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Statewide Energy Efficiency PAG Meeting:  Action Items 
August 2 and 3, 2005, San Diego, California 

 
 
Introduction  
During the statewide energy efficiency Policy Advisory Group (PAG) meeting held on 
August 2 and 3, 2005 in San Diego several issues were identified which led to a list of 
action items.  Below is the list of those action items that deserve some form of response 
or action by either a PAG member and/or administrator.  The party who should take 
action is identified. 
 
Action Items 
1. Appliance Recycling:  What fraction of the annual total refrigerator 
disposals is captured by the statewide program now and what is your goal for the 
future? (Action item: program administrators (PAs) should provide information back 
to PAG.) 
 
Response: 
The 2003 EM&V Study for RARP – Market Potential Analysis conducted by KEMA-
Xenergy has estimated the market potential for this program as an estimate of the units 
available to the program. The analysis uses 2003 Residential Appliance Saturation 
Survey, along with follow-up survey data of households to estimate percentage of 
disposed working units that are transferred to secondary market (75%1).  This study 
estimates that approximately 351,566 units 14 cuft or greater are transferred/disposed in a 
year.  This represents about 3 percent of the total saturation of refrigerators (about 12.3 
million).  
 
Working Refrigerators Transferred: 351,566 units/year 
Working Refrigerators Picked-up by RARP in 2004: 62,338 units 
Fraction of Annual Working Refrigerator Disposal now: 18% 
Projected Refrigerators Annual Goal for 2006-08: 95,6602 units/year 
Fraction of Annual Working Refrigerator Disposal in future: 27% 
 
It is important to note that the above fractions (18% and 27%) are based on only those 
units that are “naturally transferred” and does not include those primary and secondary 
units that are not “naturally transferred” and could represent potential program units if 
householders can be convinced to retire the older primary and secondary units.  Note that 
the KEMA study indicates that 1.4 million primary refrigerators and 351,171 secondary 
refrigerators are 15 years or older in the IOU service territories. Using this as the 
potential base means the 2006-08 ARP goals represents just about 4% of this market. 
   
2. Appliance Recycling:  Cynthia Mitchell, TURN consultant, understands that 
recycle information currently available at retailers.  Interested in possible incentives 
                                                 
1 Table 7-1 Page 7-3 EM&V Study of 2002 statewide RARP. 
2 For statewide annual projections, we used approximate yearly goal for PG&E = 16,300 units; SCE = 
70,000 units; and SDG&E = 9,360 units.  
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to retailers for referring and/or signing up recycle customers.  Fran Curl from SCE 
indicated that incentives to salespeople create complications for the retailer.  SCE 
found that retailers are not willing to provide such incentives.  (Action item:  Cynthia 
Mitchell will research whether other recycle programs have found incentives to 
retailers workable and report back to PAG and program administrators)    
 
Response: 
[Cynthia Mitchell (TURN) will provide] 
 
3. Appliance Recycling:  Are there other waste disposal partners that utilities 
could work with to dispose with old computer equipment/peripherals?  Is this even a 
feasible program?  (Action item:  Program Administrators from recycling should 
respond.) 
 
Response: 
SCE would determine the feasibility of such a program based on the energy savings 
associated with old, working computer equipment and/or peripherals.  If the energy 
savings are found to be cost effective through an engineering and M&V analysis, SCE 
would explore the possible partnering opportunities with waste disposal companies.  
 
PG&E has been investigating the feasibility of encouraging the replacement of older CRT 
computer monitors with more efficient flat screens. An appropriate program design has 
not been determined as of yet.  However, PG&E has tentatively determined that the 
vendors implementing PG&E’s Residential Appliance Recycling Program may not be the 
appropriate channel to implement recycling of computer monitors. 
 
SDG&E would consider a recycling program for old, working computer equipment if 
directed by the CPUC and if energy savings are found to be cost effective. 
 
4. Appliance Recycling:  Fran Curl (SCE) indicated that the Program 
Administrators used the 2002 Residential Appliance Recycling study as the basis for 
energy savings assumptions for the appliance recycling program. Christine Tam 
(ORA) suggested that the Program Administrators need to identify changes in 
energy savings assumptions if the refrigerator/freezer recycling program lifts the 
age restriction and lowers the minimum size of the unit.  [Action item:   The Program 
Administrators will post this study on web site and provide a summary of the findings.]   
 
Response: 
The response to this question is provided below with simple details on identifying impact 
of age and unit size factors on both gross and net savings assumptions.  This is followed 
by summarizing the rationale for the savings assumptions being used by the 2006-08 
program.  
 
I.  Age Restriction and its Impact on Energy Savings Assumptions For the 2006-08 
Appliance Recycling Program 
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a) Age Restriction Impact on Gross Savings: 
The gross savings is defined as a recycled unit’s full year usage or unit energy 
consumption (UEC). To estimate this usage for the collected refrigerators and freezers a 
regression model is constructed.  The fitted model is then applied to the program tracking 
population to develop estimates of UECs for every unit removed in the program based on 
the unit’s characteristics including age, amperage, unit size, configuration, and defrost 
type.  
 
Since the regression model includes the effect of unit age in determining the UEC, we are 
able to assess the impact of age cohorts, such as the pre 1990 versus post 1989, on 
average UEC of the program units.  Using the results from 2002 EM&V Study, KEMA 
conducted an extended analysis at the request of SCE to determine the effect of two age 
cut-off points: pre and post 1989 and pre and post 1993. The analysis is based on the 
assumption that the same units collected in 2002 were instead collected in 2005 and that 
these units would then be 3 years older, hence their UEC estimates are expected to be 
slightly higher than is estimated for such units in the 2002 program year. In this analysis 
KEMA also accounted for the shift in the vintage (manufacturing year) distribution to 
calculate the average UEC for 2005 recycled units assuming no age restriction.  
Here the results of the KEMA analysis of UEC with and without age restriction for the 
two age restriction cut off points are presented.   
 

Table 1 
UEC Estimates by Year of Manufacture 

Projections for 2005 Program, Adjusted for Age Distribution 
Year of Average 

UEC 
Manufacture (kWh/year) 

> 1992 1,824 
< 1992 2,004 

  
> 1989 1,853 
< 1989 2,037 

  
All Ages 1,978 

 
The results in Table 1 show that, based on the regression model used for the 2002 impact 
evaluation, without age restriction the newer units likely to be turned in to the program, if 
they weren’t currently excluded, would have an average UEC nearly as high as those 
currently accepted – within 200 kWh.   
 
In the 2002 program, approximately 14% (32%) of participating appliances were 
manufactured after 1992 (after 1989). From one point of view, this is a small fraction 
upon which to base a rule risking customer discouragement.  Taking into account that the 
savings among younger appliances are significant, it is worrisome that the “foregone 
proportion” would of course increase monotonically with the rule in force.    
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Considering the 32 percent, since the UEC difference is so small for appliances 
manufactured before and after December 1989, the 32 percent drop in appliances served 
by the program would entail fully a 30 percent drop in kWh affected, perhaps a steep 
price to pay considering that this “foregone savings proportion” increases monotonically 
with each year that the rule is in force, and that program participation is depressed in 
general by age restrictions.  
 
b) Age Restriction Impact on Net Savings: 
There are two components to net savings as estimated for this program. First, the program 
attribution factor or free ridership adjusts for units that would have been removed from 
the distribution system without the program.  Second, the part-use factor adjusts for units 
that may have only operated part of the year prior to being removed by the program.  The 
application of these two adjustment factors provides the basis for estimating net savings 
for the program units.  The 2002 EM&V Study provided full energy savings credits for 
units that would have continued to be used by the participants, zero energy savings 
credits if the participant was going to discard the unit without the program, and partial 
credit if the unit would have been sold, given away or left in place when the original 
owner moved. After-the-fact participant surveys were used to establish the distribution of 
participants in each of these categories. The NTG was estimated to be 0.35 for 
refrigerators and 0.54 for freezers.  The 2002 study also estimated the impact of age 
restriction on the net-to-gross ratio. The results from this additional analysis presented 
here are taken from Appendix I of this study in Table I-1. As can be seen in Table I-1, in 
general a recycled units’ age was found to have a very little effect on the level of the 
NTG. For all various age groupings and unit classification, the NTG ranged from 0.35 to 
0.37 for refrigerators and remained at 0.54 for freezers. 

 
II. Unit Size Impact on Gross and Net savings 
The 2006-08 program plan uses gross and net savings assumptions based on the EM&V 
results of the 2002 program.  As explained above, the methodology employed for gross 
savings estimates the UEC for each of the units recycled by the program in question. The 
2006-08 program savings assumptions are based on a program year EM&V results (2002) 
that has the same size restriction as being proposed for 2006-08. The average UEC is 
based on a population of units that also includes unit sizes of 10 cubic ft.  Hence the 
2006-08 savings assumptions are also representative of the 10 cubic ft size units to be 
included in the program.  
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The NTG is assumed not to vary by unit size. Hence, it is reasonable to expect no impact 
on NTG as a result of lowering of the size restriction. Moreover, since the NTG 
assumption is also based on a similar program year with the proposed lower size 
restriction, the assumed NTG=0.35 is expected to be also representative of the 10 cubic ft 
size units. 
 
III. Summary 
The fact that 2004-05 program continued to use the 2002 EM&V savings assumptions 
despite the new pre 1990 model year restriction and raised minimum size requirement of 
14 cubic ft should not mean that reverting back the age restriction and size requirement to 
the 2002 program level will necessarily push the 2002 EM&V based savings estimates 
downwards – essentially, the assumptions used to develop savings expectations have 
never changed;  the program was modified without regard to the EM&V study.  
 
The proposed 2006-08 ARP is one of the programs with the most firmly established track 
records of frequent, ex post measurement studies for program planning to use.  From this 
track record of ex post measurement studies we have used the most recent available study 
published in 2004 on the 2002 program year. The 2002 program year was very similar in 
its program design requirements to the proposed 2006-08 program, with no age 
restriction and minimum acceptable size requirement of 10 cft and above.  The report is 
called "Measurement and Evaluation Study of 2002 Statewide Residential Appliance 
Recycling Program: SCE 1035.02 " and is available on the www.CALMAC.org website .  
 
This evaluation not only updated the gross savings estimates from the previous years' 
very different programs, but also significantly adjusted the gross savings by revising the 
program attribution factor and partial use factor (the two components of this program's 
net-to-gross ratio) with new collected data during 2003.  Hence, the following program 
savings assumptions for the 2006-08 program come directly from this program evaluation 
study. 
 
5. Appliance Recycling:  John Nall (SCE) indicated that Program 
Administrators will be working with existing deliver channels to market energy 
efficient refrigerator and room air conditioners to encourage customers “swap 
out”/recycle inefficient units in master metered properties. (Action item: Program 
Administrators will report back to PAG on activities, including progress and barriers to 
landlord participation.)    
 
Response: 
Two financial incentives designed to motivate Multifamily property owners and 
managers to swap out inefficient refrigerators and room air conditioners with energy 
efficient Energy Star® models will be available beginning in 2006.   
 
By participating in both the Multifamily Energy Efficiency Rebate and Appliance 
Recycling Program (ARP), customers will receive a rebate of $50 toward the purchase of 
qualifying refrigerators and room air conditioners, plus an additional $35 for each 
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refrigerator recycled and $25 for each room air conditioner recycled for a total financial 
incentive of $85 for each refrigerator and $75 for each room air conditioner.  (Note: For 
cost effectiveness reasons, the purchase of an E* room A/C will be required to receive the 
recycling incentive on the old room A/C.  However, the purchase of an E* refrigerator 
will not be required to receive the recycling incentive on the old refrigerator).   These 
combined incentives may compensate the customer as much as 25% of each unit’s cost 
and goes a long way toward overcoming participation barriers based on financial 
considerations. 
 
Multifamily property owner and manager outreach will be comprised of direct mail 
campaigns, presentations to apartment associations by program management, trade show 
exhibits, and leveraging existing relationships between installation contractors and 
property management firms.   
 
Customer awareness of program offerings is key to successful participation levels.  With 
an extensive network of installation contractors, apartment associations, distributors, and 
manufacturers, “getting the word out” through these market actors will significantly drive 
participation levels. 
 
6. Residential Surveys:  Mike Messenger, CEC (MM) asks utilities to review 
CEC’s AB 1849 report to the legislature and in particular the number one strategy: 
Information to all homeowners , mm translation “power to the people”- Suggests 
monthly bill screening and proactive monthly emails are recommended to establish 
dialogue with customers.  Url for study is 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2005publications/CEC-400-2005-039/CEC-400-2005-039-
SD.PDF (Action Item:  Program Administrators will review CEC’s AB 1849 report to 
assist in targeting energy efficiency to customers.) 
 
Response: 
The IOUs reviewed the “Information to All Homeowners” strategy that was presented in 
the CEC staff draft report dated July 2005.   
 
• Suggests monthly bill screening and proactive monthly e-mails are 

recommended to establish dialogue with customers: 
 
In the 2006-2008 Statewide Home Energy Efficiency Survey (HEES) Program, the IOUs 
will establish regular communication with survey participants.  The program will 
maintain continuous dialogue with customers about energy usage to communicate more 
frequently to save energy and water.  The goal is to strengthen and track efficient 
measure adoption and participation in incentive programs. 
 
Information provided through a central clearinghouse would refer customers to applicable 
programs and services, to aid and motivate the homeowner to take action.   
 
Currently, the IOUs promote their respective websites through various marketing 
channels where customers can learn about the on-line survey opportunities and other 
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energy efficiency program options.  The IOUs are working on enhancements to make the 
sites more intuitive and easier to navigate so that the customers will visit more often and 
this will increase dialogue between customers and IOUs to adopt measures 
recommended.  All IOUs are promoting other energy efficiency programs with the HEES 
program. 
 
The HEES program assists residential customers in understanding their home energy 
usage and encourages a permanent change in attitudes and actions toward energy 
efficiency.  The IOUs will offer four survey options (mail-in, on-line, in-home and 
telephone) in multiple languages to meet customer’s specific needs and interest.  Surveys 
contain specific questions about types of appliances, lighting and equipment, usage 
pattern and structure of home.  All survey options refer customers to available energy 
efficiency and demand response programs and services.   
 
The HEES program is one of the primary tools used to communicate effectively the 
importance of energy and water efficiency in five languages (English, Spanish, Chinese, 
Vietnamese and Korean) to California’s diverse population.   
 
The program targets homeowners and renters living in single-family homes or multi-
family complexes who have the greatest potential for energy savings or higher-than 
average utility bills.  It also targets customers at key trigger events such as service turn-
on, purchase of new homes and installation of HVAC system.  However, the program is 
made available to all customers requesting information about lowering their energy costs. 
 
The existing surveys utilize the whole-house approach and provide customers with in-
depth analysis to compare energy consumption and billing history.  Customers receive a 
personalized energy report containing actual energy usage in easy-to-read charts and 
graphs.  Report includes information on energy efficiency and demand response 
programs to encourage adoption of energy and water efficiency.   
 
The 2006-2008 Program will build upon its existing infrastructure and provides 
benchmarking tool such as comparable billing information, with like customers, to assist 
them with consumption and billing patterns.  This will provide customers with more 
information and motivate them to take advantage of options available to improve the 
efficiency of their home. 
 
The program will continue to support the Statewide Marketing and Outreach Program, 
such as Flex-Your-Power media campaigns, to increase consumer awareness and 
customer participations.     
 
IOUs will collaborate with community-based organizations, faith-based organizations 
and local governments to target Spanish and Asian communities.  The program has 
proven to be an effective tool to reach customers who otherwise have limited access to 
reliable efficiency information, including non-English speaking customers. 
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7. Residential Surveys:  Drive customers to audits, and audits to energy 
efficiency actions: need systematic method/approach to not only make happen, but 
also track effectiveness by penetration and depth of energy savings.  Mike 
Messenger noted that this requires the program administration to develop “market 
intelligence”, and that there is a marketing cost associated with mining deeper and 
more broadly; audits are not just a “bolt on” activity but an integral component of a 
different way of doing business.  (Action item: MM need for EM&V studies on more 
real-time basis (e.g. every six months) with tracking of key performance metrics; Joint 
Staff to developed.)     
 
Response: 
[Mike Messenger (CEC) will provide update on the EM&V process to assist in tracking 
key performance metrics.] 
 
The IOU’s respective EM&V staffs will explore program assessment studies that will 
help to determine effectiveness of newly implemented strategies to drive customers to EE 
resource programs and identify approaches for improvement.   
 
8. SDG&E will be pursing “community sweep” approach versus in-home 
audits.  (Action item:  SDG&E should report back to PAG on activities, including 
progress/success and possible problems with “community sweep” approach.)    
 
Response: 
SDG&E will pursue coordination with local agencies to identify opportunities to conduct 
energy and water conservation “community sweeps”.  A “sweep” is defined as a door-to-
door approach to delivering an audit.  The “community sweeps” will target hard-to-reach 
areas.  They may be either proactively initiated by SDG&E or as a request from a CBO.  
Once an area is identified, we will go door-to-door requesting permission to conduct an 
audit and continue until the majority of customers in the specific area have been 
attempted.  SDG&E will provide monthly reports on activities, including 
progress/success and possible problems with the “community sweep” approach. 
 
9. Residential Surveys:  Suggestion - Evaluations of effectiveness of energy 
surveys in motivating efficiency investments from different cultures may be needed? 
(Action Item:  Joint staff EM&V team should discuss and provide a proposed 
evaluation plan to Program Administrators.)  N.B. SCE program manager- Color 
selection is important for marketing materials in different cultures. 
 
Response: 
[Joint Staff EM&V team will provide] 
 
The IOU’s respective EM&V staffs will explore program assessment studies that will 
help to determine effectiveness in motivating efficiency investments from different 
cultures.   
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SCG and SCE may recommend a study to look at adoption of EE by various cultures to 
see if there are some strategies that could be incorporated in the HEES programs to 
increase non-English speaking participation in EE. 
 
PG&E has a different customer base compared to other IOUs.  There may not be 
significant advantages to evaluating the effectiveness of the HEES program among 
different cultures.  
 
10. Residential Surveys:  Tom Conlon (GeoPraxis) noted that Time of Sale 
(TOS) audits are more cost-effective. Group discussed making TOS audits part of 
statewide “welcome package”.  Goal or objective:  make TOS audits coordinated 
and not competitive with Program Administrators’ audit programs. (Action Item: 
Program Administrators to report back to PAG on activities, including 
progress/success in statewide TOS audits.) 
 
Response: 
SCE and SCG currently offer on-line and in-home surveys in the “welcome package” which 
complements the residential survey program.  The Package contains information to encourage 
customers to take the on-line survey for simple energy-saving tips, or call to schedule the in-home 
survey with the energy auditor.  PG&E invites new customers through a Welcome Letter to visit 
their energy efficiency web site as they request the turn-on service. 
 
It is important to note that the welcome package is for all residential customers who request a 
turn-on service, whether for an existing home or a new construction home.  Including the 
GeoPraxis TOS inspection in this package is not viable because TOS inspection is limited to only 
those “new homebuyers” that are going through a time-of-sale inspection of the prospective home 
they are going to purchase.  The TOS audit focuses on making it a standard practice for home 
inspectors to identify energy saving opportunities in existing homes during a traditional time-of-
sale home inspection.  Customers who request turn-on service and get a welcome home package 
are already past the time-of sale event.  The TOS audit is essentially designed to target a different 
market actor than the “welcome home” package.   
 
IOUs for many years have explored various program ideas, including the TOS inspection, 
for early intervention with “new homebuyers” when surveys and inspections could 
provide the greatest impact.  While such programs have used other market actors such as 
contractors and home inspectors to deliver the audits, the “welcome home” package is 
specifically designed for the end use “new customer” to find instant solutions to save 
money and energy.  The IOUs will continue to proactively implement the "Welcome 
Home" package to target the "new customer". 
 
A program targeting “new homebuyers”, such as the TOS inspection and other such 
interventions in this market should adopt a broad range of measures to be promoted and 
installed to truly effect energy demand for natural gas and electricity.  An evaluation 
study conducted by Ridge & Associates on SCE’s Residential Audit Programs in 2002 
compared the TOS to the mail-in, on-line, in-home, telephone and CHEERs surveys, and 
concluded that TOS has the lowest overall adoption ratio, especially on HVAC and 
lighting measures.  There is limited study data to show the cost effectiveness of the TOS 
program.  TOS may be explored further once more information is available. 
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Any program intervention for the “new homebuyers” market needs to consider varying 
strategies to encourage a wide range of measure adoptions among such customers.  The 
IOU 2006-08 residential program portfolio does not exclude this important market of 
homebuyers, especially when most existing home purchases are occurring in affordable 
communities where homes are older, smaller and in need of repair.  Combined efforts 
with support of inspectors, real estate agents and government agencies is a chance to gain 
energy savings from installation of more energy efficient measures, and an improved 
likelihood to be able to influence other whole house improvements.  While such kinds of 
program interventions have an added program administration expense, expanded 
installations and perhaps gaining the support from local jurisdictions by leveraging local 
businesses and local code/standards enforcement efforts could make such interventions 
effective.   
 
Along this line, SDG&E is planning to issue an RFP for addressing the “new 
homebuyers” market under the targeted solicitation for the Time of Sale Energy 
Efficiency Checkup Program.  This program seeks to take advantage of the home 
inspectors and realtors in SDG&E’s service territory to implement an incentive program 
to complete energy efficiency checkups for residential customers who are in the process 
of purchasing a home.   
 
11. Residential Rebates:  What is the saturation of ENERGY STAR®  Tier 1, and 
Tier 2 dishwashers now?  Is there any reason to believe the saturation of Tier 1 
models will be so high in 2008 that rebates should be discontinued?  (Action item:  
Response from Program Administrators to PAG/PRG.) 
 
Response: 
ENERGY STAR®  does not have a tiered structure for rating dishwashers. The “tiers” 
referred to in the IOU filings come from the Consortium for Energy Efficiency (CEE). 
The current saturation in California of ENERGY STAR®  dishwashers is about 80-85%. 
CEE has made a proposal to ENERGY STAR®  to raise their requirement for dishwashers 
from the present Energy Factor of 0.58 to 0.62. ENERGY STAR®  is considering this but 
the timeframe for their implementation is not clear at this point. Starting in 2006, the 
IOU’s will provide CEE Tier1 (EF 0.62 to 0.67) rated dishwashers and and a rebate for 
CEE Tier 2 dishwashers at 0.68 and higher.   If ENERGY STAR®  makes the change this 
will decrease the saturation of ENERGY STAR®  dishwashers and rebates may not have to 
be discontinued. The e percentage of dishwasher product in the marketplace at the present 
ENERGY STAR®  requirement of 0.58 is 91%. By moving the requirement higher to 0.62 
and 0.68, the percentage of product drops to 41% and 8% respectively. 
 
12. Residential Rebates:  Please clarify the relationship between ENERGY STAR®  
efficiency rating and the tier requirements for clothes washers and provide some 
perspective on how often the ENERGY STAR®  ratings have changed over the last 
decade. (Action item:  Response from Program Administrators to PAG/PRG.) 
 
Response: 
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ENERGY STAR®  does not have a tiered structure for rating clothes washers. The “tiers” 
referred to in the IOU filings come from the Consortium for Energy Efficiency (CEE). As 
of the end of 2004, saturation of ENERGY STAR®  clothes washers in the market is about 
27%.  ENERGY STAR®  has plans to implement a new clothes washer standard effective 
January 1, 2007, the specifications of which have not been decided. Their proposed 
specification is anticipated to include not only an energy factor but a water factor.  
 
Starting in 2006, the IOU’s will provide rebates based on CEE’s tiered product structure 
which include a modified energy factor as well as a water factor. These tiers, which are 
higher efficiency than the present ENERGY STAR®  standard, will be used as the criteria to 
stimulate manufacturers to bring higher efficiency product into California in anticipation 
of the proposed California clothes washer standard going into effect in January of 2007. 
Efforts  are also being made by the IOU’s  to work with water agencies to have the same 
criteria therefore making it easier for customer and retailers across the state to  identify 
program product. 
  
When ENERGY STAR®  makes the standard change this will decrease the saturation of 
ENERGY STAR®  clothes washers and rebates will not have to be discontinued. 
 
A brief history of energy efficiency clothes washers 
From informal efforts by a few groups such as , the Western Utility Consortium (WUC), 
ACEEE, the Washington State Energy Office, Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance, 
and others, a scoping study was done that indicated that the energy savings were 
considerable and that a feasible technology, in the form of H-axis clothes washer 
machines, was available though expensive.  From this came The High Efficiency 
Laundry Metering and Market Analysis (THELMA), which provided the first non-
manufacturer data to indicate that consumers had a positive response to the H-axis 
machines.  To move this effort to the next step, the Consortium of Energy Efficiency was 
asked to assist in a residential clothes washer initiative. Once the draft specifications were 
formulated and letters of commitment obtained, CEE staff arranged meeting with each of 
the manufacturers that had introduced a resource-efficient clothes washer into the market 
or had such a model in development.  After considering their responses a final program 
description was completed in 1995.  In August 1995, CEE organized a workshop that 
brought manufacturers together with the western utilities that were developing clothes 
washer programs.  Through CEE’s efforts the initiative grew to over 250 participants 
from the US and Canada as of December 2000.  With major regional initiatives 
underway, the emphasis of CEE staff has turned away from recruiting activities.  Instead, 
the staff has focused on increased communications with partners, ongoing certification of 
new products, and mobilization of initiative partners in support of the use of CEE 
specifications in the appliance efficiency standards for the ENERGY STAR®  program.  
 
ENERGY STAR®  was expanded to include clothes washers in 1997.  The original criteria 
used were a minimum Energy Factor (EF) of 2.5 (as compared to the Federal standard of 
a minimum EF of 1.18).  On January 1, 2001, the ENERGY STAR®  criteria switched to a 
minimum Modified Energy Factor (MEF) of 1.26.  This was basically a parallel shift to 
start using MEF instead of EF.  On January 1, 2004, the ENERGY STAR®  criteria 
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increased to minimum MEF of 1.42. Then on January 1, 2007, ENERGY STAR®  criteria 
will increase again and water factor will be included.  The final levels are still being 
determined by DOE.  
 
13. Residential Rebates:  Duane Larson sees a statewide desire for more point of 
sale (POS) rebates- SCE got Home Depot, Leslies Pool Supplies, Costco to 
participate (and Lowes) in their POS strategies in support of SCE’s 2005 energy 
efficiency summer initiative.  (Action Item:  Program Administrators report back to 
PAG on activities, including progress, successes, and barriers, to moving to more POS 
rebates.)  
 
Response: 
First, since the PAG had noted SCE’s Summer Initiative in this question, here is the 
summary of that initiative and other POS activities SCE has done.  
 
SCE has as a goal in its Summer Initiative program the expansion of the POS delivery 
method.  The expansion specifically targets ENERGY STAR® qualified refrigerators, 
ENERGY STAR® qualified room air conditioners, whole house fans, and pool pumps and 
motors.  Previously, only ENERGY STAR® qualified programmable thermostats were 
offered via point of sale.  Interviews with retailers and customers conducted by the 
EM&V group after the POS experiences of 2002 and 2003 program years, indicated a 
strong preference to expand this method of program delivery.  With the expansion, SCE 
is developing a method to validate the sales results.     
 
There being no current mechanism to verify customer eligibility with an instant rebate, 
SCE has in its Summer Initiative program implemented a method to collect participant 
information voluntarily.  At the point of purchase, customers will see an offer for a $5 
gift card when the he mails or faxes his name, address, and phone number with his receipt 
to the SCE processing center.  For pool pumps and motors, the retailer is providing the 
names and addresses of participants.  The data collected will be provided to the EM&V 
group for more detailed analysis.     
 
To achieve the energy savings and demand reduction goals of the Summer Initiative 
program (in addition to expanding the products offered POS), we sought to increase the 
level of retailer participation.  Our principal hope was to obtain the participation of Sears.  
Sears is the largest retailer of ENERGY STAR® qualified products, and our initial 
expectation was that we could achieve as many as 100,000 ENERGY STAR® qualified 
refrigerators.  We worked diligently to sign up Howard’s Appliances and Pacific Sales as 
well, two of the largest local appliance retailers. 
 
Since we had an existing POS relationship with The Home Depot and Lowe’s with 
programmable thermostats, we sought their support for expanding into the other products.  
Home Depot agreed to offer all of the products it sells via point of sale, and Lowe’s 
agreed to include room air conditioners only.  They did express an interest in expanding 
into whole house fans and refrigerators, but not until the 2006 program year.  In 
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summary, during the first several months of the Summer Initiative program, we were able 
to achieve a significant increase in retailer participation in the program.  
 
We failed to obtain Sears participation in the program due to their ongoing merger with 
Kmart. Because a great deal of our Summer Initiative plan assumed Sears participation 
and its ability to deliver on the order of 100,000 refrigerators, we agreed to transfer $2.6 
million to the non-residential market. 
 
We also sought and succeeded in signing Leslie’s Pools to the POS program.  Leslie’s is 
the largest retailer of pool products in the SCE service territory.  Our agreement calls for 
1,575 pool pumps to be sold point-of-sale.  We expect that next year, the number of units 
sold POS will increase significantly, as we missed the 2005 Memorial Day Weekend 
sales event.  Also, we have had a number of smaller retail stores contact us expressing 
interest in implementing a POS agreement.  
 
Room air conditioners turned out to be a surprise.  We targeted the achievement of 
10,000 units POS.  To date, we have paid over 18,000 units via POS, and we hope to 
close out the year with 40,000 or more units.  Participants were Costco, Lowe’s, and 
Home Depot.  If we can bring Sears into this agreement for 2006, the quantity achieved 
can be substantially greater. 
 
We sought multiple retail participants for whole house fans, but in the end signed with 
only one.  That major retailer verbally reported having achieved approximately 1,000 to 
date against a goal of 3,000.  Another major retailer expressed interest in the program for 
whole house fans and will probably sign up in 2006. 
 
Though we have had excellent progress in this, our first year of expanding POS, several 
barriers have emerged.  With multiple municipalities and communities where IOU 
service territories overlap, we can not guarantee that all rebates are going to the 
customers of the IOU funding the rebate.  As a result of our experience with 2005, we 
will surely modify the program for next year to minimize this aspect of the delivery 
mechanism, but full assurance cannot be achieved.  Another barrier is in practical 
implementation.  This requires complete and timely cooperation from the corporate 
offices of the major retailers.  These corporate offices are concerned with the national 
picture, and provide attention to local matters as time permits.  As the IOU, a great deal 
of time, energy, and effort has to go into keeping the corporate offices in full support of 
the program.  Getting the program fully launched before May of the program year has 
proven to be very challenging.  The major retailers have other concerns during the first 
several months of the calendar year.  Another significant barrier to date has been 
obtaining timely invoices from the retailers so that accurate program tracking can take 
place quickly has been another serious challenge.  This is true from both the IOU 
perspective as well as the retailer’s.  Thus far in 2005, one of the retailers has 
significantly oversold his allocation of room air conditioners.  While the program is not 
obligated to reimburse this retailer, he may be less enthusiastic about participating in 
future years.  Lastly, while we have formal agreements with the retailers concerning the 
promotion of energy efficiency, we also have affiliate transaction rules that make it 
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difficult to fully leverage these agreements.  The extent to which the IOU can market a 
relationship with a specific retailer is very limited, owing to these rules.  If we could fully 
engage in joint marketing, we could indeed drive customers to those retailers that offer 
our program rebates at the point-of-sale.  
 
The results for the Summer Initiative program thus far have shown a great deal of 
promise for the point of sale delivery method, summarized in the chart below: 
 

Summer Initiative Results as of August 17, 2005
Product Point of Sale? Aug-05 Comments

Pool Pump Motors - single Yes 4,464                  

 Significant increase (46%) due to: 1) POS 
implemented and 2) Full integration of the 
program by all the pool stores 

Evaporative Cooler Tier I No 807                     
Evaporative Cooler Tier I w/Dampers No 155                     
Evaporative Cooler Tier II No 1                         
Evaporative Cooler Tier II w/Dampers No 7                         
Room AC Yes 22,655                 Significant increase - Less than 1,000 in 2004 
Whole House Fans Yes 2,544                   No major invoices received to date 
Refrigerators Yes 15,962                 No major invoices received to date 
  Central Heat Pump Tier 2 No 43                       
  Central AC Tier 1 No 2,034                  
  Central Heat Pump Tier 1 No 87                       
  Central AC Tier 2 No 4,128                  
  Desert Area Air Conditioning No 721                     
HVAC Total 7,013                  
 
Here is a summary of the POS activities for PG&E:  
 
In the past few years, PG&E has successfully implemented Point of Sale or Wholesale 
Cost buydown promotions as follows: 
 
- Costco for CFLs, residential indoor and outdoor light fixtures and thermostats 
- Home Depot for CFLs, residential indoor and outdoor light fixtures and thermostats 
- Lowes for CFLs, residential indoor and outdoor light fixtures and thermostats 
- Yardbirds for CFLs, residential indoor and outdoor light fixtures and thermostats 
- Orchard Supply for CFLs and Torchieres 
- Western Appliance, a regional appliance retailer,  for Clothes Washers and  
   Dishwashers 
- Various Ace and Tru Value stores around the system for CFLs and Thermostats 
All results of these activities have been provided in monthly reports. 
 
While PG&E has had success to date, the most significant hurdle to the expansion of 
more measures upstream via wholesale cost buydowns or instant discounts has been input 
from the measurement and verification component suggesting that programs that don't 
secure customer level information for a follow-up survey create too difficult a hurdle to 
evaluate program effectiveness. As such, PG&E's Program Managers are struggling with 
how to secure customer level information within the program design for measures where 
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the incentives are more substantial. If a suitable resolution to the issue of securing 
customer level information can be reached, PG&E is confident an expansion of program 
measures upstream or at point of sale can be accomplished. 
 
Here is a summary of the POS activities for SDG&E: 
 
In 2005, SDG&E expanded its point of sale rebates to room air conditioners, and 
continued to offer them for programmable thermostats.  Lowe’s and Home Depot agreed 
to carry both.  Costco declined in 2004, though participated in 2003, citing low volume of 
product in our service area.  Dixieline, the biggest local home improvement store in 
SDG&E’s area, declined to participate unless SDG&E could guarantee the funding at 
least through their paid advertising season; something that cannot be done as the funding 
is available on a first-come first-served basis until funds are spent.   
 
In addition to the issues outlined above by SCE, SDG&E has further experienced that 
retailers may carry discontinued qualifying models from previous years and their system 
does not automatically provide the point-of-sale rebate. That creates customer confusion, 
and increases the processing time for a rebate application for a measure that is to be 
receiving a point-of-sale rebate by the participating retailer but did not because the 
retailer doesn’t account for the discontinued stock.  
 
For 2006 and beyond, SDG&E plans to expand the point-of-sale rebates to other 
qualifying measures such as pool pump and motors, whole-house fans, and appliances. 
And expand the number of retailer participating in this process.  
 
Here is a summary of the POS activities for Southern California Gas Company: 
 
Currently, SoCalGas has contracts with Home Depot and Lowe's for programmable 
thermostats. 
 
Local area retailers such as Howard's Appliances and Pacific Sales and smaller appliance 
retailers have expressed interest in participating in a POS rebate for 2006.  SoCalGas 
plans to invite these retailers to participate in 2006 provided the retailers can satisfy 
regulatory requirements of the program.  We also plan to expand the POS to include other 
measures.   
 
14. Residential Rebates:  Cynthia Mitchell (TURN) indicated that the Program 
Administrator’s proposed statewide Retailer/Distributor/Contractor/Customer/ 
Manufacturer Incentives activities/program appears to be largely comprised of 
downstream retailer incentives, either POS or mail-in rebates. TURN via PAG 
process (as early as March 2005) provided written comments requesting that the 
Program Administrators consider and develop to the extent practical and feasible a 
linked incentive and value-added statewide program that moved high efficiency 
appliances and equipment at each point of market transaction:  manufacture, 
distribution, retail. Cynthia Mitchell (TURN) recommends a committee of Program 
Administrators and PAG members be formed to meet and discuss an approach for 
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developing mid-stream and upstream for different types of more efficient appliances 
in the mass markets.  (Action item:  Program Administrators in appliance programs 
should ask for PAG volunteers and announce a kickoff meeting or schedule for this 
process to occur.)  
 
Response: 
The IOUs will arrange for a meeting in northern California to explain to interested PAG 
members or the public how the IOUs plan on utilizing  upstream, mid-stream and 
downstream delivery efforts for 2006 rebated measures.  
 
15. Residential Rebates:  On the three matrices of mass market rebates (single- 
and multi-family, and lighting) MM asked that the Program Administrators 
indicate how proposed incentive levels compare to incremental costs, changes to 
incentive levels from current (bold), and unit goals. (Action Item:  Program 
Administrators to update the mass market rebate matrix to identify:  measure 
incremental measure cost, changes to incentive levels and unit goals.)   
 
Response:   
Typically, program administrators set incentives based on the following: 

a) Program experience and estimates of what it will take to encourage a significant 
number of customers to participate in energy efficiency programs. 

b) below the cost of equipment because participants should not get it for "free" 
except for specific instances when the targeted customers face significant 
financial barriers which prohibit adoption of energy efficiency.  

 
16. General:  Mike Messenger (CEC) asked PAG members to define their 
threshold criteria for what type of rebate changes they feel Program Administrators 
should bring to the PAG in the next 3 years.  For example, if Program 
Administrators want to  increase or decrease rebate levels by 50% for a specific 
product or start a new rebates for a new measure should this be brought to PAG or 
not.  Or should changes just be provided on an information basis?  Or should this be 
left to administrator’s discretion?  (Action item: PAG members should mail 
suggestions to Athena Besa or they can wait to see if this topic is address in the 
pending Commission decision on programs.)   
 
Response: 
The CPUC set forth guidelines for program administrators associated with incentive level 
changes made during the program cycle.  (See, D.05-09-043) 
 
17. Comprehensive HVAC:  This brainstorming process needs an organizing 
goal (s)- Is it maximizing kWh savings and having an effect on system load factor? 
Or simply promoting quality installations?  (Action item:  Dave Bruder and Duane 
Larson in lead to develop program concepts and plans in next few months.)   
 
Response: 
The statewide Comprehensive HVAC Program addresses four major delivery 
components in its design that will maximize kWh:  
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a) Equipment rebates at the distributor level is a low impact but necessary delivery 

platform to ensure products are available to our market at completive pricing 
levels with equipment rated at lower efficiency levels expressly the 13 SEER -11 
EER units.   

b) Technician training is a priority toward attaining our energy savings targets.   
There are two sub categories associated to this activity the first is customer 
education and training while the second focus addresses the technician’s ability to 
provide a proper installation and commissioning of  this equipment. 

c) Contractor and consumer incentives for quality installation services will be 
phased in at various times depending how well the market is advancing with the 
phase one requirements which will be duct sealing, RCA and energy efficient 
products.   We will phase in additional items which  include safety, comfort, 
equipment right sizing, and early replacement. 

d) Marketing. The programs will make a concerted effort to get the messages about 
equipment and service selection (duct sealing and RCA) priorities when selecting 
new HVAC products.  This will be paramount to the over all success of the 
programs acceptance by the consumer.  We plan on development of outstanding 
materials that support this activity.  This marketing effort is the PULL philosophy 
in the delivery scheme. 

 
If we do not focus on the quality installation services there are virtually very few savings to 
be captured by any other delivery scheme. 
 
To be able to answer the system load factor question, if we do not focus on the quality 
installation services there are virtually very few savings to be captured by any other 
delivery scheme. 
 
18. Comprehensive HVAC:  Clarification- Quality installation services includes 
refrigerant charge, tune ups, technician training.  Isn’t there a need for a baseline 
equipment performance test and then a post program level?  (Action item:  Program 
Administrators will provide PAG members clarification on what services will be 
required as part of a HVAC Quality Installation.)    
 
Response: 
Yes, pre and post testing will be required and the pre-test for RCA and duct sealing will 
indicate the baselines. Refrigerant charge and system commissioning are based on OEM 
specifications that include super heat and sub cooling criteria.   
 
19. Comprehensive HVAC:  Mike Messenger (CEC) suggested that a longer 
term perspective is needed on waves of improving the efficiency of CAC systems:  
the first wave was improvements in equipment efficiency which occurred during 
1978-1995; the second wave is dealing with training installers to ensure quality and 
energy savings which will occur during the next 3 to 5 years; and the third wave will 
be providing customer’s feedback on energy savings achieved and self diagnostic 
systems.  (Action item:  Program Administrators will provide a summary to PAG 
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members on their plans for the HVAC market which extend beyond the next three 
cycle.)    
 
Response: 
Looking forward, we would envision a continued need for technical training for installations 
and service technicians due to the changes in equipment operational requirements.  
Additional training and education on advancement of diagnostic equipment is equally 
important.  
 
The consumer is an equally important part of the education pyramid as well.  Incorporated 
into this is a timely measurement and evaluation process. The newly designed statewide 
program needs, constant feedback on effectiveness, and acceptance of programs on all 
delivery levels.   Timely feedback could result in the program having the ability to modify 
delivery schemes early enough to capture or re-direct momentum.   The program will also 
continue to look at emerging technologies as they become available, and other measures 
that could be effective such as zoning and controls. 
 
20. On-Bill Financing (OBF):  Small commercial target market - shareholders 
funding source for Sempra- cost of capital , SCE, and PGE will just use 
procurement funds, 0 percent rate to customers; loan limits $5,000 to $20,000. 
Contractor quality controls will be important. (Action item:  Program Administrators 
will describe to PAG members their quality controls for contractors participating in the 
proposed On-Bill Financing program offerings.)    
 
Response: 
Each IOU plans to discuss implementation design details with their respective PAG (or a 
PAG subcommittee) as plans are developed later in 2005 or early 2006. 

 
21.  Business Incentive, On-Bill Financing (OBF):  SCE will focus on grocery 
and convenience stores, SDGE/SCG local governmental institutions and 
multifamily. PG&E on small commercial.  Hank Ryan:  Noted the need to be 
cognizant that ongoing direct install efforts should complement, not compete with 
on-bill financing, e.g. direct install should be a “door opener” for on-bill financing. 
Duane Larson (PG&E):  use direct install as a “lost leader” for OBF.  Zenaida 
Conway (Commission Energy Division) asked why direct install was not a statewide 
program. (Action item: The Program Administrators should consider and report back 
to the PAG whether direct install should be a statewide program.)    
 
Response: 
SDG&E, PG&E and SCE each have and will continue to have local direct install 
programs that provide service to the small business customers throughout the state.  Each 
of these programs is designed to increase participation by addressing the complexities of 
territory-specific demographics.  Inasmuch, the benefits of statewide consistency are 
outweighed by the flexibility provided by a targeted local approach. 
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22. On-Bill Financing (OBF):  Mike Messenger (CEC) suggests a need to develop 
formal objectives for the On-Bill Financing Project, Mike’s suggested objectives: 
 

a. Recruit a sufficient number of customers to field test the program and 
billing systems capability to deliver surveys/audits, make measure 
recommendations, and induce/convince customers to commit to 
installation and payments on  a standardized loan package with 
transparent payments over 24-36 months. Include an evaluation of the 
software used to convince customers to act, the system to placing loan 
amount on monthly bills and track repayment of the loans and or 
defaults, dealing with customers who move, and handling 
complaints/partial payments. 

b. Develop a system to track progress toward repayment of loans that is 
capable of identifying both credit problems early and satisfied 
customers whose savings meet or exceed their loan payments. 

c. Gather sufficient data to decide if the on bill loan program can reduce 
or eliminate the need for direct install programs in specified markets 
of interest by achieving equal or greater savings. 

d. Gather data on how customers learned about the loan program and 
what factors convinced them to sign onto a loan as opposed to getting 
a rebate or conventional financing. Evaluate if combination rebate/ 
loan offers are also effective. 

e. Based on the assessment above, identify high opportunity market 
segments for future on bill financing offerings and make suggestions 
for program improvement.   

 (Action item:  Program Administrators should review this list and then develop a 
revised list based on their needs and submit to both PAG and the EM&V teams to 
ensure the evaluation teams will be in place when On-Bill Financing starts.) 
 
Response:  Here is the above list with revisions. 

a. Recruit a sufficient number of customers (TBD for each IOU) to field test 
the program and billing systems capability to deliver surveys/audits, make 
measure recommendations, and induce/convince customers to commit to 
installation and payments on a standardized loan package with transparent 
payments over the specified loan period for each IOU.  Include an 
evaluation of the software used to convince customers to act, the system to 
placing loan amount on monthly bills and track repayment of the loans and 
or defaults, dealing with customers who move, and handling 
complaints/partial payments. 

b. Develop a system to track progress toward repayment of loans that is 
capable of identifying both credit problems early and satisfied customers 
whose savings meet or exceed their loan payments. 

c. Gather sufficient data to decide if the on bill financing program can reduce 
or eliminate the need for the otherwise applicable EE program (e.g., direct 
install programs in specified markets of interest) by achieving equal or 
greater savings. 
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d. Gather data on how customers learned about the loan program and what 
factors convinced them to sign onto a loan as opposed to getting a rebate 
or conventional financing.  

e. Evaluate how best to encourage customers, through OBF, to install 
comprehensive EE upgrades (as compared to the otherwise applicable 
offerings). 

f. Based on the assessment above, identify high opportunity market 
segments for future on bill financing offerings and make suggestions for 
program improvement. 

 
23. Statewide Marketing and Outreach:  The PAG members believed that the 
statewide marketing and outreach presentations provided by the three firms did not 
fulfill the tasks delineated under Item 1:  Statewide Marketing and Outreach” of the 
July 27, 2005 Statewide Planning Schedule. The presentations were an overview of 
past efforts and stated successes. The Program Administrators and the statewide 
marketing firms still need to develop and present a joint plan on statewide 
marketing and outreach initiatives per the statewide planning schedule. This should 
include budgets, timelines, delineation of tasks, etc. (Action item:  The Program 
Administrators and the Statewide marketing and outreach firms should begin now to 
develop statewide marketing plans, provide drafts to PAG members and schedule 
presentation, etc. allowing for modification and finalization in the late fall after third 
party programs are selected.)   
 
Response: 
The Program Administrators will continue to work with the statewide marketing firms to 
further develop statewide marketing plans to support the proposed portfolio of 2006-08 
energy efficiency programs.  The Program Administrators will schedule a statewide PAG 
meeting by mid-December 2005 to share and discuss the detailed marketing plans.  It is 
expected that this planning process will continue as third party program implementers are 
selected and approved during early 2006. 
 
24. Emerging Technologies: The presentation did not fulfill the tasks delineated 
under Item 4: Stwd Emerging Technology (ET) Program Planning” of the July 27, 
2005 Stwd Planning Schedule. (Action Item: The PAs will prepare and provide to the 
PAG a detailed plan for the 2006-08 ET program, including but not limited to the items 
listed on the statewide  planning schedule.)   
 
Response: 
On August 21, after the release of the DD, the representative of the statewide PAG met 
with the Emerging Technologies Coordinating Council (ETCC).  At that time, the group 
agreed to the following coordination language:   
 

At the end of each calendar year, the IOUs will provide a brief report on the 
ETCC Web site which provides a list of projects selected that year, the potential 
energy and/or demand savings projected, and the estimated time it will take the 
technologies included in the assessment to reach the market.  The report will 
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discuss the progress from the previous year’s assessments and identify which will 
be continued into the following year. 

 
25. EE/DR Intergration:  Mike Messenger (CEC) recalled that the Commission 
had developed a report on DSM integration and suggested the Program 
Administrators review and incorporate relevant items in their integration plans.    
(Action item:  Mike Messenger to send integration report (produced by CBEE) to 
Athena Besa (Sempra Utilities), talk to Joe Eto and/or Jeff Schegel , also look for 
recent ACEEE paper.) 
 
Response: 
[Mike Messenger (CEC) to provide information to Sempra on DSM Intergration] 
 
26. EE/DR Integration:  Christine Tam (ORA) requests an example of 
integration menu presented to a typical residential customer and to a typical small 
business. Does the menu change based on energy use or load shape?  (Action item: 
Program Administrators will provide an example of the various EE/DR 
options/information a typical residential and small business customer will be offered.) 
 
Response: 
IOUs already integrate the residential survey with EE/DR, and in multiple languages 
(English, Spanish and Chinese).  Below are sample menus of how IOUs integrate survey 
recommendations with EE/DR. 
 

SCE sample menu of Mail-In and On-Line Residential Survey report:  
Adobe Acrobat 

Document  
 

SCE sample menu of Non-residential Small Business report  
Microsoft Excel 

Worksheet  
Report to be implemented in 2006:    
 

SDG&E sample menu:  
Microsoft Word 

Document  
 
PG&E will work to integrate Demand Response programs into the energy survey 
recommendations. 
 
27. Nonresidential Energy Information Systems:  Mike Messenger (CEC) 
requests that the Program Administrators pursue consistent statewide energy 
information systems for large companies. (Action item:  Program Administrators will 
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examine the feasibility of such coordination and provide an update as part of the 
response to the action item.) 
 
Response: 
There are at least two potential program areas where utilities might be involved in the 
selection or specification of metering and/or energy information systems.  One is 
associated with utility advanced metering, real-time pricing, and demand response 
programs.  The other is associated with energy efficiency programs such as retro-
commissioning. 
 
In either program area, the selection of metering and energy information systems across 
the state may be inconsistent, although there is a general recognition that systems 
featuring “open architecture”, implying broad compatibility, are preferable.  For energy 
efficiency programs, PG&E does not propose to exert market influence to the extent of 
selecting a preferred metering or energy information specification, leaving that as a 
matter of customer choice. 
 
In any event, large companies typically do not rely on utility-provided energy 
information systems, but rather use capabilities of their own energy information or 
management systems to monitor and trend energy use. Utility demand side management 
programs will encourage policies within these firms which promote routine evaluation of 
energy use trends as well as optimization practices which maximize efficiency and reduce 
demand. 
 
28. Building Operators Certification (BOC):  Zenaida Conway (CPUC Energy 
Division) is seeking information regarding the building operator turnover rate to 
ensure the BOC program participants continue in the industry.  (Action items:  Mike 
Messenger (CEC) will provide information regarding turnover rate of building 
operators.  Grant Duhon (PG&E) to provide summary of how retrocommissioning 
program interacts with BOC training.)  
 
 
Response: 
[Mike Messenger will provide information regarding turnover rate.] 
 
Through program pilots (including the statewide UC/CSU/IOU Partnership), program 
managers recognize that training of facility operations staff is critical to ensuring the 
ongoing persistence of energy savings accrued through retro-commissioning.  The BOC 
program offers a standardized training program resulting in participant certification that 
can potentially meet this training need. 
 
PG&E has encouraged the BOC program contractor (the Northwest Energy Efficiency 
Council), to revisit the existing training curriculum to ensure that retro-commissioning is 
appropriately covered.  
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In response, NEEC has prepared a proposal for curriculum development that would 
“introduce building operators to strategies for sustaining building performance after a 
retro-commissioning project has been completed at their facility”.  The result would be an 
enhancement to an existing course module (BOC 214 – Introduction to Building 
Commissioning) and a new module (BOC 2XX – Building Operation Post-
Commissioning). 
 
PG&E recommends that the curriculum development be included in the 2006-08 BOC 
program. 
 
29. Standard Performance Contracting (SPC):  Dave Bruder (SCE) indicated 
that stability of incentive prices (cents/first year kwh or therm saved) for the SPC 
program is a good idea and important for market players.  Also, it is important to 
keep SPC program offering transparent. 
 
Response: 
No action item identified. 
 
30. Standard Performance Contracting (SPC):  Don Gilligan NAESCO-resource 
acquisition is now driving goals, not a market transformation effort. Project cost 
caps are needed.  
 
Response: 
No action item identified. 
 
31. Standard Performance Contracting (SPC):  Mike Rufo also noted that within 
a given end use, there might be a group of technologies or measures that we may 
want a different incentives. Additional thoughts to consider: are we trying to 
maximize net?; trying to grow total program impact?; or design incentives based on 
payback period?; Suggest putting in a payback floor.  (Action item:  The Program 
Administrators should look at Best Practices report for ideas on SPC program reform.)  
 
Response: 
Proposed SPC (or SPC-like) program incentives were designed based on past SPC 
program results and incorporating PAG, CPUC, customer and vendor input.   The goal 
was to provide a balanced approach with regard to the incentive approach strategies listed 
in the Best Practices Report.  Currently, the program has four electric incentive levels and 
one gas incentive level.  Focusing on the electric side, the incentive levels are:  1) $0.05 
for lighting measures, 2) $0.14 for HVAC&R measures, 3) $0.08 for Other measures, and 
4) $0.04 for daylighting.  These four incentive levels take into account variance in 
incremental technology costs and initial costs.  They are published and fixed (i.e. 
unchanging) to respond to customer financial planning and decision-making needs (as 
was pointed out by Don Gilligan during the August 2 PAG meeting).  And, concideration 
has been given to market demand in an effort to achieve sufficient customer participation 
to achieve sufficient customer participation to achieve program energy savings goals. 
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Incentive payout limitations, such as the suggested payback floor (a limit based on a 
project payback calculation) do exist in the program in several forms.  In the most direct 
form, the incentive payout is limited to 50% of a project’s cost.  Overall payouts are 
further limited by annual customer and site caps.  And, appropriately-set incentive levels 
taking into account incremental costs, provide assurances that project incentives are paid 
appropriately.  We believe the combination of the varying incentives, set by technology 
type, and the project caps provide an effective balance between the needs of the program 
and that of the program participants. 
 
32. Standard Performance Contracting (SPC):  Christine Tam (ORA) suggested 
that in place of the 80-20 rule, there should be a “kicker/adder” incentive to 
encourage comprehensive retrofit.  She also supports a minimum payback floor of 1 
year.  (Action item:  The Program Administrators will investigate the feasibility of an 
additional incentive to SPC participants to encourage comprehensive retrofit.  The 
Program Administrators will also provide a response to the suggestions of imposing a 
minimum payback of one year.)   
 
Response: 
The statewide team prefers to retain the 80-20 rule, rather than using a “kicker/adder” 
incentive to encourage comprehensiveness.  The 80-20 rule has been in operation for 
several years, and is therefore known to the program participants.  Additionally, it is 
simple to understand, implement, and monitor.  A “kicker/adder” approach poses more 
difficulties with defining specifically what a “comprehensive” project is (i.e. is a project 
involving a chiller retrofit and replacing one single lighting fixture comprehensive?). 
 
33. Industrial Energy Efficiency:  Gene Rodrigues (SCE) asked what is the net 
effect of having a cap or not on the total SPC payment per project? Mike Rufo 
suggestion:  Have a cap and use on bill financing to help pick up the costs beyond 
the cap.  (Action item: The Program Administrators will also provide a response to the 
various suggestions of imposing caps (e.g., solid cap, flexible cap, no cap) for the 
industrial sector.)   
 
Response: 
The statewide team has agreed to impose a statewide-consistent flat-dollar customer site 
cap for the industrial sector.  Subject to further review and possible revision by the 
statewide team, a cap of $350,000 per site has been proposed by the utilities. 
 
34. Industrial Energy Efficiency:  Mike Messenger (CEC) offered CEC staff 
observation that it appears that the utilities have been trying to impose a 
commercial model or approach to EE on the industrial sector. This may not be the 
optimal approach. Utilities have a preference to hold CEC industrial workshop in 
October.  They want to know will our consultants who present at meeting be 
wanting to bid on industrial opportunities, or will CEC staff present? Thus to 
remove conflict issue.  (Action item:  Mike Messenger (CEC) will make sure agenda 
for meeting addresses this topic.)   
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Response: 
Mike Messenger (CEC) will confirm upcoming CEC workshop will address industrial 
sector. 
 
35. Nonresidential Audits: Mike Messenger (CEC) suggested that the Program 
Administrators should develop a proactive approach, with audits offered as part of 
customer service, with diagnostic tools such as low-cost sensors, etc. provided for 
appliances and equipment outside of performance specifications. Example of 
customer service: “Would you like us (the utility) to let you know when your utility 
bill is outside of reasonable bill variance beyond tolerance?”  Use audits to establish 
a baseline of customer use over time.  Details: limit cost of more expensive audits; or 
audit is free if certain efficiency actions taken within a prescribed timeframe.  
(Action items:  Mike Messenger (CEC) will send papers on nonresidential auditing and 
diagnostic tools to Gene Rodrigues (SCE).  Program Administrators will evaluate 
suggestions for potential incorporation into program offering and provide a summary 
of their findings.) 
 
Response: 
[Mike Messenger to provide paper.] 
California IOUs consider energy audits as one of the most proactive mechanisms in 
customer service and delivery channel for energy efficiency and demand response. 
Statewide Nonresidential Audit program portfolio consist of multiple energy auditing 
tools and services – all of which are able to address energy costs fluctuations and 
measures for reducing or eliminating such. Customers receive information about specifics 
of their bill variances during site visits, phone conversation with energy specialists at call 
centers, via mail or IOU’s Web sites. Some of the tools that are installed or will be 
installed on IOUs Web sites allow customers receive an immediate analysis comparing 
current bill to previous to see why their bill has changed.  Software may analyze bill 
fluctuations and calculate specific impacts of many areas such as rates, weather, billing 
days, equipment changes, operational changes, etc.   
 
IOUs extensively use diagnostic tools conducting energy audits at customer sites of all 
sizes. Audits for smaller customer sites may contain analysis based on measurement of 
lighting levels, temperatures and humidity. Auditors conducting energy audits for larger 
customers may use more sophisticated measuring equipment and provide comprehensive 
technical and simulation analysis. Among tools used by utilities are: 
 

 Web based interval metering that identifies load fluctuations within certain 
periods; 

 Power instruments and loggers measuring electrical load; 
 Gas boiler CTAC gas analyzer measuring gas efficiency and level of 

emissions; 
 HOBO – temperature and humidity logger 
 InfraRed camera and HEAT analyzer for measuring surface temperature; and 

other 
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36. Nonresidential Audits:  Funding for nonresidential audits is allocated among 
various nonresidential programs (e.g., business incentives, mass markets, etc.).  
Considered strategy within a program so no separate program budget line item. 
 
Response: 
No action item identified. 
 
37. General:  CEC will provide benchmarking recommendations to the CPUC.  
(Action item:  Mike Messenger (CEC) will send schedule to Don Gilligan (NAESCO) 
and Program Administrators.)   
 
Response: 
[Mike Messenger will provide] 
 
38. Retro-commissioning:  Grant Duhon (PG&E) indicated that the Program 
Administrators plan to put the Retrocommissioning/commissioning program 
designs out to bid. 
 
Response: 
No action item identified. 
 
39. Retro-commissioning:  Mike Messenger (CEC) recommends that the 
program should time stamp buildings once a Retro-commissioning or 
commissioning occurs in a specific building.  Commissioning is akin to a new car 
manual that lets the owner know how often to change the oil, get a tune-up, rotate 
the tires, etc. Place stamp in the billing records or use a chip on site.  (Action item:  
Program Administrators will look into the feasibility of adding this feature to the 
program and report back to the statewide PAG.) 
 
Response: 
Customer participation in a utility-offered commissioning or retro-commissioning 
program will be recorded in program documents and therefore available for future 
program planning or other use.  The utility sees no advantage in duplicating this record in 
the billing system. 
 
Customers who participate in commissioning or retro-commissioning programs are 
provided with suitable documentation regarding the results of the process, usually in both 
written and electronic form.  This documentation, referred to as a “functional 
specification”, is a critical resource for the continued energy-efficient operation of the 
building by facility operations staff. 
 
40. Residential New Construction:  Performance based program ENERGY STAR®  
will be 15% above 2005 standard.  SMUD will offer same program design. $400/unit 
consistent incentive level across the state.  Christine Tam (ORA) recommends 
creating a Tier 2 incentive level to incentivize builders to achieve 20% or more 
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savings beyond 2005 standards.  (Action item:  Program Administrators will 
investigate option of providing a second tier and report back to statewide PAG.)   
 
Response: 
The current Residential Potential Study had set evaluation levels at 10% and 15% 
improvement to the California Building Energy Efficiency Standards. Before a second 
tier can be established the avoided costs and incremental costs will need to be evaluated. 
This will then allow a potential incentive to be evaluated and the overall impact on the 
program budget and energy savings effectiveness. In 2002 the utilities offered a two tier 
program that produced limited participation from builders. The utilities had proposed 
eliminating the tier from the 2003 program. The Commission maintained the 20% for 
inland single family. The changes in the Standards that will take effect on October 1, 
2005 will make achieving even 15% difficult for builders. Adding a second tier will 
reduce potential participation in the ENERGY STAR®  program because of the increase in 
the incentive that would be required. Utilities will evaluate the potential and make 
recommendations. However, if the two tier program were offered in 2006, the utilities 
would like to evaluate builder participation and energy savings gained at the second tier 
and determine whether or not to continue its offering. 
 
41. Residential New Construction:  Mike Messenger (CEC) recommends the 
Program Administrators consider a prescriptive element for next standards:  LED 
display of instantaneous power draw that changes color above 500 watts or some 
variable level customer can set. (Action item:  The Program Administrators will 
examine the potential and report back to the statewide PAG.) 
 
Response: 
This element will be referred to Emerging Technology and/or Codes and Standards for 
evaluation and recommendation. Once completed, the utilities will consider whether this 
technology can be incorporated in new construction. 
 
42. Residential New Construction:  (Action item:  Mike Rufo requests that 
Program Administrators compare residential cost effectiveness inputs for EnergyStar 
New Homes to determine why there is a factor of 4 difference between SDG&E and 
SCE in their TRC ratios. Program Administrators to send results out to PAG.)   
 
Response: 
Following the completion of the Residential Potential Study currently being completed 
by Itron, the utilities will evaluate the per-unit avoided costs and incremental costs used 
for calculation of the TRC. Since the TRC is calculated using a number of factors, 
differences are expected between utilities. 
 
43. Residential New Construction:  Mike Hodgson (Consol) inquired whether 
Program Administrators will put the residential new construction programs out to 
bid?  (Action item: The Program Administrators will outline, in the next ten days, a 
matix/process that delineates how statewide bids will be handled.)    
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Response: 
Although, not all utilities have included RNC programs as part of their competitive 
solicitations, the utilities have worked out a process to accommodate potential statewide 
program bidders which would include Consol should they decide to bid. 
 
44. Residential New Construction:  Christine Tam (ORA) suggests that the 
Program Administrators need to follow-up on ENERGY STAR®  rating for 
manufactured homes, and, Program Administrators also need to include as part of 
their statewide upstream efforts work with manufacturers of manufactured homes 
to include efficiency improvements in equipment, appliances, and thermal shell.  
(Action item – Program Administrators to follow-up on recommendations and report 
back to the statewide PAG.)   
 
Response: 
The EPA and ENERGY STAR®  recognize that increased quality and energy performance 
of manufactured homes can be achieved. The EPA has specific energy efficiency 
guidelines for builders of manufactured homes that allow them to become ENERGY STAR®  
partners. Builders need to submit an ENERGY STAR®  Partnership Agreement, comply 
with the design, manufacturing, installation and certification procedures and submit 
quarterly updates. The metric for measurement of manufactured housing is a Federal 
standard defined by the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). 
Because manufactured homes do no have to comply with local building codes, the 
standard metric used for ENERGY STAR®  site-built homes in California cannot be used. 
ENERGY STAR®  recognition for manufactured homes follows a more prescriptive 
methodology. 
 
Due to the regionalization of manufactured housing, each of the IOUs will address an 
outreach program to the manufactured housing industries in their service territories. This 
may be accomplished either through a third party bid or directly through the utility. The 
efforts will be coordinated by the Residential New Construction Statewide Team. 
 
45. Statewide Codes & Standards:  The IOUs should jointly develop a detailed plan 
for the 2006-08 Codes & Standards program. The plan should include a target list of 
case studies, projected timeline for adoption by the CEC, and the estimated 
aggregate savings. [Source – PRG Report, dated June 1, 2005] (Action item – 
Program Administrators to follow-up on recommendations and report back to the 
statewide PAG.)   
 
Response: 
Beginning in 2005, the IOUs will provide an annual report that briefly summarizes 
activities in core program areas during the year including, but not limited to: CASE study 
development, market and information surveys, and compliance support.  The summary 
will provide a detailed list of technologies or market areas identified for CASE study 
development.   The annual report will be posted on a central website at the end of each 
year, and energy savings will be provided if available.   
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Initial energy savings projections for the next cycle of building and appliance standards 
will be based on the level of effort relative to residential building standards, 
nonresidential building standards, and appliance standards.  Energy savings will be 
updated after reaching key milestones, including: completion of draft CASE studies, 
selection of CASE studies by the CEC, and adoption.   
 


