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May 24,  2007
NAESB Meeting to Address Development of Demand Side Management/Energy Efficiency Business Practices
U.S. Department of Energy, Washington, D.C.

April 11, 2007 10:00 AM – 4:00 PM Eastern
Final Minutes
1. Opening Remarks
Mr. Koogler welcomed everyone to the meeting and introduced himself and Ms. Kiselewich.  Mr. Koogler and Ms. Kiselewich led the meeting on behalf of the NAESB Retail Quadrants (REQ and RGQ).  Mr. Koogler also introduced Mr. True.  Mr. True led the meeting on behalf of the NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant (WEQ).  Mr. Koogler thanked the Department of Energy (DOE) for hosting the meeting and for their assistance in planning the meeting.  He added that the DOE was the first government member of NAESB.  

Mr. Koogler thanked Mr. Wilkins of Advanced Energy for submitting Request R06024 (Standardize Method for Quantifying Benefits, Savings, Cost Avoidance and/or the Reduction in Energy Demand Derived From the Implementation of Demand Side Management and Energy Efficiency Programs.)  He thanked Mr. Pickles for facilitating the meeting and for developing questions in order to better define the role of NAESB in the development of DSM and Energy Efficiency standards.  Mr. Koogler clarified for the attendees that NAESB does not duplicate standards development efforts already underway.  In addition, NAESB does not develop business practice standards unless they are useful to the industry.  NAESB does not develop policy, nor does it advocate the adoption of NAESB standards.  
Mr. Koogler stated that the expectation and goal for the meeting was to frame the standards development effort to be undertaken by NAESB for DSM and Energy Efficiency.  He added that the meeting should facilitate open discussion and questions on whether NAESB should develop business practice standards for DSM and Energy Efficiency and if so, a better understanding of the scope and direction of those standards.        
2. Administrative
Mr. Koogler stated that future meetings would be announced shortly.  Web conferencing and conference calling should be available for those that cannot attend meetings in person.  Ms. McQuade thanked the industry experts for being present.  Mr. Mansueti reviewed a few housekeeping matters.  Ms. Kirby gave the anti-trust advice.
3. Review of NAESB process
Ms. Kiselewich reviewed the history of NAESB and the NAESB standards development process.  (Please see the presentation referenced during this discussion, located at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/dsmee041107w10.ppt.)  NAESB is focused on the development of business practice standards and technical guidelines to support retail and wholesale gas and electric markets.  Ms. Kiselewich stated that NAESB worked to build consensus in the industry by holding open meetings that facilitated discussion from all segments of the industry.  However, NAESB defers to federal and state agencies as well as the market itself to set policy.  She emphasized the openness of the NAESB process and that the NAESB standards development process was accredited by the American National Standards Institute (ANSI).  She reviewed the ANSI principles of standards development that a standards development organization must meet, including openness and due process (please see slide 4.)  
Ms. Kiselewich stated that in order to develop standards, NAESB averaged 30-35 meetings or calls per month.  NAESB utilizes balanced voting in order to assure that no one segment of the industry dominates the standards development process.  All members of a subcommittee, regardless of membership status in NAESB, may vote on a standard to determine whether it should be sent to the NAESB Executive Committee for adoption.  (For more on the NAESB process and voting procedures, please reference the presentation cited above.)

After a standard completes the process at NAESB and becomes a final action, it is copyrighted to protect its authenticity and integrity.  Ms. Kiselewich explained that when NAESB files a standard or set of standards with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), it files a complete record of the process including minutes, voting records, comments submitted by the industry, transcripts and all minority positions.  
Ms. Kiselewich stated that development of business practice standards for DSM and Energy Efficiency was addressed in both the retail and wholesale electric annual plans:

Retail Annual Plan Item #10: “Review and develop needed model business practices for a standardized method for quantifying benefits, savings, cost avoidance and/or the reduction in energy demand and usage derived from the implementation of demand side management and energy efficiency programs.  This effort will include demand side response, energy efficiency programs and metering, including the 'curtailment service provider' program”)
WEQ 2007 Annual Plan Provisional Item #7: “Develop business practices as needed to support NAESB Retail Electric Quadrant efforts on demand side management and energy efficiency programs”

in addition to R06024.  She stated that at this time, R06024 had completed the step of passing scope under the Triage Subcommittee and Executive Committee.  The purpose of this meeting was to further define NAESB’s role in the development of DSM and Energy Efficiency standards.  
4. Review of Request R06024

Mr. Wilkins thanked Mr. Koogler for introducing him to the NAESB process.  He also thanked Ms. Edwards for her assistance in preparing R06024   He reviewed his presentation, located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/dsmee041107w11.ppt.  He reviewed the history of Advanced Energy and clarified that it was not a utility.  Advanced Energy was appointed by the governor of North Carolina and created in 1980 to address Energy Efficiency and the use of renewable energy sources.  During Advanced Energy’s annual report to the North Carolina Utilities Commission, Mr. Wilkins was questioned by the Commissioners on whether a standardized method to quantify the benefits of Energy Efficiency existed.  Mr. Wilkins acknowledged the complicated nature of determining such a method.  Mr. Koogler introduced Mr. Wilkins and Advanced Energy to the NAESB process and described NAESB’s past successes in building industry consensus to develop business practice standards.  

Mr. Wilkins stated that he submitted R06024 to facilitate open discussion on whether a standardized method existed for quantifying the energy and demand impacts for an Energy Efficiency program. He clarified that such a method should be able to be used to determine the cost-effectiveness of a program prior to its implementation and should be transparent to the industry.   He also submitted R06024 to facilitate discussion on whether a set of standards could bring clarity to the industry.  Mr. Wilkins said that debate and interest on this issue were not new and that to determine a middle ground for compromise amongst industry participants was hard to achieve.  He challenged the group present to openly discuss whether his request was legitimate and if it would be helpful to the industry.  He distinguished the work to be completed under his request from the National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency (NAPEE) work as being a pre-program evaluation for cost-effectiveness.  Mr. Wilkins stated that it was his understanding that the NAPEE guidelines dealt with the measure and verification of Energy Efficiency after the program was implemented.  Mr. Wilkins also said the International Performance Measurement and Verification Protocol website would be a useful tool for discussion and reference.  Although Demand Response (DR) was not listed in his original request, Mr. Wilkins clarified that he considered it part of the overall effort.  Ms. Kiselewich clarified that DSM was a part of the REQ/RGQ Annual Plan Item.  Mr. Wilkins also clarified that if business practices were developed, they should concentrate on how to more uniformly implement policy, rather than set policy. 
5. Review of the efforts of the National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency

Mr. Mansueti stated that he and Ms. Cummis would both be giving a presentation on the efforts of NAPEE.  He stated that the DOE and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) were partners in facilitating the NAPEE work.  Mr. Mansueti clarified that the NAPEE work was a creation of utilities and state organizations, and not of the federal government.  
Mr. Mansueti reviewed his presentation, located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/dsmee041107w12.ppt.  He stated that the effort to form an action plan began because of the great potential for energy efficiency and DSM in the energy market.  Energy efficiency programs have been utilized in the northwest for sometime, the use of which has contributed to the control of load growth.  Energy efficiency programs were popularized after the 1970’s energy crisis and thus there is a wealth of experience and reference materials.  NAPEE is not trying to reinvent the wheel with its guidebook, but rather take a fresh look at the work completed and organize it in a manner more beneficial to industry and government participants.  
Mr. Mansueti stated NAPEE had developed 5 key recommendations to increase energy efficiency.  (Please see slide 4 of his presentation.)  The recommendations are the following: recognize energy efficiency as a high priority energy resource; make a strong long term commitment to implement cost-effective energy efficiency as a resource; broadly communicate the benefits of and opportunities for energy efficiency; provide sufficient, timely, and stable program funding to deliver energy efficiency where cost effective, and; modify policies to align utility incentives with the delivery of cost effective energy efficiency and modify ratemaking practices to promote energy efficiency investments.  The goal of the action plan report and its recommendations is to create a sustainable commitment to energy efficiency.  The action plan report was released this past summer and was reviewed by NARUC during their summer meetings.  Mr. Mansueti stated that the action plan report and NAPEE’s work had generated a good amount of enthusiasm.  

A listing of the NAPEE leadership group is found in Mr. Mansueti’s presentation.  Several end-users are a part of the leadership group and all of the major energy trade associations have observed the NAPEE meetings. Mr. Mansueti said the leadership group is committed to increasing awareness of energy efficiency programs.  Leadership of NARUC and Edison Electric Institute has pledged to encourage energy efficiency amongst their members. The NAPEE year two work plan and milestones achieved are included in the presentation.   
Mr. Mansueti stated that the utilities faced with a natural dichotomy -- energy efficiency encourages reduced sales of energy.  In order for utilities to sell less energy, they must become revenue neutral to energy efficiency, which could be provided through incentives.
Next, Ms. Cummis discussed the specific work of NAPEE that could be germane to the NAESB effort (“Guide on Efficiency Measurement and Verification Procedures”).  She reviewed her presentation, located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/dsmee041107w14.ppt.  Ms. Cummis stated that the NAPEE group was now focused on encouraging the industry and nation to utilize the five recommendations of the NAPEE report, as discussed by Mr. Mansueti.  She said that the “Guide on Efficiency Measurement and Verification Procedures” report developed by NAPEE should make it easier for state and local governments and individual organizations to have a more consistent approach for program evaluation.  Although quite a bit of work has been done to evaluate single projects in energy efficiency, the same is not true for entire energy efficiency programs.  The guide is policy neutral and can be adapted for any organization.  NAPEE leadership would like to see the guidebook applied consistently.  Ms. Cummis stated that the NAPEE Advisory Committee was committed to making sure the NAPEE efforts were addressed to their appropriate audiences.  In order to promote this guidebook and build consensus on basic approaches to program evaluation, other organizations are being asked to endorse it.  
Ms. Cummis said a primary focus of the guide was to provide for impact evaluation in terms of kWh and therm savings.  Although the guidebook describes cost-effectiveness evaluation, it is not the primary focus of the guidebook to provide guidance on cost-effectiveness evaluation.  Ms. Cummis said there was still opportunity to comment on the guidebook and any additional comments would be welcomed by NAPEE.  She stated that when the guidebook was officially released this summer, NAPEE would be reaching out to a wider audience.  She added that she hoped the guidebook would contribute and assist in the NAESB effort.  

Ms. Alexander asked if Ms. Cummins believed the NAPEE effort addressed the needs of Mr. Wilkins as stated in Request R06024, or if she believed that, there were distinctions between the NAPEE effort and the NAESB effort.  She clarified that the need to evaluate a program prior to its implementation was a distinction between the two efforts.  She added that NAPEE was not trying to develop business practice standards, although the guides developed did point out areas in energy efficiency where business practice standards would be of assistance to the energy industry.  She added that the NAPEE work would be a good resource for the NAESB effort, but she expected the deliverables would be different and be completed on different timelines.  

Mr. Mansueti stated that the NAPEE effort had created seven products in total, including the “Guide on Efficiency Measurement and Verification Procedures” report as reviewed by Ms. Cummis.  Mr. Goldman clarified that there was a section in one of the seven documents (“Guide on Integrating Energy Efficiency into Resource Planning and Procurement”) on the screening of energy efficiency programs for cost-effectiveness.  These guidelines could be referenced for the development of business practice standards for the industry. 
6. Review of wholesale electric market activities including the importance of measurement and verification from a wholesale market perspective and a report from ISO-NE
Mr. Kathan clarified that the views he presented or opinions noted during the meeting were the views of Mr. Kathan and not necessarily of the FERC.  Mr. Kathan stated that Energy Efficiency and DSM were both wholesale and retail market issues.  He clarified that there was a need for a standardized measurement tool in the wholesale markets for Energy Efficiency and that there were differences between the organized and non-organized wholesale markets.  Mr. Kathan noted that Demand Response (DR) begins at the retail level, as the customer is the source of a demand resource.  Load Serving Entities (LSEs) can use DR as a hedge to avoid or plan for high priced and/or high demand periods.  Operators often use DR to provide reserves and to support reliability.  Mr. Kathan added that in a report published by the Commission last August on DR (located at http://www.ferc.gov/legal/staff-reports/demand-response.pdf) 37,000 MWs of DR potential was identified in existing DR programs.  Approximately 25% of those MWs are associated with ISO/RTO programs.  The types of programs involved include those for load control, for demand bidding, and emergency demand response.  

Mr. Kathan added that there is a general recognition that demand responsiveness is missing from the wholesale markets and that coordination between the wholesale and retail markets is needed.  The Commission has approved DR programs for the ISO/RTO markets, and has supported regional DR initiatives in the mid-Atlantic, the Midwest, and in New England.  DR initiatives in the Pacific Northwest are under review.  The Commission had co-sponsored with NARUC a collaborative to facilitate dialogue on DR.  Commissioner Wellinghoff co-chairs the effort. 

Mr. Kathan outlined the following reasons as the basis of the need for consistent and accurate measurement and verification of DR; (1) there is a need to make sure payment is accurate, as the market must be assured it is receiving the quantity purchased, (2) to support reliability, operators must have an accurate assessment and forecast of DR; and (3) to accurately measure and verify demand resources that participate in capacity markets.  

Mr. Kathan clarified that measurement of DR is different from metering for generation output.  Measurement and verification in the wholesale market is different from measurement used in retail markets.  Incentive based programs require estimates of the customer baseline and time based rates require forecasts.  The wholesale markets must know how many MWs are available and when they are available.  Measurement must be completed on a faster timeframe in the wholesale market.  Currently, there is no standardization in measurement and verification used by the ISOs and RTOs.  AS such, it is difficult to compare reductions in use from one ISO to another.  For these reasons, the issue of measurement and verification of DR is important to the wholesale market.  Mr. Kathan added that this is the subject of one of the panels in the FERC technical conference to be held on April 23, 2007.   He noted that NERC had completed reliability standards on DR under Order No. 693 (for standards numbers please see the presentation referenced above).  The development of these reliability standards also emphasizes the need for a standardized method to measure and verify programs.  Mr. Kathan stated that for the reasons stated, the Commission viewed NAESB as a natural venue to facilitate the development of business practice standards on the measurement and verification of DR in the wholesale markets.  

In response to a question from Ms. McQuade, Mr. Kathan clarified that almost all of the remaining 75% of the 37,500 MWs of DR potential was found in retail utilities outside of the organized markets or in the BPA and TVA markets.  Mr. Kathan clarified that in some markets, such as those in the Midwest, DR capability can represent up to 20% of the peak load.  He clarified that DR capability is used frequently to support reliability. 
Mr. Dietsch added that currently the existing efforts on DR and DSM provide for a set of guidelines, but do not contain a standard on how to measure and verify.  Rather, they allow for regions to choose a guideline for measurement.  Ms. McQuade stated that business practice standards at NAESB could allow for multiple methods of implementation based on different regional or operational requirements.  

Next, Mr. Yoshimuro presented the ISO New England program.  (This presentation is located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/dsmee041107w9.ppt.)  Mr. Yoshimuro noted that his presentation addressed the forward capacity market design for the New England market.  In the New England forward capacity market, capacity is procured to meet forecasted demand three years into the future.  Because detailed rules for the ISO NE market were filed with the Commission in February of this year, Mr. Yoshimuro explained that there were certain topics he may not be able to address in his presentation and/or questions.  

Mr. Yoshimuro stated that stakeholders realized capacity requirements could be addressed by increasing supply or decreasing demand.  Because providers will be bidding in this market, it is important to have consistent methods for measure and verification of DR.  In order for a forward capacity market to utilize DR, those rules and methods must be available and transparent for market participants.  The definition for demand resources in the market is very broad.  Resources that produce a verifiable reduction in load may participate in a forward capacity auction in the ISO-NE market.  Mr. Yoshimuro clarified that demand resources are diverse: some are passive, some are not dispatchable, and many are weather sensitive.  Mr. Yoshimuro described the requirements for a sponsor to demonstrate its resource viability in a forward capacity market auction.  The project sponsors of these resources must submit a measurement and verification plan to the ISO.  He clarified that the ISO NE measurement and verification manual described the method, assumptions, and measurements used to determine actual demand reduction.  
ISO-NE has developed a methodology to determine the value of demand resources.  That methodology includes four options to employ in determining value.  Those options are described in detail in Mr. Yoshimuro’s presentation.  Also included in detail are descriptions of direct and indirect measurement and a description of the use of statistical sampling to determine the demand reduction value of multiple installations of similar demand resources.  

Mr. Yoshimuro stated that in the ISO-NE program, a project sponsor for demand resources could demonstrate the capability of their resource through an audit.  In addition, the ISO can conduct unannounced audits or tests of the demand resource to verify compliance with the ISO-NE manual on measurement and verification.  The ISO has the right to audit testing and calibration records for the resource.  Project sponsors of demand resources must describe in their measurement and verification plans how they will comply with monthly reporting requirements.  A detailed list of the information to be included in those reports is included in Mr. Yoshimuro’s presentation.  

Mr. Overtree asked if it would be helpful to ISO-NE to have industry consensus on how to measure and verify the resources or had ISO-NE already resolved its requirements for measurement and verification.  Mr. Yoshimuro answered that ISO-NE was satisfied with the completion of its measurement and verification manual, and now is addressing implementation issues.  The ISO has received 200 applications from demand resource providers.  It estimates that there are 2400 MWs of capacity from new resources.  Mr. Yoshimuro stated that 80% of the 200 demand resource project applications come from non-utility entities, or entities that do not have state funding.  He noted that standardization of the applications would allow for easier and more consistent evaluation.  He clarified that all 200 applicants would provide more than 1 MW of capacity, with several providing for a resource of 100’s of MWs.  He stated that multiple year forecasts were treated through a concept called measure life – a sponsor could offer the resource into the market for a measure life.  That measure life would depend on how the saving over time is maintained, as the resource might deteriorate over the years.   These resources would be de-rated from the years they begin to decrease.  

Mr. Yoshimuro stated that the first auction should be held in 2008, with delivery of these resources set for 2010.  Negotiated prices currently exist for qualified capacity and that price will most likely escalate at the end of the current transition period.
7. Facilitated Discussion of the following 4 questions:

· What other DSM/EE/DR standards or guides currently exist (or may be in development)?  What are the scope, authority, and timing of these standards?

In response to the above question, Mr. Goldman noted that it would be a more efficient use of time and resources to phase the development of standards and focus first on standards for the measurement of energy savings and peak demand.  He clarified that developing standards for cost avoidance would be difficult and there are several policy issues that would be brought into the discussion.  He further added that there were more resources for the measurement of energy efficiency currently, than there were for DR.  The value of savings estimates on the planning side is relatively easier for energy efficiency than for DR and DSM.  DR and DSM must look at human behavior and are linked to the contract between the customer and the provider.  

Mr. Hoffman stated that NAPEE guidelines address energy efficiency programs sufficiently. Mr. Goldman stated that it was not the purpose of NAPEE to create standards; rather the NAPEE effort should be seen as tool for utilities in implementing energy efficiency programs. The guidelines do not standardize policy, but do provide guidelines for technical implementation.   Mr. Pickles asked what the difference was between policy and technical guidelines.  Mr. Goldman gave an example of trying to calculate the value of avoided emissions and energy cost; in doing so, entities might consider issues, which ultimately lead to policy decisions, such as whether CO2 is a pollutant.  Ms. Alexander stated that NAESB had a successful history of being able to navigate between policy and technical implementation.    
Mr. Pickles asked if there was a sense that planning issues were jurisdictional to the states and thus unique, or whether a standard would be useful.  Mr. Charlton responded that more uniform procedures for measurement and verification would be valuable to the market.  Mr. Pickles asked if there were third party methods to determine validation of measures.  Ms. Alexander answered that a key barrier to models that analyze value is that they are completed by third party consultants and are thus proprietary.  There is a lack of publicly available wide stakeholder participation and NAESB could fill that void.  She also emphasized the lack of transparency in these programs.  Mr. Goldman stated that in certain areas of the country, there was a wealth of information on these subjects that was transparent and available, such as in California.  Mr. Wilkins stated that the transference of that data was difficult because it was regionalized and therefore some subjectivity would have to be applied.   

Mr. Pickles asked to what extent the old literature on energy efficiency and DSM was relevant given the considerable changes in markets over the last twenty years.  While the documentation was prepared to be implemented in a different set of markets, many of the concerns and issues are still relevant.  Mr. Kathan stated that there was a report developed by Mimi Goldberg for the California Energy Commission entitled “Protocol Development for Demand Response Calculation – Findings and Recommendations” that evaluated the various types of baseline measurements used in the wholesale markets.  (The report can be found at http://www.energy.ca.gov/reports/2003-03-10_400-02-017F.PDF.)  ASHRAE standard 1989, 90.1 and EIA survey data were also recommended as a helpful reference tools for the wholesale effort.    

· What is the need for a new standard?  What might be the scope of a new standard, which organizations would use it, and how would it facilitate better outcomes?

Mr. Pickles expanded on the question by asking if Public Utility Commissions would consider a standard on the pre-evaluation of a program useful.  Mr. Schwermann suggested this be reviewed with the ATC workforce at NAESB, because they are developing standards for the planning of transmission capacity. 

Mr. Pickles asked if organized markets take DSM into account in transmission planning.  Mr. Kathan observed it was usually not taken into account, but that ISO-NE and the New York ISO were exceptions.  Mr. Koogler stated that VA and NC were requiring usage reductions and thus would consider a standard for measurement useful.  Mr. Pickles asked if a standard was still helpful if it only focused on kWhs saved, rather than the price per kWh to determine savings.  Mr. Goldman stated that measuring kWhs saved would be a more efficient use of time. 
· Who are the potential stakeholders, and what is the best way to engage them in the process?

Potential stakeholders in this process were identified.  Those identified included the following: ISOs, retailers, curtailment service providers, consumers, end users, NASUCA, PUCs, reliability entities, APPA membership, and the National Association of Energy Service Companies.  

It was decided that the best way to engage these stakeholders was to identify a phased approach with a scope as identified earlier:  namely -- measurement and verification of energy savings and peak demand reduction from both a wholesale and retail electric market perspective, addressing quantities – not prices.  

8. Next Steps and Meetings

A timeline and dates for future meetings will be distributed by the NAESB office and posted on the NAESB website.  The scope of the first phase of the project will be measurement and verification of energy savings and peak demand reduction from both a wholesale and retail market perspective; addressing quantities – not prices.
9. Adjourn
The meeting was adjourned at 4:00 p.m. Eastern time.
10. Attendance

	Name
	Organization

	Eric Ackerman
	Edison Electric Institute 
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	Maine Office of Public Advocate

	Neal Allen
	Alabama Power Company

	Mariam Arnaout
	American Gas Association

	Phil Bisesi
	Electricities of North Carolina

	Mark Bowen
	Lockheed Martin

	MaryAnne Brelinsky
	Eagle Energy Partners

	Bob Burnette
	Dominion

	Cade Burks
	EC Power

	Jack Cashin
	Electric Power Supply Assoc.

	John Charlton
	New York ISO

	Greg Clendenning
	Nexus Market Research

	Valerie Crockett
	Tennessee Valley Authority

	Cynthia Cummis
	Environmental Protection Agency

	Dan Delurey
	US Demand Response Coordinating Committee

	Niko Dietsch
	Environmental Protection Agency

	Mary Edwards
	Dominion Virginia Power

	Michael Flores
	Direct Energy

	Thomas Gianneschi
	Alcoa, Inc.

	Kelly Gillespie
	ASE/SEEA

	Chuck Goldman
	Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory

	Cherie Gregoire
	NYSERDA

	Cheryl Hindes
	BGE - Constellation

	Mark Hoffman
	Consortium for Energy Efficiency

	John Hughes
	ELCON

	David Johnson
	Allegheny Energy

	Katherine Johnson
	Market Development Group

	David Kathan
	Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

	Laura Kennedy
	NAESB

	DeDe Kirby
	NAESB

	Ruth Kiselewich
	Baltimore Gas and Electric

	David Koogler
	Dominion

	Faith Lambert
	US Department of Energy

	Melissa Lauderdale
	Edison Electric Institute

	Kyle Leach
	Southern Company

	Larry Mansueti
	US Department of Energy

	Robert Mason
	GoodCents

	Yolanda Mason
	Bayboro EC

	Rae McQuade
	NAESB

	Mark Meyer
	Hunt Power/MeterSmart

	Alice Miller
	New York Department of Public Service

	Stephanie Monzón
	PJM

	Ed Overtree
	NAESB

	Tim Pettit
	Nexus Market Research

	David Pickles
	ICF International

	Lew Pratsch
	US Department of Energy

	Abraham Raher
	Efficiency Valuation Organization

	Judy Ray
	Alabama Power Company

	Michael Robinson
	Midwest ISO

	Marv Rosenberg
	Independent

	Ilze Rukis
	Integrys Energy Group

	Robert Schwermann
	Sacramento Municipal Utility District

	Terry Sick
	EnerNoc

	Reshma Siddick
	World Alliance for Decentralized Energy

	Grace Soderberg
	NARUC

	Julia Souder
	NERC

	Roy True
	ACES Power Marketing

	Greg Urbin
	Constellation New Energy

	Carl Wilkins 
	Advanced Energy

	Jamie Wimberly
	Distributed Energy Financial Group, LLC

	Henry Yoshimura
	ISO New England
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