its to Speak Multiple
fluence People on Their

~ Own Terms

Chris James, Manager, Climate
Change and Energy Programs,
Connecticut DEP



+ Multi-sector, multi-agency coordination

e ——

+ Governor level leadership

+ Requires actions to be framed in several
HEENRTEVR

* Led to extensive analysis of co-benefits



terms of benefits (positive
impacts(usually negative)
+ Why even care about co-benefits?

+ Help by: making links between programs and
themes; defining which levers to push;
creating relevant language to explain the
policy using terms and nomenclature familiar
to the audience; facilitating work load and
flow




Short, meditmranaiong-term

Felevance

hort term: part'of 0zone and fin

ate SIPs :

* Medium: form basis to transition to programs
that also focus on GHG reductions

+ Long: part of commitment to reduce GHG to
evels that stabilize the climate

+ How have each of these benefits been
expressed? Tons per day; cost per ton
reduced




o There are mul_t_iple_b_enefits

* Describing them helps establish
potential linkages

+ Warning: barriers ahead



+ Performance persists over time

+ Energy, economic and environmental
benefits are cumulative

+ Replicable protocols aid evaluation of
the measures



Environmental

non-criteria pollutant

+» Reduce need to operate dirty and costly
peaking units e

+ Indirect benefits in other media, esp.
water and solid waste



ECONOMIE

. Create local ji)lgs
+ Reduce operation of “out of merit” EGU
+ Cash flow through NE FCM

+ Reduce need for imported fossil fuel
(and the security $ associated with
protecting our oil supply)



ENEerg)

¢ Improve gric id relial JJ*‘r\/ and ni
+ Enables deve tof eveni
efficient techrology—an measures

+ Avoid need for transmission upgrades
and new power plant construction

+ Complements CHP, puts power where
its needed




se the benefits above to create ti

Ianggag that allows you to talk abou

energy efﬂaency—t-e—anyone using their
terminology

¢ Barriers ahead!




* M&V protocols:
+ exist today, but are new and different
from what is currently usec

+ Current methods not appropriate or
may be inaccurate

+ Existing tools do not appropriately
account for the differential risk between
various resources



+ Ideology: IJust—dontbelleve e e—

+ Failure to recognize need to change,
and/or that world has changed around
them



PRI L b L
+ Stovepiping: by statute

| =

+ Energy “pric rities™ conflict with environmental

“priorities” which in turn “conflict” with
economic “priorities”

+ Tendency to think in the weeds, rather than
“how could this work

+ Lack of accountability: OK to “just say no”

DOIIC)

)




unds often available to new ¢

excmng-l deas

+ But, once the ¢ cormf iS proven, B
funding dries up: “valley of death”

» Lack of creativity among financial and
insurance sectors (risk aversion)




ay Yes (new idea
es and spreac d th

« Make you all better than DOF

+ Guidance to states/locals to show how its
done

+ Implement good ideas, avoid shelfware

1S
a)
-



+ ISO/RTO, PUC |mprove  reliability, av0|d
regulators imposing more stringent
environmental requirements

+ Public: Save money, avoid
blackouts/brownouts

+ Financial: investment opportunities




EPA HEIp

J

and demonstrate ti
" new/modified
methods anc
+ Facilitate integration into SIP Demonstrate
persistence of EE, show how application of
different discount rates is appropriate and
cost-effective

+ Help fund and/or identify funds that get ideas
across the “valley of death”

+ Training for state/local staff in the above, and
capacity building




