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To: 
NAESB WEQ DSM/EE Workgroup 3 (“Phase II”) Members

From: 
Aaron Breidenbaugh, Co-Chair

Date: 
October 5, 2009

Re: 
Issue for Discussion at October 8 Meeting

It has been EnerNOC’s position that the Phase II efforts should be focused on considering whether there exist “best practices” for the measurement and verification of demand response that might be translatable into business practice standards. Conversely, there may exist “not best” practices that have been identified in the various regions that should be discouraged. 
We believe (and we believe that FERC believes) that the ultimate product of this effort should be something that a new ISO or RTO could use as the basis for measurement and verification in its DR programs, something that would enable it to take maximum advantage of the trove of experience that has built up over the last decade and avoid the significant pitfalls that every ISO/RTO has experienced to date.

Based on the discussion at last week’s DSM/EE Subcommittee Meeting, the guidance provided by FERC in its recently issued NOPR, and discussions between the Co-Chairs and both NAESB and FERC staff, EnerNOC wishes to propose a modest alternative approach to how the group addresses its charge going forward. We feel that debating proposed language changes to the Phase I document is unduly constraining and inhibits the consideration of the current approaches and their relative merits.
We recommend that the group approach its charge of developing “more detailed technical standards” by first considering what behavior it is that the M&V approaches discussed in the Phase I process are intended to measure, to align or associate those intended behaviors with the various product types already developed and then consider the extent to which the various M&V approaches currently in use accurately measure the intended behavior.
We proceed from the assumption (but ask that the workgroup provide its concurrence) that for each of the products described (e.g., Energy, Capacity, Reserves and Regulation,) the behavior that is being encouraged and what is intended to be measured is the actual reduction in real-time load. That is, that the load at a given site (or the aggregate load at several sites) will be lower following Deployment than it was prior to Deployment. We believe that this is implicit from Figure 1 in the Phase I Standards, but feel that it should be stated explicitly, since it will bear on subsequent discussions.

From this point we recommend that the group use the IRC Matrix to review how each ISO/RTO has addressed each of the items that deal with the most critical (and contentious) issue in DR M&V, Performance Evaluation. We suggest that we begin with the first Product listed in the Standards, Energy.
As we review and compare each of the “detailed technical standards” that each ISO/RTO has adopted (each box in the Matrix,) we should discuss the reasons why the differences exist to determine if they are based on technical or other attributes particular to that system (e.g., the scan rates of its EMS,) whether they are based on other design features or the outcome of a stakeholder process, with all of its attendant compromises, or whether they are “fixes” to previous problems.
Where there appear to be modest technical differences, there should be discussion as to how burdensome it might be to achieve commonality or the feasibility of waivers. Where the differences are more a result of the other market rules, or otherwise a product of the stakeholder process, we should endeavor to have a conversation about the relative merits in terms of accuracy of the various approaches. We may find that it is the “fixes” around which some of the most productive discussions may be held. 

As Rae and others have pointed out, the Phase II standards can be phased in, they can apply only to new programs, or waivers can be sought. There is no need to fear that movement away from the status quo in this context needs to mean the disruption of existing programs. As such, we should proceed as if we were starting with a fresh slate in a completely new market.
If we move forward in such a way, I think that the wealth of experience and information available in the group can be deployed to great effect. If, on the other hand, we all proceed as if our existing or favored programs were being subject to collateral attack, our task will be far more difficult and the results far less useful.
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