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BE AN AGENT OF CHANGE



 We are members of the ELC Standards Working Group

 Want to “demystify” how to effectively interact with the standards process

 Want to motivate you to get involved and be apart of the process!

WHO WE ARE / WHAT’S OUR GOAL

Be apart of the solution, not apart of the problem



THREE WAYS TO INTERACT WITH THE STANDARDS 
DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

I. Proposing a new Standard or Amendment

II. Interpretation Requests 

III. Public Comments



I. PROPOSING A 
NEW STANDARD 

Every new standard and amendment proposal is 
reviewed by the SMB

The SDC may reject amendments and new standard 
proposals

Significant effort and commitment is required by both 
the SDC and the proposer

Preliminary discussion with an SDC Chair or SC Chair is 
advised before proposal

Clear verbal and electronic communication are key



II. INTERPRETATION 
REQUESTS 

The purpose of interpretations is to quickly clarify 
unclear requirements

Filtered directly to the SDC consensus process without 
public review 

Interpretations are not recognized by ANSI as actual 
standard criteria

Automatically considered for inclusion when standards 
are updated

Cannot add or take away from what currently exists in a 
standard 



III. PUBLIC 
COMMENTS 

Strict RESNET and ANSI procedures must be followed 
for public review

All comments must be addressed by the SDC within a 
set period

Rejected comments may file a technical appeal for a 
second review with additions

Communication between the SDC and appellant is 
encouraged to attain agreement

Unresolved comments may be submitted to the SMB at 
final draft



PUBLIC COMMENTS (GENERAL RULES)

 RESNET follows the ANSI public comment standards

 Preliminary draft standards, proposed amendments and proposed update must 
be posted for public comment

 The public comment period shall be:

 A minimum of 30 to 60 days depending on the availability of the proposed draft’s text

 Any comments submitted after the closing date will be held until the next standard 
update

 RESNET shall send an announcement about the public comment period to it’s 
constant contact list as well as post it on it’s website 

 Comments must be submitted using the provided forms on the RESNET 
website

 These forms are located with the draft standard, amendment or update up for public 
comment

 Any substantive changes made through the public comment process must also 
be posted for public comment

 Only portions of the draft standard, amendments or updates that have been 
changed are open for comment

 On top of the ANSI criteria, RESNET also allows for a “technical appeal”

 This allows for the commenter of a rejected comment to submit additional 
supportive information for reconsideration



PUBLIC COMMENTS
(RESNET 
ANNOUNCEMENTS)

 There are two ways that 
RESNET announces public 
comment periods
 Through email 

https://www.resnet.us/about/c
ontact-us/

 Website Post 
https://www.resnet.us/about/st
andards/resnet-ansi/

https://www.resnet.us/about/contact-us/
https://www.resnet.us/about/standards/resnet-ansi/


PUBLIC COMMENTS 
(WHERE TO FIND THE 
COMMENT FORM)

 The comment forms are 
located with the proposed 
standard/amendment/update in 
the RESNET website post for 
the correlating public comment 
notification

 Be sure to submit comments 
within the designated comment 
period

 Once the comment period is 
over, the form will no longer 
be available to download 



PUBLIC 
COMMENTS 
(PROPER 
FORMATTING)  When writing your public comment be sure to strike out what you 

are suggesting to remove and underline what you are suggesting to 
add

 Pro tip:  Use red letters for any changes you are making in your 
comment.  This makes it much easier for the comment reviewers and 
makes sure that they notice your whole comment

VS



PUBLIC COMMENTS 
(TECHNICAL 
APPEAL)

 All public comments submitted within the comment period must be reviewed and considered by 
RESNET. 

 Typically this review is done by an SDC, SC or TG

 If completed by a SC or TG, they submit their suggestions to the correlating SDC and they still 
make the final vote

 Each comment is either accepted, accepted in principle, or rejected

 If the comment is rejected, the reviewing body writes up the reasoning which is then 
communicated to the commenter 

 When RESNET communicates this to you, they also give you the timeframe in which you can appeal the 
decision

 If you feel that your comment was unfairly reviewed or that you have better supportive 
information, then you can appeal the decision within the timeframe provided and your comment 
will be re-reviewed



HOW TO STRUCTURE YOUR COMMENTS

 Things to consider when structuring your comments:

 Understand the intent behind the SDC’s proposed change or 
the new requirements being proposed

 Clearly articulate your understanding within the comment

 Be courteous in your tone, even if you feel a change or new 
requirement is ill considered, stupid or downright unreasonably 
onerous

This is the worst 
idea in the history 
of RESNET, I 
can’t believe you 
would even…..
While I disagree 
with the intent 
of the proposed 
amendment, I 
would 
recommend…..



COMMENTING ON MULTIPLE SECTIONS OF A SINGLE AMENDMENT

 Since most proposed amendments affect multiple sections of a standard, what is the 
best way to structure your comment?

 Things to consider when structuring your comment:
 Are the multiple changes I am proposing interdependent on each other?

 Without one change being accepted, does the other part make sense?

 How will the multiple changes I am proposing be reviewed?  What rules do the committees 
follow?
 If a part of a comment is rejected, will all of it be?



COMMENTING ON MULTIPLE SECTIONS OF A SINGLE AMENDMENT

 In general, it is best practice to break up your comments to the specific parts of the 
amendment you want to address
 This allows the SDCs to address each comment with an accept or reject answer specific to 

that comment

 The only time you would want to combine them is if your comments are 
interdependent on each other
 In this scenario, a rejected comment can still be “accepted in principle” by the SDC

 Things to consider when structuring your proposed change:
 Keep your proposed change section as short as possible, the reviewers will have the 

standards open anyway

 Reference page numbers are somewhat useless, but referenced section numbers are critical

 Always follow the correct formatting guidelines



PUBLIC COMMENTS (TIPS FOR SUCCESS)

 We reached out to the heads of the SMB and SDC committees, and this is their feedback for success for your public comments

 Only comment on changes that are open for public comment. 
 Preliminary draft standard – The whole draft is open for comment

 Addendum – Just the addendum is open for comment

 Update – Just the update is open for comment

 Substantive changes – Only items that are underlined or struck through are open for comment

 Be sure your comment includes a proposed change

 If there is no proposed change then there is nothing to be reviewed

 Make sure to follow the formatting tip from the previous slide

 Underline additions and strike through removals

 Use red lettering for your proposed changes

 Include technical reasoning in your comment, including back up data if you have it

 If the review committee deems that the comment doesn’t have good enough or no reasoning, it will most likely be rejected

 If you are submitting a comment representing a collective group, it is good etiquette to only submit one comment with everyone’s
names included

 Reach out to the SDC members that correspond with the change that you are commenting on and discuss your thoughts and 
reasoning prior to submission  



PUBLIC  COMMENTS 
(FINAL THOUGHTS)

 Since several of RESNET’s standards are 
ANSI approved, they must follow the ANSI 
protocol

 This protocol can be a long, arduous 
process and is mostly completed by folks 
who volunteer their time on top of their 
everyday jobs

 With that said, the public comment portion 
of the standards development process is 
critical 
 It allows peoples voices to be heard

 It is another “set of eyes” to help guide the 
SDC’s

 It’s definitely a GREAT spelling and 
grammar check!

 It is a vital role in a vital process for our 
industry

 One last tip for public comment success:
 A little patience and understanding that no 

one is perfect, when writing your 
comments, goes a long way with your 
peers who volunteer to review them.  It 
also doesn’t hurt your comment 
acceptance rate ; )



REVIEW PROCESS 
FOR STANDARDS 
DEVELOPMENT

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Standards are reviewed either by an Standard Development Committee or delegated to a Task Group or Subcommittee.  These committees and groups are volunteers that put a lot of time and effort into the standards as they want to contribute to guiding RESNET.  They also must adhere to RESNET and/or ANSI protocols.  One way to look at it is that the standard is consensus through public amendments and comments, but these volunteers guide the standards development to make sure all the pieces fit together and are well aligned with the industry wide needs for a well supported, solid structure.



REVIEW PROCESS FOR 
STANDARDS 
DEVELOPMENT

Public Comments
 Standard changes 

already drafted
 Open comment period 

-You help seal it up
 All comments 

addressed are in review
 Significant changes that 

are adopted come back 
for another public 
comment

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Let’s talk about the review process specifically for public comments.  When the Standards Management Board approves a change to the standards, the ANSI and RESNET's procedures have strict criteria to allow for public review. If I were to use an anology on installing duct work, consider the standards the hard piped system that’s in place and the amendment is the flex duct that is a bit more malleable.  The public commenting is an effort to seal things up a bit. Every comment must be reviewed and addressed.  Typically, the Standards Development Committee will delegate the review of these comments. Subcomittees and sometimes a task group will review each comment and an explanation for the action taken. Development of the responses may or may not include direct interaction with the commenter. The rule is that it takes 2/3 of SDC members votes to formally approve a draft of a standard or amendment that is then released to the public for review and comment.  In reality the voting typically exceeds 75% and many times 100% approval on drafts that are released to the public comment.



REVIEW PROCESS FOR 
STANDARDS 
DEVELOPMENT

Interpretation Request

 Clarification of standards

 No rewriting of standards

 Simple vote from SDC

 No public comment

 Smoother flow

 Quicker development

 Triage until later adoption

Presenter
Presentation Notes
interpretations are not approved via the complete ANSI process so they are not recognized by ANSI as actual criteria a standard. The purpose of interpretations is to quickly clarify unclear requirements so they go through only the SDC consensus part of the process and not the public review and comment portion. Using the duct analogy again, it’s similar to adding a duct run to an existing home system to deliver more air to a room that needs better flow.  It’s a bit of triage to address a problem of clarity in the standard, but not going through all of the same ANSI review process because it’s just adding clarity. The way interpretations are integrated into standards is via the full amendment process which can be either by creation of an addendum or by inclusion during the next update/edition. If the interpretation is deemed critical by the SDC and SMB, meaning it shouldn't wait until the next update/edition takes effect, it would be implemented as an addendum. Not many interpretations reach that level of importance though and are integrated into the standard as part of the next update and then come around for public comment at that time.



REVIEW PROCESS FOR 
STANDARDS 
DEVELOPMENT

Submitting Amendment

 Redirecting the 
Standards

 More restrictive flow

 Longer review process

 A lot more work from 
volunteers

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Any person or group can propose Standard Changes and when this is done outside of an Standard Development committee it first needs approval from the standard management board before going to public comment.  this option typically involves a lot of work and is generally less successful. Using our duct analogy, this would be similar to redirecting the duct work and is very restrictive of the natural flow of standard development. Every amendment proposal submitted through the official channels is reviewed by the Standard Management Board and assigned to a Standard Development Committee to be considered. Going this route adds significant volunteer and RESNET staff resources to the process so they are naturally more difficult to get through all of the hurdles and processes quickly. They also require the proposer to draft proposed changes so they involve a significant commitment of the proposer's resources to get the process started. Considering the hurdles, its recommended that you interact with the committee Chair to get a sense of where their issue/idea fits within the work plan for the respective committee so that the proposal doesn’t come in cold.



GENERAL TIPS FROM A 
REVIEWERS 
PERSPECTIVE

 Be the change you want 
to see

 Complete the 
connection

 Propose revised language

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Now that we’ve covered the 3 perspective of the reviewers for each of the 3 pathways, I’d like to offer some general tips.  If there is one takeaway you come away with from this presentation please consider this. If you do NOT write any proposed standard language then your comments won't result in any changes to the standards.  The volunteer group of reviewers are not able to write the standard language based on your comments alone.  This is the Be the Change… proposing the changes you want to see in the standard.  Don’t build a duct to nowhere – complete the connection and make a proposal to revise the standard language.



HOLISTIC 
APPROACHES

 Work with colleagues/peers to 
provide clarity in your 
proposed language

 Committee work is volunteer 
heavy – reach out to others 
before putting out a change

 RESNET progress with a 
standards writer

Presenter
Presentation Notes
A few more tips – consider a holistic approach to your comments and proposed revisions.  Communication and background work is very important. If you see an area of a standard that is unclear and in need of clarification, discuss that with peers to help define and describe the problem and consequences clearly. Then, submit an interpretation request that proposes what you think the standard means in context of other requirements and what you think to be the intended purpose of the unclear requirement to be. Be available to discuss the issue with a SC member where asked. When it comes to the Public comment process it is critically important to the development of amendments to the standards. Often times comments the original proposed changes that come through the committees are not clear and public comments help the committees recognize areas of need. Again, communicate with peers to try to get a better understanding of proposed changes that are of concern then submit a comment if you think it will improve a given change to requirements. If you disagree with a proposed change or think an alternative would be better submit a comment but be clear in the rationale for your proposal. To reiterate, communication is of major importance. Often times committee members report back on a comment to the effect the commenter/proposer “appears to think...". Some of us are great at communicating our concerns and intent in writing. Some of us are not. Discussion with a committee member provides the opportunity to say things in different ways that can lead to a more clear understanding of what a comment or proposal is getting at and doesn’t chew up time of the full committee of volunteers.  RESNET is also working on progress towards having more clear standards and have hired a standards writer who is in charge of helping make language more clear and have a consistent voice



JOIN THE ELC

www.resnet.us/raters/emerging-leadership-council-elc/



QUESTIONS? 
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