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Participants:

· Massoud Jourabchi, Co-Chair, Northwest Power and Conservation Council
· Mary Smith, Co-Chair, Snohomish County PUD
· Graham Parker, Pacific Northwest National Laboratory
· Pamela Lesh, Natural Resources Defense Council
· Sharon Noell, Portland General Electric
· Rick Weijo, Portland General Electric
· Jennifer Williamson, ECOS Consulting
· Jeff Harris, Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance
· Lauren Gage, Bonneville
· Bill Drummond, WMG&T
· Darby Collins, Bonneville
· Joshua Binus, Bonneville
· Tom Foley
· Ken Corum, NWPCC
· Ken Keating
· Tom Eckman, NWPCC
Via phone and webinar

· Mike Darrington, Idaho Power
· Todd Currier, WSU Energy Program
· Nancy Goddard, PacifiCorp
· Tim Kensok, AirAdvice
· Eric Brateng, Puget Sound Energy
Massoud Jourabchi opened the meeting with a round of introductions.  He expressed thanks on behalf of the co-chairs for all the hard work the sub-groups did in completing the initial survey of data needs.  Jourabchi reviewed the agenda and briefly overviewed the tasks assigned to the workgroup and the status of each. 

Task 1 – Survey (workgroup took a different route using interior knowledge) [completed] 


Task 2 – Regional Level 


Task 3 – Evaluate Role of RTF [review today]

Task 4 – Recommendations [next step]

Task 5 – State programs [John Kauffman started looking at these]

Task 6 – Modify opportunities for regional synergy

Jeff Harris followed up his thoughts from last meeting by stating that while it is not the most important thing to be spending our time on, a survey might be useful to NEET to find out what the cumulative regional spending is.  He also stated that he could argue both sides.

Mary Smith responded by saying that BPA does have some tools (Survey Monkey) that we could utilize, but suggests first identifying if there are gaps in the data and than analyzing the potential need for a survey.

Lauren Gage asked if the group could complete task 3 without looking at NEEA as well as the RTF?  Jourabchi responded by saying that the group needed to look at all the current organizations collectively and determine whether or not they can do the work, or if there is a need for a new organization to cover the funding and organizing of data projects.
Jeff Harris asked if the group would have to wait for the other groups before making a final recommendation.  Jourabchi stated that he thought it was important to wait as there is overlap between the groups.  Darby Collins jumped in and informed that at the October 3rd Executive Committee meeting, co-chairs will be asked to present their progress-to-date, explain the group’s process, and start to introduce possible recommendations.  She stated that they anticipated overlap, so it is important for the co-chairs to collaborate with one another.  Jourabchi emphasized that he wants recommendations that include opinions from outside the workgroup.  Collins suggested a quick survey (as workgroup 2 did) to the full NEET mailing list, if necessary.  
The four subgroup leaders presented their findings and recommendations to the group.
1.  Customer Characteristics (Phil Degens)
Smith gave a brief overview of Phil Degens’ work on customer characteristics and energy use by sector.  There is limited information available on customer structures, buildings.  Information that is available is outdated in many cases, and in other times not valid to extrapolate to the state or regional level.  Surveys are not necessarily consistent periodically.  As a region, we have not explored much with behavioral uses, although we are looking at end uses.  Smith stated that the group may want to look through the available data and determine where we want to see it coming from, at what periodicity, and put into place some kind of coordination.  She posed the question, How do we take these data sets and coordinate them in the most useful fashion for the region, e.g. is there a standard survey for residential characteristics that can be compared across region?
How would coordination happen?  There needs to be a protocol so that data can be looked at across the region.  She asked the group if there were any areas that had been overlooked and suggested that if there were the survey could come into play.
Pamela Lesh stated that for the commercial and industrial sectors, it would be helpful to relate energy use with how the energy is being used; The is a handful of characteristics to determine how energy intensive something is for each segment.  She suggested taking a top-down approach, for example relate what a business is actually doing with its energy.   Lesh continued that energy per household is interesting, but the type of dwelling, sq footage, number of people, etc. would be helpful.  She stated that these types of characteristics can help determine if we are making progress or if we are just creating measures.  Lesh identified five types of data: bottom-up, top-down, inspirational, comparative, and other.
Jourabchi responded that John Kauffman had a similar issue looking at the state level and noted the difficulty in determining how we are doing comparatively.  Ken Keating suggested there needs to be common benchmark methods when collecting data - there are lots of benchmarks out there already, however they need to be consolidated so that each entity is using the same measure.  Lauren Gage suggested creating a panel for this charge.
Sharon Noelle emphasized that different kinds of work are done in different places and not always easily transferable.  She stated that it may be expensive to transfer, but understanding and using what we have and asking for periodicity or depth in ways that are meaningful is something that could be really efficient over time. How do you take a scant resource and make it more applicable?  Lesh agreed that common metrics to measure how the totality of data related would be helpful.

Harris stated that this is something that NEEA has struggled with in its data efforts.  He suggested determining dimensions on who makes the decisions and characterizing the market in terms of decision making.
Lesh stated that she thought the subgroups were good for how we have traditionally categorized data but that we may need to rearrange the categories moving forward.

2.  Products and Services (Lauren Gage )
Gage reviewed her findings of the products and services data, stating that she started by interviewing Tom Eckman.  The major sources of data currently available for energy efficiency savings are the Council’s Power Plan, RTF’s Deemed Measure Database, California’s Database for Energy Efficiency Resources (DEER), and utility’s individual estimates of savings.
Rick Weijo suggested that the data does not have to be regional, but instead expand the frame nationally.  Tom Foley asked why EnergyTrust was missing from the list.  Gage responded to both by stating that she tried to include the national, regional, and utility-level data; we have had a difficult time combining utility level data and transferring it up to the regional level.  She recommended increased funding of regional coordination and a process to get this utility data together – can we get utilities to use same metrics, ie. sq ft?
Bill Drummond asked how we can determine estimates without baselines?  Eckman added that the baseline issue is a significant one.  Smith asked if this in something to be addressed in this group, and if so do we want to come up with recommendations to coordinate and understand baselines.  Keating stated that the basis for all savings is understanding the baselines; are you using current practices, codes, different replacement types, processes, etc.  He also said that California has done some work with baselines, but Graham Parker added that this data is difficult to come by. 

Gage skipped to the baseline information she compiled and stated that the major sources of data are the residential client saturation studies and NEEA’s Commercial Building Stock Assessment (CBSA).  Drummond asked if these were on a regional basis and Eckman answered that you have to know what the sub-regional measures are (bottom-up) before you can transfer regional measures.  Smith asked if there was value in having a regional baseline number; As a utility, a regional number doesn’t do me any good.  Eckman countered that if every utility agreed that they need to have their own number, we could weight them against each other by stratifying the sub-regions when looking at the regional level. 
Smith said that it doesn’t make sense for individual utilities to spend money coming up with their own baselines.  

Lesh stated that the focus be on who needs the information, for what, when, for whose use will it be later, what will the end-use be? 

3.  Market Characterization (Jeff Harris)
Harris presented a brief summary of the market characterization data findings including a description of the type of data included in the category, some examples of current data collection efforts in this area and the need for this type of data going forward. Harris also mentioned that there is some natural overlap with customer characteristic data. There might be some value in considering customer characteristics as the “demand side” portion of market characterization with the typical value-chain market research being the “supply side” component. Harris discussed the costs to collect this type of data ranging from a few tens- of thousands to purchase pre-existing reports from market research companies all the way to up to several hundreds of thousands for primary research in complex markets.”
4.  Evaluation (Ken Keating)

Do we already have an organization to handle this in place or not?

Spending budget in a way that is cost-effective

May have to bring in new players, ie. Local governments

Other Issues (Jourabchi)

Jourabchi stated that as a forecaster, he wants to have all this data in a timely matter.  Regarding specifics, he stated that the goal is to have timely information for load shapes, 8760 format, end use level, building level, customer level, utility, state and regional levels.  Harris stated that in load forecasting there is a lot of overlap of critical issues we have already discussed.
Ken Corum introduced demand response by stating that it isn’t strictly energy efficiency as we have usually talked about it; rather, it is changing the service and in some cases it may not reduce total energy use.  Data needs for demand response are: characteristics - how much AC is there on the hottest day of the year, anything that is on at peak time; find out what change in service people are willing to accept given a certain incentive; must have experience, ideally have coordinated pilots being run by utilities in the region, coordinated in a sense that they agree it is a quality pilot – pilots are supposed to get information, not save money, they are an investment; spread the financial burden around and have agreement and coordination.  Harris stated that California has a lot of pilots for demand response and that they have invested in a demand response center.  He suggested looking at this model and possibly using it in a recommendation.
Recommendations
It is decided that a subgroup (Harris, Williamson, Jourabchi) will compile all the preliminary recommendations into a matrix, adding columns for how to get the information to the end user, coming up with the standardized templates, and who do the recommendations serve - who benefits from this data?
Smith asked if the group felt we needed to fill in gaps or amend dimensions by use of a survey.  Jourabchi responded that the group should start internally, and then decide whether to take the survey to the whole NEET group.
Keating emphasized the importance of the preamble to the recommendations; don’t want to be perceived as data mongering or self-serving.  
Role of RTF, NEEA, Other Entities

The group briefly started discussing the role of the RTF.  Keating stated that the RTF would need to expand its scope and governance to become the sole vehicle for all this responsibility.  NEEA is the expertise in market characterizations.  We don’t have to assign all of this to one organization, we just have to make sure that the policy groups support wherever it is sent.  Weijo stated that he thought of the RTF valuation as an audit activity and felt that there was a role for both organizations.
Jourabchi suggested forming a subgroup to look at the organizational and functional form of the ideal organization (fictional, not necessarily the RTF/NEEA) that we want to fulfill all these data requirements.  What is the ideal organization that needs to be formed?  It is decided that Foley, Keating, Noell, and Smith will discuss this issue.
Williamson stated that the group needs to make sure that these recommendations address how we are going to ramp up what we are doing now, on a bigger scale.

Conclusion - Action Items
1.  Recommendations subgroup (Harris, Williamson, Jourabchi) to compile and modify the preliminary recommendations within the next few days.  The will send recommendations to the workgroup for comment, and a decision about surveying the entire NEET group will be made.
2.  RTF subgroup (Foley, Keating, Noell, Smith) will create a model of what the ideal organization to handle all these data requirements is.  They will send to the workgroup for comment

3.  Co-chairs will present to the Executive Committee on Oct. 3, with September 26 the deadline of handing in meeting materials. 
4.  Workgroup #1 will meet again after the Executive Committee.
