NAESB WEQ DSM-EE Draft Standards
Response to Comments/Modifications submitted to the WEQ DSM-EE Subcommittee
December 2, 2008

This document contains a compilation of the comments submitted to the WEQ DSM-EE Subcommittee in regards to the draft recommendation for proposed measurement and verification business practice standards.  The comments submitted were in response to the initial request for comments.  The comments were individually posted as work papers and are available for download from the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/dsm-ee.asp. 
	 #
	Company
	Category
	Cite
	Comment and/or Suggested Change
	ISO/RTO Work Group  RESPONSE

	1
	EnerNOC
	The draft is a framework, not standards
	¶ 6
	The product on which comments are now being sought, while again very useful as a glossary and framework, makes virtually no attempt to develop standardized M&V approaches. 
	Unclear.  The responder is free to submit a request with enough specificity to generate a change to the recommendation.  The request could be considered now or may be addressed once the standards are approved.

	2
	Southern Company
	The draft is a framework, not standards
	¶6
	As stated in the Overview, these proposed business practice standards “provide a framework that may be used to develop performance evaluation methodologies for specific Demand Response services”. If it is decided this body of work should become standards (we recommend it become a guideline), then the name of these standards should be changed to “Framework for Measurement, Evaluation and Verification Process for Performance Evaluation of Demand Resource Products”.
	Disagree.  The suggested changes represented in the comments are inconsistent with the intent and scope of these proposed standards.  The ISO-RTO work group recommends that the subcommittee hold off on action at this time.

	3
	Southern Company
	The draft is a framework, not standards
	¶13
	Finally, overall, we think this is a good start to developing business practice standards for the verification and measurement of demand response in the electric industry. However, we do not think this body of work, as presented, rises to the level of industry standards. It would more appropriately be considered a guideline or procedure for the verification and measurement of demand response.
	Disagree.  The suggested changes represented in the comments are inconsistent with the intent and scope of these proposed standards.  The ISO-RTO work group recommends that the subcommittee hold off on action at this time.

	4
	ConEdison
	The draft is a framework, not standards
	¶2
	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.  
	Unclear.  The responder is free to submit a request with enough specificity to generate a change to the recommendation.  The request could be considered now or may be addressed once the standards are approved.

	5
	Entergy
	The draft is a framework, not standards
	¶8
	As stated in the Overview these proposed BPS “provide a framework that may be used to develop performance evaluation methodologies for specific Demand Response services”. We suggest the “framework” that is presented should be modified, and even when modified what is presented does not rise to the level of Measurement and Verification Standards. If it is decided this body of work should become standards, then the name of these standards should be changed to “Framework for Measurement, Evaluation and Verification Process for Performance Evaluation of Demand Resource Products”.
	Disagree.  The suggested changes represented in the comments are inconsistent with the intent and scope of these proposed standards.  The ISO-RTO work group recommends that the subcommittee hold off on action at this time.

	6
	ELCON
	Concern over amount of flexibility given to the System Operator
	¶1
	Measurement and Verification - We believe it may be a misnomer to label this draft recommendation “measurement and verification” (M&V) business practice standards since the standard would defer many actual M&V functions to the System Operator and applicable tariffs. The proposal does not standardize many M&V functions, but rather, provides a standardized template (or taxonomy) for designing Demand Response programs and offerings in the wholesale electric markets, and provide capabilities for supporting the measurement and verification of the Demand Resource. There are aspects of measurement and verification that are not covered under this draft recommendation that the industry may seek to address in future standards. Our concern is that this option not be precluded by the draft recommendation.
	Unclear.  The responder is free to submit a request with enough specificity to generate a change to the recommendation.  The request could be considered now or may be addressed once the standards are approved.

	7
	ELCON
	Concern over amount of flexibility given to the System Operator
	¶4
	Aggregation – The proposal for Aggregation under the four service types may be subject to abuse or discriminatory treatment of Aggregators. The System Operator should not be in the position to decide who can or cannot aggregate loads. The System Operator should be required to accept resources from

Aggregators that are already pre-qualified under applicable state or federal regulations, and the terms and conditions of each ISO or RTO’s tariffs. We suggest a new provision:

Aggregation – The System Operator shall treat Aggregated Demand Response on a comparable basis with other Demand Response. (“Business Practice Requirements”)
	Agree - As defined in the General Terms, an Aggregated Demand Resource is a group of independent Load facilities that provide Demand Response services as a single Demand Resource.

Language change has been included in the redline: “the System Operator shall specify any requirements for Aggregated Demand  Resource”

	8
	ELCON
	Concern over amount of flexibility given to the System Operator
	¶8
	System Operator Discretion to Dispatch Demand Resource for Reasons Other Than for What was Intended – A general concern of Demand Response Providers is committing to provide a specific Demand Response service, and then when the Event actually occurs, the Demand Resource is dispatched as another service. While we understand and appreciate a System Operator’s need for flexibility, we also do not want Demand Response Providers to be put in situations in which they are routinely providing uncompensated services. We request that the working group address this concern. Also related to this concern is the need for reasonable limits on Events that are triggered as “Call Options.” Here the fear is that the System Operator may be overly cautious and tend to over use a Demand Resource. The proposed standards tend to emphasize only the obligations of Demand Resources and not so much (if at all) the complementary obligations of the System Operators. We want to encourage the formation of professional, business-like partnerships, and avoid adversarial relationships.
	Disagree - Standards do not specify conditions for dispatch, rather they define the nature of the actions that are part of an Event.  Furthermore the standards do not address compensation or program design issues whatsoever.

The suggested changes could be considered out of the scope of this phase of the project, and the work group recommends that the subcommittee hold off on action at this time.

	9
	EnerNOC
	Concern over amount of flexibility given to the System Operator
	¶6
	Instead it simply defers to each of the RTOs/ISOs the complete discretion to determine appropriate M&V standards. Indeed, the most frequently used phrase in the Recommendation is “…unless otherwise specified by the System Operator”, followed closely by “the System Operator shall specify…”
	Unclear.  The responder is free to submit a request with enough specificity to generate a change to the recommendation.  The request could be considered now or may be addressed once the standards are approved.

	10
	American Electric Power Service Corporation
	Concern over amount of flexibility given to the System Operator
	¶5
	… (T)here are frequent references to the System Operator for setting the standard.  In contrast, we believe that it is NAESB that should take the lead in establishing M&V standards.  We anticipate that many wholesale market participants are hopeful that NAESB will bring requirements forward in these areas rather than defer to lengthy independent processes that will not result in the standardization which FERC is seeking.  If a region determines that a more stringent business standard is necessary for their region, it could be approved by FERC subject to sufficient rationale to support the regional difference.
	Unclear.  The responder is free to submit a request with enough specificity to generate a change to the recommendation.  The request could be considered now or may be addressed once the standards are approved.

	11
	National Rural Electric Cooperative Association
	Concern over amount of flexibility given to the System Operator
	¶3
	NRECA is also concerned that System Operators could use the flexibility offered by the draft proposal to implement M&V methodologies that may be overly and unnecessarily burdensome on participating cooperatives, or that would prove overly prescriptive with respect to the types of Demand Response programs that cooperatives could implement. The oft-repeated phrase “unless otherwise specified by the system operator” should not be read as a blank check for System Operators to impose, through applicable tariff language, new M&V requirements on market participants. System operators should consider the impact that those requirements might have on cooperatives and other smaller market participants, or on the broad range of potential Demand Response programs that cooperatives tend to offer their member-consumers.
	Unclear.  The responder is free to submit a request with enough specificity to generate a change to the recommendation.  The request could be considered now or may be addressed once the standards are approved.

	12
	EnerNOC
	Concern over amount of flexibility given to the System Operator
	¶9
	To the extent that the product on which comments are now being sought contains specific recommendations (e., such as the 3% accuracy minimum for meters, EnerNOC is generally supportive. However, so much more is left entirely to the discretion of the System Operators that the end result from the standpoint of defining useful standards is pabulum.
	Unclear.  The responder is free to submit a request with enough specificity to generate a change to the recommendation.  The request could be considered now or may be addressed once the standards are approved.

	13
	Southern Company
	Concern over the amount of flexibility given to the System Operator
	¶7, ¶8
	It appears these standards would be applicable to all System Operators, both in and out of RTOs. The term System Operator as defined by these standards is used somewhat too broadly throughout. As stated below the term “System Operator” is intended by NERC’s definition to refer to an individual and not a corporation. The term according to the NERC Glossary is defined as:

 “An individual at a control center (Balancing Authority, Transmission Operator, Generator Operator, Reliability Coordinator) whose responsibility it is to monitor and control that electric system in real time.”

NERC limits the System Operator’s duties to strictly performing those duties associated with reliability. The System Operator (an individual as opposed to an organization in these standards) has an obligation to initiate notifications, deployments, or provide recall/release instructions associated with demand response markets. However, these standards should recognize that these tasks may be carried out by an entity other than the System Operator such as a “Market Operator” or a “Decision Authority”.
	Disagree/Unclear – The standards are clearly stated to be applicable to wholesale products and the definition of the system operator is defined as per a modification of NERC definition.  

The responder is free to submit a request with enough specificity to generate a change to the recommendation.  The request could be considered now or may be addressed once the standards are approved.

	14
	ELCON
	Greater Clarity
	¶7
	Comply with NERC Reliability Standards – On page 7 of the draft there is a statement that “all entities supplying Demand Response Services shall comply with NERC reliability standards.” We are not aware of any NERC registration or certification requirement that requires that Demand Response Providers be registered in the NERC Compliance Registry and therefore subject to NERC Reliability Standards. More likely it is the System Operator (e.g., as Balancing Authority) who will have to comply.1 Regardless of who is required to register in the NERC Compliance Registry, the responsibility is a requirement of federal law subject to financial penalties.
	Language changed to enhance clarity

	15
	Southern Company 
	Greater Clarity
	¶9, ¶10
	There are defined terms that should be cross-referenced with the NERC Glossary to be sure these standard definitions do not contradict the NERC terms. If contradictions do exist, the Subcommittee should consider defining them with alternate terms to prevent confusion. One defined term that is providing confusion is the definition of Energy Service: a “type of Demand Response service in which Demand Resources are compensated solely based on Demand reduction performance”. What are the measurable units of this Product? Since Energy is measured in MWhs, is this an energy reduction product or a MW reduction product, a MWh/h product, or something else?

Another example of a confusing term is the use of the term DEMAND which can mean MWs or MWhs. Since this is an industry accepted practice, these standards need to be explicit and consistent in the meaning of the words used in the context. 

Additionally, definitions of undefined terms should be provided before finalization. 
	Language changed to enhance clarity 

Part II:

Unclear.  The responder is free to submit a request with enough specificity to generate a change to the recommendation.  The request could be considered now or may be addressed once the standards are approved.

	16
	Southern Company
	Greater Clarity
	¶4
	The DSM-EE Subcommittee doesn’t provide an overview of how these M&V draft standards fit into the industry’s implementation of demand response programs. There were many working papers presented at the meetings but there is no overview of the entire process. What is the intention of the subcommittee relative to a required industry participation in demand response markets both within and outside RTO/ISOs? It is our understanding these standards are for markets that already exist or plan to exist and will not impose a mandatory participation for Demand Response by all BAs, TOPs, and RCs. Clarification on this matter is critical for ensuring that the industry fully understands the intention of the subcommittee’s work.
	Disagree - The Draft Standards are intended to provide standard business practices solely for Measurement and Verification of demand response products and would be integrated into the overall design of a demand response product. No such business practice standards currently exist for any other aspect of demand response product design.

The suggested changes represented in the comments are inconsistent with the intent and scope of these proposed standards.  The ISO-RTO work group recommends that the subcommittee hold off on action at this time.

	17
	Southern Company
	Greater Clarity
	¶5
	The parenthetical in the Additional Background documentation section states a Technical Implementation Business Practice document with clarifying information will be provided at a later time. The Technical Implementation document should be provided to the industry as soon as possible for review so that we can better understand its purpose and its role with respect to these standards.
	The Technical Implementation Business Practice will be an example of how an existing demand response product can be described using the terminology and standards proposed in the Draft Standards.

The suggested changes represented in the comments are inconsistent with the intent and scope of these proposed standards.  The ISO-RTO work group recommends that the subcommittee hold off on action at this time.

	18
	American Electric Power Service Corporation
	Greater Clarity
	¶6
	AEP’s second overarching concern is the lack of specificity included in the draft standards.  There are significant technical details and issues as one attempts to provide verified data support that the anticipated DR did appropriately occur, and that the entities that are funding and relying upon this DR did receive the value for which they are paying.  The financial impacts are significant in wholesale markets, and justify that measurement and verification standards be comprehensively developed with the necessary safeguards to maintain the integrity of the market, thus preventing gaming or manipulation.  These draft standards are a solid start, but we would like to see the subcommittee continue to further develop specific requirements and standards.
	Unclear.  The responder is free to submit a request with enough specificity to generate a change to the recommendation.  The request could be considered now or may be addressed once the standards are approved.

	19
	American Electric Power Service Corporation
	Greater Clarity
	¶8
	As identified, “After-the-fact Metering” is necessary to verify that the customer performed during the DR event and the extent to which the customer responded.  This information is used to make financial settlements and, therefore, should require a billing/revenue-quality interval meter.  Pulse-data is not sufficient to perform the necessary verification.  Further, “After-the-fact Metering” should not be at the discretion of the System Operator, but, instead, be required in all circumstances, except in the aggregation of small homogeneous customers. The use of Baseline Type II Non-Interval Meters performance evaluation type should be limited to aggregations of customers of at least 100 participants, that are sufficiently homogeneous for profiling, and only include individual customers whose annual maximum demand does not exceed 200 kW.  Customers having annual maximum demands greater than 200 kW should be interval metered.
	Disagree – The suggested changes represented in the comments are inconsistent with the intent and scope of these proposed standards.  The ISO-RTO work group recommends that the subcommittee hold off on action at this time.

Interval Meters/Pulse Data: The level of accuracy of the metering equipment is specified in the Draft Standards. Meter configurations or requirements for revenue-quality certification are outside the scope of the Draft Standards for Measurement and Verification.

After-the-Fact-Metering: The program design will specify whether After-the-Fact-Metering is required. Where telemetry is installed, After-the-Fact-Metering may not be required.

Baseline Type II: The design aspects of aggregations suggested as a comment under this Performance Evaluation Method are outside the scope of Measurement and Verification

	20
	American Electric Power Service Corporation
	Greater Clarity
	¶9
	AEP believes that interval meters that are utilized should have data storage capability on-board and that SCADA will not be sufficiently effective for wholesale market DR programs.  For wholesale DR reserve products, AEP believes that the “Telemetry Reporting Interval” and the “Meter Data Reporting Interval” should both be established at 5-minutes, as the inconsistency of 5-minute and 1-hour standards, respectively, creates issues when the reserve event occurs over less than an hour.
	Disagree - The suggested changes represented in the comments are inconsistent with the intent and scope of these proposed standards.  The ISO-RTO work group recommends that the subcommittee hold off on action at this time.

SCADA data (or its equivalent) is currently used to measure, verify and settle generator output in organized wholesale markets. The Draft Standards allow for demand resources to be treated comparably when providing services requiring telemetry.

Both the Telemetry Reporting Interval and the Meter Data Reporting Interval may not be required for a demand response product. They will continue to have separate standards.

	21
	ConEdison
	Greater Clarity
	¶3
	· 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.
	Unclear.  The responder is free to submit a request with enough specificity to generate a change to the recommendation.  The request could be considered now or may be addressed once the standards are approved.

The Energy Service product provides only energy reduction. It has no capacity component.

Units of measure may vary depending on the service provided.

	22
	ConEdison
	Greater Clarity
	¶4
	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.  
	Unclear.  Please provide a request with enough specificity to generate a change to the recommendation.  The request could be considered now or may be addressed once the standards are approved.

	23
	ConEdison
	Greater Clarity
	¶4
	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 
	Unclear - Please provide a request with enough specificity to generate a change to the recommendation and the request could be considered now or may be addressed once the standards are approved.

	24
	ConEdison
	Greater Clarity
	¶4
	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. 
	Language changed to enhance clarity

	25
	ConEdison
	Greater Clarity
	¶4
	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.
	Language changed to enhance clarity

	26
	ConEdison
	Greater Clarity
	¶4
	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.
	Unclear.  The responder is free to submit a request with enough specificity to generate a change to the recommendation.  The request could be considered now or may be addressed once the standards are approved.

	27
	ConEdison
	Greater Clarity
	¶4
	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.
	Language changed to enhance clarity 

	28
	E on U.S.
	Greater Clarity
	¶9
	Definition Clarity Needed
This document is primarily a series of definitions used to describe terms or requirements associated with demand response.    However, some of the terms proposed lack clarity or are confusing because they go against usual convention.  
	The responder is free to submit a request with enough specificity to generate a change to the recommendation.  The request could be considered now or may be addressed once the standards are approved.

	29
	EPRI
	Greater Clarity
	¶6
	Demand response event terms (as illustrated in Figure 1) differ from common use in that the common practice is to define the demand response event unambiguously as the hours beginning with the declared commencement and ending with a corresponding event termination declaration – comprising the period when performance for purposes of settlement is measured. In the standard, the demand response event includes a ramp period that appears to correspond to time before curtailments are required or rewarded. However, the difference may be semantic, and we just need to adopt a single set and use it religiously and universally. Likewise, the explicit recognition of a recover period may be confusing under the conventional terms, wherein that refers to how the customer behaves or accommodates the event, but does not effect settlement. We do need to be careful to distinguish performance from a settle perspective from performance from how a participant may measure the costs it incurs in responding.
	Agree - The goal in including these terms in the Draft Standards is to establish common terms for various time points during a demand response event. 

The responder is free to submit a request with enough specificity to generate a change to the recommendation.  The request could be considered now or may be addressed once the standards are approved.

	30
	Entergy
	Greater Clarity
	¶4
	The DSM-EE Subcommittee does not provide an overview of how these M&V draft standards fit into the overall industry implementation of demand resources and response. There are many working papers presented at the meetings but there is no overview of the entire process. The parenthetical in the Supporting Documentation section states a Technical Implementation Business Practice document with clarifying information will be provided at a later time. That overview is needed as a companion to these draft standards to fully appreciate this body of work.
	Disagree - The Draft Standards are intended to provide standard business practices solely for Measurement and Verification of demand response products and would be integrated into the overall design of a demand response product. No such business practice standards currently exist for any other aspect of demand response product design.

The suggested changes represented in the comments are inconsistent with the intent and scope of these proposed standards.  The ISO-RTO work group recommends that the subcommittee hold off on action at this time.

	31
	Entergy
	Greater Clarity
	¶9
	It appears these framework standards would be applicable to all System Operators, both in and out of RTOs. If not, then to what entities are these framework standards applicable? This applicability is not clear.
	Disagree/Unclear – The standards are clearly stated to be applicable to wholesale products and the definition of the system operator is defined as per a modification of NERC definition.  

The responder is free to submit a request with enough specificity to generate a change to the recommendation.  The request could be considered now or may be addressed once the standards are approved.

	32
	Entergy
	Greater Clarity
	¶10
	There are a large number of defined terms. Unfortunately, there are also a large number of undefined terms. Definitions of those undefined terms should be provided before finalization. One defined term that is confusing is the definition of Energy Service: a “type of Demand Response service in which Demand Resources are compensated solely based on Demand reduction performance”. What are the measurable units of this Product? Energy is MWhs, so is this an energy reduction product or a MW reduction product, or a MWh/h product, or something else?
	Language changed to enhance clarity 

	33
	Entergy 
	Greater Clarity
	¶11
	The terminology used in several areas is inconsistent and confusing. The most confusing is the use of the term DEMAND which can mean MWs or MWhs. While this is an industry accepted practice these standards need to be explicit and consistent in the meaning of the words used in the context used. 
	Language changed to enhance clarity 

	34
	Entergy 
	Greater Clarity
	¶12
	The requirements for each of the four Products are grouped into General, Telemetry, After-the-Fact Metering, and Performance Evaluation. The stated Purpose in each Product is: “The purpose of this Standard is to ensure that participants in wholesale electric markets in which these Products are administered receive uniform access to information that will enable them to participate in said markets.”
The above does not reflect the stated purpose of these standards which is to provide a framework for Measurement and Verification of demand response products. Please change the purpose to reflect the correct purpose of these standards.
	Disagree - The suggested changes represented in the comments are inconsistent with the intent and scope of these proposed standards.  The ISO-RTO work group recommends that the subcommittee hold off on action at this time.

	35
	Entergy
	Greater Clarity
	¶13
	We have also been unable to find any aspect of comparing Measured values to which a base Product will be Evaluated and Verified, other than one of 5 methods. There are no specifications for conducting the evaluation or verification of a particular product or program for a particular aggregator customer.
	The responder is free to submit a request with enough specificity to generate a change to the recommendation.  The request could be considered now or may be addressed once the standards are approved.

	36
	Efficiency Valuation Organization 
	Greater Clarity
	¶4
	The draft offers no direction that an M&V Plan should be prepared, before implementation of DR products. Energy efficiency experience has shown the value of preparing an M&V Plan before implementation of a project. Such approach eliminates methodological arguments that may otherwise arise if the report reader’s first view of the method comes from the first Performance Window report. We recommend that NAESB guidance include the preparation of an M&V Plan, containing the various items specified, before program or project initiation (see also IPMVP Vol 1, Chapter 5).
	Disagree - The suggested changes represented in the comments are inconsistent with the intent and scope of these proposed standards.  The ISO-RTO work group recommends that the subcommittee hold off on action at this time.

This is part of program design.

	37
	Entergy
	Suggested Deletions
	¶14
	Sections 015-1.16 through 015-1.30 of the proposed standards include business practice requirements for the 5 Performance Evaluation Methodologies. We suggest all of these Sections be deleted from this framework of M&V BPS. These Performance Evaluation Methodologies specific BPS should be developed in standards that address the details of Product development, evaluation and verification standards, not in a set of standards that address a framework for M&V BPS.
	Disagree - The suggested changes represented in the comments are inconsistent with the intent and scope of these proposed standards.  The ISO-RTO work group recommends that the subcommittee hold off on action at this time.

	38
	EPRI
	Suggested Additions to the Standards
	¶7
	Noticeable by its absence is a discussion of the protocols that should be undertaken to establish the veracity and accuracy of any specific performance method.  Experience has shown that these measures are subject to adverse selection (those that realize a windfall are more likely to participate) and moral hazard (incentives to participants to game the performance measure). Perhaps in the next stage this issue of certification and validation of measures can be addressed. 
	Unclear. The responder is free to submit a request with enough specificity to generate a change to the recommendation.  The request could be considered now or may be addressed once the standards are approved.

	39
	EPRI
	Suggested Additions to the Standards
	¶9
	EPRI is already engaged in developing corresponding retail program classification scheme and M&V typology that both maps back to that proposed by NAESB and provides for a more robust characterization of how retail programs are and can be promulgated. We look forward to working with NAESB to see how they can contribute to the foundation the subject standard have established. 
	Unclear. The responder is free to submit a request with enough specificity to generate a change to the recommendation.  The request could be considered now or may be addressed once the standards are approved.

	40
	Entergy
	Suggested Additions to the Standards
	¶7
	We suggest the M&V standards should require:

a. The System Operator and DRP schedule a Demand Response Event to Measure the actual Demand Response of the Product. Multiple Demand Response Events may be necessary to provide an adequate spectrum of response Measurements to fully exercise the various parameters specific to that Product.

b. Evaluate the Measured Demand Response against the Baseline and defined various parameters that influence the Demand Response.

c. Validate the results of the Evaluation for implementation and compensation of the Demand Response Product.

We strongly suggest the proposed M&V standards be revised to reflect steps a – c.
	Disagree - The suggested changes represented in the comments are inconsistent with the intent and scope of these proposed standards.  The ISO-RTO work group recommends that the subcommittee hold off on action at this time.

	41
	EnerNOC
	Suggested Additions to the Standards
	¶7, 

¶ 8, ¶10, ¶11
	NAESB’s entire purpose, as we understand it, is to identify business standards and best practices in order to facilitate seamless markets. If nothing else, the DSM-EE group, if not the written recommendation, established beyond question that there are numerous varying approaches to DR M&V, that many are inconsistent with each other, and that these inconsistencies constitute “seams” between adjacent markets. As EnerNOC stated at each of the meetings it was able to attend, a recommendation that endorses all of the myriad current practices of the System Operators, urging no significant changes, should be viewed as a failure. 

It is not surprising that RTO and ISO representatives working on the report might assert that everything was working just fine and that the proverbial “thousand flowers” should continue to bloom. While we understand the desire to protect one’s own business practices, it runs contrary to mandate to the DSM-EE task force.  It is now incumbent on NAESB to at least attempt to impose some order – to select some of the heartier bl EnerNOC has spent much time over the last year developing the attached whitepaper concerning appropriate baselines for demand response programs. The whitepaper is based on EnerNOC’s great experience (some of it quite bitter) with all of the largest DR programs across the nation. In it we address the various advantages and disadvantages of the approaches now in use citing both our own experience, as well as the latest studies issued thus far. 

While we do note that there are some criteria that are interdependent and that trade-offs can still be necessary, our essential finding is that the basic needs of demand response providers and consumers alike are best served by a common framework. We describe that framework in the whitepaper and offer it as the basis for a set of DR M&V business practice standards that will truly facilitate seamless markets.
	Unclear. The responder is free to submit a request with enough specificity to generate a change to the recommendation.  The request could be considered now or may be addressed once the standards are approved.

	42
	Efficiency Valuation Organization
	Suggested Additions to the Standards
	¶1
	We appreciate that NAESB's guidance must connect energy industry subcultures which use slightly different vocabularies. We suggest the addition of the table below, showing DR community words alongside equivalent IPMVP terms:

NAESB WEQ

IPMVP

Baseline Window

Baseline Period

Performance Window

Reporting Period

Performance Evaluation Type

Option

Baseline

Adjusted Baseline

Baseline Adjustment 

Routine Adjustment 

Demand Reduction Value

Avoided Energy Use or Demand

Event day adjustments

Non-routine adjustments

This kind of documentation of the correlations between terminology from different parts of the community should be helpful as NAESB’s efforts extend to other quadrants. Also EVO intends to highlight NAESB’s DR guidance in our future publications for energy efficiency M&V professionals, many of whom are also DR M&V professionals. In addition, we trust that NAESB’s upcoming energy efficiency related guidance will use IPMVP terminology, so the translation of terms should be reflected in this DR document.
	Disagree - The suggested changes represented in the comments are inconsistent with the intent and scope of these proposed standards.  The ISO-RTO work group recommends that the subcommittee hold off on action at this time.

	43
	Efficiency Valuation Organization
	Suggested Additions to the Standards
	¶2
	The draft makes only indirect reference to the computations needed with the data items to be collected. Figure 2 and the definition of Baseline at the bottom of page 12 are as close as the draft comes to declaring the actual calculation procedure. We suggest you add an Energy Savings Equation, since it is fundamental to defining how to actually figure out the Demand Reduction Value. IPMVP’s equation #1b (Vol 1, Page 18) is an example. That IPMVP equation is restated below using NAESB WEQ equivalent terms to report reductions, under conditions prevailing during the performance window:Demand Reduction Value = Baseline – Performance Window data 

+/- Event Day Adjustments

The equation shows the role of each key element. IPMVP demonstrates the presentation of terms and the development of such equations, in Volume 1, Chapter 4.
	Disagree - The suggested changes represented in the comments are inconsistent with the intent and scope of these proposed standards.  The ISO-RTO work group recommends that the subcommittee hold off on action at this time.

Each method has a general description of how performance will be determined in the introduction under Performance Evaluation Methodology and in the General Terms section.

	44
	Kansas City Power and Light
	Suggested Addition to the Standards
	Page 29, 31
	Exclusion Rules

The System Operator shall specify any rules for excluding data from the Baseline Window.  Exclusion rules may be based on, but are not limited to the following:

a) Historical Demand Response Events

b) Testing/Audit Periods

c) Calendar data

d) Outages 

e) Weather emergencies or force majeure events

f) Usage threshold

g) Known, discrete load additions or reductions that have occurred during the Baseline Window
	Agree – Language change made to Exclusion rules

	45
	National Rural Electric Cooperative Association
	Request for Examples
	¶2
	The purpose of this draft proposal is to create compatibility between markets. The National Rural Electric Cooperative Association (NRECA) generally is supportive of these proposed standards as they currently are written.  However, after comparing these standards to other M&V standards (IPMVP in particular), NRECA notes that there are few specific details provided in the definitions and guidelines for each step in the performance evaluation process. This lack of specificity can provide sufficient flexibility to support the current programs already underway in the markets which have been designed to support multiple DR programs for varying industry and operational structures. Nonetheless, only providing general guidance on reaching compatibility across markets, in some cases, may lead to confusion. For example, without further guidance in the recommended standards, as the level of experience in the industry declines in the coming years, confusion eventually could develop as new and inexperienced staff becomes more involved in these programs.  To help minimize potential confusion, NRECA agrees with the suggestion made at the October 3rd NAESB meeting to provide examples of proposed performance evaluation methodologies superimposed on products within each category as an appendix to the document.
	Agree.  A working document supporting the responder’s request for clarity from an example is to be provided.

	46
	National Rural Electric Cooperative Association
	Request for Examples
	¶5
	On page 7 of the standards, it is stated that “For purposes of these Measurement and Verification standards, Demand Response does not include Measurement and Verification of energy efficiency or permanent Load reduction.” NRECA supports this approach and suggests that an example be provided here to clarify what is and what is not covered by these standards. For example, non-permanent demand reduction from an interruptible rate tariff is covered by these standards, but permanent demand reduction from a compact fluorescent lighting program would not be covered by these standards. 
	Disagree - The suggested changes represented in the comments are inconsistent with the intent and scope of these proposed standards.  The ISO-RTO work group recommends that the subcommittee hold off on action at this time.

The responder is asking for clarity about products rather than M&V.

	47
	National Rural Electric Cooperative Association
	Request for Examples
	¶6
	Page 6 of the standards lists four product categories of Demand Response services. After consulting with GDS, who has experience working with these four product categories with the ISO New England, PJM, MISO, ERCOT and other independent System Operators, NRECA recommends that concrete examples of each of these product categories be provided in the appendices of the standards. These examples are needed because users of the standards will have varying degrees of knowledge and experience with these four product categories. Having such examples will be very important for electric cooperative staff as they become familiar with the various types of DR resources used in wholesale electric markets. In addition, many of the experienced and knowledgeable electric cooperative staff in the baby boomer generation will be retiring over the next decade, and it will be critical to have examples of the four product categories in order to train the generation of new employees who will just be graduating from college and entering the electric cooperative work force over the next decade. The draft M&V standards as currently written assume that the reader is already very familiar with the four product categories, and this certainly will not be the case over the next decade. 
	Disagree - The suggested changes represented in the comments are inconsistent with the intent and scope of these proposed standards.  The ISO-RTO work group recommends that the subcommittee hold off on action at this time.

The standards are not intended to include program descriptions which are currently contained in numerous manuals and approved tariffs for wholesale products.

	48
	National Rural Electric Cooperative Association
	Request for Examples
	¶7
	Pages 9 and 10 of the standards list five acceptable performance evaluations methodologies for assessing the performance of Demand Response resources.  After consulting with GDS, who has experience working with these performance evaluation methodologies across North America, NRECA recommends that concrete examples of each of these evaluation methodologies be provided in the appendices of the standards. These performance evaluation examples are needed because users of the standards, including cooperatives, will have varying degrees of knowledge and experience with these evaluation techniques. As with the product categories, having such examples of performance evaluation methodologies will be very important for electric cooperative staff as they become familiar with the various types of Demand Response resources used in wholesale electric markets and the evaluation methodologies.
	Agree.  A working document supporting the responder’s request for clarity from an example is to be provided.

	49
	National Rural Electric Cooperative Association
	Request for Examples
	¶8
	As noted above, many of the experienced and knowledgeable electric cooperative staff in the baby boomer generation will be retiring over the next decade, and it will be critical to have examples of the five performance evaluation methodologies in order to train the generation of new employees who will just be graduating from college and entering the electric cooperative force over the next decade. The draft M&V standards as currently written assume that the reader is already very familiar with the five performance evaluation methodologies, and this certainly will not be the case over the next decade.  Thus, having concrete examples of how these methodologies are actually developed and used, including research designs and algorithms is essential. 
	Disagree - The suggested changes represented in the comments are inconsistent with the intent and scope of these proposed standards.  The ISO-RTO work group recommends that the subcommittee hold off on action at this time.

	50
	Southern Company
	Suggested Rewording
	¶11
	Recommend rewording the last paragraph under item #2 in the Introduction section to say:

“In the event of a conflict between these business practices and the Decision Authority’s (or whoever is performing the task) Tariff and/or internal operating procedures (protocols, manuals, etc.), the Decision Authority’s Tariff and/or internal operating procedures shall have precedence.  Terms defined in the Definition of Terms section are critical to understanding the applicability of these M&V standards, but do not modify or supersede the Decision Authority’s  applicable FERC approved tariff and/or internal operating procedure’s definitions that apply to the compensation, design, operation, or use of Demand Response services.  Additionally, all entities supplying Demand Response Services shall comply with NERC reliability standards, as applicable”.
	Agree. Language changed to address applicable NERC standards.  

The Working Group does not agree with changing the defined term, “System Operator”.

	51
	Arizona Public Service
	Flexibility is Important in the Standards
	¶3
	Second, APS would like to stress to NAESB the importance of leaving flexibility within the standards to allow for individual utilities to structure their DR programs to fit their system needs and targeted customer classes.  Adequate leeway in the calculation and adjustment of customer-specific baselines, the types of metering required by customer class, advanced notification requirements, and performance guarantees related to the aggregation of multiple customers and their respective load reductions.  For example, there is no national “one size fits all” approach to calculating customer baselines, particularly as it relates to weather-intensive areas like the state of Arizona.  
	Unclear. The responder is free to submit a request with enough specificity to generate a change to the recommendation.  The request could be considered now or may be addressed once the standards are approved.

	52
	BGE
	Specific Comments on the Standards
	¶2
	Pg 12  under Definition of Terms: 

“Normal Operations” Does System Operator have the authority to require a Demand Resource to return to its Load consumption to normal levels to be available again for Deployment? 


	Yes they are Authorized but not mandatory.  Language changed in definition of Demand Response Event

	53
	BGE
	Specific Comments on the Standards
	¶3
	Pg 12 under Definition of Terms, General Terms: 

“After-the-Fact Metering” might be more clearly worded as “After-the-Fact Communications of Meter Data”.
	Disagree:  The workgroup believes that the term is appropriately defined making  the  distinction about communication either done through telemetry (Real-Time) or is considered “After the Fact”

The suggested changes represented in the comments are inconsistent with the intent and scope of these proposed standards.  The ISO-RTO work group recommends that the subcommittee hold off on action at this time.

	54
	BGE
	Specific Comments on the Standards
	¶4
	Pg 16 under Definition of Term, General Terms:

“Telemetry” and “Telemetry Interval” clarify definitions.  Does “TI” refer to the frequency of the interval reading vs. the duration of the interval (or the interval length).  , such as every  to include specifics on the quantities to be communicated, and what “continuous communication” means.  The definition merely states "continuous communication between a DR and a DSP and the System Operator". As an example, the quantities might be:  “15-minute interval kWh continuously recorded and capable of being communicated on a daily basis.”  Or “1-minute interval data continuously recorded and communicated at least every 5 minutes”.
	Agree – to avoid confusion Telemetry Reporting Interval was replaced by Telemetry Interval, the defined term.

	55
	BGE
	Specific Comments on the Standards
	¶5
	Pg 17 under DR Energy Products 015-1.1: 

"Minimum reporting interval shall be a MAXIMUM of 5 minutes unless otherwise specified by SO".  Depending on the DR service being provided an interval length of 5 minutes or longer may be appropriate.  For Energy Service a 15-minute interval may be appropriate, subject to System Operator requirements.  
	Disagree.  The suggested changes represented in the comments are inconsistent with the intent and scope of these proposed standards.  The ISO-RTO work group recommends that the subcommittee hold off on action at this time.

	56
	BGE
	Specific Comments on the Standards
	¶6
	Pg 18 under DR Energy Products 015-1.2: Meter Accuracy: 

Unclear what is meant by the after-the-fact metering requirement.  "...as a percentage of full scale, up to a maximum of 3% unless otherwise specified by the SO".  Specifically that does a percentage of full scale mean?
	Full scale refers to the full range of the meter being used.  Workgroup does not recommend any change.  The workgroup does not recommend a change.

	57
	BGE
	Specific Comments on the Standards
	¶7
	Pg 28 under 015-1.19:

“No adjustment window is used for this model…” for Meter Before/Meter After.  Comparing this with Pg 9 where Meter Before/Meter After is defined as: "demand over a prescribed period of time prior to deployment is compared to similar readings during the sustained response period" as well as Pg 12 and Adjustment Window is defined as "the period of time prior to a DR event used for calculating a baseline adjustment.  These definitions seem to be at odds.  Can you have a baseline adjustment without an adjustment window?
	Disagree.  Baseline adjustment window is dependent on the baseline adjustment which is optional.   Workgroup does not recommend any change at this time.  The workgroup does not recommend a change.

	58
	BGE
	Specific Comments on the Standards
	¶8
	What does “Maximum” mean when it refers to a “Measurement Type”? Is this instantaneous? Coincident?   (Also page 30 015-1.23 and 1.25)
	Workgroup wishes to clarify for purposes of these standards, Maximum is expressed as a mathematical calculation that is not associated with a specific time measurement (i.e., Instantaneous or Coincident) or units of measure (i.e., KW or kWh). Workgroup does not recommend any changes.

	59
	BGE
	Specific Comments on the Standards
	¶9
	Pg 30 under 015-1.23:

Regression is listed as measurement type for Event Information for Baseline Type-I, used for interval metered accounts.  Why wouldn't actual hourly loads rather than regression analysis be used for the event data? 
	Workgroup wishes to clarify that actual hourly loads may be used for measurement of loads during an event.  Regression analysis may be used to establish the baseline conditions per the specifications of the System Operator.  Workgroup does not recommend any changes.

	60
	BGE
	Specific Comments on the Standards
	¶10
	Pgs 30-31 under 015-1.25:    

Concerns about the Baseline Type-II -- At BGE, we estimate regression equations for our programs.  These equations are used for the estimation of both the baseline, the event, from which we obtain the estimated impacts.  After the equations are developed applying exclusion rules is not applicable.  In addition, these equations are developed and used for multiple years.  It is not clear how we can reconcile our approach with this standard. 
	Unclear. The responder is free to submit a request with enough specificity to generate a change to the recommendation.  The request could be considered now or may be addressed once the standards are approved.

	61
	TVA
	Specific Comments on the Standards
	¶2
	In the “Demand Reduction Value” definition, it is referred to as quantity of reduced electrical consumption by a Demand Resource, expressed as MW, or MWh.

Suggestion:

Demand Reduction value is electrical power, MW, as opposed to energy MWh.  MWh represents energy or consumptions savings.  I would suggest:

Demand Reduction Value: Quantity of reduced electrical power consumption by a Demand Resource, expressed as MW
	Workgroup wishes to clarify that the expression of Demand Reduction Value as either MW or MWh is by design and that a DRV expressed in MWh shall be converted to Demand by dividing by some hourly value.  Workgroup does not recommend any changes.

	62
	ELCON
	Specific Comments on the Standards
	¶2
	Normal Operations/Recovery Period – The standard should not require a return to “normal operations” (implying a return to a higher or the ex ante level of load) unless the Demand Response Provider has been contracted to do so. The Demand Response Provider should be allowed the discretion to remain at the lower Load level after the Demand Response Event. Any other such requirement should be treated as a separate Event. The applicable definitions should be clarified as follows:

Normal Operations – The time following Release/Recall at which a System Operator may allow a Demand Resource to cease any obligation regarding its Load consumption, and to be available again for Deployment. (“Definition of Terms”)

Recovery Period – The time between Release/Recall and Normal Operations, representing the window under which Demand Resources may return to their normal or other load level. (“Definition of Terms”)

Release/Recall – The System Operator shall specify the time at which Demand Resources shall cease any obligation regarding its Load consumption. (“Business Practice Requirements” except for Regulation Products (015-1.12)) 
	Agree.  Language changed definition of Demand response event.

	63
	ELCON
	Specific Comments on the Standards
	¶3
	Demand Resource Availability Measurement – The current provision on Demand Resource Availability Measurement in the Business Practice Requirements is too open ended. We recommend:

Demand Resource Availability Measurement – The System Operator shall specify any reasonable requirements for measuring the capability of a Demand Resource to meet its obligation that do not burden the Demand Resource with unnecessary or unduly costly requirements. (“Business Practice Requirements” – Capacity Products (015-1.4) and Reserve Products (015-1.8))
	Disagree.  These standards are not meant to incorporate market or program design features.  The suggested changes represented in the comments are inconsistent with the intent and scope of these proposed standards.  The ISO-RTO work group recommends that the subcommittee hold off on action at this time.

	64
	ELCON
	Specific Comments on the Standards
	¶5
	Telemetry – There are an abundance of definitions and references to telemetry in the draft recommendation. We recognize that there is a need for telemetry adequate to ensure predictable system operations and reliable confirmation of instructions by the Demand Resource in providing services. Our problem is with the broad scope of provisions such as “Telemetry Requirements” and “Other Telemetry Measurements” in which there are no implied or explicit limits on what the System Operator may require. We suggest that any requirements (initial or additional) be commensurate with achieving compliance at least-cost to the Demand Response Provider.  Another issue related to telemetry is the statement in the provisions on Telemetry Requirements that reads: “… the entity responsible for installing and maintaining Telemetry equipment ….” We suggest it should read “the entity or entities responsible for installing and maintaining Telemetry equipment ….” This will recognize that more than one contractor or vendor may be associated with the installation and/or maintenance of the equipment.
	Disagree.  Telemetry requirements may legitimately vary by Region and by type of service; ISOs chose to recommend minimum standard rather than prescribe a maximum.  The suggested changes represented in the comments are inconsistent with the intent and scope of these proposed standards.  The ISO-RTO work group recommends that the subcommittee hold off on action at this time.

Agree – Language changed to enhance clarity

	65
	ELCON
	Specific Comments on the Standards
	¶6
	Maximum Base Load Evaluation – As a general concern, the definition/description of this performance evaluation type needs amplification or clarification. It is not immediately obvious to some readers what in fact is being described. We recommend that the working group rework the definition or maybe supplement it with an example.

A second comment on “Maximum Base Load” is a question: Why is MBL not an acceptable method of Demand Response for Reserves?
	Disagree.  The workgroup maintains that the Maximum Base Load performance method does not require the Demand Resource to curtail load from a specific level but rather to a specific level.  In some cases the resource may already be at or below the max base load.  The Max Base Load methodology would not be applicable to the use of a Reserve Service.

	66
	Southern Company
	Specific Comments on the Standards
	¶12
	In Section 2, (Applicability of Measurement and Verification Standards), Regulation Service is described as a product in which “a Demand Resource increases or decreases Load in response to real time signals from the System Operation.”  The proposed standard also describes the Business Practice Requirements for Provision of Wholesale Electric Demand Response Regulation Products.  In Section 015-1.13 (“Telemetry”), the product requires that “Demand Resources providing Regulation Service shall automatically respond to grid frequency deviations, similar to governor action provided by generation resources.”  There appears to be a difference between the description of the product and the actual requirements for the service.  Specifically, the product describes a manual operation while the requirements denote an automatic operation.  Based on these items, it is difficult to envision how Regulation Service can be provided.  We would appreciate a more in-depth explanation of how this product will be implemented or an example of a how a Demand Resource can provide this product.
	Agree. Language changed to enhance clarity

	67
	American Electric Power Service Corporation
	Specific Comments on the Standards
	¶7
	There are several specific suggestions that AEP would request that the subcommittee consider.  Since these topics repeat across multiple sections, the suggested change would be relevant for each section.  A definition not included in the “General Terms” section, that causes some confusion, is “Telemetry Accuracy.”  Even with the omission, we believe that the “Meter Accuracy” and “Telemetry Accuracy” should be consistent accuracy of 0.5 percent.
	Disagree.  ISOs are unwilling to recommend blanket telemetry and/or metering accuracy requirements.  The workgroup does not recommend any changes.

	68
	E on U.S.
	Specific Comments on the Standards
	¶10
	Specific Language Changes
In several places there are unclear and potentially inconsistencies between specific definition and application.  E.ON U.S. recommends changes or clarification for:

Page 6, Applicability of Measurement and Verification Standards:  Definition of “Energy Service” would be clearer if it included “based solely on actual Demand reduction performance over an identified time interval.”

Page 14, General Terms:  Definitions of Demand and Demand Reduction Value is confusing – Demand is identified as a “rate” which is a function of time, but the definition indicates it is generally expressed in “kilowatts or megawatts” which is not a rate, it is a magnitude.  

Page 14, General Terms:  Demand Reduction Value is expressed as reduced electrical consumption by a Demand Resource, expressed as MW or MWh.  Is the Demand Reduction Value a unit of magnitude or a unit of energy?
	Disagree.  The definition of DRV is consistent with the NERC definition of Demand.  The workgroup does not recommend any change.

	69
	Portland General Electric
	Specific Comments on the Standards
	¶1
	Telemetry for Wholesale Electric Demand Response Energy, Capacity, Reserve, and Regulation Products.  

Sections 015-1.1, 015-1.5, 015-1.9 and 015-1.13 address Telemetry for Wholesale Electric Demand Response Energy, Capacity, Reserve, and Regulation products.  Regarding On-Site Generation Telemetry, Portland General Electric suggests the following clarifying language (new language in italics):

“If on-site generation of greater than 1 MW is present behind the primary Telemetry point, real-time Telemetry data shall be required to measure performance of the generator unless otherwise specified by the System Operator. For Demand Response applications After-the-Fact Metering will be required at the generation output if Telemetry is not used.”
Justification for the requested change is that smaller systems such as solar or PHEV will find it onerously expensive to provide real-time telemetry.  Additionally the System Operator will not require real-time telemetry from each residential node participating in a demand response event.  Generally, telemetry is added as required to ensure stable operation of the network to which the generator.  Demand response of small generation resources can be adequately validated with After-the-Fact metering.
	Disagree.  The telemetry requirement is subject to the program participation criteria. The suggested changes represented in the comments are inconsistent with the intent and scope of these proposed standards.  The ISO-RTO work group recommends that the subcommittee hold off on action at this time.

	70
	Efficiency Valuation Organization
	Specific Comments on the Standards
	¶3
	The draft’s page 12 definition of Baseline refers to Baseline models, without any description of such models or their roles. You might say, using your other defined terms, “A Baseline Model is the simple or complex mathematical relationship found to exist between Baseline Window demand readings and Independent Variables. A Baseline Model is used to derive the Baseline Adjustments which are part of the Baseline, which in turn is used to compute the Demand Reduction Value [see our comment 2, above].  IPMVP Vol 1, 2007, Appendix B-2 elaborates on the techniques and challenges in baseline modeling.”  

These terms then require definition of the term Independent Variable. We suggest, from IPMVP, that Independent Variable be defined as “A parameter that is expected to change regularly and have a measurable impact on demand.” 
	Disagree.  The workgroup believes the current definition of Baseline has sufficient clarity.  The suggested changes represented in the comments are inconsistent with the intent and scope of these proposed standards.  The ISO-RTO work group recommends that the subcommittee hold off on action at this time.



	71
	E on U.S. 
	General Comments
	¶4
	Like DRRs providing Regulation services, several general terms such as Advance Notification, Deployment Time etc. are not applicable to the real-time response required of DRRs providing Reserve services.  

Presently, contingency reserves have no Advance Notification and Deployment Time but are a function of the ramping ability of the resource.  To be useful in meeting the NERC DCS Standard, the reserve resource must be fully deployed within 15 minutes of the contingency.  In fact, reserve sharing groups specify a zero ramp time on reserve schedules provided to a contingent entity.  Specification of different and permissible Advance Notification and Deployment times for DRRs providing reserve services will only jeopardize DCS compliance and BES reliability.
	Unclear. The responder is free to submit a request with enough specificity to generate a change to the recommendation.  The request could be considered now or may be addressed once the standards are approved.

	72
	E on U.S. 
	General Comments
	¶5
	A DRR cannot provide simultaneously multiple services eg. if a DRR is providing Energy or Capacity services to a wholesale market, the DRR cannot also provide Reserve or Regulation services.  

At any given time, a DR can only provide a single service to any single market or entity.  If the DR is providing energy services to an RTO/ISO market, it cannot simultaneously provide any other service to that market or any other entity.  For example, if load is reduced in response to energy price within market "X" it is cannot be considered available to provide Capacity, Reserves or Regulation to market "X" or any other market or reliability entity.  If permitted to provide multiple, simultaneous services, the DR would be "double-dipping" and compromising BES reliability.
	Disagree. The responder’s comments do not appear to be relevant to scope and intent of the proposed standards.

The responder is free to submit a request with enough specificity to generate a change to the recommendation.  The request could be considered now or may be addressed once the standards are approved.

	73
	E on U.S. 
	General Comments
	¶6
	Can DRRs effectively provide down-side Regulation service?  During periods of decreasing load, generation should be reduced - not load added.  

Regulating resources are used to maintain the real-time balance between generation resources and load.  As load decreases due to time of day, weather changes, etc. the most effective and efficient method of maintaining balance is to reduce generator output based upon economic dispatch - not by adding load.  Increasing load to maintain balance is counterproductive and only temporarily effective if the load is on a downward trend (e.g. following evening peak).  The real-time, continuously variable requirement for an effective regulating resource does not seem to be a good fit for the discrete, "block" characteristics of most DRRs. 
	Disagree.  While the work group agree that Regulation is “not a good fit for the discrete block characteristics of most DRRs”, it is appropriate for certain highly specialized Loads.  Regulation providers must be capable of moving in both directions to be effective.  

The responder is free to submit a request with enough specificity to generate a change to the recommendation.  The request could be considered now or may be addressed once the standards are approved.

	74
	E on U.S. 
	General Comments
	¶7
	Quantities cannot be based on past performance or mathematical analysis of expected performance

Calculation of available demand response must be based on real-time response capability.  Often discussions of demand response resources lead to establishment of some historic baseline level of usage.  Real-time usage below this baseline is characterized as the level of demand response.

Usage levels vary due to a variety of factors.   For example, the demand responder may be facing reduced demand for its primary product.  Supplying electric energy should not be allowed to work as a substitute product line, or as subsidization for the demand responder's primary product.  

Operationally, the rules should insure that demand response capacity and level of measured demand response provided accurately reflect conditions in real-time.
	Unclear.  The responder is free to submit a request with enough specificity to generate a change to the recommendation.  The request could be considered now or may be addressed once the standards are approved.

	75
	E on U.S. 
	General Comments
	¶8
	DR must be under direct control of the Party responsible for Reserves and Regulation
Maintaining the availability and deploying demand response must be directed by the party, whether an ISO/RTO or host utility, which is responsible for maintaining, reserves and regulation.  Moreover, in the case of a vertically integrated utility's Balancing Area, the host utility should be identified as the demand response provider and benefits to the responsive customer should properly be the subject of retail rates.  To do otherwise could disrupt the development of the state regulated integrated resource plans of these utilities.
	Disagree. The responder’s comments do not appear to be relevant to scope and intent of the proposed standards.

The responder is free to submit a request with enough specificity to generate a change to the recommendation.  The request could be considered now or may be addressed once the standards are approved.

	76
	TVA
	General Comments
	¶1
	With regard to comments on language and wording, the word “electricity” is often used throughout the document.  Often it is referred to as “electricity consumption”.  My suggestion, as a personal preference that I have heard in the industry, is “electric power consumption”.  
	Disagree.  Electricity is a more generic term. FERC and NERC glossaries have many terms that describe electric demand, power and energy and consumption.  The work group does not recommend any change.

	77
	American Electric Power Services
	Concern regarding the standards’ effect on retail
	¶4
	We do not believe that it is appropriate to extend these wholesale DR standards to individual States without the States having explicitly approved their use for retail customers, particularly in states where such customers are billed on regulated tariffs.  The State Regulatory Commission approves the DR programs for jurisdictional utilities and should also approve any DR business standards that would apply for its application.
	Agree.  These proposed standards are applicable to wholesale markets.  Retail DR programs that participate in wholesale electricity markets must follow FERC approved tariffs, and System Operator wholesale market rules.

	78
	EPRI
	Concern regarding the standards effect on retail
	¶8
	Going forward, EPRI urges NAESB to continue by extending this categorization, classification, and naming convention process to retail circumstances. In doing so, it will be necessary to consider the additional factors that retail demand response program counterparts impose. To be useful, it is essential to devise a single classification scheme that is all-inclusive, so that any retail program can be liked functionally back to a wholesale counterpart, and vice-versa. Doing so will ensure that retail products properly reflect the value that demand response behaviors inure to participants and to others. 
	Agree.  Work group does not recommend any change.

	79
	Arizona Public Service
	The application of the standards on negotiated contracts
	¶2
	APS believes that the standards developed herein should apply to contracts executed on a going-forward basis, and the M&V protocols decided upon by the Subcommittee not be meant to abrogate contractual language already executed by and between utilities and third-party DR companies.  APS interprets the standards under development as outlining and defining the necessary elements of a properly-structured M&V environment for DR products, and the Company fully supports that effort; however, NAESB should take into consideration that many companies have executed DR contracts across the country, and those contracts likely contained specific definitions and protocols for customer-specific baselines, the calculation of demand reductions after-the-fact, and verification procedures.   These negotiated contracts (and any extensions agreed to in the future) should remain unaltered by the proposed standards that may become approved by NAESB.
	Disagree. The responder’s comments do not appear to be relevant to scope and intent of the proposed standards.

	80
	BGE
	Support
	¶1
	As stated these guidelines pertain to Demand Response Services and do not necessarily apply to energy efficiency or permanent Load reduction.  The guidelines provide a balance between operational standards such as telemetry and data collection and with flexibility in sample framing and analytical approaches.  As such the proposed standards provide a reasonable approach to be used in the wholesale markets as described. 
	Agree.  Work group does not recommend any changes.

	81
	EPRI
	Support
	¶3
	EPRI has concluded that the structure adopted for wholesale demand response programs properly reflects the functional basis of the wholesale market designs: form follows function, which provides clarity. 
	Agree.  Work group does not recommend any changes

	82
	EPRI
	Support
	¶4
	The M&V typology is derivative of functional differences in how these resources are used, and indicative of the need to measure performance in terms of how the load change delivers value to the wholesale market. 
	Agree. Work group does not recommend any changes

	83
	EPRI
	Support
	¶5
	The lexicon provided for the myriad of terms that are inevitable for such complex structures is both instructive and sensible. It will serve to discipline how these programs are discussed and compared, thereby emphasizing differences where they are important.
	Agree.  Work group does not recommend any changes

	84
	TVA
	Support
	¶1
	The draft standards are comprehensive and contain a good amount of detail on the five performance evaluation methodologies.  I am especially interested in the Baseline Type-I and Baseline Type-II performance methodologies.
	Agree.  Work group does not recommend any changes

	85
	Entergy
	Definitions
	
	Please add terms that identify the entities that participate in writing the rules for the Products, OATT owner, load aggregator, etc.
	Disagree. The responder’s comments do not appear to be relevant to scope and intent of the proposed standards.

	86
	Entergy
	Definitions
	
	Regulation Service - (This is a NERC defined term. Please use that definition or develop another term related to regulation service using Demand Response.)

DEMAND RESPONSE Telemetry (please change the name of this definition)

Real-time continuous communication between a Demand Resource or Demand Response Provider and the System Operator.

DEMAND RESPONSE Telemetry Interval (please change the name of this definition)
	Disagree.  The Work group has asserted that the definitions are only applicable to these standards therefore the specificity of this request is not necessary.

	87
	Entergy
	Baseline representation
	
	The Baseline concept is good but we have difficulty understanding this explanation. What would help is a showing that the 5 Methodologies (Maximum Base Load, Meter Before / Meter After, Baseline Type – I, Baseline Type – II, and Metering Generator Output), when invoked, are expected to adjust the load curve as shown in Figure 2. These 5 Methodologies are really based on the rules for applying a demand resource Product’s impact on the BES.
	The Baseline concept shown in Figure 2. is provided to illustrate how an actual load during an event is compared to the estimated consumption if the event had not occurred to determine the amount of reduction. Not all performance evaluation methodologies may be easily represented as illustrations.   The Work Group does not recommend any change.

	88
	Entergy
	Standard Clarification
	
	Energy Demand Response Products Energy (Demand Response Products is an UNDEFINED TERM.)  
	Agree Language changed to enhance clarity

	89
	Entergy
	Standard Clarification
	
	All of after-the-fact metering should be in the tariff requirements for each of these products and deleted from this framework.

All of telemetry should be in the tariff requirements for each of these products and deleted from this framework.
	Disagree.  The workgroup believes the inclusion of standards criteria for Telemetry and After-the-Fact metering is essential to the intent and scope of these standards.  While the work group agrees that the technical standards shall reside in the Tariff, reference to these criteria is essential.    The ISO-RTO work group recommends that the subcommittee hold off on action at this time.

	90
	Entergy
	Standards Clarification
	
	Energy Demand Response Products Energy (Demand Response Products is an UNDERFINED TERM.)
	Agree. Language changed to reflect use of product and service interchangeably.
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