





The average mbnthly gross income for the DEEP during 2008 was $65,375. During the
Bridge Period the maximum gross income is restricted to $35,931. This $29,444
reduction equals an income drop of a very significant 45%.

Due to the Bridge Period restrictions no specific marketing will be created or
implemented. Our outreach is limited to phone calls and personal visits to equipment

_ dealers.and producers. . oo e - o
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Global Energy Partners LLC

Energy Efficiency Services for Oil & Gas Production
May 2009 Forecast & Accruals

Impacts of Bridge Funding Budget

Global has been very effective in providing installed energy savings to the PG&E oil production market segment.
Global’s success is largely the result of our marketing process of establishing close relationships with our oil field
customers. Global builds on these relationships to establish confidence and influence the energy efficiency benefits
achiévable with the producer’s investment in energy measures. In Fall 2008, when Global was awarded the continuation
.. in our.contract for the 2009-2011 program, we started executing project commitments for 2009 installation. This enabled
Global to immediately deliver installed energy savings with the start of the 2009 program year.

" From the start of the bridge funding period, Global has continued to expand the relationships with our oil producer
customers and has sustained the momentum of executing new project commitments. Global is forecasting that Bridge
Funding commitment objectives and funding will be reached with the May 2009 invoicing period. Additionally, the
forecast for installed energy savings and incentive payments will reach the Bridge Funding installation objectives in

August 2009.

If the Bridge Funding budget constraints are maintained, Global will need to limit our marketing outreach with the oil
producers and stop executing any further commitments once the commitment objectives are reached. This action will stop
the momentum of adding new projects into the plpehne and will potentially erode the relationships Global has established
with our customers. Once the installed energy savings and incentive budget is reached, Global will be required to stop all
M&YV work for all remaining project installations and postpone incentive payout on committed projects until the 2009-
2011 budget is released. The result will be lost opportunities to influence the oil producers to perform energy efficiency
investments. The momentum Global has created with our marketing relationships will be lost and will take months to
reestablish once the Bridge Funding budget constraints are lifted.

In addition to Global’s continuing project development efforts, Global has performed a pre-audit for a process
opt1m12at1on retrofit, and is performing the analysis, for a project projected to have gross 11 million kWh of energy
savings and will be installed in the Summer 2009. The oil producer will not perform the project without the incentives
provided by the energy efficiency rebate program. In addition, Global can not execute this project commitment as this
single project would exceed the Bridge Funding budget limit. The net result of the current Bridge Funding limit is
California would potentially lose the energy efficiency savings this large project could deliver.

In conclusion, Global is highly confident in delivering to PG&E the energy savings objectives of the Bridge Funding
Budget. Global could also deliver by the end of 2009, from 25 to 50% more energy savings beyond the Bridge Funding
budget limits. If Global must adhere to the Bridget Funding budget limitations it will have a serious impact to our ability
to recover and deliver energy savings once the 2009-2011 program is released. There will be months of delay in executing
commitments as marketing relationships are reestablished, and with completing projects as momentum is created with

filling the project pipeline.

Mark Perakis
Program Manager
5/11/09



May 11, 2009 - AirCare Plus

IMPACT OF BRIDGE FUNDING BUDGET RESTRICTIONS ON THE AIRCARE PLUS
PROGRAM

The 2009 Bridge Funding that has been put into place until the final 2009-2011 contracts are signed by
the CPUC has negatively impacted the AirCare Plus Program’s momentum that was gained during 2008.
The AirCare Plus Program exceed the original 2006-2008 contractor goal capturing over 19.8 million in
energy savings for commercial customers in PG&E territory, exceeding the original contract goal by

156%.

The AirCare Plus Program is a seasonal diagnostic HVAC tune-up Program that is weather dependent.
The outside air temperature must be above 55 degrees, without rain, in order for rooftop activity to occur.
The peak Program months to capture energy savings for PG&E electric customers are during the months-
of June through October. The Program has limited the amount of AirCare Plus services provided to

PG&E customers by enrolled contractors in order to stay within the restrjcted funding guidelines set forth
untif the CPUC has approved and signed the 2009-2011 contract.

PROGRAM COMPONENTS IMPACTED

Below is an overview of the Program impacfs that have been realized thus far due to the 43% restriction
in Program funding during 2009: ¢

Reduction of the number of tool kits distributed to enrolled contractors and technician trainings
* The vehicle for delivery of the AirCare Plus Program is through HVAC contractors.

e Contractors in 2008 were issued tool kits based on Program activity each contractor had a
minimum of 2 tool kits in order to provide AirCare Plus services to their HVAC maintenance

customers in PG&E territory.

e Due to the restricted funding during 2009 enrolled contractors are only being issued one tool kit
initially.

e Of the 55 tool kits that were purchased during the 2006-2008 contract period as of May 2009 the
Program will have issued 30 tool kits to enrolled contractors. The Program is hesitant to issue all
55 tool kits to enrolled contractors due to the funding restrictions applied to the Program.

e In May of 2008 there were over 40 tool kits in use by enrolled contractors.

e The ‘refresher trainings and new technician trainings that take place to commence program
activity have been delayed through May of 2009. In order to maintain the Program momentum
from 2008 all contractor technician trainings would have needed to be completed by March 2009.

e The Program is limiting program activity through the delay of technician trainings in order to stay
within the Bridge Funding restrictions during the peak Program months of June — October.

Program software and database enhancements to increase energy savings opportunities

e The Program database and software enhancements that are a component of the 2009-2011
contract period have not been completed due to Bridge Funding restrictions. These Program
enhancements that were scheduled to occur during the 2009 time period would increase the
amount of energy savings captured by the AirCare Plus Program.

e These software and database enhancements have been plac'ed, on hold until the Program funding
has been approved for the 2009-2011 AirCare Plus Program.

Decreased contractor enroliment
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e The AirCare Plus Program has placed further contractor enrollments and participation in the
AirCare Plus Program on hold until the funding restrictions have been release.

e Currently the Program has over 5 contractors that would enroll in the AirCare Plus Program to
service their PG&E commercial HYAC customer base. Each contractor has approximated 250+
HVAC contracts with commercial PG&E customers.

¢ Increased enroliment would allow the Program to provide AirCare Plus services to PG&E
customer referrals received from PG&E Sales and Service Representatives. Currently there are
more PG&E customer referrals than can be serviced by the Program due to funding limitations.
Program staff hiring placed on hold

"¢ The Program has placed all plarined 2009 hiring on hold until the CPUC has approved and
signed the 2009-2011 contract.

- Limited ability to process PG&E Sales and Service representative customer referrals

s Limited contractor participation inhibits the AirCare Plus Program's ability to provide Program
services to PG&E customers referred by PG&E Sales and Service Representatives.

e Currently the AirCare Plus Program has received over 300 PG&E commercial customer referrals
from PG&E Sales and Service Representative to receive AirCare Plus Program services.

Marketing Materials

+ Inability to create, print and distribute updated Program marketing materials.

SUMMARY

In summary the 43% reduction in funding for the 2009 AirCare Plus Program that has taken place, until
the CPUC finalizes and signs the 2009-2011 AirCare Plus Program contract, has had a negative impact
on the Program’s ability to provide services to PG&E commercial HVAC customers.

The Program is hopeful that the final contract will be in place during the month of August 2009 to allow for
Program enhancements, contractor enroliments and thereby allow AirCare Plus services to be provided
to a wider population of PG&E commercial HVAC customers.




cool
control Honeywell

Impact of Bridge Funding Budget

Cool Control Plus Program currently has an aging backlog due to the limited funding in
the Bridge Funding Period. In'thé 2006-08 program, our backlog on average was about
3.5 weeks. With the bridge funding, our backlog has increased remarkably and now at

" 4.75 weeks. We want to ensure that we do not keep customers in the backlog for
extended periods of time and with the limited funding during bridge funding, we are not
able to do that. Most of our customers are wanting to get on the schedule sooner than
later but we are limited to the number of installs that we can have per day as a direct
result of the bridge funding.

We have to follow very strict daily production goals to ensure that we maximize the
monthly budget without exceeding it. This has made it tougher to schedule properties in
out-of-town Climate Zones such as 1, 5, 11 and 13. This results in CCP incurring more
cost for the crew having to stay out-of-town for a longer period of time since going over
our daily production goal will greatly affect other sites on the schedule.

In addition, the reduced volume of production was not able to support Cool Control Plus’
original manpower. Cool Control Plus had to reduce their field manpower as a result of

the limited bridge funding.
By increasing our funding, we will improve our customer service as well as get our

customers their energy savings quicker. We have the manpower, backlog and
estimated kwh to support the original funding that was proposed. -

353-A Vintage Park, Foster City, CA 94404 Tel: (650)918-3200



Lockheed Martin Bridge Funding Impacts

The impact of Bridge Funding Budget on our program is to limit the amount
of projects we can subscribe to complete in 2009 and beyond. The Industrial
Third Party Program is a long lead time sales cycle and final performance
payment and incentive payments make up more than 75% of the total
budget. As such, the initial performance payments are limited to less than
25% of the total contract which can be used as working funds until projects
start to complete. With some projects completing in 2009 and some are
completing later, the ability to continue to make “Commitments’ to
customers for projects and particularly “large” projects is becoming limited.
This limitation introduces uncertainty into the marketing strategy and we
must hedge our commitments to customer and consider indicating we are
“out of funds. We sée this as a last resort as we have learned from past
experience that we never want to say we are out of funds. Once a customer
has been turned away, it is very difficult to get them back. We therefore
summarize our impacts as follows:

1. Limited working funds available as the performance payments and
Incentive checks are more than 75% of the contract funds. We are
working with 25% of the budgeted amount until projects start to
complete and that is usually at the end of the year.

2. We must make “Commitments” for projects that complete in 2009
and beyond. Customers may complete in 2009 or later and still be
eligible for funding as this program provides incentives for long term
development projects typical of the industrial sector.

3. Because some projects will complete beyond 2009 and we are
limited on “commitment” funds available, we must consider restricted
marketing plans. This works against the potential to fund large
projects with long lead times.

4. We never want to turn customers away as they are difficult to recover
once funds have been restored. The momentum and trust in available
services needs to be maintained.



Andrew Au

ConSol

Project Manager

7407 Tam O’Shanter Dr
Stockton, CA 95210

Jane Jansen

PG&E

Program Manager

245 market street Rm. 655A
San Francisco, CA 94105

The Impacts of the Bridge Funding Cap

The Bridge Funding budget has significantly limited our ability to market and implement
our program. As the effective date for the California Energy Commission’s 2008 Title-
24 Energy codes and standards draws nearer, builders, jurisdictions and subcontractors
are eager to learn about the new changes and how it will impact their work. The
standards will have a significant impact on the cost of construction, as well as new
protocols and forms that must be completed for jurisdiction officials. The Builder Energy
Code Training (BECT) program has been limited to conducting four training sessions per
month at a monetary limit of $32,555. These limitations have negatively impacted the
BECT team put together to optimally run the program as it can no longer function
sustainably. Six sales and marketing staff were laid-off due to the program restrictions.
Most significantly was ConSol’s graphic designer required to professionally create the
training presentation and manual. As such, the turn around time to complete the training
material has taken longer than previously scheduled. Almost half way into May, the
program finally has a draft presentation and manual to conduct trainings with.
Additionally, the program is operating in the red. With a monthly goal of three
classroom trainings and one on-site training, the program should be billing ~$40,384 per
month to cover program costs.



P i E , C I I 1400 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 700, Portland, OR 97201

V: 503.248.4636 F: 503.295.0820 peci@peci.org

Bridge Funding Budget Impact Report

Program Implementer Name: Portland Energy Conservation, Inc. (PECI)
Program Name: EnergySmart Grocer Program

Contract Number: 2500002884

Date Submitted: ’ May 12, 2009

Report Prepared By: Anne Curran, Senior Program Manager

There have been several overarching impacts to our operations during the Bridge Funding Period:

1. A monthly use or lose budget creates challenges in serving grocery customers.

*  Projects with independent grocers often take many months to complete, and can easily move from
one month to the next resulting in a gap in the current month that cannot be recovered.

= Conversely, national supermarket chain projects take many months to develop, but once the
agreement is confirmed there can be a push to have installations completed rapidly.

»  Monthly incentive budget management has necessitated the creation of a new rebate reservation
system that is less accommodating for grocers than the previous rebate process

*  Administration efforts have significantly increased, thereby detracting Program staff from other
Program activities that could help generate higher kWh savings.

* Financial strain is placed on the Program’s contractor partners who bear the costs of the project
while waiting for the incentive payment or may decide to delay scheduling of installations.
2. The uncertainty of the timing of the end of Bridge Funding and start of the 2009-2011 contract creates
challenges for outreach efforts.
* Both independents and national chains are already seeking guarantees on rebates for proposed
installations in late 2009 and early 2010 for which the Program is unable to commit.

3. The structure of the Bridge Funding Contract creates financial strain on the EnergySmart Grocer
Program.
» A continued shift toward longer-life energy efficiency measures which are typically more

expensive to rebate per kWh than reflected in the contract and which have more variability on a per
kWh basis due to climate zone and vintage based savings has resulted in greater financial risk.

» Since incentives are part of the performance payment, the increased incentive cost has diminished
the non-incentive funding for administration, marketing and implementation, causing the Program
to operate of loss.

»  Also contributing to program financial pressures was the continuance of the performance payment
rate at the 2006-2008 level rather than at the proposed rate submitted in April 2008.

s PECI remains committed for the long run to help PG&E meet its goals and best serve the grocery
market. As such, PECT has kept Program staffing intact during the Bridge Period.

PECI welcomes the opportunity to have further discussion on the impacts outlined above. We look forward
to working with PG&E to develop solutions that work for all parties for the 2009-11 program period.
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