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I. Recommendations on Energy Efficient New Construction in State Facilities & Public Schools

The Buildings & Facilities Working Group requested bringing to the Stakeholders a state policy that would require new or renovated state facilities and schools that receive state funding to be designed according to two complementary criteria: following the LEED certification process, and evaluating all energy-related measures on the basis of their life-cycle costs.  The Buildings & Facilities Working Group also requested an estimate of the costs and benefits to the State from adopting such a policy and guidelines.

Our estimates are of projected costs and benefits, based on the most comprehensive available study of buildings constructed to various LEED certification levels, are described in Appendix 1.
 These estimates can be reflected in the draft policy statement, which  is in the form of an executive order.

If an executive order does not prove feasible, the Stakeholders could recommend that the Department of Administration adopt the policy for State buildings and for schools that receive state funds for construction or renovation. 

________________________________________________________________________

ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR NEW STATE BUILDINGS AND PUBLIC SCHOOLS

A DRAFT EXECUTIVE ORDER

WHEREAS, The State of Rhode Island and Providence Plantations is dedicated to the goals of energy efficiency, environmental protection, and economic development; and

WHEREAS, Rhode Island is dedicated to the environmental health and safety of its employees, and to efficient and productive work environments; and

WHEREAS, The true costs of facility construction includes energy costs (to be drafted later);and
WHEREAS, State government should lead in promoting efficiency in the use of energy and natural resources in order to protect and enhance our environment, our economy, and the health of our citizens and future generations; and

WHEREAS, Rhode Island seeks to advance the goals and policies of An Act Relating to Energy Conservation, Chapter 142 §§ 37-8-19, which requires evaluation of life-cycle costs and energy efficiency in the design of State buildings; and

WHEREAS, the adoption of guidelines to achieve the objectives just cited may save the taxpayers of the State $39 million in operating costs over the next 15 years; and

WHEREAS, the Rhode Island Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (RIDE) contributes state aid to virtually all public school construction and renovation projects in the State; and

WHEREAS, it is State policy that the design of school facilities incorporates maximum operating efficiencies and new technologies to advance the energy efficiency of school facilities and the efficiency of other school building systems; and 
WHEREAS, the adoption of guidelines to achieve the objectives just cited may save $__ million in operating costs for public schools over the next 15 years;

NOW, THEREFORE, I, Donald L. Carcieri, Governor of the State of Rhode Island and Providence Plantations, do hereby order and direct as follows:

1.  For the purposes of this Order, a “public building” includes (1) any building bought, constructed, or leased for a term of two years or more by the State or any department, office, board, commission, or agency thereof, including State supported institutions of higher learning; and (2) any public school receiving State financial assistance for construction, major expansion, or renovation through RIDE or through other state agencies.
2. The design, construction, operation and maintenance of any new, substantially expanded, or renovated public building shall incorporate and meet the standards developed by the United States Green Building Council’s Leadership in Energy & Environmental Design (“LEED”). Each building shall qualify for certification at or above the LEED “silver” level. New or expanded buildings shall receive certification using Version 2.1 or the most recent version. Renovated buildings shall receive certification using LEED-EB or the most recent version.

3.  The design, construction, operation and maintenance of any new, substantially expanded, or renovated public building shall also encompass the explicit evaluation of all feasible energy-efficiency measures on the basis of their total life-cycle costs of installation, operation, and maintenance.

4.  The Department of Administration (“DOA”), through the Division of Central Services, shall develop guidelines to implement the provisions of this Order. DOA is authorized to call upon any department, office, board, commission or agency of State government to provide such information, resources or other assistance deemed necessary to discharge its responsibilities under this Order. Each department, office, board, commission, and agency is required to cooperate with the Division of Central Services and to furnish it with assistance to accomplish the purposes of this Order. Assistance may include sharing of information, assignment of staff, and provision of support services.

5.  The RIDE shall require public school administrative districts to demonstrate compliance with this Order and the guidelines to implement it, in order to receive State financial assistance toward construction, major expansion, or renovation of school facilities.

Effective Date

The effective date of this Executive Order is ____, 2004.

                                                                       ____________________________

                                                                                 Governor
________________________________________________________________________

An advantage of both the LEED standards and the requirement to evaluate energy-efficiency measures on a life-cycle cost (LCC) basis is that these protocols provide substantial flexibility in preparing the final building design. Following such protocols will increase the energy-efficiency of new buildings. However, many Buildings and Facilities Working Group members felt that it would be useful to help assure that adequate levels of energy savings --and thus of GHG benefits-- are realized from using the LEED protocols. For this reason the draft executive order specifies that be certified at the LEED silver level, and that all of the feasible energy-efficiency improvements be evaluated on a life-cycle cost basis.

II. Recommendations on Environmentally Preferable State Purchasing
In their December 2003 letter to Governor Carcieri relating to the Fiscal Fitness process, the GHG Stakeholders recommended that requirements for energy-efficiency in State purchasing be strengthened. In addition to supporting this recommendation, the Buildings and Facilities Working Group agreed at its December meeting to recommend that the Stakeholder Group consider State adoption of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Comprehensive Procurement Guidelines.

Experience has shown that energy-efficient purchasing reduces a state’s operating costs for energy. A broader environmentally preferable purchasing program brings additional environmental benefits and can also reduce overall governmental operating costs. Massachusetts found that its comprehensive environmentally preferable purchasing has saved the Commonwealth ___$ million.

_________________________________________________________

COMPREHENSIVE STATE PURCHASING

DRAFT RECOMMENDATION

The Greenhouse Gas Process Stakeholders recommend requiring all future State purchases of office equipment, appliances, lighting and vehicles to meet the highest energy-efficiency standards available while meeting performance requirements. This measure would include requiring all products purchased to be “Energy Star” rated, when available, and to adopt Federal Energy Management Program “recommended” practices. This measure should be integrated into strengthened purchasing procedures being developed through the Fiscal Fitness process, so that it is implemented seamlessly.

We also recommend that the State evaluate broader environmentally and economically preferable purchasing. Specifically, the State should consider the policy that all procurement agents use the federally established Comprehensive Procurement Guidelines or CPG, published annually by EPA in the Recommended Materials Advisory Notice or RMAN when creating specifications for product procurement. 
________________________________________________________________

We suggest that the GHG Stakeholders send their recommendation on this matter to the head of the Fiscal Fitness team.

III. Recommendations on Combined Heat & Power and Distributed Generation
GHG Stakeholders are interested in promoting development of combined heat and power (“CHP,” also known as cogeneration). As documented in the Phase I studies, on-site CHP systems can lower total life-cycle energy costs and environmental emissions, compared with the conventional alternative whereby facilities take electricity from the system grid while separately producing their thermal energy on-site.

CHP systems are often unfamiliar to facility engineers. The systems may experience “shake-down” or initialization problems. Crucial to their performance is a long-range plan to maintain and operate them properly. This may be in the form of a contract with an ESCo that installs a CHP system, and/or in the form of appropriate capacity building on the permanent staff of the host facility. The Buildings & Facilities Group’s conception of a CHP system is one that combines the physical installation of a combination of equipment and controls, and an operational plan for ongoing managerial and technical support.

The current commercial market for on-site CHP in the State is poor, due for example to the concerns of potential CHP investors about high future gas prices relative to electricity prices and about the charges for back-up electric power to which facilities are subject. However, there are a limited number of state facilities which may have sufficiently large thermal-plus-electric loads to warrant considering CHP. The Buildings & Facilities Working Group requested a draft recommendation to the State to further identify sites where CHP is feasible and may be economic. 

_________________________________________________________________________

EVALUATE CHP OPTIONS FOR STATE FACILITIES

DRAFT RECOMMENDATION

The Greenhouse Gas Process Stakeholders support the ongoing efforts of the Division of Central Services to evaluate the feasibility of installing CHP systems at the State House and at the Cannon Building, which are managed by the Department of Administration (DOA). We also believe the State can benefit by evaluating more options for installation of CHP over the next five to ten years.

We recommend that the Division of Central Services request vendor proposals for additional sites. Besides additional large buildings of the DOA, there are several other entities that have a relatively large annual electric bill plus a relatively large fossil fuel bill and have individual facilities that are sufficiently concentrated to consider new or additional CHP. These may include the University of Rhode Island; Rhode Island College; Department of Human Services/Rhode Island Veterans’ Home; Department of Children, Youth and Families/Providence facility; Rhode Island Public Transit Authority/Providence building; Rhode Island Airport Corporation/TF Green; or others.

A vendor proposal pertaining to any site may show sufficient promise to warrant more detailed study and consideration. Mitigation of back-up rates may make a project that has significant merits more economical for the State. When this is the case, the state of Rhode Island should consider asking the PUC to open a docket to formally consider mitigation of back-up power rates for the project from the Public Utilities Commission.

________________________________________________________________________


The Buildings & Facilities Working Group has also considered the issue of appropriate environmental regulations for CHP facilities and other distributed generation (DG). Based on presentations and discussions at the Working Group, the Working Group recommends that the Department of Environmental Management use the Regulatory Assistance Project’s model regulations on distributed generation as the basis for their proposal to streamline the air permitting process for distributed generation and CHP projects. The Stakeholders are asked to consider the following recommendation. 

________________________________________________________________________

DEVELOP AN AIR EMISSION REGULATION FOR DG/CHP

DRAFT RECOMMENDATION

The Greenhouse Gas Process Stakeholders recommend that the Department of Environmental Management propose a regulation related to smaller-scale CHP and DG installations.
 The regulation should include output-based emission standards to recognize and reward efficiency and encourage clean technology. The regulation should allow manufacturers and suppliers of DG equipment to certify the emissions performance of their products, as opposed to requiring an emissions technology assessment and testing each individual installation.
________________________________________________________________________

IV. Recommendation on the State Building Codes
The Buildings & Facilities Working Group requested, as a next step, formulation of a recommendation to the Building Standards Committee. 
 The Committee is the rulemaking body within the Building Code Commission in the Department of Administration, under Mr. Dan DeDentro, State Building Commissioner. The Committee is in the process of upgrading the energy efficiency requirements in the State building codes for residential and commercial construction so that they will be based on the provisions of the 2003 International Energy Conservation Code (IECC).

There are building measures which go beyond IECC 2003, may add little cost to building, and will produce incremental energy cost savings over the operating life of the building. The purpose of the GHG Stakeholder recommendation is to request that the Committee consider energy efficiency requirements that are more stringent than those in IECC 2003 and may be beneficial to Rhode Island.

________________________________________________________________________

EVALUATE ADVANCED ENERGY EFFICIENCY MEASURES FOR THE STATE BUILDING CODE

DRAFT RECOMMENDATION TO THE BUILDING COMMISSIONER AND THE BUILDING STANDARDS COMMITTEE 
The Greenhouse Gas Process Stakeholders support the efforts of the Building Standards Committee to upgrade the energy-related requirements of the State’s building codes based on the 2003 International Energy Conservation Code (IECC). We also recommend that the Committee consider whether it would be beneficial to Rhode Island to pursue energy-related requirements that are more stringent than those adopted by standards organizations such as ICC and ASHRAE. Such energy efficiency measures should be considered for both the residential building code and the commercial building code. Consideration should also be given to crafting the 2004 State building code legislation in such a manner that the Building Standards Committee will be authorized to incorporate specific cost-effective enhancements to the basic code on its own initiative.

To assist the Building Standards Committee in considering these recommendations, we have identified energy personnel in other states who can explain how their state has incorporated specific efficiency requirements that exceed IECC 2003. We have also identified code experts who can answer queries. Contact information for these resources follows.

· State contact for low-rise residential measures: In November 2003, California’s Title 24 buildings standards were revised for 2005. Requirements to insulate hot water pipes serving kitchens were added, installed lighting is required to be preponderantly high-efficacy or equipped with motion controls, duct insulation requirements were enhanced, and other changes were made. California’s standards are more stringent than IECC 2003, especially with regard to cooling energy. Mr. Bill Pennington of the California Energy Commission at 916-654-4064 can discuss advanced features of the Title 24 residential standards.

· State contact for commercial/high-rise residential measures: Oregon has certain energy efficiency building code measures that go beyond IECC 2003. Its updated commercial construction code, effective October 2003, incorporates several specific measures from the emerging ASHRAE 90.1 2004 standard, including lighting occupancy sensors, lower lighting power densities for some types of floor space, distribution transformer efficiency, natural ventilation, and others. Mr. Mike Rosenberg of the Oregon Energy Office at 503-373-7809 can discuss how that state creatively borrowed from ASHRAE to enhance its current code.

· In addition to the above, limited free advice on code issues is available from Ms. Pam Cole at Pacific Northwest National Laboratory, 800-270-2633. Independent consultants who are current on all advanced code features include Mr. Eric Makela of Britt-Makela Group, 208-459-9564, and Mr. Charles Eley of Eley Associates, 415-957-1977.

________________________________________________________________________

V. Recommendation to Establish Gas DSM in Rhode Island
The Buildings & Facilities Working Group decided to forward to the Stakeholders the recommendation that natural gas demand-side management (DSM) be established in Rhode Island.
 Ratepayer-funded gas DSM includes cost-effective programs that effectively promote the most energy-efficient equipment and practices when using natural gas. Currently, Rhode Island has little DSM aimed at reducing the rate of growth in the use of gas through energy efficiency. Gas DSM would be based on a decision of the utility commission to approve DSM that is projected to be cost-effective compared with supply and delivery of natural gas. Approved DSM would then be carried out by the utility
 or another entity. Third-party program evaluations would be done periodically to verify the impact that DSM has in the market. The Background Paper prepared for the December 11 meeting of the Buildings & Facilities Working Group describes the kinds of technologies and programs which have been found cost-effective in other jurisdictions that pursue gas DSM.
To establish effective natural gas DSM in Rhode Island, an appropriate regulatory framework needs to be established.

· One approach is legislation. The General Assembly could direct that cost-effective energy conservation be pursued by gas utilities, and the Public Utilities Commission could then implement that mandate.

· Another approach would be for parties to the GHG process to intervene before the Public Utility Commission to make a case for establishing full gas DSM. One opportunity to do this is presented by the Distribution Adjustment Clause proceeding, docket 3548. In this docket it would be relevant to raise the issue of the application of the $300,000 per year currently collected by New England Gas for DSM. In recent years, these funds have been used to build gas load. In addition, underutilized funds have accumulated to some $600,000. A re-orientation of these funds toward measures that save on gas consumption would produce economic savings and GHG benefits. In addition, the intervention could address the appropriate level of on-going gas DSM.

________________________________________________________________________

ESTABLISH NATURAL GAS DSM
If the Stakeholders concur that gas DSM should be established, the Buildings & Facilities Working Group requests that a member party willing to spearhead efforts be nominated to take the lead on legislative or regulatory initiatives, and supportive parties undertake to assist these initiatives.
_______________________________________________________________________
The Working Group also discussed whether an oil energy efficiency funding mechanism could be developed concurrently with gas DSM. All Working Group members agreed to explore ways to address oil-related energy efficiency, while recognizing the unique challenges faced in doing so. 

VI. Progress Report on Accelerating and Enhancing the DOT’s LED Traffic Signal Program


The Buildings & Facilities Working Group supports accelerating the R.I. Department of Transportation’s program to change state-controlled signals over from incandescent lamps to LEDs. The Group also is considering a new programmatic approach to inducing more municipalities to change over -- specifically, a direct installation program whereby one entity will install LEDs for a municipality, and bill them the cost net of electric DSM rebates modeled after a recent State of Maine program. The DEM and SEO are organizing a strategy meeting with DOT, NECo, the League of Cities and Towns, and other interested working group members to collaborate on this program.

VII. Progress Report on New Fossil Fuel Retrofit Programs

During discussions in Phase II of the GHG process, the Rhode Island State Energy Office (RISEO) decided to undertake a new Fossil Fuel Retrofit Program. The program has two distinct approaches based on the size of participant.

1. SMALL buildings that use 100 kw or less in electrical demand.


RISE Engineering has operated a program for Narragansett Electric for 14 years called the Small Business Solutions Program, whereby the utility pays 75 percent of the cost of electrical conservative initiatives. The State’s Fossil Fuel Efficiency Program will piggybank on this program and add a boiler component. The Energy Office is retaining RISE for technical review on identifying and arranging cost effective opportunities to reduce fossil fuel usage. The Energy Office will provide incentives to participants capped at 25 percent of installed cost or $3000 per building in total. Incentives range from $75 per individual thermostat to $3000 for a premium efficient heating system.

     2.  LARGE buildings.


RISEO is identifying a pool of prospective participants to enter into an Energy Performance Contract to reduce heating, cooling, ventilation, lighting and other energy uses. Measures involve controlling, modifying, adding and replacing equipment and systems. The ESCOs must include fossil fuel reduction measures in their proposal to the client. The Energy Office is presently in the final design stage of the RFQ to qualify ESCOs and is in the process of finalizing the letter and mailing lists to prospective participants.

VIII. Progress Report on Appliance Right-Sizing


During Phases I and II of the GHG Process, the Buildings and Facilities Working Group reviewed analysis and engaged in discussion of the concept of promoting use of compact appliances.  Narragansett Electric Company has been leading the discussion with the Working Group to find ways to enhance appliance “right sizing” in the residential DSM program it operates.


Laura McNaughton of NGrid has made presentations on appliance “right sizing” to the Buildings and Facilities Working Group. She has prepared the following table, which is an initial assessment of the importance of sizing consideration by appliance (Yes, No, Maybe). The table will be refined at the next meeting of the Buildings and Facilities Working Group.

	Appliance
	Right Sizing
	Usage

	Heating Systems
	Y
	Y- thermostat control

	Central Air Conditioning
	Y
	Y- thermostat control

	Water Heating
	Y
	Y – tank temp, aerators

	Refrigerators
	M – 1 or 2 more significant
	M - thermostat

	Room AC
	Y
	Y – tstat and/or timer

	Freezers
	M
	N

	Clothes Washers
	M – ES  more significant
	M – temp choice, see WH

	Dryers
	N
	Y – moisture controls

	Cooking
	N – choice of appliance
	N- choice of appliance

	Dishwashing
	N- NA, see WH
	M – booster heater, drying

	Lighting
	N – CFL not incandescent
	Y – switch, motion, photo

	Entertainment & Computers, Home Office
	M – ES more significant
	Y – switch, cablebox, power supply

	Pool pump
	N
	Y – timer

	Water Bed Heater
	Replace with non-heated
	Y- timer

	Well pump
	N
	N


APPENDIX 1

Benefits of Design Guidelines for New State Buildings and Public Schools

We developed an estimate of what might be the costs and benefits of adopting LEED standards plus LCC evaluation of energy measures, or “green buildings” for short, for State facilities and public schools in Rhode Island. The estimates assume that green buildings become effective in 2005, and considers the period from 2005 through 2020. We developed estimates for two sets of facilities:

· State facilities, including higher education.

· Locally administered public schools.

We developed these estimates based on three main sources:

· Our GHG Process Phase I analysis of long-run energy use in Rhode Island’s commercial sectors. 

· Our rough estimates of the amount of floorspace used by new or renovated State facilities and public schools through 2020.

· The first comprehensive study of the costs and benefits of green buildings, done by Greg Kats.

The costs and benefits of green building are based on recent work by Greg Kats, formerly of the U.S. DOE, and his colleagues at Capital E. Their study, The Costs and Financial Benefits of Green Buildings: A Report to California’s Sustainable Building Task Force, was released in October 2003. Their assessment of benefits included a detailed review of 60 facilities in several states that followed LEED protocols. They found that compared to ASHRAE 90.1-1999 (which is the standard embodied in the current R.I. building code), green buildings save 25-30 percent of energy costs. They found that there are many valuable benefits of green buildings besides energy cost savings: reduction in water bills, reduction in emission of air pollutants, lower maintenance costs, and enhanced occupant productivity and health.

Kats et al. analyzed 33 facilities in several states in order to estimate the incremental cost of green building. They also found evidence that the incremental costs of green vs. conventional building may decline over time as green building practice experience grows.

Our estimates for state facilities are summarized in the following table.

Green Building Impacts -- R.I. State Facilities

	Item
	Value

	Energy cost savings, 2005-2020
	$48,987,000

	Green building costs, 2005-2020
	$10,433,000

	Net cost savings, 2005-2020
	$38,554,000

	Carbon dioxide reductions in 2020
	37,000 metric tonnes

	Cost per tonne of CO2 reduced
	-$185/tonne CO2


Energy cost savings represent the reduction in the State’s bills for electricity, gas, and fuel oil if new facilities are green buildings, as defined above. Green building costs are the average additional costs of implementing LEED certification plus LCC evaluation of energy efficiency measures. Net cost savings are the difference between these benefits and costs. Costs are expressed in 2004 present value, with green building costs amortized over building lifetimes. Estimates for public school facilities are summarized in the next table.

Green Building Impacts -- Public Schools in R.I.

	Item
	Value

	Energy cost savings, 2005-2020
	$28,367,000 

	Green building costs, 2005-2020
	$13,062,000

	Net cost savings, 2005-2020
	$15,304,000

	Carbon dioxide reductions in 2020
	23,000 metric tonnes

	Cost per tonne of CO2 reduced
	-$120/tonne CO2


The estimates we developed are quite preliminary, and are subject to revision as better data may become available. The emissions factors used to estimate CO2 reductions by fuel type were taken from the Phase I analysis. Some of the other assumptions that were used to develop the estimates in the above tables are noted in the following table.

Inputs to Analysis of Green Building Impacts

	Assumption
	Value

	Public schools floorspace (new/renovated)
	50 percent of new education floorspace in Phase I analysis

	State facilities floorspace (new/renovated)
	25 percent of new education floorspace in Phase I analysis plus 20 percent of new office floorspace

	Incremental cost of green building
	$4 per square foot

	Reduction in energy use
	30 percent

	Electricity costs
	$29/MMBTU (10 cents/kWh)

	Natural gas costs
	$8/MMBTU

	Fuel oil costs
	$7.7/MMBTU



APPENDIX 2

Subj:
 Building Code Recommendations

Date:
12/18/2003 6:54:23 PM Eastern Standard Time

From:
rwarren@ribuilders.org (rwarren)

Reply-to:
rwarren@ribuilders.org

To:
RaabJ@aol.com

CC:
jkeller@Oceantide.dem.state.ri.us, davidnichols@verizon.ne

Jonathan:

Upgrading residential code beyond that required by the IRC was a non-consensus item in Phase I, it was not even mentioned in Phase II and now it is (technically) a consensus recommendation in Phase III because someone decided to put it back on the agenda.  When this group was formed, it was to make specific recommendations to reach specific carbon goals.  From this, I was under the impression that the GHG Study Group was to operate in an orderly process where subsequent recommendations were to be based on

previous research and determinations.  The ability to push any agenda item at any time suggests to me the presence of a preordained outcome.     

Your suggestion that the group didn't have our 'perspective during its deliberations' is to say that we should have brought back our representative from RISE Engineering to plow this field all over again.  That is not practical nor do I believe it would be necessary if the group was operating under a sequential process.  

Our position was relatively simple.  No specific code improvement recommendations were made (then or now) that we (or the Building & Facilities Working group) could evaluate and respond to relative to the established goals of the study group.  Consequently, the proposal to recommend more stringent codes be adopted can only be supported by the assumption that, "if some is good, more must be better."   

I question the necessity for the additional code changes as the working paper by David Nichols acknowledges that "Rhode Island Codes are already more stringent and uniformerly implemented than in most states..."  While we may not be a leading state, this again suggests that we should adopt this recommendation solely on the basis that more is better.  That is not necessarily the case as we are only now beginning to understand the result of tightening up our houses.  The energy we are saving is decreasing

incrementally while air quality issues are skyrocketing.

The Nichols paper goes on to state how we are beginning to train officials and builders to exceed code requirements.  We support these educational and training opportunities 100% and I am currently enrolled in an extensive code course designed to apply new building technologies, many of which are energy related.

As to your proposed footnote, I would request that it state:  "The Rhode Island Builders association does not support the recommendation for the following reasons: 


1- No specific code recommendations have been made that can be evaluated.  Consequently, energy or carbon savings cannot be determined in relation to the original purposes of this study group. Other side effects of changes cannot be evaluated as well.  

  
2- Rhode Island recently adopted a major code revision that builders and officials are only now beginning to understand. David Nichols acknowledged that "Rhode Island

Codes are already more stringent and uniformerly implemented than in most states..."  Builders and officials need time to understand these new codes and develop 
   routines to cost-effectively implement them.     


   Further, Rhode Island also recently adopted the most stringent fire codes in the nation.  This will have a major impact on the housing construction industry and while they may be energy related, they must be given time to be understood and incorporated as well. 


3- Rhode Island housing costs have risen the fastest of the 50 states.  A major contributor to rising costs is compliance requirements.  We are seeing Rhode Island residents move to eastern Connecticut communities because housing is significantly less expensive.  Because marginal energy savings decrease, we cannot support 
   recommendations where the cost vs. benefits cannot be fully determined."    

Jonathan, understand that we don't maintain that houses cannot be made more energy efficient.  We are educating our members about energy efficiency, and we are ecommending that they incorporate these benefits into their marketing.  However, we oppose the code recommendations of the group simply because there has not been one concrete recommendation placed on the table that we can address.  It is not enough to adopt codes because another state has done so.  We oppose these recommendations because they are based on the assumption that energy efficiency is a goal that stands alone and that other issues do not merit consideration.  If it were that simple or if the scope of your review was broader, we could probably make more progress.       

We are a small staff and my schedule and responsibilities will prevent me from attending all the future Working Group and Stakeholder meetings. I will be out of the state at our national convention during the next Stakeholders meeting.  Kindly, add our views into the deliberations of that meeting.

Thank you. 

Roger Warren 

�Greg Kats et al., The Costs and Financial Benefits of Green Buildings: A Report to California’s Sustainable Building Task Force. Washington, D.C.: Capital E, October 2003. 


� The draft draws on language used in executive orders issued by the governors of other states, particularly Maine and New Jersey.





�This recommendation was included in the letter to the governor. 


�Where an entity has semi-independent governance, such as RIPTA or the Airport Corp., Central Services could encourage them to obtain similar CHP pre-proposals.


�House Bill 7786, signed by Governor Almond on June 18, 2002, states that the Public Utilities Commission “may permit or require discounted backup distribution service rates in order to encourage economically efficient cogeneration or small power production projects if it finds such discounts to be in the public interest, provided, however, that any revenue not recovered by the electric distribution company as a result of such discounted distribution rates shall be accounted for and recovered in the rates assessed on all customers.”


In addition, it is likely that Narragansett Electric’s back-up rates themselves will be considered by the Public Utilities Commission in mid-2004. This issue will be part of the utility’s upcoming general rate case.


� The recommended regulation would apply to generators not subject to EPA regulations 40 CFR 52.21 and 40 CFR 51.160.�



�Note this recommendation was unanimously approved by the Working Group members, except that the representative from the Rhode Island Homebuilders Association was not present at the Buildings and Facilities Working Group meeting and subsequently registered their disagreement with the recommendation. See the Association letter, Appendix 2.





�All but two Working Group members agreed to recommend to the Stakeholder Group now that a gas energy efficiency SBC fund be established, that would be fully recoverable from ratepayers.  URI and New England Gas dissented, claiming that an oil energy efficiency funding mechanism should be developed concurrently with a gas SBC fund to ensure a level playing field.    


�In jurisdictions where regulators have authorized utilities to pursue gas DSM, they have approved special cost recovery mechanisms for DSM. The design of these mechanisms varies, but they all allow the utility to recover from ratepayers the actual amount prudently spent on approved DSM programs.


�In fact, Kats at al. monetized these non-energy benefits, which totaled to about ten times the reduction they found in energy bills. 
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