Equipoise Consulting      Evaluation and Project Management

 


Adopted Minutes for Website Committee Conference Call

Tuesday October 10, 2006, 9:30 AM
Attendees:

Pierre Landry – SCE 

Tim Caulfield – Equipoise 

Mary Wold – SDG&E 
Beatrice Mayo – PG&E - Chairperson

Absent

Sylvia Bender – CEC

Bill Junker – CEC 

Peter Puglia – CEC

Peter Lai – CPUC (Notified that he would be on vacation)
Executive Summary

The CALMAC Website Committee held its scheduled October 10, 2006, conference call to address the items shown in the attached agenda. The call covered the addition of the toolkit page, the addition of the backlog of DR reports, re-instituting the MAESTRO status reports, and a decision to recommend to CALMAC that the searchable database not be expanded to include non California M&E reports.  The next call will be held on Tuesday, December 12, 2006 at 9:30 AM. 
Minutes of Conference Call (in order of agenda) Call started ~11:05 AM
1. Approve minutes of August 8, 2006 Website Committee conference call. Approved unanimously
2. Regular Meeting Items

· Review Toolkit document list.

· Page title and header text attached

· Two pages or one?

· EE Toolkit Documents

· EE Protocols

· Standard Practice Manual

· Policy Manual
· Bidders guidelines
· DR Toolkit Documents

· Draft Protocol Document
· 2006-2008 Decision (D.06-03-024)

· Additions

· EE Ruling.- D.05-01-055  Action Bea: will check that this is the latest.

· Action TOC: Send note to Rafael about PG&E Contact. Done 10/10/06
3. Pending issues about the site from prior calls:

· Reinstituting the MAESTRO quarterly report. End of first quarter skipped because of pending inclusion of DR projects. Discussion, See Attachment 2.
Action TOC: Do it for the non CPUC projects. Change the frequency of the reports to monthly.

· Demand Response Program Evaluation Reports– Status on posting backlog.

· Updating of MAESTRO and CALMAC contact lists. Action TOC: Add a DR contact list and consider how to structure the DR presence in general.
4. Any Other Business

· Add the “Institutional” as category to sector? User Comment: When submitting my report on a schools program I was forced to choose “Commercial” for the sector since “Institutional” wasn’t available. Consider adding in future?
Decision: Let’s stick with the existing sectors and let people search using the simple search function. They can search for schools, hospitals, prisons, etc. Action TOC: TOC to inform inquirer. Done 10/10/2006
· Expanding Searchable Database to non California Reports. See discussion in Attachment 3.
Action TOC: Add a con that we already do link to other sites that have databases, so this should be adequate. Done 10/10/2006
Action TOC : send to CALMAC w recommendation not to do it. Done 10/10/2006
5. Adjourn conference call at 10:25 AM. Next call: December 12, 2006 at 9:30 AM.

Draft Agenda for Website Committee Conference Call

9:30 AM, Tuesday, October 10, 2006

Dial in Number: 1-888-900-1820

Participant Passcode: 578021

1. Approve minutes of August 8, 2006 Website Committee conference call. (Minutes available in the Website area at the bottom of the Administration page of CALMAC.org. Direct link to this page is 

http://www.calmac.org/website-agendas.asp 

2. Regular Meeting Items

· Review Toolkit document list.

· Page title and header text attached

· Two pages or one?

· EE Toolkit Documents

· EE Protocols

· Standard Practice Manual

· Policy Manual

· DR Toolkit Documents

· Draft Protocol Document
· 2006-2008 Decision (D.06-03-024)
3. Pending issues about the site from prior calls:

· Reinstituting the MAESTRO quarterly report. End of first quarter skipped because of pending inclusion of DR projects. Discussion, See Attachment 2.

· Demand Response Program Evaluation Reports– Status on posting backlog.

· Updating of MAESTRO and CALMAC contact lists

4. Any Other Business

· Add the “Institutional” as category to sector? User Comment: When submitting my report on a schools program I was forced to choose “Commercial” for the sector since “Institutional” wasn’t available. Consider adding in future?

· Expanding Searchable Database to non California Reports. See discussion in Attachment 3.

5. Adjourn conference call. Next call: December 12, 2006 at 9:30 AM.

Attachment 1

Proposed Toolkit Header Text

Page Title: Toolkit for Evaluators

Header Text: This page supplies evaluators doing evaluations in California with the latest versions of the key documents, rulings, and tools, that define, inform or control their evaluation efforts. For your convenience, the “tools” are divided into two sections, one applying to Energy Efficiency and the other to Demand Response. 

Since CALMAC is attempting to keep this page current and useful, we ask that if you come to the page and note that an important document is out of date or is missing, that you let us know. If you have the document you can submit it for inclusion on the page through the CALMAC/Administration page (http://www.calmac.org/Admin.asp) using the bullet titled “Submit a Protocol, Filing or Tool”. If you don’t have the document, you can email the website administrator and request that it be added by emailing a request to admin@calmac.org.

Attachment 2

CALMAC Quarterly Report Issue Summary

Outgoing Email Text

Equipoise was preparing to start the next round of calls to update the MAESTRO Quarterly Report (available at http://www.calmac.org/maestro-project.asp). In preparing for the calls we realized that there are some issues going forward that we hadn’t anticipated. They evolve from the fact that whenever we call we also ask about new projects that have started since we last talked to the project manager and the fact that the CPUC will be running the impact studies the next time around. As we see it the issues are as follows:

1. The CPUC studies are going to be large contracts covering 20 or so different programs. 
a. Who do we talk to? 
b. Will the CPUC be tracking these? 
c. If they will be tracking them, will the progress reports be posted so people can find them? 
d. Is the CALMAC/MAESTRO effort redundant? 
2. The utility projects are likely to be very short term and may be completed in three to six months 
a. Are these worth tracking? 
b. Do we want to change the frequency of the MAESTRO data collection to accommodate shorter projects? 
The DR evaluation projects (which we planned to include starting this round) currently fit the older multi-year model, so they are not an issue.

We are asking these question now to resolve them and get buy in from the committee and the supervisors before we call, so that if PM’s question what we are doing we can give them thought out responses.

Unlike many cases where we can propose solutions to the issues, we feel that the resolution needs to come from the CPUC and the M&E supervisors. Is this part of the CALMAC site just out of date and should it be dropped? Are people using it? I have had one email from a contractor asking when it would be updated. I know Sylvia Bender and Valerie used to use it.

Responses:

Tim Drew – CPUC ED

1. The CPUC studies are going to be large contracts covering 20 or so different programs. 

1. Who do we talk to?  We’ll need to discuss and let you know, probably Peter Lai 

2. Will the CPUC be tracking these?  Nah, its not our money… just kidding.  We’ll be tracking the expenditures with a contract management application and project status TBD. 

3. If they will be tracking them, will the progress reports be posted so people can find them?  Yes, we’ll have a public section of the contract management application for expenditure reports and the MECT will be tracking project status 

4. Is the CALMAC/MAESTRO effort redundant?  No, we still need to track the IOU EM&V projects 

2. The utility projects are likely to be very short term and may be completed in three to six months 

1. Are these worth tracking? Yes, I think so.  For us it will be helpful, otherwise its just herding cats 

2. Do we want to change the frequency of the MAESTRO data collection to accommodate shorter projects?  We might be able to do monthly.  We’ll have to assess the impact on staff time before committing.  Monthly from the utilities would be nice. 

Rob Rubin – Sempra

I think it's time to drop it.  We've talked before about the lack of interest this generates.
As to the IOU administered "quick hitters" - they could be over and done before this is updated.  I think sending out the notices that a new study has been posted to the website is sufficient.
As for the ED/CEC administered multi-program multi-year efforts, almost all entities who care about it will be on the Advisory team, so I think this is covered as well.  If it turns out not to be the case, we could create a "2006-8 Status Report " section on the website  where the prime contract would send you monthly status reports that can be posted.  It would be much more informative than the current system, but again, I think the parties that care would already have received it.
Thanks for asking
Attachment 3
Expanding Searchable Database to Non CA Reports

Pros and Cons
Original Email Exchange with Floyd Keneipp
Floyd: How about adding a database of non-California reports? This could be a separate searchable database.

Tim Caulfield: When CALMAC first started to revamp the searchable database six years ago the target was EE evaluation reports on CA programs. The main reason is that CALMAC.org is funded by CA EE surcharge funds, so the obvious target audience we serve are CA ratepayer supported studies. We are currently expanding the database to include CA Demand Response evaluation studies.

Our original thoughts were that the subject of studies outside of CA (1) would be handled by other organizations outside of CA, (2) would be too spread out for us to catch, and (3) we have no quality control on the reports (most of the CA reports go through some type of review process).

I think all of these concepts are still valid, but I will pass your request/thought on to the website committee to see what their reaction is.

Website Committee Member Responses:

Beatrice Mayo – PG&E

It is my understanding that since the funding is PGC funds of IOU customers, then utilizing those funds for non-California reports or for any other purpose does not seem possible.

Pierre Landry  - SCE

This is a question for the CALMAC poo-bahs, but the CALMAC Website Committee should prepare the question for them.  Let's put this on the next agenda, and would you please take a first stab at drafting for us the question and pros & cons?

Peter Puglia – CEC

One argument against the proposal is that, depending on the size of the collection, we might not have room here at the CEC to store hard copies, nor might we have the staff available to have copies made and posted to requesters.  A solution to these potential problems, of course, is to maintain copies on the database only.
Pro and Con White Paper on next page:

Pros and Cons for

Expanding the CALMAC Searchable Database to Non California Studies

When CALMAC revamped the searchable database starting in 2000 the target reports for the Searchable Database were evaluation reports on California Energy Efficiency programs. The main reason is that CALMAC.org is supported by California EE Public Goods Charge funds, so the obvious target audience that the website serves is California ratepayers. CALMAC is currently expanding the database to include California Demand Response evaluation studies.
A site user has raised the question as to whether the CALMAC Searchable Database should be expanded to include non California studies. He even questioned whether it would be a separate searchable database. 
The reasons behind the original decision to limit it to California studies were that the non California studies (1) would be handled by other organizations outside of California, (2) would be too dispersed for CALMAC to organize into a database, and (3) CALMAC had no quality control on the reports (most of the California reports have gone through some type of review process).

The following are the draft Pros and Cons for expanding the database to include non California studies:

Pros

· It would increase the variety and depth of studies available when a search is done.

· It would organize studies into a searchable database that are currently not accessible because they are not in a database (is this true? It must be but quantifying it would be difficult.)

· It would increase traffic on CALMAC.org. 

Cons

· The expansion of area would require modification of the database to include at a minimum:

· What region the report covers (State? Service territory? Etc.). This raises the issue of international studies. Do we allow them? Canada? Europe? Russia? Iraq? Zimbabwe?

· Review indicator? How do these apply to the current data?

· It would be difficult to know how representative the population of studies that result is of all studies. Are they only the ones that gave good results? Without significant work we wouldn’t know.

· It would probably be replicating postings in other locations.

· It would increase operational costs roughly in proportion to the number of studies submitted.

· Inclusion of non California reports will probably overstress the paper file storage at the CEC. (It may be time to revisit the paper file issue anyway.)

















