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                                        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 email

TO:
Posting on the NAESB DSM-EE Page (http://www.naesb.org/dsm-ee.asp)
FROM: 
Cory Galik
RE:
Notes from DSM-EE Work Group 2 – November 12-13, 2008 
DATE:

December 4, 2008
Dear DSM-EE Distribution List and Interested Parties,
The notes below and work papers referenced serve as the record for the meeting held on November 12-13, 2008.
	Agenda Topic
	Results of Discussion

	Administrative:
	The meeting began at 9:00 am E on November 12, 2008.  The roll was taken and participants were welcomed.  Antitrust was given and the agenda was adopted.

	Attendees:
	Phil Precht, BGE
Cheryl Hindes, BGE

Wendell Miyaji, Comverge
Elena Futoryan, Con Edison

Rob Rice, Dominion

Ruth Kiselewich, BGE

Eric Winkler, ISO New England

Aaron Breidenbaugh, EnerNOC
	David Pickles, ICF
Neal Allen, Southern Company
Rae McQuade, NAESB

Cory Galik, NAESB
Eric Ackerman, EEI
Mary Edwards, Dominion

Ripley Newcomb, Dominion
Greg Gilbert, Southern Company

	Agenda:
	· Administrative: Welcome to members and attendees, Antitrust Guidelines, Introductions, Adoption of Agenda

· Review the RTO standard and discuss how to use it as a framework for the retail standard
· Review the program classification matrix and develop definitions for the types of standards

· Review and assimilate input from the work papers collected to date
· Next Steps
· Adjourn

	Discussion:
	· Ms. McQuade opened the meeting by stating that the group has been tasked with creating the retail demand response recommendation. She noted that standards could be developed in one of two ways.  First, the standards can be written prescriptively – detailed with not much room for flexibility in implementation.  Many of the NAESB standards are drafted according to this approach – and it implies that the procedures for which the standards would apply are well understood, and their impact of the standards on the market is well understood.  A second approach is to develop standards at a higher level.  When taking the approach of developing standards at a higher level, the standards can incorporate reporting or posting requirements that would support transparency.  Through the transparency reporting, the industry can then determine the next level of detail to develop for the standards, thus evolving the standards to support the market needs.  Oftentimes, this approach is followed when there are questions on the impact to the market or there is difficulty gaining consensus because there are disagreements on the level of detail to provide.  The recommendation drafted for the wholesale electric market is at a higher level with transparency posting requirements provided, so it falls into the second type of development.
· Mr. Newcomb presented three options that Group 2 could choose in addressing the retail standards: 1) Determine that the RTO draft recommendation could apply to the retail draft recommendation with proper wording changes; 2) Determine that the RTO draft recommendation provides a framework for the retail draft recommendation, but more detail is necessary; or 3) Determine that the retail draft recommendation needs to be more prescriptive than the wholesale draft recommendation.
· Ms. McQuade reminded the group that the wholesale electric standards could be mandated by the FERC and additionally, that several states could choose to mandate retail standards.  She encouraged meeting participants to consider how they would ensure compliance if they were regulated, and have that exercise guide the drafting of the text of the standards.  She noted that it was possible to draft standards that give program administrators flexibility while also providing transparency reporting to the participants, to ensure the participants that they understand the steps taken by the administrators.  Mr. Breidenbaugh asked Ms. McQuade if deferring to the system operator or program administrator would meet the objective given to the subcommittee and, if so, how that could be considered transparent.  Ms. McQuade answered that in creating posted reporting requirements to be provided by the system operators, there would be a level of transparency introduced that would support monitoring by the participants.  She noted that the creation of these demand side management standards is analogous to the development of gas quality standards in that a framework was created in which reporting requirements could be added that gave the industry transparency reporting, while allowing organizations to develop their own procedures.  

· Mr. Pickles noted the three levels in which the retail draft recommendation could be developed: 1) High level, which would note the issues to be covered in the standards; 2) Mid level, which would note the issues to be covered in the standards as well as provide several ways in which the issues could be addressed; or 3) Low level, which would provide a step-by-step process on the way in which the issues would be addressed.  He added that the wholesale draft recommendation fell into the mid level category.  

· The retail draft recommendation should have more detail than the wholesale draft recommendation.  While the level of detail would need to be addressed, Mr. Pickles thought that with proper wording changes the wholesale draft recommendation could work as a guide for the retail draft recommendation.  

· Mr. Pickles noted that there was consensus among meeting participants to identify retail demand response programs and classifying them into the product categories previously identified.  He suggested waiting until that identification was complete before creating greater specificity.  Mr. Pickles suggested that the group determine the types of programs utilized in the retail industry.  Ms. Hindes noted that this would be consistent with the AEIC work being done.  
· Mr. Pickles suggested that the group listen to the advice Mr. Winkler had to offer from his experience creating the wholesale draft recommendation.  Ms. Futoryan asked for an explanation as to why the wholesale and retail draft recommendations should have less detail than some participants in the process had sought.  Mr. Winkler stated that a lot of detail is available in the tariffs.  He noted that the wholesale matrix contained more than 5,000 cells of data points, and that it was not possible to write one detailed standard to satisfy all of the programs available.  

· Mr. Pickles stated that for the first incarnation of the standards, the group should write to address universal issues.  Mr. Allen noted that the standards would be amended as demand response evolved.  Ms. McQuade noted that NAESB continually amends its standards to meet market requirements.

· The group reviewed the Categories and Types of Other Retail DR Programs power point.  In discussing the “dispatchable” category, the group reviewed it in comparison to the NERC Area of Interest chart.  The group discussed differences between dispatchable and non-dispatchable programs, and noted that dispatch is based on economics versus reliability.  

· The group filled in programs for each of the sub-categories on the Categories and Types of Other Retail DR Programs power point.  In going through this process, Mr. Allen noted a dilemma that every program could potentially apply to all measurement and verification.  Ms. McQuade stated that was the reason for creating standards with a more global perspective and then creating more specificity as it was needed.  
· Mr. Allen noted that the group understood the framework approach, and asked if they should consider looking at the creation of more detailed standards.  Mr. Breidenbaugh encouraged more detail.  Ms. Edwards noted that in creating retail standards, the group developing the standards would take them one issue at time.  For demand response standards, for example, she suggested analyzing direct load control, identify each program and create a model business practice for each.  Mr. Precht agreed with Ms. Edwards, but noted that her approach would be very time consuming.  He suggested using the wholesale draft recommendation, determine its applicability to developing a framework and then determine the areas that require greater detail.  
· The group agreed to analyze retail programs by looking at the wholesale draft recommendation to determine if its characteristics would apply to retail efforts.  To do so they created a spreadsheet containing the characteristics of the retail demand response programs for identified retail programs.  The characteristics can be found as column headers in the matrix.  In determining which characteristics of the programs should be included in the spreadsheet, discussion arose as to whether or not the primary characteristics of the programs should remain static during the period of measurement and verification.  During an event of load reduction, it was determined not to require the primary characteristics of M&V to be static.  This restriction may be added later, if necessary.  
· Meeting participants reviewed the Switch Load Control program in the matrix.  Mr. Precht noted that the retail glossary subcommittee should review any definitions used in the retail draft recommendation.  He asked meeting participants to review definitions to ensure that they apply to retail.  After analyzing the Switch Load Control program in the matrix, the group noted that many of the characteristics were not required for that program.  Before recessing for the day, meeting participants agreed to consider whether it would be more beneficial to revise the characteristics or analyze more programs before revising the characteristics.  
· The meeting recessed at 4:58 pm Eastern and reconvened at 9:00 am Eastern the following morning.

· Meeting participants agreed, before making any changes to the characteristics, to analyze a program that was different from the Switch Load Control program.  They reviewed the Curtailable/Interruptible Service Guaranteed Load Drop program in the matrix.  
· In reviewing the Baseline Window characteristic of the Curtailable/Interruptible Service Guaranteed Load Drop program, discussion arose regarding how gaming could be addressed in the standards.  The group wanted to prevent participants from using data collected in April as a baseline for September.  It was determined that this was a characteristic of retail demand response programs that should have a higher level of detail and it was agreed that a minimum baseline of 30 days prior to the event would be utilized.  
· It was determined that the Performance Window characteristic would be retitled as Sustained Response Period, as that definition was more applicable to the goals of the retail draft recommendation.  Ms. Futoryan asked that the group clarify whether or not the Sustained Response Period would measure kilowatts or kilowatt-hours because kilowatts is used to measure usage and kilowatt-hours is used to measure capacity.  This determination would avoid confusion and to accurately identify the program type.  Meeting participants agreed that this determination would be made in the future.
· Meeting participants also agreed that the definition of Measurement Type in the wholesale draft recommendation was not applicable to the retail efforts.  The group will work to better define that definition.  

· Meeting participants agreed that reviewing programs in the matrix was a helpful exercise in determining the level of detail that would be necessary for the retail draft recommendation.

	Next Steps and Assignments:
	· Mr. Precht will continue modifying the Measurement and Verification for Demand Response Programs work paper.  He will use Mr. Grimm’s paper on Evaluating Baselines for Demand Response Programs to help guide his work.  Mr. Precht will circulate the document among meeting participants.
· Several items in the notes reference future efforts, which were unassigned at this time.

	Adjourn:
	The meeting adjourned at 11:47 am Eastern.

	Next Meeting:
	· DSM-EE Subcommittee Meeting:  Tuesday, December 2, 2008, 9:00 am to 5:00 pm C in Birmingham, Alabama, hosted by Alabama Power.  Agenda and Meeting Information to be posted.


Notes from DSM Task Force – Work Group 2 Drafting Team, November 12-13, 2008
Page 2  of  4

