Federal M&V Summit

November 4-7

Kansas City

See:  http://www.dc.lbl.gov/mv/summit.html
November 4, 2002

1.  Objectives and Introductions

2.  Charter (Quinn Hart)

Review of October 18, 2002 Charter document:

Working groups:

· Commissioning

· M&V Plan framework/flowchart

· Annual M&V reporting

· Retro-commissioning

· Training

Issue:  balancing specific agency needs with broader federal wide needs.  Also optimizing limited resources (people's time) across the potential multiple working groups at different levels

Action:  Number and scope of working group to be addressed later in Summit.  Agreed to integrate prior FEMP committees with new Working Groups.

Issue:  Broader project life-cycle documentation (in addition to Annual reporting)

Action:  Consider additional working group or expand scope of annual reporting working group to deal with broader documentation needs

NETL requested participation

Issue:  Reevaluate retro-commissioning working group scope

Action:  meeting at 5:30 pm Wednesday

Review of responsibilities:

Issue:  Role of Board to approve and pass up to DOE/DOD Steering committee as well as other process issues relating to the Board

Agreement:  Board approval not required for any agency to take action, but such approval will increase power of consensus

3.  Preserving Integrity of Federal ESPC programs

Army Audit (Jimmy Haywood)

Inadequate baselines

Insufficient proposal review time

Inadequate contract oversight and administration

Biggest problem we have – lack of funding for QA (as funded in a normal construction project)

Are we maintaining integrity (is the status quo adequate)?

Who judges – what are the metrics?

Audits will increase – often handled by non-technical staff.  Some comments are best ignored, while others are legitimate concerns

If we are not maintaining integrity, what are the key issues?

· Legislative intent vs. practice

· Missing M&V guidance

· Lack of follow through (despite plan)

· Documentation of O&M savings

· Repair and replacement responsibility 

· Equipment life less than contract term

· Contracted energy rates different than reality

· Reporting/reconciliation

· Government witnessing of M&V

· Lack of QA/funding for QA

· Confidence in savings will deteriorate over time

How do we move from reactive to pro-active?  

Litmus tests:

· Would the government have done it with their own money?

No, the best/most cost effective should go to ESPC, leaving the less cost effective projects to the government to buy

· The ESCO should take risks that they control

· Does it pass the squint test, sanity check, etc.?

· M&V should document persistence 

