Proposed Edits to Summary for NEDRI Meeting number 9

To be inserted on page 4 at the beginning of the section entitled: 

NEDRI Recommendation #2:  Day-Ahead Demand Response Program

NEDRI organizers held a vote on day-ahead PRL program recommendations prior to a discussion of environmental eligibility requirements.  Because the background paper had specifically flagged a discussion of environmental eligibility recommendations submitted to NEDRI by environmental regulators (noted on page 8 of his paper: “Question to NEDRI Participants: 1) This section is drawn from recommendations of NE environmental regulators – Need to discuss]”), the environmental regulators, UCS and Pace unanimously objected.  Those NEDRI participants cited several additional reasons for objection:

1) Environmental eligibility had been raised repeatedly at previous NEDRI meetings, and had long been the principal concern of environmental regulators and other participants in the NEDRI process;

2) Environmental regulators had submitted a unified set of recommendations on environmental eligibility to NEDRI’s facilitators prior to meeting #9, pursuant to an assignment they received from the NEDRI participants in meeting #8; and

3) A vote on a shortened list of recommendations would be represented publicly as “NEDRI recommendations” despite not representing agreement among the group.

The NEDRI facilitators and consultants refused to accommodate those NEDRI Participants’ request to stick to the process outlined in Mr. Goldman’s background paper – i.e. to discuss the environmental eligibility recommendations before voting on the other NEDRI day-ahead program recommendations.  Environmental regulators, UCS, and Pace  voted against the remaining recommendations in protest, claiming that the discussion/voting process employed by the NEDRI facilitators and consultants continued to overlook a major issue that must be addressed for successful load response programs, was grossly unfair, and had been misrepresented in the background paper. 

Additional edits in this section, page 5, last paragraph before table at bottom of page, last sentence, change clause beginning “1/5 voted against . . .” to read:

1/5 voted against the recommendations in protest against unannounced and unfair process changes described at the beginning of this section; and due to concerns that segregation of environmental issues from other program design issues represented a missed opportunity to design programs that are consistent with multiple policy objectives.

