[image: image1.png]



                                        North American Energy Standards Board

1301 Fannin, Suite 2350, Houston, Texas 77002

Phone:  (713) 356-0060, Fax:  (713) 356-0067, E-mail: naesb@naesb.org

Home Page: www.naesb.org

                                        North American Energy Standards Board

1301 Fannin, Suite 2350, Houston, Texas 77002

Phone:  (713) 356-0060, Fax:  (713) 356-0067, E-mail: naesb@naesb.org

Home Page: www.naesb.org

via posting

TO:
NAESB DSM-EE Distribution List
RE:
Final Minutes of the July 26, 2007 Demand Side Management/Energy Efficiency Task Force Meeting 
DATE:

October 11, 2007
Demand Side Management/Energy Efficiency Task Force
North American Energy Standards Board, AGA – Washington, DC
July 26, 2007 10:00 AM – 4:00 PM Eastern
Final Minutes
1. Administrative

Mr. True introduced himself, along with Mr. Wattles led the meeting on behalf of the NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant (WEQ) and welcomed everyone to the meeting.  Mr. Koogler also introduced himself and led the meeting on behalf of the NAESB Retail Quadrants.  Mr. Overtree gave the anti-trust advice.  Mr. Koogler moved that the Agenda be approved as drafted.  The Agenda was approved by consensus.  Mr. Rosenstock moved that the June 18 meeting minutes be approved as drafted.  The June 18 meeting minutes were approved by consensus.  
2. Discussion of deliverables from task subforces:
Mr. Pickles facilitated the discussion.  He began by asking for an update on the NAPEE document due this month, as well as the very recent “Straw Proposal” published by California, as evidently some people believe NAESB may be duplicating NAPEE’s efforts.  He restated NAESB’s goal, to codify and simplify common quantity measurements already in use, so that others have a starting place to save time and expense.  
Mr. Overtree noted that while some States are much farther ahead than NAESB, 85% of the States have adopted no practices at all for measuring DSM or EE.  Mr. Hughes added that even the States with adopted practices could well consider NAESB consensus benchmarks rather than practices affected by parochial interests.  Ms. Nevius replied that NAPEE is on the verge of publishing.  She asked whether or not this meeting could concentrate on the wholesale market while NAPEE completes its work?  Mr. Rosenstock replied that the NAPEE draft is now being read by its leaders, but that it’s a guide to existing information resources, not model practices.  
Mr. Winkler added that there exist a lot of guidance documents and information, but model practices are needed, as no State is as far along as it may seem.  NAESB’s standardization is needed to get DSM and EE underway on a nationwide basis, as cross-marketplace differences now discourage scale economies.  Mr. Hughes agreed, adding that the industrial endusers he represents need clarity on what is expected from quantity measurements.  He added that there are too many dollars at stake to expect demand response under current conditions.  He added that NAPEE’s efforts are infused with politics.  Next, Mr. Pickles asked each task subforce discuss its deliverables:
· Steve Isser, Robert King and Julie Michals/Elizabeth Titus

· Matrix and census of M&V protocols of existing DR programs and ancillary service markets at ISOs/RTOs and non-organized markets
· Identification of specific areas of M&V protocols to be reviewed
· Cross-reference of protocols/M&V practices with program
Mr. Isser explained the Outline for he had posted on naesb.org and apologized for not having filled in more topics thereon.  He reported that there is much more information available on measurement than he had realized, as well as much more diversity and less commonality among programs.  He found the highest measurement and verification standards exist for sale of reliability-enhancing ancillary services, so he is drafting a description of every existing ancillaries response program.  He proceeded to summarize briefly many of those programs.  This subforce’s work product should be immediately useful to each ISO, in order to compare and contrast its programs to the others’.
Mr. Isser next described the easier measurement requirements he has found for non-reliability ancillary services, where payment is contingent on delivery, but no other consequences are assessed for non-delivery.  Mr. Rosenstock asked whether DSM programs compare to quantity measurement rules for generation?  Mr. Isser agreed that demand response should be measured and compensated by the same rules as generation.  Mr. Pickles asked whether or not the subforce has reviewed the very recent California Straw Proposal and Mr. Isser replied that they had not.  Mr. Overtree suggested that the CSP be on the September 25 Agenda for discussion, but Mr. Pickles replied that the CSP discussed cost-benefit and not quantity measurement.  Mr. Isser ended by stating his goal to publish the entire subforce report, so that DSM/EE participants can all comment and critique.
· Paul Wattles and Rae McQuade

· Survey ISOs on lessons learned that would further influence, modify or enhance M&V
· Link with IRC’s current effort underway 

and
· Roy True, Rae McQuade, Leonard Haynes and John Hughes
· Draft survey questions for market participants and list of recipients, to determine M&V protocols they would support
Ms. McQuade began by stating that there will be no survey; instead, NAESB plans to send as strawmen to knowledgeable market  participants both subforce #1’s work product and subforce #4’s work product (List of Topics for Possible NAESB Model Business Practices).  Messrs. Wattles and Winkler agreed with that plan.  Mr. True added that it would be very helpful to have comments from ISOs and RTOs on those two work products.  Ms. McQuade agreed, adding that she expects ISOs and RTOs not only to comment, but also to help draft the model business practices.  Mr. Wattles also reported that the ISO-RTO Council has fallen behind schedule in its review of demand response programs.  Mr. Pickles added that special efforts should be undertaken to recruit Curtailment Service Providers to help this task force draft.

· Steve Rosenstock, Ed Overtree and Cade Burks

· Report on review of NAPEE/ACEEE/LBL documents (NAPEE document to be published in July) and list in order of priority MBPs to be developed, based on the conceptual frameworks present in the documents noted

Mr. Rosenstock suggested adding to the literature review the Livermore Labs’ May, 2007 article on “Loads Providing Ancillary Services Internationally” and the NAPEE document when available.   Mr. Rosenstock also asked whether MBPs should be retail or wholesale.  Ms. McQuade replied that the text of MBPs could be the same for retail and wholesale or that they could incorporate differences.  Jurisdictionally, that the major difference is that FERC has jurisdiction over wholesale programs and the ISOs and RTOs, and the states have jurisdiction over retail programs.
Ms. Nevius asked whether the MBPs should concentrate more on pre-program evaluation than on post-program verification, because the industry is more in need of the former.  Mr. Overtree agreed, so long as divergence in measurement methods pre- and post-program is kept to a minimum, for the sake of DSM and EE’s credibility with regulators and ratepayers.  Ms. Johnson asked whether or not non-energy benefits should be measured, as well as quantity.  Mr. Pickles replied that such issue is moot, since NAESB committed at the beginning not to deal with any cost-benefit issues.  Moreover, the group is also committed to addressing standards issues for both the planning and the post program evaluation.  The Task Force decided to postpone to the end of the meeting its review of Mr. Overtree’s Beginnings of a List of MBPs, derived from reading the existing literature.

· David Pickles, David Koogler, Rae McQuade and Barbara Alexander

· Draft survey questions and list of recipients for state utility programs via NARUC, NASUCA, ELCON, AISI, et al
· Update on test of online environment for surveying
Deferred to the September 25 meeting.
· Ruth Kiselewich, Eric Winkler (ISO-NE), Roy True and Barbara Alexander
· Combined glossary using all posted lists of definitions, with redundancies eliminated, sources identified and recommended order of priority
The Task Force reviewed on the overhead screen the existing definitions posted by BGE, NE-ISO and Constellation NewEnergy combined into one list by BGE’s David Kelly.  Ms. McQuade asked whether or not FERC’s existing glossary (727-78) should be added.  Mr. Overtree suggested that the Task Force will have to select one of the several alternate definitions found for many of the terms, and recommended ordering the definitions by importance, so the subforce can consider them in that order.  Mr. Winkler suggested deleting the definitions NAESB does not end up using in its MBPs, but Mr. Rosenstock replied that endusers will probably use and value all definitions, whether or not used by NAESB.  The definitions can be viewed as a glossary – not part of the standards, so that the text would not be inconsistent with existing tariffs, but would be helpful to the group.
· Steve Rosenstock, Ed Overtree and Cade Burks

· List in order of priority MBPs to be developed
The Task Force reviewed on the overhead screen the Beginnings of a List of DSM/EE Topics for Possible MBPs --dsmee072607w4%20Wholesale%20DR%20(2).doc.  Many of the Task Force’s comments were typed onto the List in real time during the meeting.  Mr. Pickles began by asking whether or not MBPs should be restricted to wholesale and pre-program evaluation.  The consensus of the meeting was No.

Program statistical analysis rigor (nos. 1-6 on the List hyperlinked above):  Mr. Overtree asked can we find consensus on the level of rigor and if so is there more than one?  Mr. Winkler replied that there should be, though the specific confidence intervals and error rates will be different for each proposed program and therefore should be left blank for the Applicable Regulatory Authority to fill in.  Ms. McQuade asked if confidence intervals and error rates could be expressed in ranges.  Mr. Wattles pointed out that all his DR suppliers are telemetered, so estimate with confidence intervals will not be necessary in ERCOT.  Mr. Overtree asked whether or not real-time metering should be the most rigorous measurement level?  Alternatively, is that too expensive?  Mr. Wattles agreed that the expense of metering is not always justifiable.  Mr. Isser added that for some DR products telemetering, while desirable, is unnecessarily rigorous. Mr. Winkler suggested MBPs for metering, where selected:  + 2% error tolerance on telemetering, interval metering and sample metering to be analyzed statistically.  Mr. Winkler added that whereas rigor levels are needed, he predicted that consensus would not be found for the details, as this involves public policy issues NAESB avoids. Mr. Pickles stated that perhaps the best MBP on rigor levels should simply say that RFPs should all specify rigor levels and definitions thereof.  Mr. Rosenstock asked whether NAESB could find consensus on a minimum rigor level.  Mr. Overtree said he thought so.  Mr. Wattles asked how the Task Force could determine whether or not there is consensus before it identifies and studies existing M&V programs.  Mr. Pickles agreed that identification is Job 1. Ms. Nevius suggested deleting sample sizes from any rigor level MBPs.  Mr. Winkler agreed—again, sample size depends on the proposed program being evaluated.  He did say that sampling duration should equal program duration—that’s consensus. 
Baseline quantities (no. 7):  Mr. Isser pointed out that any single site is subject to gaming.  Mr. Winkler agreed, and as a result predicted no consensus will be found on baseline estimating on DR.  EE baselines are inherently easier because more often they involve many sites; luckily, baselines are much more important to measuring EE programs.  Mr. Winkler suggested two different MBPs on baselines—one for DR and a different type for EE.  He recommended deleting free riders and spillover from the list.

Data accuracy (no. 8): Keep on the list for all rigor levels.

Measured field data (no. 9): Keep on the list for highest rigor level.

Deemed data (no. 10): Mr. Rosenstock explained that deemed data is defined as data not subject to variability (e.g., baselines for exit signs that are lit 24/7) and has a proper place in analyses.
Literature data (no. 11):  Mr. Winkler said this should remain on the list, and the MBP should discuss, at a minimum, age of data and regional/weather comparability.
Errors propagation (no. 12):  Mr. Winkler explained that errors propagation is defined as how to organize samples to make them as comparable as possible.  He said ISO-NE’s stakeholders learned how difficult it is to specify how to minimize comparison errors.  Mr. Overtree asked if X standard deviations from the mean is one way, or disregarding outliers is another.  Mr. Winkler replied that perhaps the most the MBP can do is define the problem and give examples of how to control variances--which will be of much assistance to evaluators.  The users can then decide their priorities.

Uncertainty analysis (nos. 13-16):  Keep on the list.
Bias control (no. 17):  Mr. Winkler commented that this MBP should be restricted to pilot programs, not full-scale programs.
Regression Analyses (no. 18):  Mr. Wattles pointed out that R.A.’s should be covered in the baselines MBP.  Mr. Pickles agreed, and recommended adding “day matching” as another method to estimate baselines.
Weather adjustments (nos. 19-21):  Another baseline factor; climate normalization of data from elsewhere should be performed.
Field verification (no. 22-29):  Auditing and testing are alternates—do not need to perform both.

Field data reporting (no. 30):  Forms of reports should not be subject of MBPs, but rather minimum list of required data.  Mr. Pickles noted that the California Straw Proposal has some useful ideas on data reports, and should be studied.

Verification (auditing)  (no.31):  Add testing.
Measure Installation, continuation and operations (nos. 32-39):  All should stay on the list, and Mr. Winkler thought that the draft detailed MBPs are fairly well along towards what they should say:  
“Measure installation verifications should be conducted at all sites claiming energy or peak demand impacts where required by the Applicable Regulatory Authority.  All verifications should confirm and record that:  the measures were actually installed, the installations meet reasonable quality standards, the measures are operating correctly, and the measures have the potential to generate the predicted energy reductions.  Measure continuation verifications should be conducted at all sites claiming energy or peak demand impacts where required by the Applicable Regulatory Authority.  Measure continuation should be verified through on-site inspections of facilities.  Measure, make and model numbers should be collected and compared to program participant records from measure installation verifications.  As-built construction documents may be used to verify measures such as wall or ceiling insulation, where access is difficult or impossible.  Spot measurements may be used to supplement visual inspections, such as solar transmission measurements and low-e coating detection instruments to verify the optical properties of windows and glazing systems.  Measure operation verifications should confirm correct measure application and operation, compared to program design intent by means of:
1. Onsite inspections

2. Equipment identifications

3. As-built drawings and specifications

4. Spot checks of claimed results

5. Audits of claimed results”]

Mr. Xenopoulos asked for an addition to the list, re “nature of the load” – e.g., continuous vs. batch only.  Mr. Wattles agreed, but recommended that analyses be added to the baselines MBP.  
Mr. True asked whether or not the list should be segmented between those applicable to DR and those applicable to EE.  Ms. McQuade replied that this list was drafted based on wholesale DR only, but that the list could be applied to EE, and also applied to both wholesale and retail application with adjustments.
3. Next Steps and Meetings

Mr. Pickles requested that the NAESB office post all current subforce documents separately on naesb.org, as well with as the meeting for which they were first drafted as is now done.  Ms. McQuade agreed to make that happen.  

September 25 – Electric Reliability Council of Texas, 7620 Metro Center Drive, Austin, TX at 10 A.M. to 4 P.M. Central.
November 30 – Dominion, 120 Tredegar Street, Richmond VA 23219 at 10 A.M. to 4 P.M. Eastern. 
4. Adjourn
The meeting was adjourned at 3:51 p.m. Eastern.
5. Attendance
	Name
	Organization
	Attendance

	Cynthia Arcate
	Comverge
	Phone

	Mariam Arnaout
	American Gas Association
	In Person

	Stephen Bennett
	Exelon Power Team
	Phone

	Mark Bowen
	Lockheed Martin Information Technology
	Phone

	Robert Burnette
	Dominion
	In Person

	Edward Colston
	TVA 
	Phone

	Valerie Crockett
	TVA
	In Person

	J. Clayton Crouch
	Dominion Virginia Power
	Phone

	Dan Delurey
	U.S. Demand Response Coordinating Committee
	Phone

	Amanda Eades
	Vectren
	Phone

	Dave Eichenlaub
	Virginia SCC
	Phone

	Ronda Ferguson
	Integrys
	Phone

	Ollie Frazier
	Duke Energy
	In Person

	Heather Gewandter
	SRA International (supporting PRCC)
	In Person

	Cherie Gregoire
	NYSERDA
	Phone

	John Hughes
	Electricity Consumers Resource Council (ELCON)
	In Person a.m.; Phone p.m.

	Neil Hutchings
	Ontario Power Authority
	Phone

	Ryan Irwin
	FERC
	In Person

	Steve Isser
	Good Company Associates
	Phone

	Diane Jenkins
	Virginia SCC
	Phone

	Katherine Johnson
	Market Development Group
	Phone

	David Koogler
	Dominion
	In Person

	Robert Laurita
	ISO-New England
	Phone

	Mark Lauby
	NERC
	In Person

	Rae McQuade
	NAESB
	In Person

	Julie Michals
	Northeast Energy Efficiency Partnerships
	Phone

	Alice Miller
	New York Department of Public Service
	Phone

	Stephanie Monzón
	PJM
	In Person

	Jeanie Nathaniel
	BGE
	In Person

	Monica Nevius
	Consortium for Energy Efficiency
	In Person

	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
	In Person

	Mary Ann Ralls
	National Rural Electrical Cooperative Association
	Phone

	Judy Ray
	Alabama Power Company
	Phone

	Andrew Rodriquez
	NERC
	In Person

	Thomas Rone
	Allegheny Power
	In Person

	Steve Rosenstock
	EEI
	In Person

	Ilze Ruskis
	Integrys Energy Group, Inc.
	Phone

	Bruce Sailers
	Duke Energy
	Phone

	Charles Thomas
	Progress Energy Florida
	Phone

	Elizabeth Titus
	Northeast Energy Efficiency Partnerships
	Phone

	Roy True
	ACES Power Marketing
	In Person

	Sandra Waldstein
	Vermont Public Service Board
	Phone

	Paul Wattles
	ERCOT
	Phone

	Lou Ann Westerfield
	Idaho Public Utilities Commission
	Phone

	Eric Winkler
	ISO-New England
	In Person

	Jason Wojciechowicz
	Allegheny Power
	Phone

	Vikki Wood
	SMUD
	Phone

	Damon Xenopoulos
	Brickfield, Burchette, Ritts & Stone
	Phone
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