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Pacific Energy Center, San Francisco, CA

Attendees:

PG&E: Valerie Richardson (Chair), Rafael Friedmann, Mary Kay Gobris, Jennifer Barnes; Ingrid Bran, Gary Fernstrom, Doug Naaf, Jay Luo, Pat Eileot (via phone);  SCE: Marian Brown, Carol Yin, Pierre Landing (via phone), Shahana Sumillar (via phone); Sempra: Rob Rubin, Mary Wold;  ORA: Christine Tam (via phone); Tyler & Associates: Craig Tyler; CEC: Sylvia Bender, Lindsey Noel, Bill Pennington; CPUC: Jay Luboff, Brian Prusnek (via phone), Zenaida Conway (via phone), Ariana Merlino (via phone); Equipoise Consulting: Tim Caulfield; Consultant: Sanjay Gaur; EVO/IPMVP: Steve Kromer; FSC: Chris Ann Dickerson; GeoPraxis: Tom Conlon; HMG: Douglas Mahone, Cathy Chappell; KEMA: Kathleen Gaffney, Erik Dyrr; RLW: Matt Brost; RMA: Robert Mowris, Rachel Noack; LBL: Ed Vine; Quantec: Brian Hedman (via phone); AEC: Pete Jacobs (via phone); NRDC: Devra Bachrach (via phone); 
Lessons Learned from the Master Evaluation Contractor Services – Nick Hall (TecMarket)
Highlights from the presentation: 

1. Lessons learned from 2002-2003 plans and reports

a. Administrators were asked to set evaluation budgets without understanding the policy manual objectives or what evaluations cost.

b. Many evaluation plans did not address the Policy Manual objectives. The quality of plans varies. Utility evaluations generally much better than 3rd party.

c. Evaluations were significantly under-budgeted.
d. Widespread 3rd party misunderstanding of what the IPMVP protocols require.

e. Widespread 3rd party lack of program theory knowledge.

2. Judging the 2004-2005 plans against the New California Evaluation Framework

a. TecMarket looked at the plan characteristics and scored them against what would be expected from a Framework-guided evaluation approach.  

b. The scores provide a general assessment of how the current evaluations would stack up against a Framework assessment rather than a Policy Manual assessment). See presentation slides for details.

3. Lessons learned from the 2004-2005 plans and plan review

a. Lack of understanding of program theory.

b. Different opinions on what different Policy Manual objectives mean

c. No common definition for the words gross impacts, net impacts, ex-post impacts, net to gross analysis

d. Evaluation approach and coverage continue to be limited by budgets.  
Nick’s PowerPoint presentation is located on the CALMAC website 

http://www.calmac.org/events/CALMAC_Workshop_Sept_03_MECT_Update.ppt
Discussions: Jay Luboff of CPUC said the ALJ is going to issue a PD on EM&V based on TecMarket’s findings. Valerie Richardson suggested CALMAC organize workshops on how to address issues/problems with findings such as policy objectives, common term interpretations and how to use IPMVP. Jay Luboff suggested that findings from workshop can lead to recommendations for Protocols on how to comply with CPUC policy objectives. 
Incorporating International Performance Measurement and Verification Protocols (IPMVP) – Robert Mowris (Robert Mowris & Associates)
Highlights from the presentation: 

1. CPUC Energy Efficiency Policy Rules require implementers adhere to guidelines in the IPMVP. IPMVP is used by many states and federal agencies and World Bank.
2. DEER was developed by the CEC for planners not for EM&V.  DEER studies do not recommend DEER as basis for EM&V studies.

3. CALMAC can help by addressing the issues involved with incorporating IPMVP into program evaluation. Specific actions:

a. Form subcommittee on how to address IPMVP. Subcommittee members include Tim Caulfield of Equipoise, Doug Mahone of HMG, Steve Kromer of IPMVP, Pete Jacobs of AEC, Robert Mowris of RMA, Rob Rubin of Sempra.

b. Address issues regarding the applicability of IPMVP for program evaluation 
c. Explore how IPMVP can be used to determine actual measure performance vs. manufacturer rated performance 

Robert’s presentation is located on the CALMAC website http://www.calmac.org/events/RMA_IPMVP_Presentation_for_CALMAC_(final_slides).pdf
Summary of Study Cancellation – Rob Rubin (Sempra)
Rob Rubin notified CALMAC of Energy Division’s desire to cancel the 2004-2005 summary study. Energy Division will conduct its own assessment of energy efficiency gains during this period.
Residential New Construction: Compliance Study Update – Mary Kay Gobris (PG&E)
1. Highlights from the presentation: 

Completed statewide studies:

Projected impact of 2001 and 2005 code changes

Baseline characteristics and code compliance

Phase one evaluation of 2002 RNC program

2. On-going statewide studies:

Baseline Characteristics and code compliance study

New construction potential study

Phase two evaluation of 2002 RNC program and evaluation of 2004-5 program

2006 strategy assessment
Mary Kay’s PowerPoint presentation is located on the CALMAC website http://www.calmac.org/events/JULY_21_RNC_PRESENT_bck_9-14-04.ppt
Nonresidential New Construction Building Efficiency Assessment Study Update; Codes and Standards Program MA&E Update – Douglas Mahone, Cathy Chappell (on behalf of SCE)
Highlights from the presentation: 

1. Codes and standards (C&S) program history – since 1998 significant dollar amount focused on upgrades to Title 24
2. Efforts to estimate C&S savings

3. Methodology issues

4. Savings and baseline issues

5. Compliance and persistence issue

6. Natural market penetration vs. code

7. Attribution issue

Doug and Cathy’s PowerPoint presentation is located on the CALMAC website http://www.calmac.org/events/NRNC_&_C&S_CALMAC_092204_v1.ppt
