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1	Workshop Attendees


Representatives from the following organizations participated in the workshop: Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E), Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas), San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E), California Public Utility Commission – Energy Division (ED), Sempra Energy (Sempra), Southern California Edison Company (SCE), California Energy Commission (CEC), and GeoPraxis/Energy Checkup (GeoPraxis). A complete list of attendees that signed in at the workshop is presented in Attachment A.


2	Workshop Operation


A notice of the workshop was served to the service list and posted on the California Public Utility Commission (CPUC) Daily Calendar� on the CPUC web site on February 14, 2001. The notice is included in Attachment B. In addition, the utilities posted the draft MA&E plans to be discussed at the workshop on the CALMAC web site� on or before February 14, 2001. These plans were also handed out at the workshop.  Final versions of each utility’s plans were included in their individual submissions. The workshop followed the agenda presented in Attachment C. The morning session covered residential and nonresidential evaluation plans. The afternoon addressed new construction and cross sector evaluation plans. The workshop was scheduled to start at 10:00 AM, but by consensus of those present was delayed by 15 minutes to allow for those who were experiencing airline and traffic delays. The workshop began at 10:15 AM, stopped for lunch from approximately 12:00 PM to 12:35 PM, and adjourned at approximately 1:15 PM, having completed the agenda. It was facilitated, recorded, and reported by Equipoise Consulting, Inc. The workshop was tape-recorded and the tape recordings are available upon request from PG&E.� 


The primary points were recorded on flip charts during the workshop for documentation in this report. Participants were encouraged to review the recorded information and add or modify as they felt was necessary to accurately reflect their position. Time was allotted during the lunch break and at the end of the workshop to perform this task. Each participant was made aware that the points recorded on the flip charts were the basis for the written record. After the workshop, the facilitator reviewed the tape recordings to be sure that the flip charts represented the results of the meeting accurately. If this review process identified additional points of import, they were added.


3	Overview of the Workshop


As can be seen from the attendance lists (above and in Attachment A), only two parties that were not managing evaluations attended the workshop (CPUC Energy Division and GeoPraxis). This resulted in limited public comment and input. No written comments or questions were submitted by parties who could not attend. The majority of the discussion fell into three categories:


clarifications of the MA&E plans,


discussions about presentation protocols for the final plan submissions, and


attempts to obtain further direction from the Energy Division.


No major issues arose from the workshop. Summaries of the sector specific discussions are presented in Section 4.


4	Presentation and Discussion of Plans


This section summarizes the oral presentations made by each utility or the CEC, on a sector by sector basis. Each utility or the CEC spoke from the detailed plans that had previously been posted on the CALMAC site and that are included in Attachment D. No additional written material was supplied. Each summary is followed by questions/ discussion relevant to that evaluation portfolio.


General discussions on over-arching issues arose sporadically throughout the workshop. These issues have been combined at the end of this section under the General Questions category.


4.1	Residential Program Evaluation Plans


4.1.1	PG&E


PG&E presented an overview of the residential evaluation portfolio, saying that it focuses on assessing and measuring peak demand and kWh savings, and de-emphasizing market transformation studies. As such, PG&E has proposed shifting funding away from certain studies requested by the ALJ in Decision 00-07-017, to focus on the priorities established in Decision 01-01-060. An overview of the program was provided. The evaluations will follow the elements of the 1-2-3 Cash Back Program. MA&E efforts will support that program through three studies: (1) a survey of customers and an assessment of the kWh value of the no-cost elements of program; (2) phone and on-site verifications of what was installed for the do-it-yourself element of program (not an ex post measurement but using it for forecasting) and (3) similar to (2) for measure investments. PG&E will look for opportunities for end-use metering on the residential side.


Questions on PG&E Portfolio


No portfolio specific questions. General question/discussion occurred about reallocation of previous budgets, but this is covered toward the end of this report under General Questions.


4.1.2	SCE


SCE also shifted priorities in its measurement plans based on D.01-01-060. SCE proposes to drop performance indicator and market effects milestone studies. SCE has determined that it can use program tracking data to obtain the information required to document milestone achievement. SCE also dropped a study that went into segmentation of the market. These studies were dropped because that is the only way that new studies can be added while maintaining the same overall budget. SCE added impact evaluation studies for four residential program areas and a small analysis of air conditioner recycling programs. From the original plan, SCE is maintaining the evaluations of school-based pilot programs and residential audit programs. 


Questions for SCE


GeoPraxis – What are the specific projects you are not planning to do?


SCE – An example is the study of the Energy Star windows program and whether customers have a better understanding of Energy Star windows after visiting a participating retail site. 


GeoPraxis – It seems that there should be a minimum amount of market evaluation going on regardless of how the policy pendulum swings. Some kind of baseline studies should probably be done. It makes sense that this would be done at the statewide level and GeoPraxis would support that.


SCE – SCE agrees. SCE wants to keep track of what’s going on in the market and believes that statewide studies are the best way to do that.


4.1.3	SDG&E


SDG&E submitted a revision of its November 15, 2000 Application Attachment G. The lay-out of the attachment is as follows: (1) SDG&E-sponsored statewide studies that have been approved; (2) CEC studies that have not yet been approved; and (3) the SDG&E-specific studies. The utility-specific studies are further divided into (a) program indicator studies, (b) market assessment studies, (c) summer initiative studies, and (d) specific studies geared towards improving forecasting for 2002. A table at the end of the attachment provides all of this information together with the changes in the budgets.


SDG&E will continue tracking of residential lighting and appliances shipments and purchases in its service territory. This information will provide an indirect way to get load impacts from these programs. Some MA&E budget is allocated towards education and RCP programs since these programs are still relevant, even though the studies do not specifically measure load impacts. For the summer initiative programs, the utilities were directed to do some evaluation of the pool pump program. SDG&E is proposing to budget some funds for the study even though PG&E is the project manager. Funds are also allocated for whole house fans, the turn-in programs for torchiere, and the residential school programs.


Questions for SDG&E


PG&E – PG&E included budget for Summer Initiative (SI) MA&E in the SI program budget. Therefore, PG&E does not specify a separate budget for SI MA&E here. Does the ED feel this is appropriate?


ED – That is ED’s understanding of how it was supposed to be handled. 


SDG&E – SDG&E doesn’t think that all utilities filed MA&E budgets the same ways for SI. SDG&E will track SI spending separately from the rest of the MA&E budget for other studies.


ED – ED is mainly concerned that it be itemized as SI.


SCE – Like SDG&E, SCE did not include funds for MA&E in its SI budgets. Therefore, the only place to fund assessments of the energy and peak demand savings of the SI programs is through the PY 2001 MA&E budget. SCE will track and report separately the amounts of the MA&E budget used for SI evaluation if the Commission wishes.


PG&E – PG&E is not interpreting MA&E as administrative costs, but as program costs since they are required to evaluate SI. All utilities will be identifying MA&E for SI, so how will they be identifying these activities (and where will it show up)? PG&E is planning to track the SI MA&E budget under SI, but will also provide status reports on the SI MA&E in the MA&E quarterly reports.


SDG&E – The main point is that anyone with SI programs needs to track SI separately regardless of the funding source.


4.1.4	SoCalGas


SoCalGas has three residential studies identified. These are the same studies as filed in SoCalGas’ PY2001 Energy Efficiency Application. The first is the Residential Contractor Program Multi Family Component Impact Assessment. This study will estimate energy savings impacts from SoCalGas-specific multi family projects funded through the RCP budget and the Summer Initiative budget. The second study is the Residential Needs Assessment and Hard-to-Reach Tracking Study. SoCalGas would like to drop this study because it is unnecessary unless strict compliance with OP 36 of D.00-07-017 is required by the Commission. SoCalGas would prefer to use the money on impact assessments of gas AC and any additional rebate measures the program staff develop in response to the current crisis. Some of the money would also go to Third Party assessments which are currently under budgeted. SoCalGas suggests keeping its proposed Residential Audit Program Assessment.


Questions for SoCalGas.


SCE – Supporting comment - everyone should be aware that there is a statewide study on the residential needs assessment.


SoCalGas – SoCalGas monies were intended to supplement the statewide study in order to insure adequate attention to gas issues.


GeoPraxis – GeoPraxis wanted to draw attention to audit program assessment and is interested in seeing transparency in how well these programs are performing in California. Is this referring to just two of the audit programs? GeoPraxis is hoping to figure out how utilities are looking at these programs.


SoCalGas – The bulk of mail audits (across the four utilities) are being done by one consultant, so there should be consistent performance. The utilities all have internet audit programs set up. SoCalGas had not intended to look at third party audits with these monies, but will use the M&E budget for the TPI evaluation to look at third party audits. There is no comprehensive study planned. SoCalGas would suggest putting off such a study for a year or so.


GeoPraxis – GeoPraxis would propose that CALMAC determine what type of information should be included in an audit evaluation. It is difficult to get the components of cost effectiveness. GeoPraxis would like to be able to see consistent comparisons of costs (specifically for HERS program). Is there any way that the commission can ask for this and elevate good programs?


SoCalGas – SoCalGas is not certain that you would ever be able to get such a comparison for HERS. CHEERS conducts HERS audits, but they also do other things. The utilities have no ability to compel CHEERS to identify their costs of conducting HERS audits.


SDG&E – SDG&E’s programs are changing vehicles for how savings will be delivered. Audits will be a part of this, but a smaller part, moving towards programs that provide customers with the measures that can be directly installed. The programs are not focused on audits as we were in the market transformation era. Although the Department of Consumer Affairs has a 10 million dollar budget. We don’t want to re-do what they are doing.


PG&E – PG&E was directed to move to web-based audits. So there will probably be a shift in how these programs are offered.


SCE – SCE’s residential audits study will cover all five audits programs that were offered in 2000. It will look at differences in the groups served and try to get a better basis for understanding how the budgets for these programs are used, in order to avoid misleading comparisons.


GeoPraxis – GeoPraxis feels that SCE’s study is exemplary program design and wonder why other utilities are not doing such a thorough coverage of their audit programs.


SDG&E – SDG&E is tracking how people are using audit programs for 2001.


PG&E – While PG&E is not separating how we are doing MA&E on the 1-2-3 program, we will assess the different activities in 1-2-3 as we evaluate the elements of 1-2-3.


4.1.5	CEC


The residential appliance saturation survey will combine mail and on-site survey data, with some whole building and end use metering. It will also incorporate existing data from other recent surveys and utility load research data, to the extent that the utilities provide that data. Integrating the new residential load data PG&E is proposing to collect would enhance the value of both studies. The DEER Database enhancement will develop measure cost and savings data for residential measures added to utility programs but not currently in the database. 


Questions for CEC


PG&E – When will the RASS data be available?


CEC – Initial data will probably be available sometime in 2002, about one year after the contract starts.


4.2	Nonresidential Program Evaluation Plans


4.2.1	PG&E


PG&E is proposing one study on technical and market potential for energy savings. Some of the information will come of current studies and some will come from the original evaluation. PG&E will package the information together into an over-arching set of information for the non-residential sector.


Questions for PG&E


No questions or comments.


4.2.2	SCE


SCE modified its nonresidential sector plans in ways virtually identical to the residential sector. SCE removed milestone and performance indicator studies and replaced those with funding for energy and demand savings evaluations of 2001 programs and two categories of SI programs (the pool pump study and a study pulling together information from various organizations that got SI funds from SCE). The final two projects that SCE originally proposed in the nonresidential sector are maintained, but with a reduced budget for customer classification (down $110,000 in order to shift funding to impact studies)


Questions for SCE


No questions or comments.


4.2.3	SDG&E


SDG&E has one nonresidential market effects milestone – cool roofs. SDG&E plans to install meters and monitor a few roof projects and provide information to CEC. In the performance indicators area, studies include tracking awareness and information in audit-type programs and tracking installation of different types of measures and uses in its service territory. SDG&E also plans to do an all-inclusive study similar to PG&E that verifies past cost effectiveness inputs and provides additional information for future planning purposes. SDG&E is also cooperating with the CEE on motors to get SDG&E-specific information.


Questions for SDG&E


No questions or comments.


4.2.4	SoCalGas


SoCalGas has two studies identified. SoCalGas would like to drop the Nonresidential Needs Analysis and Hard to Reach Tracking Study. SoCalGas does not feel that this study should be continued unless strict compliance with OP66 of D.00-07-017 is still required. There is a needs analysis being done by the electric utilities, but the gas customers tend to be a bit different than electric customers from a needs assessment standpoint. SoCalGas wants to reallocate the money to impact evaluations for gas AC and ancillary electric savings from SoCalGas’ nonresidential programs. Electric savings is an area of weakness for SoCalGas in terms of data availability on the nonresidential side. SoCalGas will also argue for reallocating approximately $30,000 to its third party initiative analysis that is currently under-budgeted. SoCalGas proposes to keep monies budgeted for CEC-mandated SIC recoding.


Questions for SoCalGas


PG&E – Does the CEC realize that SIC coding is not handled in the MA&E group at PG&E?


CEC – Yes, the CEC is aware of that.


ED – Can SoCalGas give a bit more information about how the 100K will be reallocated?


SoCalGas – The effort would look at small commercial gas AC, ductwork savings, and some money for an independent assessment of the impacts from Energy Edge program.


4.2.5	CEC


The statewide commercial end use survey will collect data through on-site surveys, metering, and metering of hours of equipment operation. DOE-2 models will be developed for all sites and will be combined into a model for energy/demand analysis. Results will be provided to all of the utilities. In the DEER study, it is anticipated that there will be new nonresidential measure cost and savings data that will be needed. The nonresidential SPC program needs data on a number of measures.


Questions for CEC


PG&E – When will the CEUS data be available?


CEC – Initial data should be available to the utilities in about eighteen months.


PG&E – How about the nonresidential remodeling and renovation program? PG&E would like to make sure that the CEC does not plan to move forward with this second study until after the first is completed with results indicating the need for the second study.


CEC – Yes, that study is still included. It will be a follow up study to the current market characterization and will begin only after the first study is completed, at which point the CEC will reassess the study design and the need for the study.


SoCalGas – General question – since CALMAC is supposed to be a coordinating group, what attempts will be made to coordinate the PG&E and SDG&E technical potential studies?


PG&E – They are utility specific studies addressing territory specific needs. Coordination will probably occur within MAESTRO.


SoCalGas – SoCalGas finds that these types of programs are better when they are bigger. Are there any long-term plans for the results of the study? (i.e., use the technical equipment looked at in the study for future programs).


PG&E – Yes, PG&E will be using it for forward program planning.


SDG&E – The response to the energy crisis was not the same across service territories, therefore SDG&E believes that there is a need to have utility specific long-term planning data to address this issue.


4.3	New Construction Program Evaluation Plans


4.3.1	PG&E


PG&E is proposing four studies [in the new construction area]. Overall they are looking at gaps that may exist in the statewide study. They are designed to be add-ons to the statewide, looking at opportunities to improve codes and standards. Multi-family for water heating and HVAC will look at how these measures are being used and see if there is an opportunity to improve practices leading to code adoption. The thermostats for single zone program addresses potential weaknesses in actual installation practices, possibly leading to program opportunities. Office task lighting will assess load factors including task lighting, leading to program or code improvements. The last program will look at area specific effects on the new construction program.


Questions for PG&E


GeoPraxis – Is thermostat element based on data from on-sites?


PG&E – This is an add-on to the statewide on-sites for NRNC.


4.3.2	SCE


SCE is proposing two studies in new construction. The first is a residential thermostat behavior study (wants, needs, and actual behavior) that feeds into high-level legislative and Commission interest in programmable thermostats and what the possible energy and demand savings are from a new program in that area. The second proposed study is a study that assesses the uses of the Energy Design Resource (EDR) tools that SCE disseminates to design professionals and the energy and demand savings that may be attributable to their usage.


Questions for SCE


SoCalGas – Is the thermostat behavior study under new construction because the results would be used in the residential new construction sector? Are you concentrating on buildings less than a year old?


SCE – The study can include both new construction and retrofit, but it is being funded under the heading of new construction to avoid splitting it between categories.


4.3.3	SDG&E


Half of the SDG&E studies are dedicated to residential new construction. There is a new program in RNC and more effort will be spent on the evaluation of that program. To the extent that appliances are promoted as part of the new construction program energy savings on Energy Star rated appliances in new construction homes will be tracked. On nonresidential side, SDG&E is looking at the effect of new codes and standards that are going into effect in June on their program and extent that contracts are canceling due to energy crisis.


SDG&E is also doing a case study for the San Diego Ridgehaven building, which is one of the showcase buildings for Title 24 compliance and also other environmental compliance standards. The study will conduct a post evaluation to see what benefits have actually been accrued over the last four years.


Questions for SDG&E


GeoPraxis – The EDR program was mentioned. What is planned there?


SDG&E – Efforts will look at how EDR may influence projects in their service territory.


4.3.4	SoCalGas


SoCalGas has one study that will look at third party and local government initiatives. SoCalGas needs to increase the budget for this effort since the TPI budget is greater than anticipated. SoCalGas seeks an independent look at third party efforts in order to determine which should continue and which should be cut back. SoCalGas proposes to increase the budget to $140,000 or $150,000. The study will look at energy savings impacts and cost effectiveness of the various TPI efforts.


Questions for SoCalGas


No questions or comments.


4.3.5	CEC


CEC has no New Construction evaluations.


4.4	Cross-cutting Plans


4.4.1	PG&E


PG&E has no cross cutting plans, they are all in the utility specific studies.


4.4.2	SCE


SCE is proposing five projects for 2001:


An ongoing project to collect, store and disseminate weather data that are used throughout the EE programs;


Collection of load and consumption data for statewide studies (This includes continued maintenance of a load research sample that will feed into the saturation surveys. This category also accounts for the requests for data for statewide studies.);


Small ad hoc analyses required to carry out the program plans; 


Third party initiative program analysis; and


Analyses to support 2002 program planning. 


These are all consistent with the approaches SCE has taken in previous years.


Questions for SCE


No questions or comments.


4.4.3	SDG&E


PG&E talked about the technical potential market penetration study under the nonresidential area.


4.4.4	SoCalGas


SoCalGas no cross cutting plans, they are all in the utility specific studies.


4.4.5	CEC


CEC has no cross cutting plans, they are all in the utility specific studies.


4.5	General Questions


The following questions evolved at various points during the workshop. They have been combined here because of their over-arching nature. The main question is presented, then the back and forth discussion is indented.


SoCalGas – To what degree does the current order offset the need to comply with the previous ordering paragraphs in D.00-07-017? What are the ED’s thoughts on this?


ED – Energy Division thinks there is some discretion that the utilities can use in reallocating funds, but the utilities will have to seek direction from the assigned commissioner on this. 


SCE – This is the single major issue for all utilities and their plans. SCE suggests that utilities make it very clear that they need an explicit decision. The decision needs to state whether the new utility-specific MA&E plans are acceptable as filed, or alternatively, that the utilities will still have to comply with all of the requirements in the ordering paragraphs of D.00-07-017 and the following Administrative Law Judge Rulings.


PG&E – Would it be better to show both pre and post distribution of money? If PG&E will still be required to do previously ordered work, then maybe an additional budget required.


SCE – SCE does not believe that the utilities will or should get additional budget for MA&E, but they should show what would have to be cut to do items such as hard-to-reach studies.


ED – It would be helpful for utilities to present their proposals and as an attachment have the reallocations that have been made and additional budget required to do studies that are now de-emphasized.


Sempra – How is this supposed to submitted? What is the vehicle for submittal?


ED – Don’t think ED has come to conclusion on that, will get back to you.





ED – ED wants to ask the utilities if it would be possible to include a paragraph in each utility-specific study that describes the updated study in terms of the original filing. It would allow the ALJ to review it more easily. ED suggests a table and paragraph and realizes that the replacements can’t be one for one. 


SoCalGas – Do you want the deleted studies to be included?


ED – Yes. Its OK for each utility to have different formats, just want the data clearly available.


PG&E – The approach to doing this may need to be different among utilities.


ED – Whatever the utilities can do the summarize the would be appreciated





PG&E – In regards to the ad-hoc statewide study for cost effectiveness inputs, PG&E completed the work that we were doing in this area. The final report was presented at the last CALMAC meeting. We do not plan to do any more work on this. The budget is statewide, but PG&E had it under its portfolio. Did anyone else want to do additional work in this area?


SDG&E – To the extent that there is some avoided cost evaluation going on with respect to low income, load management and self-generation programs, it is SDG&E’s hope that ED will look at it more holistically and provide guidance for all programs. The question being addressed is the same issue, which is peak reduction. It would be appreciated if ED would bring some cohesiveness in the analysis of the issue.


ED – Will look into that.


SoCalGas – SoCalGas would be satisfied if the Commission would state that the avoided costs used in the PY2001 energy efficiency applications were appropriate. Is the CEC looking into developing avoided gas and electric costs?


CEC – The CEC doesn’t have a critical need to focus on this right now, although there might be some methodological issues that could be addressed as part of the DEER project. 


SCE – SCE’s position on the avoided cost issue is that it does not feel a need to rush to judgment for an overall avoided cost that can be used by everyone for multiple purposes. SCE prefers a limited decision indicating that what the utilities are using now for EE programs is reasonable for now, for this purpose. SCE would prefer not to go beyond that.


SDG&E – SDG&E agrees with SCE – not advocating one consistent cost effectiveness stream for everyone for everything.


PG&E – PG&E has the avoided cost work as a budget line item, but have no plans to do any more work on this, how do we deal with that?


SCE – This should be handled in the quarterly report. The statewide studies are approved, but the commission expects some adjustments, so this would be reported as an adjustment


PG&E – What is CPUC’s overall assessment of what was seen here today? 


ED – If there is a need for more detail, the ALJ or assigned commissioner will note that. If you explain your justifications and clearly explain rationale for changes in portfolio, it will make it easier for analysis by ALJ and ED.


PG&E – How about amount of detail in the descriptions of the studies? Is what is shown here OK?


ED – ED sees more detail here, but can’t say if it is “enough”.


SoCalGas – What does ED feel uncomfortable with now? Is the direction in which the utilities have moved appropriate?


ED – Yes, the movement is in the correct direction. Whether the movement is sufficient or not for the assigned commissioner, ED doesn’t know.


SoCalGas – That movement is more towards determining energy savings?


ED – Correct.


5	Workshop Wrap-up


As a final wrap-up for the workshop, the facilitator gave all participants the opportunity to revisit any of the subjects discussed during the workshop. No additional discussion resulted. All participants were encouraged to review the points recorded on the flip charts posted around the room after the close of the workshop to correct or add to the wording recorded. 


Utility workshop participants requested that it be noted that the MA&E plans attached to this report are draft plans. These plans they will be updated and finalized prior to filing.


Valerie Richardson, the Chairperson for CALMAC, requested that it be noted in the minutes that there will be a CALMAC conference call on February 28, 2001 to discuss the approach to filing the plans. The utilities agreed that they would like plans to be filed by March 3, 2001 (later discussions changed this to March 5, 2001).
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(415) 973-4834�
Cadd@pge.com�
�
Tom Conlon�
GeoPraxis/Energy Checkup�
205 Keller Street, 202�Petaluma, CA 94952�
(707) 766-7010�
Tconlon@geopraxis.com�
�
Lynn Marshall�
California Energy Commission�
1516 9th Street, MS-22�Sacramento, CA 95816�
(916) 654-4767�
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Craig Tyler�
SoCalGas�
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�
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CPUC Energy Division�
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�
Marian Brown�
Southern California Edison�
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PG&E�
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Southern California Gas Company�
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Attachment B�Public Notification


�
Energy Efficiency - California Measurement Advisory Committee (CALMAC) Workshop Notice








February 21, 2001


10:00 AM – 3:00 PM�



Pacific Energy Center


851 Howard Street 


San Francisco, CA  �
�



CALMAC will hold a public workshop to discuss and review proposed 2001 utility-specific and California Energy Commission (CEC) Market Assessment and Evaluation (MA&E) studies, in furtherance of the direction in Decision 01-01-060 that additional review of these studies is required.  If you have any questions regarding this workshop, please call Marylou Sutton at (415) 973-2651 or send an e-mail to mls9@pge.com.   Meeting participation is open to the public and the conference room is wheelchair accessible. 
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� http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUBLISHED/DAILY_CALENDAR/5269.htm


� www.calmac.org


� To obtain copies of the tapes for this workshop contact Marylou Sutton at PG&E (mls9@pge.com).





Public Workshop on the Joint Utilities Bill Savings and Expenditures Standardization





	Page �page �18�





CALMAC Public Workshop on Utility Specific and CEC MA&E Studies





	Page �page �i�





CALMAC Public Workshop on Utility Specific and CEC MA&E Studies








	Page �page �1�





	Page A-�page �3�





	Page A-�page �1�





	Page B-�page �2�





	Page B-�page �1�





	Page D-�page �3�











