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Meeting #12: Summary

39 people attended at least one day of the meeting, which began at 9:45 a.m. on February 10 and concluded at 4:00 p.m. on February 11.  See attached attendance list.
I. Documents and presentations distributed/presented/posted on web

Prior to the meeting:

· Agenda, February 10-11, 2003
· Meeting Summary from 1.15 Meeting – Jonathan Raab

· Pricing and Metering Draft Chapter  – Rick Weston and Jim Lazar

· Energy Efficiency Draft Chapter  – Jeff Schlegel

· System Planning and Expansion Draft Chapter – Rich Sedano and Richard Cowart

At the meeting:

· Pricing and Metering Presentation – Rick Weston and Jim Lazar

· Energy Efficiency Presentation  – Jeff Schlegel

· System Planning and Expansion Presentation  – Rich Sedano and Richard Cowart
· Decision-Making Memo  – Jonathan Raab and Richard Cowart 
Day 1: February 10, 2003

II. Introduction and Updates

The meeting was convened at 9:45 by Jonathan Raab and Richard Cowart. Dr. Raab reviewed the agenda for both days of the meeting.  He explained that the Working Groups on Pricing and Metering and Energy Efficiency had assembled proposals that the broader Group would review, edit, provide feedback on, and perhaps approve for inclusion in NEDRI’s final demand response Report. 

Dr. Raab then asked for changes to the Meeting Summary.  He indicated that several members had petitioned for changes, especially to the voting record (where some Members indicated a preference to abstain from the voting), and that these requests were granted.  The updated Meeting Summary is now available on the website.  No members requested changes to the updated Summary.  

a. Review of Decision Making Ground Rule

Next, Dr. Raab reviewed an updated and clarified set of decision-making Ground Rules (click to view). In particular, he highlighted that the Ground Rules only allow recusals (abstentions) for governmental Members who may feel that voting on a specific measure would threaten their impartiality as regulators. Other Members who do not expressly voice their disapproval when a measure is proposed will be considered in agreement with the measure, and/or to support its inclusion in the overall package of NEDRI recommendations. 

Where Members cannot attend discussion on a given topic, they can indicate their views on the topic to one of the co-conveners or work through a proxy Member; however, silence or absence by Members will not restrain the Group from approving recommendations.  In the final Report, Members will be allowed to ascribe to a position in any non-consensus issue, but not to offer further dissents.

b. Update on NEDRI Interaction With Other Regulatory Agencies

Richard Cowart, NEDRI policy director, reported on NEDRI’s interactions with other agencies, including the following news items: (a) NECPUC has submitted NEDRI’s entire chapter on Regional Demand Response Programs to FERC, responding to FERC’s expressed wish to review the NEDRI recommendations;  (b) the EPA has convened an 

informal advisory group of NEDRI members to assist with the EPA’s study examining the environmental impacts of significant demand response programs linked to NEDRI’s recommendations (for sufficient scale, 500 MW of demand response and 500 MW of energy efficiency will be modeled.); and (c) The New Hampshire PUC recently opened up an investigation on dynamic pricing and advanced metering, addressing in its order many of the issues under active discussion in the NEDRI Pricing and Metering chapter.

III. Discussion of the Pricing and Metering Memo

NEDRI consultants Rick Weston and Jim Lazar walked the Group through the three strategy sets (click to view his presentation) the Pricing and Metering Working Group developed. Mr. Weston noted that these recommendations would apply only for default service, since “rate design” in competition is really “product design,” which can be left to the market.  Among early reactions, Group members asked how much the studies cited in 1(d) would cost and noted that the linkage between rates and metering recommendations needs further development.

The Group then returned to the recommendations for a more in-depth discussion aimed at building a consensus around each one. After rewording several of the recommendations, the Group was able to reach a consensus on all of them, except for 3 (c) Removing Distribution Utility Disincentives to Demand Response which the Group agreed needed to go back to the Working Group for additional work.  The final edits to the pricing and metering recommendations are available in Appendix A below. A red-line strike-out version is available by clicking here.

In addition to the edits captured in those documents, the Group noted two changes to strategy set 2:

· 
Add the environmental text in the metering section to the overall environmental text. 

· Check the references to metering in the EE chapter. 

IV. Discussion of Energy Efficiency Programs

NEDRI consultant Jeff Schlegel presented the Group with the results of the discussion of the Energy Efficiency (EE) Working Group (click to view his presentation)

The Group first discussed principles and terminology that would be applied to the EE strategies. Members made the following comments, questions, and requests for clarification: 

· How should we treat EE as a Demand Response resource? Is it the equivalent of baseload generation, or is the crucial difference the dispatchability of PRL and emergency programs vs. the “automatic dispatch” nature of EE? 

· What about the temporal differences between PRL and emergency programs versus EE? Are PRL and emergency programs shorter-term DR resources versus EE as a longer term DR resource? Where do pricing and metering strategies fit along the temporal spectrum of DR resources? What terminology is best to describe EE as a DR resource?

· Delineate more clearly the form and role of active versus passive resources.

· Note that energy efficiency lowers the entire load curve, but it doesn’t necessarily flatten it. Also, EE tends to be load following.

· Some members previously requested treating CHP/cogeneration and DG as EE, not supply. There will be a separate CHP and DG memo forthcoming (they are not included in the EE chapter at this point)

· Pricing and Metering relies on a competitive market. EE seems to argue that the competitive market is not doing the job adequately, or at least that significant market barriers remain. Can we say both in the report? Will EE make the market more competitive? How so? 
The group then turned its attention from the level of basic principles to the recommendations themselves. The recommendations are captured in italics, with Members’ comments listed as bullet points. 

Recommendation 1: SBC funding and ratepayer support
· This package sounds more like higher-level goals than specific recommendations. Can more specific recommended action steps be included? 

· Maximize the EE harvested relative to the money spent by improving the effectiveness of the programs. 

· Clarify how money from one service territory can be deployed into another. 
Recommendation 1a: SBC Funding and enabling infrastructure for shorter-term demand response
· PUCs may need to recuse themselves on the SBC recommendation as drafted because it seems too prescriptive.

· Clarify what is meant by “infrastructure” – is this hardware and software only, or also technical assistance, marketing, marketing support for DRPs, etc?

· One could consider infrastructure support as long as there is additional incremental funding to pay for it.

· Funding intended for low-income customers needs to be protected. 

· Pay special attention not to create unfunded mandates. 

· Hardware and software used by customers to participate in ISO programs could be funded or co-funded here. 

· Ostensibly it seems contradictory to fund infrastructure but not customer incentives in order to bring down market barriers. We must be clear on the rationale for doing so. 

· Be very clear about the “bright lines” and the rationale for them.

· Already there is too little SBC money available to meet all the needs. Consider limiting SBC funding for infrastructure to areas where the money clearly supports both EE and shorter-term DR, not just shorter-term DR.

· Utilities in MA and CT already have programs that support infrastructure with SBC funds (only pilots in MA). Make a statement to that effect. 

· Metering may have an EE co-benefit. 

· An ad-hoc group (EE plus others) should do further work on 1(a) (infrastructure).

Before adjourning at 4:30, the Group developed the To-Do list found at the end of the meeting summary based on the day’s activities. The Group also decided to change both the date and location of the March meeting to March 25 and 26 at the Delaney House in Holyoke, MA. The meeting previously scheduled for April 8 will be rescheduled for later in April or early May. 
Day 2: February 11, 2003
Dr. Raab convened the second day’s meeting at 9:10. He reviewed the work done on the first day, and then reviewed the To-Do list. 

I. Continuation of the Discussion on Energy Efficiency 

Mr. Schlegel reviewed the changes made to the SBC funding recommendations (1 and 1a). Dr. Raab then asked the Group whether it could support the recommendations. 

The Vermont Public Service Board indicated that it could not take a position on a blanket NEDRI recommendation calling for an increase in the SBC funds and would likely have to recuse themselves (funding levels are capped in Vermont by statute). It added, however, that using the words “consider and determine” would make the provision acceptable. The Maine PUC stated that it could not take a position on items such as an SBC that might be legislative issues. It feared doing so could compromise the Commission’s integrity as a neutral adviser to the Legislature. 

With these limitations noted, the rest of the Group moved to determine what the recommendation language should be. The Group collectively edited the recommendations, which can be viewed in their final form in Appendix B or in red line strikeout by clicking here.  

The Group made several amendments to the text and agreed on the basic order for the SBC recommendation. The goals for the program should go first, followed by a description of the SBC’s current funding, a statement that policy makers should consider raising the funding level to achieve the overall goal, with a footnote added indicating the funding rates and levels (mil rate/ or total amt). The Group asked that the proposal be redeveloped along these lines for consideration at the next meeting. It also decided to discuss how, if at all, to incorporate DG into this recommendation at the next meeting, following review of the forthcoming memo on CHP and DG.  

The Group then addressed the remaining EE recommendations.

Recommendation 2: Appliance and Equipment Standards
The Group made two minor changes to the text and approved the measure by consensus, noting only the NH PUC’s recusal. 


Recommendation 3: Building Energy Codes

The Group adopted the recommendation by consensus, but requested to clarify that “regularly update the Codes” be tied to and coordinated with regular updates of state and uniform or model codes. “Regularly” would likely mean every 2 or 3 years. 

Recommendation 4: Enhanced Regional Coordination

Some Group members raised concerns about how to pay for such cooperation, and asked what is gained by regional activity versus state-only activity. After discussion, however, the Group adopted the recommendation by consensus. 

Recommendation 5: Complementary and Integrated Options

The Group requested more clarification on the recommendation. Some members suggested adding a preamble. The Group agreed that the recommendation should provide some level of specificity on the types of technologies required, operations and maintenance, and marketing. The EE Group will return to the Members with a revised and clarified recommendation at the next meeting.  

Recommendation 6: Comparable or Equal Treatment in Regional Wholesale Issues 

Mr. Schlegel explained that this recommendation will be considered more fully by the stakeholder group following the work on the system expansion and planning strategies, but it would be good to get some initial comments now. Some stakeholders said that the first bullet, concerning “equal or comparable treatment in expansion planning” was a reasonable goal but will likely prove difficult to implement. With respect to regional actions to solve persistent uneconomic congestion, some members enquired how one would apply the ICAP/resource adequacy requirements. They noted that this might prove too expensive. Also, the ISO stated that it will not commit to this section until the RSAC and system expansion proposals are firmed up.  

Members had numerous comments on the final bullet concerning allowance of EE to count toward resource adequacy requirements. 

· Should “deliverable” be added in addition to “verified demand reductions?”

· Clarify the specifics: who pays? 

· What is the relation to SBC funds – should this go beyond SBC funds? 

· Should EE be evaluated by a different standard than typical resource adequacy measures?

· Are we talking about a subset of EE resources, maybe separate from the SBC, those with the attributes most able to meet this need?

· How can one objectively value EE?

· What time period should be employed in order to avoid double counting?

At the end of the discussion, Mr. Schlegel noted two other EE recommendations that the stakeholder group would be asked to consider at a future meeting:

· Improving the effectiveness of EE programs, including through performance-based approaches.

· Targeting EE for distribution system planning and expansion (in addition to the EE recommendation associated with regional system planning).

II. System Planning and Expansion Discussion 

NEDRI Consultant Richard Sedano and Richard Cowart led the Group through the discussion on system planning and expansion. 

Mr. Cowart asked the PUCs whether they would be able to vote on the recommendations or if they would need to recuse themselves. The Vermont PSB indicated that if cost allocation is left off the table, then it could vote on the issues of planning and expansion criteria.  The New Hampshire PUC said it would not be able to vote because it did not want its position at NEDRI to conflict with its SMD filing. The Maine PUC explained that it needs to know more about what it will be approving; the policies are too vague at present. 

Mr. Sedano provided the Group with an overview of the core issues related to system planning and expansion, the objectives that the NEDRI programs should meet, and basic problems that will need to be addressed (click to view his presentation). Then he moved to the discussion of the NEDRI recommendations. 

Recommendation 1: Create a regional entity for power system planning as a joint endeavor of the six New England states and ISO-New England.
In discussing the recommendation, the Group looked closely at the two potential structures diagrammed below. One or more members offered the following comments, which do not necessarily represent a consensus at this time. 

· Clarify who files what at FERC

· The RTEP is an improvement over past structures.

· The entity should be independent from participants and have a public interest mandate. 

· The RTEP should have broad representation from various state agencies. In addition to PUCs they should include DEPs, AGs, etc. 

· Will states agree to participate? 

· Have an RSAC but populate it with staff from the ISO. 

· States will need to be in a decision-making, not advisory, role if they are to engage. 

· Siting authority resides with the states; therefore state coordination is essential. 

· The more the states can do together, the better.

· Be decisive – do not make FERC decide what to do. 

· Will the RSAC have real authority? Otherwise, important decisions such as siting will be left to the Boards of individual states and the RSAC could be of little value. 

· There are other useful models to draw upon – e.g., NESCAUM is a very useful model for meaningful state coordination across a region

· NE Governors’ association is probably moving toward option A. 
The entire Group agreed that States should have a stronger and more formal role than at present.  However, the Group was divided on whether the RSAC should only be an advisory body to the ISO, or be vested with decision-making capability in partnership with the ISO (but without superceding State siting law).  A straw vote indicated that the parties favoring the RSAC with a stronger decision making capability in partnership with ISO-New England included the ME PUC, EPA, VT PSB, CT Consumer Counsel, VEIC, HEFA, DOER, the Low Income Network, NESCAUM, NEEP, and UCS. Those preferring an RSAC in an advisory capacity included PG&E, National Grid, ISO-NE, and NAESCo. The NH PUC and PJM recused themselves from the voting. 

Recommendation 2: Conduct a continuing Regional Power System Planning process to identify system needs and alternative strategies to meet them.


In response to clarifying questions from the Group, the consultants reiterated that this is a cyclical process and also that there is not a comparable obligation to serve in the generation market. 

Group members also enquired which problems besides transmission the recommendation is intended to solve and whether it is limited to reliability or to economic considerations as well. Specifically, is the RSAC trying to solve only regional “transmission” expansion planning or resource adequacy issues too?  One suggested not only specifying alternatives but solutions as well. Another commenter noted that this should not be a regional least-cost plan. 

The Members agreed that the recommendation appears sound, but that more consideration of the details is required. 
Recommendation 3: The Regional Power System Planning process should evaluate a wide range of feasible solutions to emerging problems on an even-handed basis, including investments in generation, transmission, and demand-side options.

The Group had the following comments, questions, and requests for clarification regarding this recommendation: 

· Be clear on what this means and how it integrates with the RSAC process.

· Is “evaluate” the best term? Perhaps instead “identify” the options, and “evaluate” the proposed solutions in an even-handed manner. 

· Use an auction system to evaluate solutions. 

· System planning (essentially a top-down planning and acquisition process) and “resource adequacy” (essentially a bottom-up planning and/or market process) need to be coordinated.

· Put together a straw proposal to see how the process would work. Maybe add a flow diagram showing the cycle. Identify the RSAC role.
Recommendation 4: Leave investment and siting decisions in the hands of market participants and state regulators wherever possible, assigning cost responsibility to those who create the need for system upgrades, and those who benefit from them.

Members suggested combining recommendations 3 and 4, as well as adding text: “Identify and define problems through planning that would allow the greatest range of potential solutions.” The Group also recommended several other items:

· Clearly state the objectives in the section. 

· State more clearly the goal for a planning process beyond the bidding process. 

· Refocus the 

The Group ultimately decided to park this issue for further work. 

Recommendation 5: ISO-New England, NEPOOL, and FERC should apply an “Efficient Reliability” test, based on principles of least-cost analysis and resource parity, when considering proposals to socialize the costs of system improvements through wholesale rules and transmission tariffs. 

Among those commenting on this section, there was general agreement that the principles of least-cost analysis and resource parity were sound, and should be supported. There was no particular objection to the precise formulation of the recommendation, but there was insufficient time to bring the discussion to a point of consensus. Comments and questions included: 

· One member asked how an applicant would demonstrate that a cost should be socialized.

· Who has responsibility for satisfying the burden of proof on the criteria in the standard, and who has responsibility to apply the standard?

· Any “request for solutions” needs to be open to all resources on an evenhanded basis.

· Useful that the proposed standard would apply just to requests for socialized treatment, rather than calling for a comprehensive, regional least-cost planning process.

Recommendation 6: Ensure comparable cost recovery opportunities for transmission and non-transmission resource solutions

Group members questioned the need to put the burden of proof on the applicant and whether all costs would flow through to the end-users.

The Group expressed approval for the measure, but VEIC wants to consider whether the socialization of a low bid winner might not be the least-cost solution. The Group also flagged the question of how to avoid gaming by states withholding SBC funds such that DSM is socialized regionally. Some Members also stated that the region’s existing cost allocation model needs fixing (but note that in earlier discussion the Group generally agreed that NEDRI did not need to address cost allocation, except to recommend that the allocation rules should be the same for all resources that could be tapped to resolve a reliability or persistent congestion problem.)
V. Wrap-up

The Group developed the following to-do list in preparation of the March 25 and 26 meeting. 


To-Do 

· Circulate

· Date change/location change (Holyoke area, Delaney House, 3/25-26)

· Decision making memo – J Raab 

· DG & CHP memo (when ready) – R Cowart

· Ancillary services memo – B Kirby and E Hirst

· Updated P&M and EE Chapters – R. Weston/ J. Lazar; and J. Schlegel

· Revised system planning chapter – R Cowart and R Sedano 

· Pricing and Metering Work Group
· Further develop recommendation 3 (c) Removing Distribution Utility Disincentives to Demand Response— R Weston/J Lazar   

· Add the environmental text in the metering section to the overall environmental text.-RAP

· Check the references to metering in the EE chapter - Weston/Schlegel

· Energy Efficiency Work Group

· SBC recommendation text revisions and reordering-Schlegel

· SBC and infrastructure recommendation-Schlegel and ad hoc group (EE and others).

· Recommendation on improving the effectiveness of EE programs, including through performance-based approaches-Schlegel and EE group

· Recommendation on targeting EE for distribution system planning and expansion (in addition to the EE recommendation associated with regional system planning)-Schlegel and EE group.

· Further develop Recommendation 5: Complementary and Integrated Options –Schlegel (with EE Working Group)

· Consider proposals from the DG/CHP ad hoc group, and consider how to include DG and CHP options in the NEDRI report --  Cowart and Schlegel (with CHP/DG ad hoc group)

· SBC/DG at next meeting-Cowart/Schlegel

· “Equal treatment” – revisit after system planning piece - Schlegel/Cowart 

· System Planning and Expansion

· Review/comments revisions and revise Chapter—Cowart/Sedano (possibly with a work team to be established)
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Appendix 1: Pricing and metering recommendations, including edits from 2/10 meeting

Recommendations Summarized

NEDRI recommends that policymakers adopt the following policies or take the following actions to support and promote demand response among retail customers:

Strategy Set One: Improving Pricing for Retail Customers to Allow Price-Induced Demand Response

Recommendation 1: Investigate Time-Sensitive Pricing for Default Service Customers 
State regulatory commissions should initiate dockets to consider and determine whether default service should be provided using more time-sensitive rate designs that encourage greater economic demand response.  Commissions should consider cost-based rate designs with greater time differentiation, greater emphasis on critical peaks, and greater recognition of uses that are highly peak coincident. 

Specifically, NEDRI recommends that commissions evaluate the applicability of the following more time-sensitive rate design to different customer classes. NEDRI notes that this evaluation must necessarily take into account the availability and cost-effectiveness of advanced metering and other factors.

Recommendation 1A: Real-Time Pricing
PUCs should consider implementing some form of real-time pricing for large customers on default service (e.g. those with demands greater than 200-400kW).  NEDRI is not recommending one real-time pricing design, but offers several in this report that the commissions should consider.

Recommendation 1B: Critical Peak Pricing 

PUCs should consider rate designs for medium-size default general service customers (e.g. over 100 kW initially, but less than “large” as described above) that contain a critical-peak pricing element.  Depending on the outcome of the recommended metering study (Strategy 2A), the program could be extended to other customers.

Recommendation 1C: Inverted Block Rates 

PUCs should consider replacing existing flat rates for residential default service customers with rate structures which would price levels of usage typically reached by customers with peak-coincident end-uses (e.g. air conditioning) at a higher level than that for basic residential usage. [Examples of such rate structures include inverted-block rates, but could also include time-of-use rates, critical peak pricing and/or separation of rate classes.]  

Strategy Set Two: Strategies to Support Demand Response in the Mass Market

Recommendation 2A: Protocols to Assist Regulators in Evaluating Mass Market Rate Designs and the Deployment of Advanced Metering

State regulators should conduct an investigation to explore the costs, benefits, and options for providing advanced metering to mass-market customers. Within that proceeding, PUCs should also consider associated rate designs (e.g., time-of-use and critical peak prices as discussed in Strategy 1C), for mass-market customers. It is through individual state examinations that the important issues of cost, technology choice, and benefits can be explored with the appropriate rigor. PUCs should not implement a rate design for low-income customers without considering potential effects on those customers.

Recommendation 2B:  Load Profiling

The distribution companies should continue to do load research to develop load profiles to support alternative rate design research, settlement, and demand response for mass-market customers.  In addition, research on the load shapes of specific end-uses should be performed, in order to support quantification of the value of curtailable load programs such as interruptible water heating, air conditioning, or swimming pool pumping.  The state PUCs should consider directing their distribution companies to establish and maintain load research programs that are adequate to support these activities.  The group data and evaluation of load research programs should be available to the public.
Recommendation 2C:  Energy Efficiency

For small residential customers, those with usage only in the initial block of the advanced rate designs (e.g. inverted rate design) proposed above, an effective demand-response program may be energy efficiency assistance targeted to those end-uses with comparatively high peak coincidence.

Strategy Set Three: Cross-Cutting Efforts

Recommendation 3A:  Default Service Reform

Default service should be priced at a level that recovers all relevant costs.  In addition, default service suppliers have a greater incentive and better means to acquire demand response if they have relationships with their customers, specifically, if they are responsible for serving specific customers rather than merely a share of the default service load at wholesale.

Recommendation 3B: Curtailable Load Programs 

ISO curtailable load programs should be implemented by curtailment service providers.  In the case of regulated CSPs, 70% of the funding provided by the ISO for curtailment should flow to the customer, and 30% should be retained by the CSP to cover its costs of the program.

Recommendation 3C: Removing Distribution Utility Disincentives to Demand Response
State public utility commissions should evaluate and consider implementing rate-setting mechanisms that de-couple distribution utility profits from sales volumes.  Insofar as a distribution company’s profits are directly and positively related to throughput over its wires, the company faces a financial disincentive to actions that reduce customer demand.

Appendix 2: Energy Efficiency Principles and Strategies, including edits from 2/10 meeting
NEDRI Principles

· Devise an effective long-term strategy for demand responsiveness, including shorter-term load reductions and longer-term energy efficiency investments in the restructured market.

· Envision a regional economy and environment enhanced by a more productive and less wasteful electricity system -- one that is more reliable and more vigorous due to broad-based competition among both supply-side and customer-located resources.

· Market reforms are needed to call forth economic demand responses -- both short-term load reductions and longer-term shifts in consumption patterns.

Energy Efficiency Principles

· Cost-effective energy efficiency resources make electricity markets more competitive and more efficient, significantly improve the reliability of the electric system, diversify the resource portfolio, and reduce the costs and environmental impacts of electric service.

· Energy efficiency is a valuable longer-term demand response strategy, in addition to pricing and metering, and shorter-term demand response strategies such as emergency and PRL programs.

· Therefore, the states and region should adopt market, regulatory, and institutional reforms that increase the region’s reliance on energy efficiency as a resource.

Energy Efficiency Principles (con’t)
· Offer and pursue a full continuum of market opportunities and programs so that all options are considered and all customers have opportunities.

· Consider demand-side options on an equal or comparable footing whenever supply and wires options are considered.

· Energy efficiency and other demand-side resource funding mechanisms should parallel the funding mechanisms used to pay for comparable supply and wires resource and reliability investments.

· Account for and consider the multiple benefits of energy efficiency in an integrated manner when assessing the value and effectiveness of various resource options.

1. SBC Funding and Ratepayer Support

[EDITOR’S Note: this section will be reordered per the discussion at the 2/10 meeting, starting with the goal statement in the second bullet.]

· The System Benefits Charge (SBC) funds and other ratepayer funding in each state should be supported at levels at least equal to current funding for energy efficiency..[add FN mil rate]

· Over time, the SBC funds and ratepayer support should ideally be set at a level sufficient to capture all cost-effective efficiency that isn’t being captured in the market. States and all Stakeholders should consider funding levels [increases in funding] that would achieve this goal. This may imply increases in funding above the current level.

· Within the context of multiple objectives and considering various statutes and other explicit rules (statutes or other) in their state, states and program administrators should consider targeting energy efficiency programs (funded through SBC and/or other funding sources) to geographical locations that have reliability needs or constraints, energy efficiency measures that reduce peak load, and savings opportunities in high-value time periods (not already being addressed by the market) 

1a. SBC Funding and Enabling Infrastructure for Shorter-Term Demand Response

[EDITOR’S Note: this strategy will be clarified and revised to address the comments at the 2/10 meeting.]

· Individual states should consider using [increasing] SBC funds to support enabling infrastructure for shorter-term demand response (emergency and price-responsive load programs), within the context of multiple objectives and considering the explicit rules (statutes or other) for SBC funding in their state (e.g., whether the SB funding is authorized only for energy efficiency, or it has broader authorization which may include load management).

· Compensation to customers for participating in emergency and PRL load response programs should come from the regional programs themselves, not from the state SBC funds.  The SBC funds should not be used to provide direct or supplemental load response payments to end-use customers or marketers. 

2. Appliances and Equipment Efficiency Standards

NEDRI recommends that New England states:

· Establish state minimum appliance and equipment energy efficiency standards

· Adopt state standards for ten products in model legislation (Note: 2003 legislation proposed in MA, ME, NH, CT, and RI; 820 MW by 2020)

· Coordinate efforts regionally to research, adopt, and enforce energy efficiency standards

· Continue to participate in federal energy efficiency standards rulemakings

Reduce peak demand in 2020 by about 2,163 MW, equivalent to 25 percent of projected load growth 

3. Building Energy Codes 

NEDRI recommends that New England states:

· Regularly update building energy code requirements to reflect advances in design and construction practices, and equipment choices that affect building energy use

· Effectively implement current building energy codes by:

· Providing ongoing training and technical support for inspectors and builders

· Linking ratepayer-funded energy efficiency programs with building energy code training and development

Reduce peak demand by 1,115 MW by 2020 (source: NEEP, 2002) 

4. Enhanced Regional Coordination

NEDRI recommends that New England states consider:

· Regionally planning for and assessing the potential for demand-side resources

· Where valuable, regionally coordinating the development and implementation of demand-side programs and policies (e.g., regional market transformation, products with regional markets or avenues of commerce, regional appliance and equipment standards) and evaluate the effectiveness of existing regional energy efficiency programs

· Conduct regional research to identify new opportunities for as well as evaluate the impact of demand-side resource impacts

· Establish a regional coordinating council for demand-side resources (part of RSAC or other)

These activities would complement, not replace, current state-based efforts and work with existing regional planning efforts. 

5. Complementary and Integrated Options

[Add preamble to reduce confusion, and break up the first sentence] New England states should pursue demand response strategies that recognize the multiple attributes [and uses] of demand response technologies and integrate the marketing of shorter-term demand response and energy efficiency programs into complementary program offerings that:

· Make full use of demand response technologies

· Promote effective and efficient facility O&M

· Implement comprehensive, coherent marketing programs

6. Comparable or Equal Treatment in Regional Wholesale Issues

NEDRI recommends that energy efficiency solutions should be considered at the regional level, and given a comparable or equal opportunity to contribute in:

· System expansion and planning

· Regional actions to resolve persistent uneconomic congestion

· Resource adequacy (including providing capacity (?) payments or credits to verified [deliverable] demand reductions from energy efficiency) [clarify specifics; who pays? Also, what’s relation to SBC funds – should this go beyond SBC; subset, separate increment? Should it be evaluated to a different standard? How to evaluate objective capability, what time period (to avoid double counting).]

Conclusions

· Cost-effective energy efficiency resources make electricity markets more competitive and more efficient, significantly improve the reliability of the electric system, diversify the resource portfolio, and reduce the costs and environmental impacts of electric service.

· Energy efficiency is a cost-effective resource that is attractive and available to many customers, and provides real, meaningful benefits to customers (and the system).

· Energy efficiency is a valuable longer-term demand response strategy, in addition to pricing and metering, and shorter-term demand response strategies such as emergency and PRL programs.

· Therefore, the states and region should adopt market, regulatory, and institutional reforms that increase the region’s reliance on energy efficiency as a resource.
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� NEDRI also recommends evaluating the cost-effectiveness of interval-metering for mass market customers below.





�Jonathan – do we want to highlight the changes, or just show what was agreed to. Ie, do you need RL-SO, or just present the new text?


�RC: my memory is that Jerry was satisfied by the wording change, so this objection can be dropped
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