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July 28, 2011

Ms. Cory Galik Cummings
Staff Attorney
North American Energy Standards Board
801 Travis, Suite 1675
Houston, TX 77002

Dear Cory:

Ryn Hamilton Consulting, on behalf of Southern California Edison, offers the following comments to the draft model business practice standards prepared by the NAESB Retail Energy Efficiency Working Group[footnoteRef:1].   While these draft standards represent the collective thought of several member s of the NAESB working group, these comments are intended to broaden the appeal and applicability of this guidance for the intended audience in the private and public sectors.   SCE is confident that what emerges from this stakeholder process will be a valuable contribution to the practice of evaluation of energy efficiency and an important resource for states, utilities and evaluators.  [1:    These informal comments are in response to an email from NAESB (July 25, 2011) for participant feedback on the draft standard (July 12, 2011).  This document is found at:   http://www.naesb.org/pdf4/dsmee_retail_ee_071811w1.docx. ] 


In this spirit, SCE offers the following comments and recommendations:
· REQ.019.3.3.6  Reporting Energy Efficiency Savings Impacts.  It is SCE’s view that any reference documents, standards and protocols mentioned in the standards should have a national scope and regional guidelines should be avoided. For this guidance to gain broad national support, NAESB should refrain from referencing regional citations in the specific language of the business practices.  This is no negative reflection on the laudable work of the NEEP Regional EM&V Forum or other existing standards that have been produced for specific regional application.  Our concern rests solely on the fact that other jurisdictions have not been participants in the regional process to develop these standards and this approach would severely limit future applicability. The NAPEE Guide, by contrast, has been vetted by a broad constituency and is considered a national resource. NAESB should include regional guidelines only by reference, not directly in the language of the business practices.
· REQ.019.3.4  Portfolio EM&V Plan.  SCE feels strongly that the industry today needs evaluation guidance with broad appeal to encourage accuracy and innovation, not prescriptive standards that limit both.  We are concerned that the tone of this section is tilted toward rules rather than guidance.  While SCE has no objection to the particular theme of this section, it should be reworded in the tone of guidance, with the implicit understanding that other approaches may also be legitimate. SCE will assist the Working Group to achieve this improvement.





· REQ.019.3.5  Impact Evaluation Plans.  While impact evaluation planning is an important activity, SCE questions whether NAESB guidance should delve into the specifics of evaluation planning as it has in this section. In our judgment the material is mainly descriptive and could safely be omitted unless it is a mandatory component of the business practice template. 
· [bookmark: _GoBack]REQ.019.3.5.9  M&V Approach.  SCE finds this section, extracted from the NAPEE Guide for convenience, may be too prescriptive and contain too much detail for the intent of this document.  We recommend that this section be modified to serve as guidance on M&V approaches and to be more inclusive.  Attribution of the NAPEEE Guide by reference would permit users to easily locate the source document.   The three bullets (M&V, deemed savings, and large scale data analysis) are too lengthy and give these topics undue significance and more emphasis than is warranted. 
· REQ.019.3.6  Site Specific Plans.  SCE objects to the explicit emphasis on the IPMVP standard in this section on the gronds that it is too prescriptive.  These particular protocols are applied in some jurisdictions and not in others. The IPMVP should be referenced in a footnote as one option for guidance. SCE believes this approach will give the NAESB document more universal applicability. 
· REQ.19.3.6.1   SSMVP Required Elements.  The final version of this document should avoid the acronym SSMVP that will not be familiar to many readers. We also advise that subsections REQ.19.3.6.1.3-9 appear as text without separate headings, as the current structure over-emphasizes the relevance of this guidance.  This is an editorial improvement that is not critical but will be confusing if retained.
· REQ.019.3.7  Site Specific M&V Reports.  SCE would like for this guidance to be condensed and will assist the Working Group to achieve better comprehension.
· EQ.019.3.11  Statistical Significance, Sampling and Other Sources of Uncertainty.  SCE requests that this section, and its sub-sections, be condensed and reoriented to read more as guidance. The reference to the NAPEE Guide should be moved to a footnote, without the information on the location of specific material. Again, this early draft will be improved with these changes.
· REQ.019.4.9 Business Definitions.  SCE understands that the final version of this document should move these definitions closer to the front, but subsequent drafts should also affect that change for better understanding of how the document provides guidance and understanding.
SCE wishes to thank the NAESB Retail Energy Efficiency Working Group for preparing this draft and soliciting early stage feedback.  In cooperation with our representative Ryn Hamilton Consulting, NAESB staff, and other members of the Working Group, we look forward to continuing to support the important work of this Committee.
[image: ]Sincerely,

Ryn Hamilton
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