less than 3%” was coded as 1.5% for the purposes of this figure.

3.2.2 CCEF Program Scenario, Public Awareness of the Connecticut Clean
Energy Option

All panelists project increasing awareness over time with the CCEF program, though the rates of

increasing awareness are quite variable. Panelists A (National Clean Energy Advocacy Group), F (Clean

Energy Expert for a State Clean Energy Fund in New England) and G (Electric Utility Clean Energy

Programs) predict the largest increases in awareness. Panelist A (National Clean Energy Advocacy

Group) provides the following insight:

“Because the specific program will be closely linked with overall awareness efforts, I think
that awareness of the program will track with general awareness, perhaps reaching 70-
80%. This, I believe, will be consistent with general awareness of other environmental
services programs (such as recycling).”
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Panelists B (Federal Government Clean Energy Program) and C (Advertising and Public Relations for
Social Marketing Issues) predict moderate increases in awareness of Clean Energy Options with the
CCEF program compared to their fellow panelists while Panelists D (Connecticut State Government
Clean Energy Program) and E (Chamber of Commerce for a Connecticut Municipality) predict the lowest
increases in awareness, respectively. Panelist C (Advertising and Public Relations for Social Marketing
Issues) offered the following observation during Round 2:

“Much as I believe in the effectiveness of advertising and PR, there remain several obstacles to
the public’s embrace of clean energy, such as the invisibility of the product, and the difficulty of
explaining exactly what it is the public is being asked to buy. Therefore my estimates are positive,
but slightly tempered by the realities of the public education task.”

Figure 9 illustrates individual panelists’ projections of public awareness of the Connecticut Clean Energy
Option with the CCEF program.

Figure 9: Projections of Public Awareness of the Clean Energy Option,
CCEF Program Scenario'
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! Panelists A and B began their projections in the year 2005
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3.3 Projections of Sign-ups to the Connecticut Clean Energy Option

The median values of all yearly projections in both scenarios (with and without CCEF involvement) show
that sign-ups to the Clean Energy Option will rise at a more rapid rate due to CCEF’s programs than
without CCEF’s involvement. Figure 10 illustrates median projections over time for all panelists in both
scenarios: with and without CCEF involvement.

Figure 10: Median Projections— Sign-Ups to the Clean Energy Option,
CCEF Program and No Program Scenarios’
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' Household penetration rates were estimated based on the projected number of households in Connecticut in the
year 2010: 1,373,526 households."’

" Projections were based on household growth rates in Connecticut using data from the 2000 census and 2004 census
estimates.
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Table 7 shows the adjusted median projected values for both scenarios and the differences.

Table 7: Median Values— Sign-Ups to the Clean Energy Option,
CCEF Program and No Program Scenarios

Year No Program CCEF Program Difference
2005 5,200 5,200 0
2006 7,400 13,867 6,467
2007 6,758 20,800 14,042
2008 10,191 27,177 16,986
2009 13,662 40,985 27,323
2010 19,067 68,676 49,610
2011 20,800 85,617 64,817
2012 22,533 88,855 66,322
2013 24,267 92,126 67,859
2014 26,000 95,429 69,429
2015 28,219 98,765 70,546

3.3.1 No Program Scenario, Sign-ups to the Clean Energy Option

In the No Program scenario, four panelists are clustered together while Panelist F (Clean Energy Expert
for a State Clean Energy Fund in New England) and Panelist G (Electric Utility Clean Energy Programs)
predict substantially larger increases in signups than the remaining panelists, and Panelist C (Advertising
and Public Relations for Social Marketing Issues) projects somewhere in between the lower cluster and
the top two. Panelist F (Clean Energy Expert for a State Clean Energy Fund in New England) did not
change its Round 1 projections, but added the following comments in Round 2:

“Assuming 1 KW/HH of capacity at 45% penetration by 2015, results in 500000 HHs or 500 MW
of renewable energy capacity which will be sourced mainly in the northeast region and Canada.
The better wind resources, it should be noted are in Canada, NY, and off the coast of RI and MA.
CT will have access to those lower cost renewable energy sources—not just RECs. Government
incentives in renewable energy will increase over this time as well.”

Panelist A (National Clean Energy Advocacy Group) did not change its first round projections, either,
stating the following during the first round:

“Consistent with other voluntary market programs, I do not expect signups to rise above 1-
2%, perhaps to a maximum of 5%.”

Panelist C revised its first round projections, providing the following insights:

“The “X” factor in this No Program Scenario is the amount of publicized attention to energy
independence that may be driven by unpredictable world events or breakthrough announcements
from the scientific community. If there is an increase in this public awareness due to these factors,
sign-ups will naturally increase.”
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Figure 11 illustrates individual panelists’ projections of sign-ups to the Clean Energy Option in the No
Program scenario.

Figure 11: Projections of Sign-Ups to the Clean Energy Option,
No Program Scenario
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3.3.2 CCEF Program Scenario, Sign-ups to the Clean Energy Option

All panelists project increasing awareness over time with CCEF involvement, though the rates of
increasing awareness are somewhat variable. Unlike the No Program scenario, panelists’ projections fall
into two groups: those who project large increases in sign-ups to the Clean Energy Option, and those who
project moderate to low increases in sign-ups. Panelists A (National Clean Energy Advocacy Group), F
(Clean Energy Expert for a State Clean Energy Fund in New England) and G (Electric Utility Clean
Energy Programs) predict the largest increases in sign-ups, while Panelists B (Federal Government Clean
Energy Program), C (Advertising and Public Relations for Social Marketing Issues), D Connecticut State
Government Clean Energy Programs and E (Chamber of Commerce for a Connecticut Municipality)
project moderate to low increases in sign-ups.

From the first group, projecting the highest increases in signups, Panelist A (National Clean Energy
Advocacy Group) made the following observation:

“I foresee a quick rise in early years, which will plateau at 3-5 year range (near 15%).
This will then increase again as technology improvements lower cost of renewable options
(due to overall market forces, but with additional capacity coming on line regionally,
leading to price reductions and resulting additional purchases from increasing bulk
purchases. This will reach up to over 30% participation. I am somewhat concerned that
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these projected levels may be unrealistically high, and they rely on the emergence of
regional, integrated markets for clean energy.”

During the second round of the Delphi Study, Panelist F (Clean Energy Expert for a State Clean Energy
Fund in New England) reiterated comments made during the first round:

“Both scenarios assume that green products are introduced into the market that effectively allow
consumers to save money on their electric bills by using renewable energy over the long term.
Under this assumption, demand is greater in the presence of an education and marketing
program, but is ultimately limited by supply and by other factors such as the willingness of
consumers to pay the upfront premium that might be required to obtain the long term cost

stability.”

Panelist D (Connecticut State Government Clean Energy Programs) believes that bill inserts are largely
responsible for clean energy sign-ups:

“....I believe most (vast majority) of signups have occurred via bill inserts, but the
unknown is whether those that are signing up via the inserts have already been influenced
by a DPUC, CCEF or SmartPower related event, ad, marketing, etc.”

Panelist D revised its projections substantially during the second round and added the following
comment:

“[S]ignups in both scenarios grow from the base (of 5,200) at the rate of awareness in the
Options Program.”

Panelist C (Advertising and Public Relations for Social Marketing Issues) revised its projections and
provided the following comment during Round 2:

“Under the CCEF Program, I expect sign-ups to be greater in the early years, then level off as the
program’s announcements become old news.”

Panelist E (Chamber of Commerce for a Connecticut Municipality) revised its projections, and
offered the following explanation:

“After a thorough examination of the Round One results and further study on Clean Energy
Options and knowledge of them, I believe I may have low-balled the projected signups a bit. I was
a little taken back by the size and optimistic nature of some of the other projections but that did
not sway my thinking. I am still a bit of a skeptic that the public will have the will to sign up by in
masses over the next ten years. I do believe however that proper education of the options and
their benefits will help a great deal.”
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Figure 12 illustrates individual panelists’ projections of sign-ups to the Clean Energy Option in the
CCEF Program.

Figure 12: Projections of Sign-Ups to the Clean Energy Option,
CCEF Program Scenario
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4  Panelists’ Comments and Assumptions

This section presents panelists’ comments and assumptions.
Panelist A: National Clean Energy Advocacy Group

Round 1 Comments
Panelist A’s comments are presented completely in verbatim format below.

“For my estimates of signups, I based my assumptions on rough percentages of households signing up.
However, I was not able to determine from the information given what the number of households for
Connecticut is. As a result, I roughly estimated a total count of 1 million households in Connecticut,
based on a population of 3.5 million and 3.5 residents per household. I have no idea whether this is a valid
assumption.

No Program Scenario:

Awareness of Grid-Delivered Electricity:

In the absence of any proactive effort, I think that awareness will grow at a relatively flat rate, driven
largely by other media stories and overall market activities that highlight climate change, renewable
technologies (much of it originating outside of Connecticut). Overall, I would not expect awareness to rise
above 50-60%.

Awareness of “Clean Energy Options” Program:

I think that this will rise to maximum of 5-10%, driven largely by federal, NGO and other state programs,
but these trends will tend to be mean-reverting and not sustainable. That is, there may be small “pops”
that drive awareness of the program upward, but they will fall again.

Clean Energy Signups:
Consistent with other voluntary market programs, I do not expect signups to rise above 1-2%, perhaps to a
maximum of 5%.

All growth rates are assumed in these scenarios to be essentially linear.

CCEF Scenario:

Awareness of Grid-Delivered Electricity:

With well-designed programs, I think that awareness will grow steadily, and there will be an inflection
point after 2010 as momentum from earlier efforts compounds contemporary efforts. As a result overall
awareness will reach 80-90% by 2015. This is based on assumption that there are many leverage areas
that can be successfully exploited by CCEF programs at minimal cost (but that otherwise would be mean-
reverting, temporary “pops” in awareness).
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Awareness of “Clean Energy Options” Program:

Because the specific program will be closely linked with overall awareness efforts, I think that awareness
of the program will track with general awareness, perhaps reaching 70-80%. This, I believe, will be
consistent with general awareness of other environmental services programs (such as recycling).

Clean Energy Signups:

I foresee a quick rise in early years, which will plateau at 3-5 year range (near 15%). This will then
increase again as technology improvements lower cost of renewable options (due to overall market forces,
but with additional capacity coming on line regionally, leading to price reductions and resulting additional
purchases from increasing bulk purchases. This will reach up to over 30% participation.

I am somewhat concerned that these projected levels may be unrealistically high, and they rely on the
emergence of regional, integrated markets for clean energy.”

Round 2 Comments (Unchanged Projections)
Panelist A provided no further comments.

Panelist B: Federal Government Clean Energy Program

Round 1 Comments
Panelist B’s comments are in verbatim format (bulleted) as follows:

= “Increased concern for climate change nation-wide drives higher awareness levels for clean energy
and CT clean energy options without program.

= CT CEOP accelerates the rate of awareness for clean energy as well as clean energy options.

=  The upper limit for clean energy awareness levels is ~66%.

= The upper limit for clean energy options awareness levels is ~33%.

=  Found 2000 census data on the number of CT households. Assumed there would be 10,000 new
households per year, which appears roughly inline with the CT pop. growth rate'”. Assumed that only
20% of households that are aware of CT clean energy options would buy green power. That’s a bit of
a guess and probably too generous.

= The rate structure or the premium or both need to change for clean energy to see greater penetration.”

Round 2 Comments (Unchanged Projections)
Panelist B provided no further comments.

Panelist C: Advertising and Public Relations for Social Marketing Issues

Round 1 Comments
Panelist C’s comments are presented completely in verbatim format below:

I have one question which I don’t think will affect my answers, and two observations.

12 Moderator’s note: Actual household growth rates in Connecticut for the 2005 to 2015 period are stated earlier in Table 12,
and average 1.005388% per year.
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Question:

I do not understand your 7™ bullet point on pages 2-3. There are two significantly different rates quoted
($125/mo at 700KWh and $105/mo at 700 KWh.) Are these the two different suppliers, and if so why the
disparity?

Observations:

The departure of the Connecticut Energy Cooperative and Green Mountain Energy, and the return of
those clean energy customers to their default supplier would have, in my opinion, the effect of strongly
reinforcing the public impression which we observed in...focus groups that clean energy wasn’t real. Or
ready. That it was still science fiction, off in the future. Substantial exposure to the “It’s real. It’s here. It’s
working.” Copy as part of Smart Power’s campaign could have a positive effect in reversing that opinion
so I have been reasonably optimistic in estimating signups under the CCEF Initiatives. The No Program
Scenario could let it fester and grow. Hence I have predicted a much slower growth in that scenario.

I experienced some difficulty in estimating the specific numbers of signups, since all the goal estimates by
CCEF and SmartPower are stated as a percent of total electricity sales (“3 to 4 percent by 2010” “20% by
2010”) and I could not discover nor receive any indication of what percentage of total sales our starting
number (5200) is.

For the purpose of my estimates, I have assumed it to be approximately % of 1%.

Also, you note on page 6 the “general lack of knowledge of electricity restructuring among the state’s
electricity customers.” Even in your narrative, you use phrases like ”’paid about $5.40 a month for the
green power.” And ‘“‘customers paid 6.0c/KWh for the new electricity product.” As an informed group,
we understand what this means. However, language like this if used with the public may feed into a
common consumer misunderstanding that somehow the wiring is being changed to deliver only the clean
energy power to their home. The communications distributed under the CCEF Program Scenario could
and should explain that better to the consumer, and again, by clearing up confusion, help to promote sign-
ups.

Round 2 Comments (Revised Projections)
Panelist C’s annotated comments are presented below:

“The various awareness percentages I previously predicted remain unchanged. I continue to believe that
there is and will be general apathy and resistance to signing up absent a carefully structured PR and
advertising campaign. This has caused me to be comparatively low in my estimates of awareness and
sign-ups in the No Program Scenario.

The “X” factor in this No Program Scenario is the amount of publicized attention to energy independence
that may be driven by unpredictable world events or breakthrough announcements from the scientific
community. If there is an increase in this public awareness due to these factors, sign-ups will naturally
increase.

Under the CCEF Program, I expect sign-ups to be greater in the early years, then level off as the
program’s announcements become old news. Also, much as I believe in the effectiveness of advertising
and PR, there remain several obstacles to the public’s embrace of clean energy, such as the invisibility of
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the product, and the difficulty of explaining exactly what it is the public is being asked to buy. Therefore
my estimates are positive, but slightly tempered by the realities of the public education task.

Incidentally, my No Program estimates assume .6% of the "awares" will sign up, since there is no
marketing... [I] assume .25% of all those aware of the program will actually signup.”

Panelist D: Connecticut State Government Clean Energy Programs

Round 1 Comments
Panelist D’s comments are presented completely in verbatim format below:

1. “Regarding the category “% of CT Residents Aware of Grid Delivered Clean Energy—are you
referring to RECs or clean energy generation in general?

2. Regarding Clean Energy Signups---program is at this point durational (set to expire in 08) and
there very well could be variances due to possible rate increases in the future for TSO or SOLR
service.

3. Thave only calculated out thru 2008 (enrollments in CCEO program) due to the uncertainty of it
being continued. My personal opinion is that it should continue beyond 2008, unless we obtain a
one or more load serving suppliers that offer green resource mixes

If we are strictly referring to Clean Energy Options Program, the reality here is that they are not
purchasing clean energy generation sources as an alternative, but rather financially supporting clean
energy sources/development in addition to the traditional power mix that they are currently receiving. I
believe LEVCO is/was offering a clean power choice as a substitute to traditional power.

....please keep in mind that I believe additional rate increases may encourage some to join/continue
supporting the program (with the belief that the only way to address and/or avoid constant and long-term
rate increases is by diversifying our electric generation portfolio and reducing our reliance on fossil-fueled
generation), while others may be deterred from joining/continuing participation due to additional financial
obligations on TSO or SOLR service.

I personally believe the marketing efforts of both CCEF and SmartPower are extremely important and
beneficial to overall program awareness. I believe most (vast majority) of signups have occurred via bill
inserts, but the unknown is whether those that are signing up via the inserts have already been influenced
by a DPUC, CCEF or SmartPower related event, ad, marketing, etc.”

Round 2 Comments (Revised Projections)
Panelist D’s annotated comments are presented below:

Assume that signups in both scenarios grow from the base (of 5,200) at the rate of awareness in the
Options Program.



CCEF Delphi Study, Page 25

Panelist E: Chamber of Commerce for a Connecticut Municipality

Round 1 Comments
Panelist E’s comments are presented completely in verbatim format below:

“In a nutshell, I believe that educating Connecticut residents on clean energy options will be very
beneficial to the cause. Connecticut for the most part is an environmentally conscious state. If these
options are discussed in an open forum, Connecticut residents will embrace them, especially over a period
of ten years. I believe that Clean Energy signups will increase with proper education of residents and a
reliance on word of mouth expansion. These projections are obviously not an exact science but I think
they are in the ballpark...On the other hand, uneducated and unmotivated Connecticut residents will be
blissfully ignorant about Clean Energy options with no program scenario in place.”

Round 2 Comments (Revised Projections)
Panelist E’s comments are presented completely in verbatim format below:

“After a thorough examination of the Round One results and further study on Clean Energy Options and
knowledge of them, I believe I may have low-balled the projected signups a bit. I was a little taken back
by the size and optimistic nature of some of the other projections but that did not sway my thinking. I am
still a bit of a skeptic that the public will have the will to sign up by in masses over the next ten years. I
do believe however that proper education of the options and their benefits will help a great deal.”

Panelist F: Clean Energy Expert for a state Clean Energy Fund in New
England

Round 1 Comments
Panelist F’s comments are presented completely in verbatim format below:

“Both scenarios assume that green products are introduced into the market that effectively allow
consumers to save money on their electric bills by using renewable energy over the long term. Under this
assumption, demand is greater in the presence of an education and marketing program, but is ultimately
limited by supply and by other factors such as the willingness of consumers to pay the upfront premium
that might be required to obtain the long term cost stability.”

Round 2 Comments (Unchanged Projections)
Panelist F provided the following verbatim comments:

“This scenario assumes that the severe weather patterns of 2005 are going to increase and be widely
recognized as due to global warming. In addition, it will also be widely recognized that oil and natural
gas output productivity are falling and prices of fossil fuels will increase, reflecting falling productivity.
Assuming 1 KW/HH of capacity at 45% penetration by 2015, results in 500000 HHs or 500 MW of
renewable energy capacity which will be sourced mainly in the northeast region and Canada. The better
wind resources, it should be noted are in Canada, NY, and off the coast of RI and MA. CT will have
access to those lower cost renewable energy sources—not just RECs. Government incentives in renewable
energy will increase over this time as well. With the clean energy option program, you don’t need to
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green up 100% of your energy consumption, it can be 50% which lowers the average renewable energy
usage and requirements. I reiterate my previous comments after Round 1.”

Panelist G: Electric Utility Clean Energy Programs

Round 1 Comments
Panelist G’s comments are in verbatim format (bulleted) as follows:

=  “While it is difficult to quantify with precision the social impact of coalition effort across an entire
state such as CT, coalitions do work to enhance community networks.

= Especially in the early and fragile stages of a new program such as CCEOQ, the positive influence of
the CCEF has been significant.

= The Leadership of the CCEF working closely with SmartPower has really kept the CT Clean Energy
Collaboration taskforce focused and on point.

= There are still growing community networks that are benefiting from CCEF’s involvement with the
stakeholders of CT Clean Energy Collaborations.”

Round 2 Comments (Unchanged Projections)
Panelist G provided no further comments.
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Appendices



