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TO:
NAESB DSM-EE Distribution List

RE:
Final Minutes from Demand Side Management/Energy Subcommittee Meeting of May 24, 2007

DATE:

June 18, 2007
Demand Side Management/Energy Efficiency Subcommittee
North American Energy Standards Board, Houston

May 24, 2007, 10:00 AM – 4:00 PM Central

Final Minutes
1. Administrative

Ms. Kiselewich welcomed everyone to the meeting and introduced herself and Mr. Koogler.  Mr. Koogler and Ms. Kiselewich led the meeting on behalf of the NAESB Retail Quadrants.  Mr. True also introduced himself and led the meeting on behalf of the NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant (WEQ).  Mr. Overtree gave the anti-trust advice.  Ms. Kiselewich requested any changes to the posted draft Agenda for this meeting.  There being none, Mr. Koogler moved that the Agenda be approved as drafted.  The Agenda was approved by consensus.   Ms. Kiselewich   requested any changes to the posted draft April 11 meeting minutes.  Mr. Rosenstock pointed out a missing final “E” in “NAPEE.”  Mr. True moved that the April 11 meeting minutes be approved as amended.  The amended April 11 meeting minutes were approved by consensus.  
2. Facilitated Discussion of the following 3 sets of questions:

· Are there changes or additional detail needed for the scope of the first phase? Are there additional details or sub-issues that should be addressed in the scope statement to make sure that the work product responds to the intended statement of scope?

· Are there example standards that would support this phase?  Are they complementary to other efforts currently underway?

· How should the development of the proposed standards for this phase be staged?  Should wholesale and retail development be done together or separately?

Mr. Pickles facilitated the task force’s discussion.  He began by restating what he heard to be the consensus result of the first, April 11 meeting, that NAESB should work on business practices/standards on the topic of quantifying the load impacts of DSM and EE, not the dollar values but rather the MW and MWh.  He suggested that the deliverables from this meeting should be:

· definition of the specific scope(s) of future work

· comparison of the scope(s) to prior work to avoid duplication and learn from others

· assignments for the research and drafting required by the scope of work

Mr. Pickles then projected his first slide onscreen and the webcast, a simplified flow chart to illustrate the EE/DSM/DR planning process.  He discussed each stage, pointing out that quantification occurs both during the Resource Characterization, or pre-program planning, stage and during the Program Evaluation, or post-program validation, stage.  Ms. Alexander pointed out that energy provided, as well as capacity provided, needs quantification.   She added that there is a need for common definitions of energy, capacity, DSM, DR, etc. etc., another possible NAESB scope of work.

During the discussion on Mr. Pickle’s presentation, the following remarks and discussion points were made:

· Mr. King asked whether NAESB would pursue quantification for regulated utilities only, or also for ISOs and other reliability organizations.  Mr. Pickles replied that he believes the sense of the April 11 meeting was to seek common measurements for all quantifications, regardless of entity, and at retail as well as wholesale.

· Mr. Goldman pointed out differences between retail and wholesale:  retailers usually have to prove cost/benefit, but ISOs do not require that for wholesale at the pre-program planning stage.  

· Mr. Rosenstock asked whether NAESB’s work would focus on particular states or geographic regions, and whether or not it would include gas as well as electricity.  The response was that the focus would include both natural gas and electric markets, and as the work began, the focus could be both at a federal and regional level.

· Mr. Borlick commented that Mr. Pickles’ slide looks very much like the “integrated resource planning” process decided upon 20 years ago.  Mr. True agreed, but added that ISOs and utilities need and hope to get more demand resources than they ever have under the 20-year-old process.  Mr. Burke said that ISO New England does have demand resources that earn capacity fees.  He added that his ISO needs performance measurement methodologies, rather than evaluation methodologies.  He also said his ISO doesn’t need cost/benefit analyses—that’s the demand resource’s issue, not the ISO’s.  He added that his ISO has mandated alternative performance measurement techniques and thus does not need any.  Mr. Pickles replied that in many States and some ISOs, demand management is new, and they are in need of methodologies.  Mr. Kathan added that those States and ISOs that do have methodologies need greater consistency with each other, if demand resources are going to participate more in the market.  Mr. Isser agreed, adding that the current inconsistencies destroy the economies of scale that multistate demand participants require to participate.  Standardization saves costs and will increase the offers of demand resources.

· Mr. Pickles asked whether the ISOs and others need to have methodologies different from each other, or are the differences unnecessary.  Mr. Laurita replied that the entities who have methodologies will probably answer:  yes, consistency is good, so everyone should use our methodologies!  He added that the task is inherently difficult when you’re trying to quantify what didn’t occur, how much energy was not used.  He agreed that inconsistency only harms the effort to acquire demand resources, and there is need for a common method of measuring load reductions from demand resources.  Ms. Waldstein agreed, but only for the pre-program planning stage.  She felt strongly that post-program evaluations need to be different by State.

In discussions on surveys and how they may be helpful in NAESB standards development efforts, Mr. Laurita noted that a separate and more extensive survey distribution (instead of the current NAESB distribution list for DSM-EE) could yield more input into our process.  He also urged that curtailment service providers be included in any survey.  Similarly, Ms. Alexander made the same comment about state consumer advocates and Mr. Gianneschi about industrial end users and their trade associations. Mr. Goldman made the same comment about state conservation offices – he mentioned Oregon, Vermont and Washington.  They noted they would provide lists to the NAESB office for a broader outreach as surveys are distributed.

Continuing the discussion on surveys, Ms. Kiselewich asked what questions should be included in the survey.  Mr. Goldman suggested asking whether or not the responders see a need for consistency of measurement for DSM and EE.  He noted that California, the Northwest states, New England states, New York and Texas all have published manuals we could learn from; they even have some agreed quantities that various EE programs yield.  Mr. Laurita agreed and suggested that the survey ask whether responders would like to have actual presumed quantities, or rather consistent methods to calculate quantities, or both.  Ms. Michels pointed out that states are currently working together to arrive at consistent EE quantities and predicted they will ask for both some presumed quantities and methods to calculate others.  
Mr. Koogler predicted survey responders would also ask for consistent quantities reports.  Mr. Pickles reminded the task force that the sense of the April 11 meeting was that NAESB not attempt to standardize the value of DSM/EE programs in the phase – but to focus on the quantities.

Mr. Wilkins supported the idea of surveys, if only because the list of responders would constitute contacts that could be consulted on various questions that come up.  He reminded the task force that quantities estimates are challenged today solely because there are no credible methods used in many places, so DSM/EE programs that would yield answers for the future are stillborn and never do so.  Accordingly, he asked the task force to please concentrate on pre-program evaluation, as that phase is critical for implementation of programs.  Once they are implemented, there is much less need for post-evaluation.

Mr. Isser said the task force should strive to avoid California’s approach -- where 130,000 required datapoints completely discourage programs.  He added that pre-evaluation methods should be checked against existing and future post-evaluation data, to confirm accuracy.  Ms. White agreed.  Mr. Goldman agreed that the California methods need de-mystifying, as other states have done.  Mr. Isser pointed out that some methods may have several acceptable alternatives instead of just one, but none should be open-ended if they are to achieve acceptance.  Mr. Pickles agreed, adding that programs proposers need to be able to evidence their due diligence by using generally accepted methods, rather than investing heavily in one-time studies of their proposals.

Mr. Pickles then turned the discussion to resource characterization.  Ms. Waldstein cautioned about attempting to cover too much breadth, such as green buildings.  She advised the task force to limit its work to energy efficiency programs, industrial end user programs and residential demand reduction.  Mr. Goldman agreed and suggested excluding renewables from the scope of developing load impact protocols. 

Ms. Kiselewich asked whether pre- and post-evaluation methods need to be consistent with each other.

Mr. True added that proposers and ISOs may well need standard methods of communicating program impacts to each other.  Industrial end users who want to sell back to ISOs are being frustrated now by lack of commonly accepted practices.

Mr. Colston added that grid operators need commonly accepted practices on the rigor and methods of measurement to validate estimates of program values.  Mr. Laurita replied that that depends on the size of the grid and the length of the proposed program—less rigorous measurement in large grids and for longer-duration programs.  Mr. Kline asked for more emphasis on contributions by loads to ancillary services, especially regulation service.  Ms. Waldstein agreed. 

Mr. Pickles suggested inventorying existing post-evaluations for guidance on what measurement methods yield the most accurate results.  Mr. True cautioned about radically different climates making post-evaluations difficult to compare.  Mr. Isser said calculations have been and can be developed to eliminate climate differences to compare evaluations.

Mr. Goldman said that market participants that are active in multiple ISOs would value consistency among regions in participating in programs.  Mr. Wattles agreed, and added that striving for consistency would be helpful, even if consistent results were not immediately possible region-to-region due to pre-existing methods in place.  Ms. Waldstein agreed, stating that each state has different priorities, but could use consistent measurements to rank order.  Ms. Alexander added that states who have developed measurement methods may not be interested in changing to a consistent but new method, though the states who now have no methods could use help.  Mr. Rosenstock compared the concept to “common tree, with local branches.”  He asked if wildly gyrating prices for the energy saved – by season, by region, by market movement – have been considered.

Mr. Pickles asked whether it is helpful to determine market baselines.  Mr. Goldman felt that is not needed.

Mr. Colston pointed out that change in law, raising the minimum performance of DSM/EE, makes long-term evaluation impossible.

Mr. Pickles asked whether the impacts on fuels to generate electricity should be considered.  Mr. Isser thought so, but Mr. Novak stated he could not find any support in the gas industry for methods to evaluate such impacts on gas, as the quantities are thought to be quite low, and therefore the costs not justified.  Mr. Pickles asked how costs to comply should be taken into account in selecting measurement methods.  Mr. Rosenstock said that evaluation will be especially difficult because benefits vary widely with the price gyrations he mentioned earlier.  He suggested maximum limits on variability for a measurement method to make the cut.  Mr. Goldman reminded the task force not to have a work product that referenced 130,000 variables.  The resources a state wishes to require for program evaluation should be left up to the state stakeholders’ process.  Mr. Isser added that compliance costs also depend on the product; e.g., emergency response will require and need a different degree of measurement evidence than long-term impacts.

After a lunch break, the task force turned to drafting communally a Phase I Activities list, with focal points and work assignments.  The best description of the discussion appears in the completed document, which may be found at:  http://naesb.org/pdf2/dsmee052407a1.doc
3. Next Steps and Meetings

The next meeting is at BGE offices in Baltimore on June 18 from 10 AM to 4 PM Eastern.  On June 18, task subcommittees will report on the status of their work and identify any additional tasks they have discovered in the course of their work.  The following meeting is at American Gas Association in Washington, DC on July 26.

Ms. McQuade committed to present to the June 18 meeting five additional meeting dates, about one month apart.

4. Adjourn

The meeting was adjourned at 3:16 p.m. Central.

5. Attendance

	Name
	Organization
	Attendance

	Barbara Alexander
	Maine Office of Public Advocate
	Phone

	Neal Allen
	Alabama Power Company
	Phone

	Mariam Arnaout
	American Gas Association
	Phone

	Phil Audet
	Frontier Associates
	In Person

	George Behr
	Energy Service Group
	Phone

	Phil Bisesi
	ElectriCities of North Carolina
	Phone

	Robert Borlick
	Midwest ISO 
	Phone

	Mary Anne Brelinsky
	Eagle Energy Partners
	In Person

	Robert Burke
	ISO New England
	Phone

	Cade Burks
	EC Power
	In Person

	Edward Colston
	TVA 
	In Person

	J. Clayton Crouch
	Dominion Power
	Phone

	Mary Edwards
	Dominion Virginia Power
	Phone

	Dave Eichenlaub
	Virginia SCC
	Phone

	Jon Fabre
	Otter Tail Power Co.
	Phone

	Rhonda Ferguson
	Wisconsin Public Service
	Phone

	Michael Flores
	Direct Energy
	Phone

	Glenn Garland
	CLEAResult Inc.
	Phone

	Thomas Gianneschi
	Alcoa, Inc.
	In Person

	Phil Giudice
	EnerNOC
	Phone

	Chuck Goldman
	Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory
	Phone

	Angela Gonzalez
	NAESB
	Phone

	Steve Isser
	Good Company Associates
	In Person

	David Johnson
	Allegheny Energy
	Phone

	Katherine Johnson
	Market Development Group
	Phone

	David Kathan
	Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
	Phone

	Laura Kennedy
	NAESB
	In Person

	Robert King
	Good Company Associates
	In Person

	Ruth Kiselewich
	Baltimore Gas and Electric
	In Person

	David Koogler
	Dominion
	In Person

	Steve Krein
	ERCOT
	In Person

	Robert Laurita
	ISO New England
	Phone

	Mark Lauby
	NERC
	In Person

	Joe Lynch
	SCANA
	Phone

	Rae McQuade
	NAESB
	In Person

	Julie Michels
	Northeast Energy Efficiency Partnerships
	Phone

	Alice Miller
	New York Department of Public Service
	Phone

	Stephanie Monzón
	PJM
	Phone

	Monica Nevius
	Consortium for Energy Efficiency
	Phone

	Michael Novak
	National Fuel Distributors
	Phone

	Ed Overtree
	NAESB
	In Person

	Marjorie Perlman
	Energy East
	Phone

	David Pickles
	ICF International
	In Person

	Denise Rager
	NAESB
	In Person

	Abraham Raher
	Efficiency Valuation Organization
	Phone

	Mary Ann Ralls
	National Rural Electrical Cooperative Association
	Phone

	Judy Ray
	Alabama Power Company
	Phone

	Marv Rosenberg
	Independent
	In Person

	Steve Rosenstock
	Edison Electric Institute
	In Person

	Ron Russell
	University of Texas MD Anderson Cancer Center
	In Person

	Terry Sick
	EnerNOC
	In Person

	Marc Tannenbaum
	Evergreen Software, Inc.
	In Person

	Jim Templeton
	Comprehensive Energy Services
	Phone

	Charles Thomas
	Progress Energy
	Phone

	Veronica Thomason
	NAESB
	In Person

	Elizabeth Titus
	Northeast Energy Efficiency Partnerships
	Phone

	Roy True
	ACES Power Marketing
	In Person

	Greg Urbin
	Constellation New Energy
	In Person

	Sandra Waldstein
	Vermont Public Service Board
	Phone

	Paul Wattles
	ERCOT
	In Person

	Carol White
	National Grid
	Phone

	Carl Wilkins 
	Advanced Energy
	Phone

	Eric Winkler
	ISO New England
	Phone

	Jason Wojciechowicz
	Allegheny Power
	Phone

	Damon Xenopoulos
	Brickfield, Burchette, Ritts & Stone
	Phone
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