The EVO team (Warren, Schiller, Kromer) noticed that the Wholesale WG has posted a draft of their proposed standard. It is on the NAESB site but I have also attached it. We think it will be very useful for all of us on the retail WG to read it. Reading it clarified some of the points that Eric was making on the last call (normative, prescriptive, etc).

 

The wholesale standard basically provides a high level description of the process, or steps, with some minimum requirements for what should be covered in the planning documents (with a lot of flexibility on actual M&V methods). It does not attempt to define best practice and it is not a primer on various methods. Note that the language in the wholesale document suggests that it applies to project-level M&V rather than program-level impact evaluation (although in practice it is intended to be applied to programs).  There is no mention of net effects.

While we think the retail group can go in a slightly different direction, our impression is that the wholesale standard is consistent with the way that NAESB writes these things. We thus suggest that our group think about how we can boil down the extensive literature on retail EM&V into a minimum set of requirements (or best practice) for what needs to be covered in program/portfolio EM&V plans and related documents, with some specific EM&V requirements (such as confirming at least a sample of installations through interviews and/or inspections). Listening to Eric and seeing the wholesale document, this seems to be our task. There is probably a need for papers and discussion of current topics and best practices but it seems increasingly clear to me that NAESB is not the proper venue for that.

In terms of what activities we are covering, from our scoping paper it seems that we agreed to impact evaluations for rate-payer funded efficiency programs and that the primary audiences are (a) professionals that are new to the design, implementation and evaluation of electric utility company, energy-efficiency programs and the (b) utility regulatory commissioners and their staff that oversee such programs.  

However, what is less clear is what part of the evaluation process we are covering.  Generally speaking there are three types of documents (and processes for preparing them) for each rate-payer funded evaluation cycle:

· EM&V Framework  – This is primary document that lays out EM&V principles, metrics, allowable approaches, net versus gross issues, reporting requirements, schedules, who does what, etc.  This tends to be “fixed” but can be updated at any time.

· Annual Portfolio EM&V Plan – This indicates which major evaluation activities (updating baselines, updating deemed savings values, market, process, impact evaluations for which programs, etc.) will be conducted during the year, including budget and allocation between programs/measures/segments as applicable. 

· Detailed research plans -- These are created for the major EM&V activities planned in a given cycle prior to the time each effort is launched.

We think the Alliance to Save Energy document outlined an approach for this last document.  However, we think the MBP should discuss all three as best practice for a ratepayer funded portfolio evaluation.  Essentially, the MBP could say – these are the steps you should take to set up your impact evaluation activities and here is what should be covered in each of the three documents as well as some basic principles.  This will help our intended audience know what is best practice for how to define their EM&V processes. For example, we can point out that the framework should be developed in cooperation with stakeholders and address the issues Steve raised in his August 17th e-mail:

1.     What are the evaluation objectives, metrics?

2.     What cost effectiveness test will be used?

3.     What are the evaluation principles that drive the effort?

4.     What are the baselines against which savings are determined?

5.     Performance determined on basis of net or gross savings? What is included in net savings?

6.     What is reporting “boundary”, are T&D considerations included, how ‘granular’ will be the results?

7.     How are savings applied – looking back/going forward?

8.     What impact evaluation approaches will be used and how will they be selected?

9.     What are the schedules for implementing EM&V and reporting?

10. What are the data management strategies?

11. What are expectations for savings determination certainty (confidence and precision)?

12. How much money will be spent on evaluation? What is balance between or level of Impact, Market and Process evaluations?

13. Who will conduct the evaluations, how is independent evaluation defined, what are the roles between administrator (e.g., utility) and regulators?

So what we suggest is an overview of the EM&V process, list of standard documents (see the three above), what should be in those documents and notes on basic minimum principals.  Here are some example principles that Steve recently used with a Washington/Idaho State EM&V Collaborative.

· Evaluators should be impartial in their work and not have their compensation tied to the magnitude of their impact evaluation results 
· Evaluators are expected to follow ethical guidelines (e.g., American Evaluation Association http://www.eval.org/ ) 
· Transparent methods to estimate load impacts are reviewed in public forum to increase quality and reliability 
· Evaluation planning process identifies the types of evaluation information that is crucial to different stakeholders 
· Take advantage of work done elsewhere 

· Expert review of evaluation design in planning phase, not after completion; lean on evaluation experts 
· All key assumptions used by program planners are eventually verified in evaluations 
· Ensure procurement process used to select evaluation contractors is timely and flexible 
· Focus evaluation dollars and efforts on areas of largest/most important uncertainty 
· Over time, use impact evaluation used to  refine input assumptions used in savings estimation and improve programs 
We look forward to discussing this at our next call (or earlier through email).

Kevin, Steve and Steve

