Comments Submitted by E. Futoryan, Con Edison Company of New York


October 22, 2008
To: North American Energy Standards Board (NAESB) office (naesb@naesb.org); NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant

From: Con Edison Company of New York (the Company)

Subject: Comments on Recommendation to NAESB Executive Committee on Business Practice Standards to support DR and DSM-EE programs.

NAESB has requested industry comments regarding the above subject. Con Edison respectfully submits its comments below.
General Comments
NAESB’s business purpose is stated as “The business practices may be used by the administrators of wholesale demand response programs to add market transparency and understanding in the application of the measurement and verification characteristics of those programs.”
The Company feels that while this document is useful in defining certain terms and will assist in the proper communication of Demand Response programs, it does not clearly define requirements and/or set appropriate standards for measurement and verification.  This approach may be appropriate at this stage, but then NAESB should make clear that there can be flexibility in application of these business practice standards to demand response programs by regional transmission organizations, independent system operators, and utilities.   
Definitions Comments
· The Company finds the four product categories defined by the paper difficult to understand and too loosely defined.  For example, the Energy Services definition is unclear; is it a capacity or an energy product?  

· The Baseline definition is vague.  In this, as in all areas of the document, units of measure should be specified when possible for clarification.

· Demand Reduction Value should be expressed in either MWh or MW units, but not both. If it is intended for both, then separate terms should be created.  

· Demand Resource Availability Measurement, Section 015-1.4 is unclear and provides no standards or direction.

· Governor Control is not defined in the General Terms section.

Metering and Measurement Comments
· Page 9, the NAESB document delineates performance evaluation methodologies, including Baseline Type II.  This methodology allows for statistical sampling to estimate the electricity consumption of an aggregated demand resource where interval metering is not available on the entire population.  This language should be clarified.  First, the Company proposes that the document should state that verifiable interval metering should be the standard practice for demand response programs.  For smaller loads under which interval metering costs become prohibitive, alternative technology means that provide adequate measurement and verification should be required.  An example of this includes using communications devices and equipment data, such as in certain direct load control central air conditioning programs.  Although interval meters are not installed at these customer locations, communications with on site devices in combination with customer equipment data provides for data that provides a high degree of accuracy and confidence.  In instances where interval meters are not available, primary consideration should be given to program data accuracy and independence.  
· The Metering requirements described in the document should be strengthened.  In some instances, no interval meters are required and no verification of results is required. The Company is pleased to see that generator output is treated differently. but the generator requirements lack specificity.  Stringent evaluation must be performed to ensure that generators are performing at levels enrolled 
· In the requirement of Meter Data Reporting Intervals, it is not clear whether the one hour standard is referring to the data collection interval or the storage interval. 

· Metering and telemetry standards should be set at current industry levels using common industry terms, not to the lowest common denominator of current participants.  Lack of data granularity does not provide for the transparency and accuracy that is required for system reliability and would allow for free-ridership and possible gaming.
· All meter data should be independently verified. Optimal data verification is data acquired through revenue grade meters and transmitted to the system operator through an independent party.  
· On page 17, the document defines Telemetry Accuracy to have 3% accuracy, but this standard should have more rigor.  In addition, the Company does not understand the standard. Is the 3 percent standard referring to data reporting accuracy? This language of 3% accuracy is also used in the before and after metering section, which seems high for meter accuracy tolerance.  
