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Meeting #1: Summary

41 people attended the meeting, which began at 9:30 and concluded at 3:45.  See attached attendance list.

I. Documents Distributed

Prior to meeting:

1. Agenda

2. Schedule

3. Proposed Ground Rules

4. Member List

5. Four proposed outlines for scoping papers

II. Introduction and Administrative Issues

Dr. Raab welcomed everyone and the members introduced themselves.  Mr. Cowart made a presentation summarizing the objectives of the process (see summary at III below).  Dr. Raab then reviewed the meeting schedule for and structure of the NEDRI Process.  The group agreed to change the November meeting date to one selected by the convenors, but to leave the others alone for now. [Note: Propose change from November 12 to November 19].

The group also decided to invite the "Joint (Demand Response Resources) Supporters" represented by E-Cubed to participate as a full member of NEDRI, but to invite the Peak Load Management Alliance represented by RETX to participate as an ex officio, non-voting resource.  The group also acknowledged the importance of utility involvement in NEDRI and directed Dr. Raab to contact another utility if either NU or NGRID choose to not actively participate.  Potential candidates include NSTAR, CVPS, and MWEC. (Note: NGRID arrived before lunchtime, and the NU representative actually flew to Manchester but the plane was forced to turn back to Hartford.  Both plan to actively participate). 

Dr. Raab then reviewed the Ground Rules.  The group discussed several clarifications and changes to the Ground Rules, including the following: 

· Change the term "Stakeholder" throughout the Ground Rules to something else selected by the Conveners [Note: we plan to use "member"] 

· Under Membership: 

· Add a new ground rule  "New members can only be added by consensus of the NEDRI Member Group."

· Under Members Roles and Responsibilities:

· There was some discussion about attribution and statements to the press on the behalf of the group, but the eventual decision was to leave the Ground Rules unchanged in this regard.  However, as NEDRI meeting contributions from individual members were in the spirit of brainstorming, the group agreed that the sentiments expressed were not for individual attribution and suggested adding the Harvard Electricity Policy Forum ground rule on this subject. (This rule states that it is understood that members are operating in a mode of inquiry, and that members' position statements may not be attributed to them outside of the group without their permission.)

· Under Decisionmaking:

· The group, recognizing that certain members may need to opt out of making recommendations on certain topics if those topics conflict with their regulatory responsibilities or if they can not bind their organizations generally, agreed to have the regulators draft language to this regard.  Commissioners Keating and Dworkin submitted the following language: "The NEDRI Group recognizes that the governmental members of this process do not have the right to commit their respective organizations to any specific recommendations and, in addition, may need to recuse themselves personally from reaching conclusions on specific recommendations, in order to preserve their ability to fairly consider similar questions elsewhere as part of their professional responsibilities". 

· The Group discussed the proposed Groundrule equating silence with assent.  Eventually the decision was made to replace it with the language "silence or absence will not be allowed to delay the group's development of recommendations."

· Add "Meeting summaries covering all decisions reached will be circulated to the group, and all attending members will be given an opportunity to make additions, and clarifications, or to request changes."

III. Substantive Discussion

At the outset of the meeting, Richard Cowart described the changing regulatory and market environments facing electric service providers and their customers in New England, and the genesis of the NEDRI project. He summarized the principal objectives of the project, and outlined several aspects of the power system where demand-side resources can provide cost, reliability and/or environmental benefits. Those areas, covered in the four Framing Paper outlines, are detailed in the discussion below. 

After the morning break, the Group discussed the outlines for each of the four proposed papers.  Following are the comments and recommendations made by one or more member.  We present several larger, cross cutting issues raised by Group members following the detailed paper-by-paper comments.

A. Framing Paper #1: Demand-side Resources and Reliability

· I-C-3, regarding "demand response as an alternative to transmission upgrades,” the option was stated too categorically, and that conditional phrasing such as "could be an alternative," or the suggestion of inclusion in a portfolio, would be more accurate. 

· Is Section II (which deals with Demand-Side Resources in Wholesale Reliability Markets) overly broad?

· It was unclear to some how distributed generation will be included in the papers and the process overall.  Richard Cowart and others clarified that we will look at DG as it relates to demand response and for generators with host load, but not for free-standing DG without host load.    State and ISO-related environmental issues pertaining to distributed generation should also be included in the papers.

· Include definitions in the papers of terms such as demand response and reliability.  Also, delineate authorities and audiences in each area.

· In Section II D "Barriers to Participation by Customer Loads in Reliability Markets", other barriers that should be added:

· Lack of standardization across a wide a geographic footprint.

· Lack of certainty of prices and value.

· Regulatory risk.

· Better capture appropriate roles for intermediaries.

· Identify equity objectives and other recommended policy objectives in all areas.

· Gas transmission is part of the electricity infrastructure.  Maybe congestion pricing should be instituted for gas?

· Merchant development of transmission was raised, but it may be beyond the scope of the NEDRI agenda.

· Examine the interrelationship between congestion management and not-in-my-backyard (NIMBY) activity. Richard Cowart made clear his assumption that congestion management pricing would be applied in New England, so the policy team would develop its review and proposals on that basis. This assumption met with general agreement.

B. Framing Paper #2: Price-Responsive Load (PRL) Programs

· Look at DLC programs such as air conditioning cycling, controlled water heaters, and other programs where customers do not have interval meters.  Examine New York's pilot focused on cycling loads under 25 MW.

· A fundamental issue is whether PRL options need to be offered as separate programs, or whether a well-designed market is all that's needed to foster adequate PRL.

· NEDRI Consultant Chuck Goldman reminded the Group that at present, the number of customers and load participating in "emergency, reliability" DR programs is typically much greater than in DR programs where customers voluntarily curtail load based on market prices (e.g., ~10 to 1).  This reflects the fact that "emergency" DR programs often include legacy load management programs offered by utilities and current state of market development. 

· Make reference to capacity markets.  Address the ICAP, and operating reserve markets and linkages with PRL programs.  Discuss whether current wholesale markets reflect real-time prices.

· Are customers really interested in real time hourly prices?  If not, don't devote much energy to it.  Get a sense of what customers, and what percent of customers, need or want to deal with real time prices.  Also, what percentage of customers need to be on RTP to make a difference.

· Environmental regulations should not be termed a "barrier" to end user participation under letter E.

· Explore option of providing customers the higher of the real-time price and/or a pre-specified fixed price in order to address a perceived market barrier.

· Discuss the reallocation of credits to those entities causing an overall decrease in pollution, as well as restricted participation for certain technologies and customers on environmental grounds.

· What about products that go out more than a day ahead, such as a futures market for energy purchases?

· Under E. Barriers, scale might be barrier that will make it harder for smaller customers to participate in price responsive programs.  Complexity can be a barrier for all customers but particularly for smaller ones.

· Examine the characteristics of various customer markets and sectors so that the potential for price responsive programs can be adequately gauged based on what really works as opposed to speculation.

C. Framing Paper #3: Metering and Retail Pricing

· Are we examining entire energy bill or just the energy portions?  NEDRI Consultant Rick Weston stated that the intention was to address the entire retail electric bill.

· Cover distribution company rate design, as well as how meter costs are assigned.  Programs can include real-time meters and have the load serving entities responsible for the meters instead of each consumer.  There's also the concern of remote monitoring of real time meters through software if each individual is buying and installing different models.  Look into software costs.

· Do an inventory of gas and electricity rates, and present information on the seasonal gas rates found in some states.

· Load-profiling is a very important issue, but there’s some concern that there’s not much that can be done to make load-profiling more flexible for demand-response programs.  Interval metering may be the key.

· Add NIMO to the paper, as well as data drawn from Tellus' paper on real time pricing.

· Under C.2. delete the "for RTP" from the title "Metering and Data Management for RTP" so that the section could examine metering and data management in other areas as well.

· Add controlling technologies through intermediaries.

· Add connection to wholesale markets.  Describe how different wholesale market structures affect policy and activity at retail.

· Who owns the meter, and who owns the data?  The role of intermediaries is unclear, as is the cost of metering (both the one-time cost for the software to run the system and the per meter cost).

D. Framing Paper #4: Energy Efficiency

· Look at leveraging "private" funding sources instead of, or in addition to, SBC and regionwide funding through the ISO

· Look at PAYS and its use of the billing system as a potential vehicle for overcoming barriers.  

· Determine if there are some market barriers that won't be overcome by good pricing.

· Examine regional energy efficiency policies, such as building codes and appliance standards, not just traditional energy efficiency programs.

· Add a section on portfolio management, which has been unsupervised during the move to competition in most of New England. Overall portfolio management is not practiced in either the competitive or default segments of the markets.

· Is there a case to be made for greater ISO involvement?  What role should the ISO play, and how can they most effectively do it?  

· Consider who pays for what programs, and especially who benefits most from what programs.  Look specifically at low-income perspectives and issues

· Add the following under Section V. “Issues and Challenges” 

· H) to examine rate design for DISCOs

· I) to focus on research and development, and 

· J) to consider how some of these programs can be targeted specifically for low income customers.

· Integrate environmental impacts into the paper, but do not attempt to resolve all environmental issues.  Only address the ones that bear on demand response.

· Examine how to target customers with different profiles.

· Which entity should administer and implement these programs? Who should plan for them and fund them?

· Assess what the market players need to make these programs work.  How can participation be profitable?  What's the business case?

· Address enhanced automation as a promising technology

Cross-Cutting Issues / Wrap Up

The following cross cutting issues came up during the course of reviewing the outlines, during the wrap-up, or both.

· The papers seem to have some duplication between them (e.g., particularly in the discussion of market barriers).  The NEDRI process facilitator clarified that the eventual goal was to bring all four papers together into a single document, and that effort would be put into better highlighting the interactions among the four areas.  The Group recommended the development of a short memo that connects the various pieces and identifies common sections and overlap between the different areas.

· There was also discussion on whether all 4 of the papers should carry equal attention from the Group and the consultants and whether the ordering was right.  There was broad agreement that PRL (including markets for ancillary services) should be given the highest attention, followed by the metering and pricing area. 
Paper #2, dealing with price-responsive load, should therefore be first, and the emphasis on price responsiveness should be increased throughout, placing administrative, reliability-oriented programs in a backstop position.  There was general agreement among the members that if the economic signals are set correctly the role of administrative, emergency programs could be reduced over the long term. Since administrative programs are more well-developed, the Group acknowledged that price-responsive load was in the need of the greatest attention by NEDRI and where the members could add the greatest initial value.

There was agreement that both the emergency programs and energy efficiency program areas were better understood and developed. Thus, while still important, they could be handled by the Group later in the process, and could take less of the Group's deliberative time. 

It was less clear what to do with the transmission area with some feeling this was of immediate import; others feeling that it was too broad in scope; and others feeling it needed to be explored in this process, but should follow the first two key topics (PRL/ancillary service markets; and retail pricing/metering).   


· There was a lengthy discussion about whether the NEDRI process should focus on immediate hot button issues.  The two that were referenced were the transmission problems in southwest Connecticut and demand response in the context of the potential merger of the New England and New York ISOs.  There was a strong sense that both these areas will be resolved prior to the completion of the NEDRI project.  The Group agreed that while it did not want to derail its longer-term objectives or timeframe that it would entertain relevant issues begging for immediate attention on a case by case basis.

· There was a lengthy discussion about the potential of using working groups.  The convenors explained that they wanted to get a sense of the Group prior to trying to raise the necessary funds.  There was a broad sense among the Group that working groups in certain areas would likely enhance the process.  The Group agreed to revisit the issue at the end of the next meeting on April 2nd, after delving deeper into the substance.

· Include discussion of capacity markets.

· There was some discussion of online communication options, with several members resisting the institution of a listserv to facilitate communication among NEDRI members because they already felt overburdened by email.  There was more support for a bulletin-board approach to group communications, where members could visit and follow group dialogue without the burdens of multiple e-mail exchanges. The group agreed to revisit the issue at the end of the next meeting (April 2, 2002).

· The Group agreed that we did not need to password protect the NEDRI web site at this junction.

To Do: 

· Meeting Summary -- Raab 

· Change the November meeting date -- Raab

· Agenda for April 2 Meeting -- Raab  

· Revise ground rules and circulate to NEDRI membership -- Raab [See attached]

· Update outlines based on comments made at first NEDRI meeting and begin drafting framing papers -- Cowart, Goldman, Weston, Hirst, and Schlegel

· Publicize the web site address nedri.raabassociates.org -- Raab
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	Name
	Organization
	2/26/02

	Paul McCurley
	ISO-NE
	x

	Carolyn O'Connor
	ISO-NE
	x

	Dave LaPlante
	ISO-NE
	 

	Michael Dworkin
	Vt. PSB
	x

	Ann Bishop (alternate)
	Vt. PSB
	x

	Tom Austin
	Maine PUC
	x

	Denis Bergeron (alternate)
	Maine PUC
	 

	Bob Keating
	MA DTE
	x

	Bahar Celikkol
	MA DTE
	x

	Barry Perlmutter (alternate)
	MA DTE
	x

	Doug Hartley
	RI PUC
	 

	Nancy Brockway
	NH PUC
	x

	Alex Lee (alternate)
	NH PUC
	x

	Cindy Jacobs
	CT PUC
	x

	Nancy Seidman
	MA DEP
	x

	Chris James
	CT DEP
	x

	Ken Colburn
	NH DES
	 

	David O'Connor
	MA DOER
	x

	Joanne McBrien (alternate)
	MA DOER
	x

	Hans Mertens
	VT DPS
	 

	Steve Ward
	ME Public Advocate
	 

	Eric J. Bryant (alternate)
	ME Public Advocate
	x

	Elliott Jacobson
	Low Income Network
	x

	Jerry Oppenheim (alternate)
	Low Income Network
	x

	Angela O'Connor
	AIM
	 

	Jeff Bergman (alternate)
	AIM/Texas Instruments
	 

	Doug Stevenson
	HEFA/ Mass Energy Buyers Cltn.
	x

	Russ Sylva (alternate)
	HEFA
	 

	Richard Silkman
	Competitive Energy Services
	x

	Andrew Price (alternate)
	Competitive Energy Services
	x

	Deborah Donovan
	Union Concerned Scientists
	 

	Lucy Johnston (alternate)
	UCS/Synapse
	x

	Dan Sosland
	Environment Northeast
	 

	Mike Hager
	National Grid
	x

	John Mutchler 
	NU
	 

	Earle Taylor (alternate)
	NU
	 

	John O'Brien
	Sithe
	x
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	Phil Smith
	PG&E
	x

	Chris Bursaw (alternate)
	PG&E
	 

	Pete Fuller
	Mirant
	x

	Vance Mullis (alternate)
	Mirant
	 

	Harvey Michaels
	Northeast Energy Effic.Council
	 

	Don Giligan
	NAESCo
	x

	George Roberts
	DRAM
	 

	Paul Gromer (alternate)
	DRAM/Peregrine Energy
	x

	Judy Silvia
	MTC
	 

	Raphael Herz (alternate)
	MTC
	x

	Sue Coakley
	NEEP
	x

	Chris Neme
	VEIC
	 

	Bill White
	EPA
	x

	Craig Glazer
	PJM
	 

	Larry DeWitt
	PACE
	x

	Dave Lawrence
	NY ISO
	x

	Jason Gifford
	Green Mountain Energy
	 

	Bob Kinscher
	AES New Energy
	 

	Ruben Brown
	Joint DRR Supporters/E-cubed
	 

	Keith O'Neal (alternate)
	Joint DRR Supporters/E-cubed
	x
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	Organization
	2/26/02

	Jonathan Raab
	Raab Associates
	x

	Colin Rule
	Raab Associates
	x

	
	
	

	Consultant Team
	Organization
	x

	Richard Cowart
	Regulatory Assistance Project
	x

	Rick Weston
	Regulatory Assistance Project
	x

	Chuck Goldman
	Lawrence Berkeley Labs
	x

	Jeff Schlegel
	Independent Consultant
	By phone

	Rain Branbury
	Regulatory Assistance Project
	x

	
	
	

	Other Attendees
	Organization
	2/26/02

	Francis Cummings
	Xenergy/KEMA
	x


New England Demand Response Initiative
Draft Ground Rules

Revised Based on 2/26/02 Meeting

Member Group:

Membership

1. Each member organization will designate a lead representative, and, at their discretion, an alternate or alternates.

2. Only the lead representative, or the alternate in the case of the representative’s absence, will participate in formal decision-making.

3. Group members can participate in all discussions and deliberations.  

4. New members can only be added by consensus of the Group.

Members’ Roles and Responsibilities
5. Group members will make every attempt to attend all Group meetings, to be on time, and to review all documents disseminated prior to the meeting.  Members who can not make a meeting should let the Facilitator know prior to the meeting (by voice or e-mail), and can provide the Facilitator with comments on the materials scheduled for discussion at the meeting to relay to the Group.


6. Group members will be expected to participate in good faith negotiations, to be truthful and communicative, and to act respectfully toward each other.


7. It is the responsibility of Group members to keep their organizations and constituencies “up to speed” on developments in the NEDRI process.


8. Group members will not speak on behalf of the NEDRI Group or its members without the Group’s permission.  Furthermore, it is understood that members are operating in a mode of inquiry, and that members' position statements may not be attributed to them outside of the group without their permission.


9. Group members may confer with each other and with the Facilitator (Raab) and the Technical Consultants (RAP et al.) in between meetings.  


Decisionmaking

10. The goal of the process will be to make recommendations by consensus of the NEDRI Group (excluding ex officio representation), where consensus shall mean that everyone is at least willing to live with a decision and chooses not to dissent.  If unable to consent, a member will be expected to explain why and, if possible, offer a positive alternative.  Members are responsible for voicing their objections and concerns.  Silence or absence will not be allowed to delay the group’s development of recommendations.

11. The Final Report at the end of the NEDRI process will describe all areas of consensus and, where consensus was not reached, any alternative approaches preferred by Group members.  Group members’ names will be listed next to their preferred alternatives for issues that lack a consensus resolution.

12. Meeting summaries covering all decisions reached will be circulated to the group, and all attending members will be given an opportunity to make additions, clarifications, or request changes.

13. The NEDRI Group recognizes that the governmental members of this process do not have the right to commit their respective organizations to any specific recommendations and, in addition, may need to recuse themselves personally from reaching conclusions on specific recommendations, in order to preserve their ability to fairly consider similar questions elsewhere as parts of their professional responsibilities.

Working Groups: 

If the Group determines that using Working Groups in one or more area would be advantageous to the process, and if there is sufficient funding and other resources to support Working Groups, then each Working Group will be bound by the following ground rules:

Membership

14. Working Group representatives can be members of the NEDRI Group or their designees.  Working Group membership is subject to approval by the NEDRI Group.

Members’ Roles and Responsibilities
15. Working Group members will make every attempt to attend all workgroup meetings, to be on time, and to review all documents disseminated prior to the meeting.  Members who cannot make a meeting should let the Facilitator know prior to the meeting (by voice or e-mail).

16. Working Group members will be expected to participate in good faith negotiations, to be truthful and communicative, and to act respectfully toward each other.
17. It is the responsibility of the Working Group members to keep their organizations and constituencies “up to speed” on developments in the Working Group process.

18. Working Group members will not speak on behalf of the Working Group or its members without the Working Group’s permission.  Furthermore, it is understood that members are operating in a mode of inquiry, and that members' position statements may not be attributed to them outside of the group without their permission.

19. Working Group members may confer with each other and with the Facilitator and Technical Consultants (RAP et al.) in between meetings.

Decisionmaking

20. The goal of the Working Groups is to analyze options in a collaborative fashion, assisted by the Technical Consultants and Facilitator, and to prepare recommendations for the NEDRI Group’s consideration. 

21. Each Working Group’s recommendations to the NEDRI Group will describe all areas of consensus and, where consensus was not reached, any alternative approaches preferred by Group members.  Group members’ names will be listed next to their preferred alternatives for issues that lack a consensus resolution.  Consensus shall mean that everyone is at least willing to live with a decision and chooses not to dissent.  Representatives are responsible for voicing their objections and concerns. Silence or absence will be considered consent.

Facilitator’s and Consultants’ Roles and Responsibilities:

22. Facilitator will facilitate all meetings of the NEDRI Group and the Working Groups.


23. The Facilitator will draft all agendas and meeting summaries and distribute to Members in a timely fashion.  Facilitator will also distribute documents prepared by Consultants.  All documents will be distributed once via email, and will then be available on a web site maintained by the Facilitator for the duration of the process.


24. Consultants will prepare all memos, documents, modeling runs, and reports in a timely manner and for distribution by the Facilitator prior to meetings.


25. Facilitator will act in a non-partisan manner, and will treat confidential discussions with parties confidentially. 
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