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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 Cummings, NAESB Counsel
RE:
Notes from DSM-EE wholesale demand response work group – October 22, 2009 
DATE:

October 22, 2009
Dear DSM-EE Distribution List and Interested Parties,
The notes below and work papers referenced serve as the record for the meeting held on October 22, 2009.
	Agenda Topic
	Results of Discussion

	Administrative:
	The meeting began at 12:00 pm Central on October 22, 2009.  The roll was taken and participants were welcomed.  Antitrust was given and the agenda was adopted.

	Attendees:
	Eric Winkler, ISO New England
Aaron Breidenbaugh, EnerNOC
Damon Xenopoulos, BBRS

Wendell Miyaji, Comverge

Cliff Grimm, DTE Energy

Paul Wattles, ERCOT
Kathy York, TVA
	Cory Galik Cummings, NAESB
Bruce McAlister, FERC
Bruce Sailers, Duke Energy
John Hughes, ELCON
Mike Robinsons, Midwest ISO

Mark Rogers, SPP

Roy True, ACES Power

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

· Discussion of applicability of performance measurement methodologies for all products and services
· Adjourn

	Discussion:
	· Mr. Winkler opened the meeting and welcomed participants.  At the last meeting participants began to utilize the IRC matrix to review the differences that may exist among the performance methodologies to discover common elements and scope the potential of creating more detailed characteristics.  As the group reviews and compares the detailed technical standards in the matrix, the group will discuss where differences exist and determine if they are based on design features or technical features.  
· Last week participants reviewed maximum base load.  The goal for today’s meeting was to review the meter before/meter after performance evaluation.  
· Mr. Wattles discussed ERCOT’s meter before/meter after programs.  ERCOT has many loads providing ancillary services, which require telemetry.    They have a performance method based on the meter reading at the time of dispatch followed by a meter read at the time of deployment.  This is different from baseline because it is not the goal to model the load absent deployment.  ERCOT 6 is only applicable to reserve and ERCOT 7 is only applicable to regulation.  The main difference between ERCOT 6 and 7 is the telemetry signal.  Next, participants reviewed the three ERCOT reserve products.
· Mr. Robinson reviewed Midwest ISO’s meter before/meter after performance evaluation methods.  MISO 5 is used for longer term reserve in fulfillment of resource adequacy requirements and for emergency reserve service.  It does not have a telemetery requirement.  MISO 6 is currently used in energy and operating reserves markets, which requires at least one minute interval data and telemetry on a four second basis.  
· Mr. Langbein from PJM reviewed their meter before/meter after performance methods.  PJM 4 applies to synchronized reserve markets.  The market design is such that DR would bid into a certain amount of megawatts an hour before an event.  After an event, they review the difference between the load at that tenth minute versus the load immediately after to determine the reduction. PJM 5 follows real time signals.  PJM 6 is used for emergency generation only.  
· Next, the group reviewed regulation products.  Mr. Winkler noted a pattern; with one exception of the AESO product, all of the other four regulation products utilize meter before/meter after methods.  
· Next, participants reviewed behind the meter generation.
· Mr. Robinson from Midwest ISO reviewed MISO 3.  Telemetry is not required, as it looks strictly at meter data.  
· Mr. Rogers reviewed SPP’s behind the meter generation evaluation method.  SPP 1 is used for energy and balance service.
· Mr. Winkler reviewed the two ISO New England behind the meter generation evaluation methods.  They are applicable to capacity and energy and there is currently a pilot for reserves that allow for behind the meter generation.  Beginning in June, 2010 ISO New England will adopt a slightly different methodology.  They allow for behind the meter generation to deliver the load reductions and if that is all that facility is delivering, there is a provision that determines the load reduction as a meter read off the generator.  They also require a meter on the facility and generator if there are other provision measures, but if it only applies to behind the meter generation they will allow one option to direct meter out put from the generator or for emergency generation.  They will allow facility mode to directly reflect the out put of generation.  
· Next, participants reviewed Baseline I.
· PJM has two Baseline I methods that apply to energy and capacity products.  PJM 1’s baseline window is 45 calendar days with an hourly average calculation based on the high four of five days for weekdays and high two of three days for weekends and holidays.  PJM 8 includes a provision in the tariff to have the ability to have an alternative Baseline I based on specific load conditions as long as it will significantly improve accuracy compared to the standard method and can be effectively administered in the market.  
· SPP has one Baseline I method.  SPP 2 is voluntary and resource specific.  It applies to energy products and utilizes real time telemetry and after the fact metering.  

· Midwest ISO also has one Baseline I method.  MISO 1 is comparable to PJM 8 and is used for capacity and emergency products.  

· ISO New England has three Baseline I methodologies.  All three use 90% of the prior qualifying baseline and 10% of the previous qualifying day, similar to a ten day rolling average.  ISO NE 1 and 2 both apply to energy and capacity products and ISO NE 5 applies to only capacity products.  
· Mr. Winkler noted that participants should begin to develop a list of commonalities and differences relative to the performance evaluation methods.  At the next meeting, participants will finish reviewing all of the products.  

	Adjourn:
	The meeting adjourned at 2:05 PM Central.
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