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Organi zation; Meredith Hatfield, Esq. for the Governor's
O fice of Energy and Conmmunity Services; Devine MIlinet &
Branch, P.A. by Robert E. Dunn, Jr., Esq. for New Hanpshire
El ectric Cooperative, Inc.; Jane Doherty for the Environnmental
Responsibility Commttee of the Episcopal Di ocese of New
Hanpshire; O fice of Consumer Advocate by Anne M Ross, Esq.
on behalf of residential ratepayers; and Donald M Kreis, Esg.
for the Staff of the New Hanpshire Public Uilities
Conmi ssi on.

l. | NTRODUCTI ON

The Electric Industry Restructuring Act, RSA 374-F,
was enacted with the "overall public policy goal" of
devel oping "a nore efficient industry structure and regul atory
framework that results in a nore productive econony by
reduci ng costs to consuners while nmaintaining safe and

reliable electric service with m ni num adverse inpacts on the



DE 01- 057

-2-
environment." RSA 374-F:1, |I. To that end, the Act sets
forth 15 specific "interdependent policy principles,” see RSA
374:-F: 1, 111, anong which is the objective of energy
efficiency, specifically: "Restructuring should be designed to
reduce market barriers to investnments in energy efficiency and
provi de incentives for appropriate demand-si de managenent and
not reduce-cost effective custonmer conservation. Uility
sponsored energy efficiency prograns should target cost-
effective opportunities that may otherw se be |ost due to
mar ket barriers.” RSA 374-F:3, X

In an effort to advance and inplenment these
| egi sl ative deterni nations of public policy, the New Hanpshire
Public Utilities Conmm ssion (Conm ssion) entered O der No.
23,574 on Novenber 1, 2000, adopting with certain
nodi ficati ons the recommendati ons of the New Hanpshire Energy

Ef ficiency Working Group. See Electric Utility Restructuring
— Energy Efficiency Prograns, 85 NH PUC 684 (2000). Order No.

23,574 directed New Hanpshire's five electric utilities! to

1 There are actually six entities involved, only five of
which are technically a "public utility" under the
Comm ssion's enabling statutes. Two utilities, Concord
El ectric Conpany (Concord Electric) and Exeter & Hanpton
El ectric Conpany (Exeter and Hanpton), are affiliates and have
appeared here jointly;, they are sonmetines referred to
collectively with reference to their parent conpany, Unitil.
The New Hanpshire Electric Cooperative (NHEC) is not a public
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wor k together to develop a series of "Core" Energy Efficiency
Prograns — i.e., prograns that would be available to electric
custoners throughout the state, regardl ess of service
territory — to be funded by ratepayers via the System Benefits
Charge authorized by RSA 374-F:VI. Today's order, marking the
cul mnation of the year and a half of work that has followed
Order No. 23,574, authorizes the commencenent of the Core
Energy Efficiency Programs, with associated utility-specific
prograns, on June 1, 2002.
1. BACKGROUND AND PROCEDURAL HI STORY

Thi s docket began on March 14, 2001 with the filing
of a joint petition by Concord Electric, Connecticut Valley
El ectric Conpany (CVEC), Exeter & Hanpton, Granite State
El ectric Conpany (GSEC), NHEC and Public Service Conpany of
New Hampshire (collectively, the Petitioners). The Petitioners
sought approval of five Core Prograns for residenti al
custoners — Energy Star Hones, Energy Star Appliances,
Resi dential Lighting, Residential Retrofit and Low | ncone
Efficiency Services — as well as three Core Progranms to be

of fered comrercial and industrial (C& ) customers: Lost

utility, see RSA 301:57 (authorizing NHEC to so elect), but is
still subject to the Restructuring Act, see RSA 362:2, Il. and
for the sake of convenience is referred to here as one of the
"utilities" involved in this docket.
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Opportuniti es/ New Construction, Large C& Retrofit and Small
C&l Retrofit.

The Comm ssion granted intervention petitions
subm tted by the Conservation Law Foundation (CLF); the
Envi ronment al Responsibility Comm ttee of the Episcopal
Di ocese of New Hanpshire, the Province |I Environmental Network
of the Episcopal Church and New Hanpshire Interfaith Power and
Li ght (appearing jointly and collectively referred to here as
the Environnmental Responsibility Commttee); the Governor's
O fice of Energy and Conmunity Services (ECS), the New
Hanmpshi re Departnent of Environnmental Services (DES), and the
Save Qur Homes Organization (SOHO). The Conmm ssion al so
granted the limted intervention petitions of New Hanpshire
Ball Bearing, Inc., EnergyNorth Natural Gas, Inc. d/b/a
KeySpan Energy Delivery New England and the Society for the
Protection of New Hanpshire Forests (SPF). The Office of
Consuner Advocate (OCA) entered an appearance on behal f of
residential ratepayers pursuant to RSA 363: 28.

Foll owi ng a Pre-Hearing Conference and a period of
di scovery, the Petitioners entered into a Settlenment Agreenent
on October 4, 2001 (Phase | Settlenment) with OCA, the
Conmm ssion Staff and those intervenors that had been

participating actively in the docket to that date: CLF, the
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Envi ronment al Responsibility Commttee, ECS, SOHO, DES and
SPF. Followi ng a hearing conducted on October 31, 2001, The
Comm ssi on approved the Phase | Settlenment in Order No. 23, 850
(Novenber 29, 2001).

The Phase | Settlenment called for the approval of
t he proposed Core Programs, with such approval to be deened
the first of two phases in an ongoi ng proceeding to be
conducted in the instant docket. As a part of the Phase I
Settlement, the Petitioners agreed to "dedicate sufficient
funds and resources, subject to the constraints of each
Uility's budget, to deliver the Core Prograns in a consistent
manner to as many New Hanpshire residents, businesses and
public facilities as possible through year end 2003, or until
such further time as the Comm ssion may direct.” Order No.
23,850, slip op. at 7.

The signatories to the Phase | Settl enent agreed
t hat Phase Il of the docket would involve the subm ssion of
utility-specific filings, and would cover these issues: fina
Core Program budgets for each utility, cost-effectiveness
anal yses for the prograns as inplenented by each utility,

final utility-specific programgoals and the utilities'
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esti mated sharehol der incentive.?2 I1d. at 7-8. Certain
additional nodifications to the Petitioners' initial Core
Prograns proposal were also specifically enunerated in the
Phase | Settlenent.® See id. at 8-15. The Conmi ssion
concluded that the Petitioners' initial filing, as nodified
and conditioned by the Phase | Settlenent, "creates energy
efficiency prograns that are reasonable and in the public
interest.” |d. at 16. Accordingly, the Phase | Settl enent
was approved. |d.

Order No. 23,850 additionally approved the
Petitioners' joint request for nmodification of the Novenber
2000 Order with regard to the cost-effectiveness test to be

applied to the calculation of sharehol der incentive paynents.

2 In the Novenber 2000 Order, the Conm ssion approved a
speci fic sharehol der incentive fornula proposed by the Energy
Ef fici ency Working Group, which was designed to permt the
Petitioners to recover incentives of up to 12 percent of
program budgets, with the residential and
commerci al /industrial sectors to be assessed separately in
terns of the actual cost-effectiveness and energy savings
achi eved when conpared to the projected results. See 85 NH
PUC at 689, 694.

8 As noted in Order No. 23,850, the negotiated changes to
the Petitioners' initial filing fell mainly in three areas:
(1) strengthening the coordination between the Low I ncone
Program and the work of Conmmunity Action Agencies, (2)
strengthening efforts in outreach and education, and (3)
i nproving the coordination anong the utilities in the
i npl ement ati on and managenent of the Core Progranms. See Order
No. 23,850, slip op. at 17.
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Specifically, the Conm ssion approved the use of a single
avoi ded cost nethodol ogy throughout the state, as opposed to
applying each utility's uniquely cal cul ated avoi ded cost
figures in establishing its incentive entitlenment. It was
noted that, absent such a policy choice, it would be likely
that some Core Progranms woul d be not be avail abl e throughout
t he state because they woul d be deened not cost-effective in
some service territories. See id. at 19-20.

The Comm ssion received an intervention petition
from Bob Reals, an energy consultant, on Decenmber 27, 2001.
The petition was granted by secretarial letter issued on
January 18, 2002.

Phase Il of the docket began with the subm ssion on
January 11, 2002 of GSEC s utility-specific filing. PSNH nade
its subm ssion on January 22, 2001.4 The parties and Staff
conducted a status conference and technical session February
13, 2002, and thereafter recommended a procedural schedule to
govern Phase Il of the docket, which was approved. Concord
El ectric, Exeter & Hanpton, CVEC and NHEC made their utility-

specific filings on February 27, 2002. A series of technica

4 Order No. 23,850 directed PSNH and GSEC to submt their
utility-specific filings on or before Decenber 31, 2001. This
deadline was | ater extended and all Phase Il filings were nade
on a tinely basis.
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sessions and formal settlenent discussions ensued, resulting
inthe filing of a proposed Settl enent Agreenment (Phase II
Settlement) on May 8, 2002 on behalf of the Petitioners, OCA,
t he Environmental Responsibility Commttee, ECS, SOHO, DEC and
Staff.

The Comm ssion conducted a nerits hearing on May 15,
2002 to consider the Phase Il Settlenment. A panel of
wi tnesses testified in support of the proposed agreenent and
i ndi vi dual representatives of the Petitioners answered
guestions concerning utility-specific issues. No party
appeared in opposition to the settlenent.
I SUMVARY OF THE PHASE |1 SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

The Phase Il Settlement proposes that the roll-out
date for statew de Core Energy Efficiency Programs be June 1,
2002. The agreenent explicitly sets forth that the actual
delivery of Core Programs may differ anong utilities only in
t he method by which each utility inplenments the program For
exanpl e, according to the settlenent, sone utilities my use
their own personnel to deliver Core Prograns while others may
contract with an outside vendor or vendors. The signatories
to the Phase Il Settlenent explicitly agreed that appropriate
mechani sms are in place to provide consistency of nessages,

measures and rebates, as well as appropriately consistent
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desi gn, marketing, education, delivery and eval uation of the
Core Progranms. The agreenent further recites that utility-
specific programs that go beyond the Core offerings are
reasonably related to the needs identified by each utility
with regard to its specific service territory.

Specific budgets and goals for each utility were
i ncorporated as appendices to the Phase Il Settlenent.
Attachment 2 to the agreenment conprises a list of seven
specifically defined budget-tracking categories, the purpose
of which is to assure consistency in the analysis of Core
Program expendi tures.® The budget appendi ces propose

expenditures from June 1, 2002 through Decenmber 31, 2003 as

fol | ows:
Budget Lifetime kWh Savings
PSNH $15, 991, 457 562, 597, 186
Granite State $ 2,131, 600 91, 830, 000
NHEC $ 1,580,000 31, 215, 657
Unitil $ 3,369, 184 126, 324, 663
CVEC $ 371,879 9, 213, 986

> The seven categories are: Adm nistration-Internal
Adm nstration- External, Custonmer Rebates & Services, Interna
| rpl ement ati on Services, Marketing, Evaluation and Lifetine
KWH, the latter defined as the lifetine kilowatt-hour savings
captured by the program during the applicable reporting
peri od.
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The Phase | Settlenment contenpl ated the creation of
a Monitoring and Evaluation Conmttee conprised of
representatives of each utility. According to the Phase
Settlenment, the purpose of the Monitoring and Eval uation
Committee is to oversee quarterly reporting, conduct joint
program eval uati ons, share information, seek input fromthe
parties and Staff and to report to the parties and to the
Comm ssion with regard to market progress for each program
The Phase Il Settlement nodifies this aspect of the earlier
settlement to provide for the addition of a representative of
the Comm ssion Staff to the Monitoring and Eval uation
Committee. This Staff representative would be a per manent,
non-voti ng menber of the Commttee with access to al
Committee materials and the right to attend and participate in
all Commttee neetings. The Phase Il Settlement explicitly
provides that Staff participation in the Mnitoring and
Eval uation Commttee would not bind the Comm ssion or any
intervenors with regard to the Committee's recomendati ons or
determ nati ons, or the recoverability of any Commttee-rel ated
expenses. The agreenment al so expressly acknow edges that the
Comm ssion retains all rights under applicable law to review,
approve or reject matters considered by the Conmttee.

Appended to the Phase Il Settlement are nonitoring
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and eval uation plans for the Energy Star Hones, Residenti al
Li ghti ng and New Constructi on/ Maj or Renovati on prograns.
There is also a tenplate for devel oping the plans for the
remai ni ng prograns, along with a schedule for doing so. It
provides for the finalization of all nonitoring and eval uation
pl ans by June 28, 2002. The Phase Il Settlenent agreenent
includes the utilities' commtnent to collect the same data
and report it consistently throughout all service territories
in support of planned nonitoring and eval uation activities.

The signatories to the Phase Il Settlenment agreed
t hat common assunptions should be used for cost-effectiveness
anal ysi s absent good reason for deviating from such
assunptions. In this context, "common assunptions” include
but are not limted to neasure life, kilowatt-hour savings and
operating hours. The utilities agreed that any deviations
from common assunmptions would be clearly indicated in reports,
with a thoroughly stated rationale included, so as to
facilitate meani ngful and tinely review of such deviations by
the parties and Staff. The Phase Il Settlenment explicitly
acknow edges that utilities are currently using a nunber of
di fferent benefit-cost analysis nmodels, and the signatories
t herefore recommend that a study be perforned conparing the

various nodels and that recommendati ons be devel oped on how
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best to account for any di screpanci es anong the nodel s
currently in use. It was agreed that such study and
recommendati ons woul d be conpleted and distributed to the
parties and Staff for review by December 31, 2002.

Appended to the Phase Il Settlenment is a marketing
pl an covering each of the planned Core Prograns. The plan
descri bes the "undesirable market conditions" that are
hanpering the proliferation of energy efficient technol ogies
and the anticipated strategies for transform ng the rel evant
mar ket s.

The Phase Il Settlement acknowl edges that there are
di fferences anong the utilities with regard to how costs
related to energy efficiency prograns are presently recovered.
The agreenent provides that, effective on June 1, 2002, al
prudently incurred costs related to energy efficiency
prograns, including those not recovered in the past, should be
recovered via the System Benefits Charge. The only exception
is CVEC, which has not yet undergone restructuring and which
t herefore, does not assess a System Benefits Charge agai nst
its custonmers. The agreenent contenplates that CVEC wi |l
continue to recover its prudently incurred energy efficiency
expenses via its existing Conservation & Load Managenent

Per cent age Adj ustnent (C&LMPA) nmechani sm
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Shar ehol der incentive paynents, as approved in Order
No. 23,574, are discussed in the Phase Il Settlenment.
Specifically, the agreenent refers to them as
"shar ehol der/ nember” incentives, to clarify that NHEC w shes
to recover such paynments on behalf of its nmenber-owners. The
Phase Il Settlenment also provides that all assunptions used
during the pre-approval phase of the Core Prograns will be
used at the appropriate time at the end of the program period
to calculate results and establish incentive entitlenents. It
was al so agreed that revised assunptions and eval uat ed
findings should be used to determ ne energy savi ngs underlying
the incentive targets and tracking data for the ensuing
program peri od.

Wth regard to the protocol for assuring that Core
Prograns are truly available on a statew de basis, the Phase
Il Settlenent provides that the Core Prograns Managenent Team
conprised of representatives of the Petitioners, will consult
with the residential and C& programteans to reviewthe
consi stency of program delivery at all quarterly managenent
team nmeetings and will address any issues that arise related
to program consi stency.

Appended to the Phase Il Settlenment is a list of

tasks that remain to be conpleted. They range fromthe
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sel ection of vendors to provide certain services to the

devel opnent of additional marketing materials to the creation
of two key common program el enents: a statewi de toll-free
nunber and a web site for the Core Prograns.

The agreenent acknow edges that CVEC and the Unitil
conpani es require recovery of costs not directly related to
the provision of Core Energy Efficiency Programs but which are
indirectly related to them previously allowed or directly
related to energy efficiency prograns that antedate the Core
Prograns. Accordingly, the Phase Il Settlenment contenpl ates
t hat CVEC recover (A) as part of its energy efficiency budget,
t he anount of $18,593 related to project no. 33032 and $1, 731
in connection with CVEC s funding share of the New Hanpshire
Energy Plan, and (b) the appropriate net revenue | oss rel ated
to conservation and | oad managenent prograns inplenented prior
to 1998 until such time as such net revenue | osses are
reflected in base rates or through sone other appropriate
met hod, and interest on over-collections or under-collections
in the C&LMPA as traditionally allowed by the Comm ssion.

Wth regard to the Unitil Conpanies, the agreenent calls for
recovery of appropriate |ost base revenue related to demand-
si de managenment prograns i nmplenented prior to Novenmber 2000

t hrough such tinme as the | ost based revenue is reflected in
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base rates or through sone other appropriate nethod.

Finally, the Phase Il Settlenment contenpl ates that
the instant docket will remain open for consideration of the
following issues: (a) the remaining tasks specifically
identified in the agreenent, (b) reviewing final Monitoring
and Eval uation Plans, (c) reviewing reports of the Monitoring
and Eval uation Commttee, and (d) addressing any issues that
may arise related to | owincone Core Program and federa
weat heri zati on progranms coll aboration efforts, including the
trai ning and education pl an.

I n furtherance of the Phase Il Agreenent, the
signatories recomrend that the Comm ssion approve the
agreenent as well as the applicable tariff filings of CVEC,
NHEC, Concord Electric, Exeter & Hanpton and Granite State.
The Comm ssion is also asked to approve

all energy efficiency progranms involving the

sale, delivery and installation of approved

measures whether or not they involve the paynent

of an incentive. To the extent that such

approved progranms or services are tied to the

delivery o[r] the sale of electricity or other

product or service by or on behalf of the

Uilities, or to the extent that the approved

prograns require or utilize common vendors,

manuf acturers, and contractors, the Conmm ssion

[ shoul d] continue to regulate such transactions

cl osely such that the so-called "State Action

| munity" to antitrust conpl aints against the

Uilities would apply under state or federal |aw

filed by governnent authorities,

manuf acturers[,] other vendors, suppliers and
contractors.
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Phase Il Settlement Agreenent at 9.
V. COWM SSI ON ANALYSI S

The statutory framework under which we consider the
proposed Core Energy Efficiency Progranms, and, in particular,
the relevant policy principles that we are charged with
i npl ementing, are set forth in the introductory preanble to
this order. These provisions fromthe Restructuring Act make
clear that energy efficiency is a crucial and key el ement of
the electric industry transformation contenpl ated and nandat ed
by the Act.

When we approved the Phase | Settl enent Agreenent,
we had occasion to discuss in sone detail our view of the
critical role to be played by the Core Energy Efficiency
Prograns. See Order No. 23,850, slip op. at 15-20. W
i ncorporate that discussion by reference here, and reaffirm
our commitrment to the principles and policy choices
articulated therein. It suffices to stress here that our basic
prem se is that the availability of a consistent and
consistently pronoted set of energy efficiency prograns is
hi ghly preferable to the status quo ante, which involved
varying ability of initiatives depending on service territory.

Accordingly, we find that it is consistent with the

public good to make the Core Energy Efficiency Prograns
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avai l able to New Hanpshire electric custoners as soon as
practicable. It is also our finding that the progranms and
comm tnments described in the Phase Il Settlenent Agreenent are
reasonabl e and appropriate. Therefore, we will approve the
Phase Il Settlement Agreenent and authorize the comencenment
of the Core Energy Efficiency Programs on June 1, 2002 as
contenpl ated by the agreenent.?®

Several aspects of the Phase Il Settlenment deserve
particul ar enphasis here. First, we note with approval the
signatories' agreenent to add a representative fromthe
Comm ssion Staff as a non-voting but otherwise fully
partici pating nmenber of the Monitoring and Eval uati on
Commttee. |Inherent in the Core Progranms paradigmis the
notion that the utilities, as opposed to sonme outside entity
within or without the governnment, are responsible for
providing the Core Progranms. Particularly because that the
mechani sm for funding the Core Prograns — the system benefits
charge — is not unlike a tax and its proceeds therefore not

unli ke public funds, it is appropriate for the Comm ssion

¢ We note that our decision to that effect will not be
final and unappeal able by June 1. However, at hearing, the
Petitioners indicated that they were willing to nove forward

with the Core Prograns on June 1 if approved in this Oder.
Our approval granted herein is intended to apply both to the
Core Prograns as well as the revised tariff pages appended to
the Phase Il Settlenent.
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Staff to have a role in assuring that nonitoring and
eval uation efforts are rigorous and thorough. W note, with
approval, that Staff participation in this process is wthout
prejudice to the Comm ssion's authority to review the work of
the Monitoring and Eval uation Commttee.

It is also useful and consistent with appropriate
public policy for the Petitioners to have agreed upon a set of
conmmon definitions for tracking programactivities for
budgeti ng purposes. Consistent financial benchmarks are vital
to the process of effective oversight, and we will be
aggressive in assuring that the financial reports we receive
fromthe utilities are thorough, conprehensible and presented
in a uni form manner by the utilities.

Simlarly, we endorse the suggestion in the Phase 11
Settl enment Agreenent that common assunptions should be used in
perform ng cost-benefit anal yses across the various service
territories. W recognize that, for various historical and
| ogi stical reasons, the utilities have enployed and presently
continue to enploy several different nodels for conducting
cost-benefit analyses. We will hold the utilities to their
commtnent to performan analysis by year's end ai ned at
addressing in a neani ngful way the discrepancies this
situati on engenders.

Wth reference to Attachments 4E (the Monitoring and
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Eval uation Plan Tineline) and 5 (Renmai ni ng Tasks), we note
with some concern that much remains to be done in order to
assure that the Core Prograns operate effectively. In
particul ar, we note the testinony at hearing that sonme of the
deadlines in Attachnent 4E have already been m ssed.
Therefore, we place the parties on notice that we will hold
themto the deadlines to which they have agreed in these
attachments, particularly the ultinmte June 28 deadline for
conpleting the Monitoring and Eval uation Plan and the
June/July timetable for making a statewi de toll-free nunber
and web site available for pronotion of the Core Prograns.
The latter two initiatives are, we believe, crucial to the
success of the prograns.

As we have previously noted, the Comm ssion in
Docket No. DE 01-080 approved a pilot, utility-specific Core
program for NHEC and PSNH. This is the Pay-as- You-Save (PAYS)
program designed to allow custoners to finance energy
efficient inprovenments to their prem ses out of the energy
savi ngs received thereby. Both NHEC and PSNH responded to
record requests posed by the Comm ssion at hearing, designed
to explore the question of the extent to which the PAYS
concept may not be adequately tested because it will be
conpeting with the significant subsidies offered by various

st at ewi de Core Prograns.
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PSNH s response indicates that its PAYS prograns nay
conplenment its CORE prograns and therefore no apparent
conflict exists. NHEC s responses reveal that there are
several neasures within the CORE progranms that are simlar to
t hose offered in its PAYS pilot. However, NHEC submts that
running the prograns in parallel will offer its nmenbers
greater choices which will assist in removing market barriers
to energy efficiency. NHEC also states that because PAYS is a
novel approach, it is inpossible to determ ne the extent, if
any, to which PAYS prograns will conflict with CORE prograns.

These responses allay sone of the concerns we have
about whet her the CORE prograns offered by PSNH and NHEC nay
i npede the success of their PAYS pilots. W note that an
eval uati on of PAYS in the absence of a correspondi ng CORE
program wi th substantial neasure subsidies, will be different
froman eval uati on of PAYS in conjunction with prograns that
contain such subsidies. W w |l accordingly place greater
wei ght on evaluation of the utilities’ inmplenentation of the
PAYS pilot (here, NHEC and PSNH) and will not reject PAYS if
the pilot experience shows a snaller-than-expected nunber of
partici pants.

Qur objective is to assure a successful PAYS pil ot
wi t hout causing undue delay in the advent of the statew de

Core Prograns. Therefore, we will approve the plans of PSNH
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and NHEC to nove forward with the statew de programs but wll,
i f necessary, convene further proceedings in Docket No. DE 01-
080 to address issues that arise with regard to the
interaction between the PAYS pilot and the other Core
Programs. During the two years of the PAYS pilot, should NHEC
or PSNH determ ne that one or nore of the Core Program
Conponents interfere(s) with the PAYS Pil ot by creating
conpeting and/ or confusing offers to custoners, either or both
conpani es may request the Conm ssion to tenporarily waive the
obligation to inmplenent the interfering Core Program
conponent (s) and to shift the associated funding to the PAYS
pil ot or to another Core program conponent.

Finally, we take up one issue addressed in the
Novermber 2000 Order that remains unresolved. At that tine, we
i ndi cated that an open question remains whether the state's
gas utilities should be required to participate in the Core
Progranms and/or to offer simlar prograns to their custoners.
See 85 NH PUC 695. Although we solicited comments on the
applicability of the Novenmber 2000 order to gas utilities,
that issue remni ns unexplored to date. On May 15, 2002, the
Commi ssion’s Gas and Water Division submtted a menorandumto
t he Comm ssion recommendi ng that a proceedi ng be opened to

address i npl enentati on of energy efficiency progranms on gas
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utilities. Accordingly, we will instruct our Executive
Director to cause a copy of this Order to be served on the gas
utilities within our jurisdiction, which will serve to inform
themthat we intend to open a docket to consider the role of
gas utilities in making energy efficiency a reality for al
New Hanpshire energy consuners, regardl ess of heating nethod
enpl oyed.

We conclude with an expression of gratitude for a
year and a half of intense work on the part of all concerned.
Even though the Energy Efficiency Working Group laid an
effective groundwork in 2000 for the prograns we approve
today, the task of nmmking these progranms a reality involved a
her cul ean amobunt of planning, coordinating and negoti ati ng.

We commend the utilities and the intervenors for their
effective and creative work, which we believe portends a
successful inplenmentation of the Core Energy Efficiency
Progranms and a resulting transformati on of relevant markets so
that energy efficiency becomes the normthroughout New

Hanpshire.
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Based upon the foregoing, it is hereby

ORDERED, that the Settlenent Agreenent submtted in
this docket on May 8, 2002, including the appended tariff
revisions, is APPROVED, and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the Core Energy Efficiency
Prograns described in that Agreement are authorized to
commence on June 1, 2002.

By order of the Public Utilities Comm ssion of New

Hampshire this thirty-first day of My, 2002.

Thomas B. Getz Susan S. Ceiger Nancy Brockway
Chai r man Comm ssi oner Comm ssi oner

Attested by:

Claire D. DiCicco
Assi stant Secretary



