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Good afternoon and thank you for the opportunity to address the Appropriations and Energy &
Technology Committees regarding the ARRA Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant
program. My name is Kerry O’Neill, President of Earth Markets, a Connecticut-based social venture
that develops community-based residential energy efficiency projects.

The Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant monies were and are a unique opportunity for
Connecticut’s cities and towns. These funds should act as a force multiplier when combined with other
funding sources, and they should be a down payment on long term energy plans.

I’d like to propose some recommendations for your consideration:

Accountability — the committees could conduct hearings to learn how OPM, Energy Conservation
Management Board (ECMB), Connecticut Clean Energy Fund (CCEF), DSS, DECD, CDA et al are
working together to maximize the state’s current funding.

Future Planning — Create a standing body — perhaps a Grant Opportunity Task Force — that is ready to
respond to upcoming federal energy grant opportunities and is also a place for the public to come
propose innovative ideas for responding to grant requests.

Last year we came before this committee and recommended formation of a Municipal Energy Stimulus
Workgroup to ensure that municipalities had all the necessary information and tools to effectively plan,
apply for and implement EECBG funds. As we indicated at the time, this was the approach being taken
by leading states, in an effort to ensure their states secured maximum benefits from all available
ARRA programs. At the time, our hope was that EECBG and other stimulus/ongoing funding
opportunities would be maximized and best practices were shared across the state ~ from
program design, to implementation, to ongoing measurement & verification of outcomes. We believed,
and still believe, that this was an excellent opportunity to look at projects/programs in an objective
way, studying what worked, what didn’t, and why. In that way, we could be thinking strategically
— as a state and as community of practitioners — beyond the stimulus funding.

While we are disappointed that all the various state entities involved in energy have not come together
in a formal way to seize upon this catalytic opportunity, we are grateful for the pockets of coordination
and cooperation that have occurred on discrete initiatives.

We also wanted to take this opportunity to draw attention to the various funding opportunities that
we’ve been tracking and suggest a way that stakeholders might gauge the state’s overall
effectiveness in maximizing funding opportunities. Table 1 below may serve as a template for
further exploration of tracking mechanisms. It is not meant to be a comprehensive list of all federal
funding opportunities, but is illustrative of the major DOE opportunities relating to energy efficiency.

The themes of the competitive grants include innovation, broad-based collaborative partnerships,
financing and leverage, community & behavior, and monetization of energy efficiency with specific




reference of white tags, forward capacity markets and carbon offsets — an area that CT is uniquely
qualified to compete and win. Some highlights from the table below include:

» Competitive EECBG Retrofit Ramp-Up Program: Topic 1 (for states and cities) announced
4/22/10, awatting announcement of Topic 2 (for smaller communities)

L.

No Topic 1 apps in CT — See the map on p.4 of the 25 winners sharing $452
million. This was a HUGE missed opportunity for the state. Property Assessed Clean
Energy (PACE) financing was the big winner here.

2 CT Topic 2 apps, including submission by CCEF on behalf of the Neighbor-to-
Neighbor Energy Challenge, a program designed and convened by Earth Markets with a
consortium of 14 towns and a broad-based set of program partners including CT Energy
Efficiency Fund (CEEF) and Clean Water Fund — gained the support of the entire CT
Congressional Delegation

¢ SEP Competitive “Strengthening Building Retrofit Markets” Grant, due 5/24/10

L.

CEEF program administrators CL&P and Ul are working on a proposal for the ECMB.
What does the proposal look like? Does it meet the criteria for collaborative
partnering, leverage, financing, innovative marketing strategies, new structures,
ete.?

*  Weatherization Innevation Pilot Grants, due 6/2/10

L.

2.

This is looking for new delivery models and highlights partnerships, sustainable
strategies (grant leverage), community-based strategies, behavior, monetization like
offsets/white tags/forward capacity markets

Is anybody in CT applying?

Also included on pages 5-6 is a DOE printout of awards and payments by state (graciously
provided by a DOE contact, as of yesterday, May 197, 201 0). This covers the ARRA formula grants
for EECBG, SEP and Weatherization and indicates the total amount awarded (indicated in
columns/sections marked “Obligation™) and how much of the award has been paid to states.

I thank you for your time today and the opportunity to address the members of this committee.

Table 1. CT Tracking Template for Department of Energy ARRA and Other Funding Opportunities

Did al cities draw down

ARRA / Direct formula | 514.9 Largest their funds? If not, why
EECBG grants to cities million 26 CT cities | Yes not?
Direct formula
grant to state $8.6 million aflocated to
for use by non- smaller towns,
ARRA / formula grant 59.6 remainder available for
EECBG towns million | 1 OPM Yes regional bonus pool
According to DOE, 30
states used grant
ARRA / Formula grant $38.5 dollars to seed some
SEP to state millien 1 OPM Yes sort of loan program
ARRA / 1 DSS Yes Some portion of CT's
Weather- | Formula grant 564.3 Weatherization formula




ization to state million grant was allocated to
DECD
ARRA /
Qualified What types of projects
Energy Not sure are being done with
Conserv. who — these bonds? Are cities
Bonds Formula grant perhaps getting the technical
{QECBs) to cities / state | 2?7 777 CDA? Yes assistance they need?
For larger cities
and states; Focus
25 on deep Financing, leverage and
awards, | penetration of collaborative
Competitive 55to neighborhood / partnerships were the
ARRA / Retrofit Ramp- | $452 540 community theme, PACE was a big
EECBG Up/Topicl million | million | retrofits NONE No winner
For communities CCEF applied for a $4.2
under 35K {or a million grant on behalf
state, if money of the Neighbor-to-
allocated to Neighbor Energy
smaller Challenge —a
15 to 60 | communities); CCEF collaboration between
awards | focus on (see 14 CT towns” and a
Competitive of S1to | innovation, note); public / non-profit / for-
ARRA / Retrofit Ramp- | 564 55 partnerships, perhaps profit / academic
EECBG Up / Topic 2 miltion million financing 1iother? | TBD partnership’
Transform
regional resi or
comm’l retrofit Due 5/24/10, emphasis
markets for on innovation, overall
Approx. | whole-house or ECMB grant leverage,
10 building retrofits, | {via financing w/ private
Competitive — awards | with a focus on utility leverage of capital
Strengthening of $2to | removing barriers | program (including PACE),
Building $23 to S5 to widespread admins. collaboration with
Retrofit 526 million | consumer CL&P/ broad range of public,
SEP Markets million | each adoption Ui 18D private partners
New providers
and collaborative
partnerships,
leveraging funds,
new technology,
10to 15 | behavior and
Competitive — awards, | community
Weatherization $3 strategies,
Weather- | Innovation Pilot | 530 million reduced costs to
ization Program million max. deliver program 7 TBD Due 6/2/10

! Bethany, Cheshire, East Haddam, East Hampton, Glastonbury, Lebanon, Mansfield, Portiand, Ridgefietd, Weston,
Westport, Wethersfield, Wilton, and Windham
% cannecticut Clean Energy Fund, Connecticut Energy Efficiency Fund, Clean Water Fund, Earth Markets, Efficiency 2.0,
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Student Conservation Association, SmartPower, and AFC First Financial
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U.S. Department of Energy
ARRAS44 Recovery Act - OWIP Spending by State

Data is as of 5/18/2010 12:16:17 AM
Award Balances only inctude Grants.
Obligation amounts are from the Energy accounting system and are not intended to represent the state allocations.
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