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INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to Ordering Paragraph (O.P.) 6 of the Commission’s Decision (D.) 01-11-066 (“Interim Decision”), the Energy Division conducted a workshop on December 19, 2001, to assist non-utility parties wishing to submit 2002-03 energy efficiency program proposals.  The workshop provided interested parties the opportunity to discuss and clarify with Energy Division staff questions/issues regarding the preparation of program proposals to be submitted in response to the Commission’s solicitation. 

The Commission initially announced the workshop venue to be at the Hiram W. Johnson State Office Building, 455 Golden Gate Avenue, Hearing Room 9.  Staff decided to move the workshop to the CPUC Auditorium to accommodate the number of participants that showed up.  The list of participants is shown in Attachment A to this document.

The Energy Division prepared and structured the workshop agenda based on questions that staff received from several parties before the workshop through e-mail and telephone communications.  The workshop agenda is shown as Attachment B to this document.  During the workshop, participants raised questions on additional topics, which have been included in this summary.  In addition to the Question and Answer Sessions, the California Power Authority (CPA) provided a brief presentation on the financing instruments that it is in the process of developing.  

The following Energy Division staff facilitated the workshop discussions and provided responses, whenever appropriate, to questions from the participants on the various topics covered in the agenda:  Julie Fitch, Eli Kollman, Ariana Merlino, and Zenaida Tapawan-Conway.  Tim Drew and Marshall Kennedy assisted with note taking and workshop logistics.  Rosalina White of the Public Advisor’s Office was also present to assist the participants.

Since there were no written transcripts of the workshop, the Energy Division agreed to prepare this document to provide a summary of the question and answer sessions.  This summary provides a distillation of the questions that were asked before and during the workshop, and Energy Division’s responses to those questions.  It is organized according to the topics in the agenda.  The responses contained in this summary represent the Energy Division’s views and interpretations to assist those preparing proposals.  Only directions given in the Energy Efficiency Policy Manual (“Policy Manual”), attached to D.01-11-066, represent the views of the full Commission.  The Energy Division’s answers, given in the workshop and this workshop summary, do not bind the full Commission, which may render a different judgment when it votes on program proposals in this proceeding.  
Please contact the following staff if you have questions specifically about this document and/or corrections/additional information to the participant list: Zenaida Tapawan-Conway, (415) 703-2624, e-mail at ztc@cpuc.ca.gov; or Tim Drew, (415) 703-5618, e-mail at zap@cpuc.ca.gov.  (Please direct other inquiries or requests to the Energy Efficiency Hotline at (415) 703-2776, e-mail at ee@cpuc.ca.gov.)

GENERAL ANNOUNCEMENTS

1. Errata to Interim Decision and Policy Manual

Staff notified participants of the following corrections to typographical errors in D.01-11-066 and the Policy Manual:  

(a) The threshold demand shown for small commercial customers on top of page 13 of the Interim Decision should be 100 kW to make it consistent with the values shown on pages 12 and 45 in the Policy Manual; 

(b) Table 4.3, page 24 of the Policy Manual shows erroneous Avoided Cost values in the last column (“Total Gas”).  The values in this column should be the summation of the previous three columns.

The Commission will formally correct these errors.

2. Inclusion of Workshop Participants in the Service List for R.01-08-028

Staff indicated during the workshop that the participants who would like to be included in the service list for R.01-08-028 should contact the CPUC Process Office. Upon further discussion with the Assigned Administrative Law Judge (ALJ), it was decided that all the participants who signed in at the workshop and are not currently in the Service List would be included under the “Information Only” portion of the Service List.  Workshop participants who want their names taken off the Service List should contact the Process Office at (415) 703-2021.  Workshop participants who want “party” status shall file a motion to intervene with the ALJ, or appear at an upcoming Prehearing Conference.  

3. Revised Process for Early Submission of Non-Utility Local Program Proposals 

In response to concerns raised about the “rolling” submission of local program proposals prior to the January 15, 2002, deadline, on December 24, 2001, ALJ Sarah Thomas ruled as follows:

Third party local energy efficiency proposals are due December 14, 2001-January 15, 2002.  Some third parties have expressed concern that if they file early - something I heartily encourage - their ideas may be the subject of "piracy" by others.  Without commenting one way or the other on the legitimacy of this concern, I will allow (but not require) any party with this concern to hold off on serving its proposal on parties outside this Commission until January 15, 2002.  If they file early, they may also file their proposals under seal, with the understanding that the Commission will unseal the proposals on January 15, 2002.  

All parties must serve me and other Commission staff on the service list the same day they file their proposals.  I should receive hard copy and email service in accordance with the Electronic Service Protocols available at http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUBLISHED/FINAL_DECISION/11476.htm; all other Commission staff should receive email service.  Such parties must serve the rest of the service list (i.e., individuals other than Commission staff) on January 15, 2002.  

Parties wishing to submit local program proposals will need to submit the required hard copies (6 copies, one of which should be unbound) at one of the following addresses:

	California Public Utilities Commission

Docket Office 

505 Van Ness Avenue, 2nd Floor

San Francisco, CA  94102

(415) 703-2121 (between 10:00 am – 3:00 pm)



	California Public Utilities Commission

320 West 4th Street, Suite 500

Los Angeles, CA  90013

(213) 576-7000



	California Public Utilities Commission

1350 Font Street, Room 4006

San Diego, CA  92101-3611

(619) 525-4217


 Hard copies of the proposals must also be sent to ALJ Sarah Thomas and e-mailed to her at srt@cpuc.ca.gov.  

4. Web Site for OIR and Web Postings

Staff announced that the Energy Division is currently developing a web site specifically for the rulemaking proceeding, R.01-08-028.  The website will contain postings of pertinent documents regarding the proceeding for easier access by the public.  Staff also plans to develop a system whereby parties will be able to directly post their filings (e.g., proposals, comments, etc.) on the website.  The Energy Division will notify the service list with details regarding the website and procedure for web postings as soon as they are available.

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

Program Design and Eligibility Guidelines

1. Can the Energy Division define what is a local and what is a statewide program?

The Policy Manual gives precise definitions of “local” and “statewide” programs.  In general, any unit smaller than the investor owned utility (IOU) service territory is considered a local program, while programs involving the entire service territories of PG&E, SCE, SDG&E, and SoCalGas are considered statewide.  Programs may be proposed as “local” that include entities (cities, counties, etc.) within multiple IOU service territories, but the Commission may choose to fund only a portion of such a proposal. 

2. Are local program proposals implemented in multiple IOU service territories acceptable?

Yes, but please be specific about target areas and customers within each IOU service territory.

3. Do we need to justify why we have chosen a specific geographic area for our local program proposals?  Can the geographic area covered by a local program proposal be an entire investor owned utility (IOU) service territory?
We expect the program proposals to include a description of the target customers and geographic area, including some justification as to why they are being targeted by the program.  A justification would be more crucial if a proposed local program targets an entire IOU service territory. 
4. Are county school districts eligible to submit proposals and get funding?

Yes, provided the district pays PGC funds.

5. Can a city, which supplies its own gas, submit proposals for gas programs? 

No, unless the city collects gas surcharge funds from its residents and remits those funds to the State Board of Equalization.  If gas surcharge funds are collected, then the city may submit a proposal.

6. Are large industrial customers eligible?

Yes, if the customer pays into the PGC fund.  SoCalGas’ non-core customers are a notable exception, since they do not pay the PGC.

7. Are customers with Distributed Generation eligible, even though they may only be getting standby service from the IOU?

There is no restriction in the decision and policy manual.  As long as they are paying some contribution into the PGC fund, they are eligible in proportion to their contribution.
8. Regarding coordination of local programs with IOU statewide programs, can we assume the IOU programs as given when we write our proposals?  Should proponents develop proposals to synergize with existing programs?

Although it is safe to assume that some portion of utilities’ proposed plans will go forward, the Commission has yet to approve the utilities’ program proposals.  Nonetheless, we would like to see synergies between local and statewide programs. 

9. If a measure is not listed in the Policy Manual does that mean that it is excluded from consideration?

No. The program proponent is free to include measures and suggest cost-effectiveness inputs, but must fully justify its approach, including citing sources of information and assertions included in the proposal. 

10. What about incentives that move outside of the service territory of the IOU?  How will the program implementer get paid if incentives move outside of the IOU territory?

We recognize that, for certain types of programs, it may be difficult to ensure that only those targeted customers in a given IOU service area receive the incentives provided by the program.  We expect program implementers to market the program to their target customers within an IOU service territory and not to target customers who reside outside of the intended IOU service territory. 
11. Will the Commission put together a template for proposals?

Appendices A and B to the Policy Manual contain the suggested formats for the technical and budget information that need to be included in the program proposals.  The Energy Division has developed a cost-effectiveness spreadsheet that proponents may use and does not intend to provide additional templates for the narrative sections of the proposals.  The cost-effectiveness spreadsheet may also be downloaded from the following Internet address:

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/static/industry/electric/energy+efficiency/cost+effectiveness+spreadsheet-ver2.xls
Program Timeline, Budget and Funding

12. What is the timeline for the programs and is funding going to be available for both 2002 and 2003?

For programs funded for “two years,” the programs will run from whenever they start in 2002 (potentially in April 2002) through December 31, 2003.  The Commission will approve funding for the duration of the programs selected.  We are allocating the $100 million set aside for local programs for 2002 and 2003.  For budgeting purposes, please identify how much of the program funds will be for 2002 and how much for 2003.

13. Is there a limit to the budget for each proposal?  Is there a minimum size?

There is neither a minimum nor a maximum budget, except as noted in D.01-11-066 at page 16.

14. If a program covers multiple IOU territories, should a breakdown of the budget be provided for each IOU territory?  

Yes, provide a breakdown of program and budget among the IOU territories.  The Commission may not necessarily award funding for all areas.

15. Should the gas and electric budgets be reported separately?

Yes, although we recognize that there may be discrepancies at the end of the program between the budgeted amounts for gas and electric vs. actual expenditures.  The Commission will address this issue if need be at a later time. 
16. How should the proponent decide how much gas and how much electricity to budget?  

We leave it up to the discretion of the proponent, but please provide an explanation of the methodology used in your proposals.

17. On page 32 of the Interim Decision, $100 million is said to be the funding floor.  What does that mean?  Can we propose projects with budgets that exceed $100 million, individually or collectively? 

The $100 million is all the funds we have at this point to allocate across programs. We should note that the Commission is not obligated to allocate any level of funding; in other words, we do not have to accept any proposals, if we do not receive any that merit being funded.  Further, the Commission is always looking at ways to increase total funding for Energy Efficiency programs.  If it makes additional funding available, it will notify the parties how to apply for such funding.

18. What happens to the funds that are freed up if some programs are discontinued midway? Is there going to be another round of solicitation? Is there going to be a waiting list of programs to be funded with these funds?

We do not have a response at this time, but the Commission will notify the parties of its plans at an appropriate time.

19.  Should the funds be spent or can they be simply committed by the end of 2003?  Will funds committed by the end of 2003 be considered legitimately used for the program?
Yes, commitments of all funds will be required by the end of 2003.  We will provide definitions of “actual spent” and “committed” funds in the revised reporting requirements manual, which the Energy Division will prepare and make available prior to program implementation.  

20. Can we collect the 15% final payment in increments throughout the life of the program as we gather reliable measurement and verification (M&V) data?

No.  The final payment will be made after the end of the program.

21. President Lynch has indicated that proponents who are not awarded contracts in this round will be able to apply for funding in 2003.  Will there be a similar process towards the end of 2002 for programs beginning in 2003?

The Policy Manual (p. 35) sets forth a sample procedural schedule for program submission and approval cycle on a going-forward basis.  We cannot say at this point what the final schedule will be for the 2003-2004 program cycle.  The Commission will notify parties of its plans at an appropriate time.

22. What will be the payment timeline given that either CPUC or the IOUs (or both) will review the reports and that the IOUs have a lengthy payment schedule?

The answer depends on the results of the IOUs’/third parties’ “meet and confer” process on contracting, which is taking place in a separate track in this rulemaking.  

Program Cost Proposal Format

23. Is the “IOU Administrative Fee” of “no more than 5%” subject to negotiation?  What amount should we show in our budget proposal?  

We expect that the IOU administrative fee will vary depending on the efforts the IOU expends on each third-party program, with a cap of 5%.  For budgeting purposes, please assume 5% as the IOU Administrative Fee and show it as a line item at the end, after the program budget is subtotaled.  

24. Should profit or shareholder incentive be separately shown or can it be loaded into labor?

Please show it separately.  

25. On page 28 of the Policy Manual, it states that the CPUC retains the right to audit any and all expenditures for which the funding source is either the electric PGC or the gas PGC.  How is this audit to be implemented if payments are progress payments based on deliverables, but not based on submission of costs?  What then is the purpose of the audit?  Is it a “fraud” audit vs. an audit of costs as in the case of the CEC’s grants?

If payments are based on progress reports and program performance, what are the consequences if actual costs do not closely match budgeted costs (for example if the labor costs turned out to be only 50% of original estimate)?  (Participants noted that the Commission should distinguish between the “price” to the Commission for having a particular energy efficiency program versus the “cost” to the program implementer.  If payment is based on progress payments and deliverables, then the “cost” to the program implementer is not that relevant.)

The Commission reserves the right to conduct all means of audits of program funds, regardless of the payment structure for the programs.  We expect that program implementers will keep the necessary records to support all program expenditures, and will include in their quarterly reports information on program expenditures and accomplishments.  
There are currently no explicit consequences for instances when the projected costs (as per the proposed budgets) are not in line with actual expenditures.  Nevertheless, we expect that the progress payments will more or less track program accomplishments.  However, the Commission reserves the right to discontinue funding for programs that are not performing according to set objectives and to consider appropriate action in instances where unreasonably wide discrepancies between actual expenditures and budgeted costs occurred.
26. Regarding reporting the cost of capital or financing: How does the proponent account for this, particularly if there’s still uncertainty about how the 15% hold back is going to be recovered by program implementer?

There is a line item in Appendix B to show financing costs.

27. Should we submit budget sheets separately for residential and non-residential programs

This is preferred, but not required.  The $100 million allocated for third-party local programs is not broken down by customer class.

28. Are we going to be paid on a time and material or are we going to get advance payments?

Please refer to pages 28-30 of the Policy Manual for discussion about compensation and payment schedules.

29. Can we include program-tracking costs (e.g. costs of database, etc.) in the program budget?

Yes.

30. Do we need to show labor hours and labor rates?

Yes.  
31. Are fully loaded labor rates acceptable?

Yes, but we would prefer that you show the breakdown of the overhead costs.

Cost Effectiveness Calculation

During the workshop, the Energy Division distributed hard copies of the cost effectiveness spreadsheet that it has developed, which parties may use in preparing their proposals.  The Energy Division sent out the electronic version of the spreadsheet to the workshop participants and service list on December 20, 2001.  Subsequently, The Energy Division revised a few errors it noted in the spreadsheet.  The revised version is available for downloading at the Internet address shown in response to Q.11 above.  Please make sure that you are using the revised version in your cost-effectiveness calculations, and contact Eli Kollman at ewk@cpuc.ca.gov or (415) 703-5649 if you have questions about the spreadsheet.   
32. Are both kW and kWh included as program benefits in the spreadsheet?  How can we get credit for peak demand reduction if we are using an average kW value in the calculation?

The spreadsheet uses kWh as the basis for program benefits.  The Commission will take into consideration reductions in demand (kW) on a qualitative basis, not in the cost effectiveness calculations.  Demand reductions and cost-effectiveness are separate criteria in the evaluation.

33. Can the proponents use their own forecast retail prices that they justify in doing the Participant Test?  

 No, use the avoided costs in the Policy Manual.

34. Participant test is supposed to direct programs to customers paying relatively higher rates, so if we use the same retail prices (i.e., the avoided costs in the Policy Manual) for all customers this distinction would be lost.  What is then the purpose of the Participant Test?

The Participant Test will give another perspective to the cost-effectiveness calculation.

35. Incentive and rebates – are these included in the spreadsheet? 

Yes, there is a column for incentives and rebates.

36. Is cost effectiveness calculation required for information type programs? 

The Interim Decision and Policy Manual do not preclude information program proposals from providing cost-effectiveness data, although the Evaluation, Measurement &Verification (EM&V) section of the Policy Manual (page 31) does exclude information-only programs from including cost-effectiveness as part of their EM&V studies.  Proponents should provide cost-effectiveness calculations where they can be justified, and should provide an explanation of their approach.

37. Discount rate in the SPM and Policy Manual is not the same, which one should we use? 

Use 8.15% as shown in the Policy Manual.

38. What are the criteria for information programs?  Will information programs be disadvantaged if cost effectiveness is low? 

We will evaluate Information programs relative to one another using the appropriate criteria set forth in the Interim Decision and Policy Manual. 

39. Where can we get information on saturation and penetration studies?

See the CALMAC website: http://www.calmac.org

40. Should M&V costs be included in the TRC calculations?

Yes.

41. Should we show energy savings by measure or can we lump them, since there are interactions among measures? 

Measures may be lumped together where appropriate.

Evaluation, Measurement, and Verification

42. Should we include M&V in the budget even if we use the utilities or third party to do it? 

Yes.

43. Does the proponent have to do its own M&V or hire a third party? 

The proponent may propose either one.  Which is acceptable will depend upon type of project/program.  In general, the Commission prefers independent M&V.

44. Utility-hired M&V experts – how will they get paid?  What’s the relationship with the program implementer?

We expect that the utility-hired M&V experts to provide non-utility implementers with advice on designing EM&V plans for their respective programs.  Payments for these experts could come from the IOUs’ Market Assessment and Evaluation budgets or from the particular program, or both.  We cannot respond at this point about the particular details of these arrangements.  Nevertheless, program proponents should present an itemized budget for full M&V costs in their program proposals as required in Appendix B of the Policy Manual.

45.  If we agree on the energy savings for particular measures and can provide verification of installation, does the M&V stop there?

It depends on the program.  For some measures like lighting, verified installation may be sufficient; for others, it may require actual measurements of savings.  Proponents should propose an approach.

46. Can we use Title 24 as a given in measuring energy savings? 

That will be an acceptable standard of measurement for baseline.

47. Should ex-ante or ex-post measurement be applicable to all programs, including IOUs, and will it be consistent across programs?

Yes. 

48. Do we recalculate the net-to-gross ratio (NTGR) once we do the M&V? 

If, in the course of conducting M&V, a new NTGR is developed, it should be reported.  It will not be applied retroactively to the cost-effectiveness of the current program, however.

49. How will the program implementers get the 15% holdback?

We expect that there will be a review process where the Commission will determine the eligibility of program implementers to receive all or part of the 15% holdback.  

50. How do program implementers have access to utility billing data if required for program?  

This issue needs to be worked out in the contract negotiations.

51. Can the Energy Division recommend a budget for M&V?  What percentage of the program budget should be devoted to M&V?

It is up to the program proponents to recommend an appropriate and reasonable budget for M&V for their respective programs.  There is no explicit limit to the proportion of the budget that should be devoted to M&V.

Procedures for proposal submission 

52. Given the change in the “rolling submission” process (as per the ALJ’s ruling cited above), can the program proponents supplement their proposals after submission, but prior to the January 15, 2001, deadline? 

Proponents may supplement their proposals prior to the January 15, 2002, deadline, but not after that date.

53. Can the IOUs still submit local program proposals on or before January 15, 2002? 

No, the IOUs should have filed their local program proposals on December 14, 2001, as ordered in the Interim Decision.  Only non-utility local program proposals will be considered for the $100 million that the Commission has set aside.

Reporting requirements

The Energy Division indicated at the workshop that it plans to revise the reporting requirements manual referenced in the Policy Manual (page 3) and issue the revised version at the time of Commission approval of the programs.  The reporting requirements manual will contain suggested formats and information required for the quarterly, annual, and final reports for the energy efficiency programs beginning in 2002.

Contractual provisions and relationships

54. If a program covers multiple IOU territories will there be several different contracts (with different IOUs)? 

Separate contracts may need to be signed with each IOU, although it may also be possible to have the contract with one IOU, as was done in the Summer Initiative Programs that the Commission authorized in D.00-07-017 in another proceeding (A.99-09-049, et.al.). 

55. Can a proponent choose which IOU would administer the contract?
The proponent can propose it, but we cannot guarantee the outcome.

56. Can third parties subcontract with utilities, for instance to do the EM&V or implement certain portions of the program?

The Interim Decision or the Policy Manual does not explicitly disallow this.  We would prefer that this did not occur.  PG&E indicated that it might sign bilateral contracts where the roles of the signing parties are specified, which would be acceptable.  SCE, on the other hand, indicated that it does not have such contracts.  The answer may depend upon the utility and should be worked out in the course of contract negotiations.

57. Who will be reading the quarterly reports? 

Commission and IOU staff, at the very least. (See also response to Question 22 above.)

58. Can the implementers subcontract with one utility to work in another utility's territory?

The Interim Decision or the Policy Manual does not explicitly disallow this, but we would prefer that this did not occur.

59. Will the Energy Division make suggestions for dispute resolutions?

See page 34 of the Policy Manual for discussion on dispute resolution and consumer protection.

Use of CPUC name on program materials

60. The Policy Manual states that in order to use the name of the CPUC on program materials, it is necessary to have the materials pre-approved by the CPUC.  Isn’t it required that a standard notice of where funds are coming from appear on program materials? 

Pre-approval will be required if the program implementer intends to use the CPUC name prominently in program materials, other than the standard fine print acknowledgement as the funding source.

Proposal Review Process

61. How are information and education programs going to be scored given that so many points in the proposal rating system are devoted to energy savings and cost- effectiveness?

We will evaluate Information programs relative to one another using the appropriate criteria set forth in the Interim Decision and Policy Manual.

62. Is the Energy Division going to make the scores for individual proposals public?

We will respond to this question at an appropriate time. 

63. How are you going to give weight to M&V plans in the program evaluation?

We will consider the M&V plans together with the other criteria set forth in the Interim Decision and Policy Manual.

64. Will losing program proponents be debriefed? If so, in what manner?

We will respond to this question at an appropriate time.

California Power Authority (CPA) Presentation on Financing Instruments  

The Energy Division is sending the two-page document that the CPA representatives (Jeanne Clinton and Virginia Rutledge) distributed during the workshop as separate Adobe pdf files.  Please direct questions on this matter to the CPA. 

ATTACHMENT A

LIST OF WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS

	
	NAME
	ORGANIZATION
	E-MAIL
	TELEPHONE NO.

	1
	Gerald Lahr
	ABAG
	jerryl@abag.ca.gov
	510 464-7908

	2
	Don Dohrmann
	ADM Associates
	dohrmann@adm-energy.com
	

	3
	Taghi Alereza
	ADM Associates
	taghi@adm-energy.com
	916 363-8383

	4
	Don Frey
	AEC
	dfrey@archenergy.com
	

	5
	David N. Anderson
	AEEES
	info@aeees.org
	530 750-0135

	6
	Mark Modera
	Aeroseal
	mark.modera@carrier.utc.com
	510 601-8575

	7
	Neil Miller
	American Lighting
	neilmiller@earthlink.net
	858 549-2324

	8
	Robert Anderson
	American Lighting Supply
	robsharp1@aol.com
	

	9
	Steven Shallenberger
	American Synergy
	shallenbgr@aol.com
	909 288-4651

	10
	Mike Singh
	Amtran
	ltgwiz@msn.com
	714 282-0700

	11
	Susan Anderson
	Anderson Marcom
	sanderson@amarcom.com
	626 795-6516

	12
	Bruce J Wall 
	ARCA
	reknuj@aol.com
	860 628-7258

	13
	Colin Paterson
	Aspen System
	cpaterson@siliconvalleypower.com

	14
	David Reynolds
	Aspen Systems
	dreynolds@aspensys.com
	916 415-1396

	15
	Harry Misuriello
	Aspen Systems
	misuriello@attbi.com
	925 735-5057

	16
	David Wylie
	ASW Engineering
	dwylie@aswengineering.com
	714 731-8193

	17
	Dale Gustavson
	Better Buildings
	dale@betterbuildings.com
	714 639-6100

	18
	Robert Knight 
	BKI
	rknight@bki.com
	510 444-8707

	19
	John Theron
	Blue Owl Technologies
	johnt@blueowltechnologies.com
	949 586-4985

	20
	Bob Hammon
	Building Industry Institute
	rhammon@thebii.org
	

	21
	Marvin Abrams
	Cal Poly Pomona Univ.
	mcabrams@csupomona.edu
	909 869-2505

	22
	Jon Kaufman
	Calif Building Performance Contractor Association
	jon_kaufman@solem.com
	415 788-7788

	23
	Jeanne Clinton
	Calif Power Authority
	jeanne.clinton@dgs.ca.com
	

	24
	Dina Lane
	Calif. Manuf. Tech. Ctr.
	dinalane@gte.net
	

	25
	Tom Eckhart
	Cal-UCONS
	tom@ucons.com
	925 576-5909

	26
	Al Garcia
	CEC
	agarcia@energy.state.ca.us
	916 654-1005

	27
	Bruce Ceniceros
	CEC
	bcenicer@energy.state.ca.us
	916 653-1590

	28
	Mike Messenger
	CEC
	mmesseng@energy.state.ca.us
	916 654-4774

	29
	George Peterson 
	Center of Energy & Envir
	gpeterson@mncee.org
	925 427-9222

	30
	Tom Hamilton
	CHEERS
	thamilton@cheers.org
	818 700-3600

	31
	Michael Pedite
	Chevron
	mivp@chevron.com
	415 733-4630

	32
	Lawrence Kirsch
	Christensen Associates
	lkirsch@lrca.com
	415 663-8608

	33
	Ann Kelly
	City and County of SF
	Ann_Kelly@ci.sf.ca.us
	415 355-3720

	34
	Sandra Rovetti
	City and County of SF
	srovetti@puc.sf.ca.us
	415 554-3179

	35
	Cornelis De Sno
	City of Berkeley
	ned2@ci.berkeley.ca.us
	510 981-5434

	36
	Scott Wentworth
	City of Oakland
	swentworth@oaklandnet.com
	510 615-5421

	37
	Marion Moss Hubbard
	City of San Diego
	umh@sdcity.gov
	858 627-3309

	38
	Darron Bouton
	City of San Jose
	darren.bouton@ci.sj.ca.us
	408 277-4670

	39
	Mary Tucker
	City of San Jose
	mary.tucker@ci.sj.ca.us
	408 277-4111

	40
	Susan Munves
	City of Santa Maria
	susan-munves@santa-monica.org
	310 458-8229

	41
	Maureen Erbeznik 
	Consultant 
	moerbeznik@mediaone.net
	

	42
	Joseph Leung
	County of Santa Clara
	joseph.leung@gsa.co.scl.ca.us
	408 918-1946

	43
	Vicki Swank
	County of Santa Clara
	vicki.swank@gsa.santa-clara.ca.us
	408 299-4181 x 2194

	44
	Michael Yoder 
	Creative Development Assoc
	myoder@creadev.com
	626 685-8977

	45
	Betty Jo Toccoli
	CSBA
	bjtcsba@pacbell.net
	310 642-0838

	46
	Dr. Estaban Soriano
	CSBA
	soriano@pacbell.net
	800 350-2722

	47
	Bill Schulte
	CSBEF
	wmrschulte@aol.com
	650 346-5361

	48
	Deborah Hill
	CSU Chancellors Office
	dhill@calstate.edu
	562 951-4121

	49
	Lorna Rushforth
	D & R Intl
	lrushforth@drintl.com
	415 383-3547

	50
	Mark Berman
	Davis Energy Group
	mjberm@davisenergy.com
	530 753-1100 x14

	51
	Romulo Barreno
	DENA
	rfbarreno@duke-energy.com
	831 229-5848

	52
	Peter Bacia
	DES
	donpedro1@earthlink.net
	

	53
	Doug Grandy
	DGS/OPR
	doug.grandy@dgs.ca.gov
	916 323-8777

	54
	Alan Schlenger
	Ecology Action
	alan@cats.ucsc.edu
	831 425-1305

	55
	Jody Moore
	Ecos Consulting
	moore@ecosconsulting.com
	

	56
	Maggie Brenneker
	Ecos Consulting
	mbrenneke@ecosconsulting.com
	503 525-2700 x102

	57
	Kirk Uhler
	EGIA
	kuhler@egia.com
	916 609-5314

	58
	Tim Michel
	EGIA
	tmichel@egia.com
	916 609-5314

	59
	Charles Eley
	Eley Assoc
	Charles@eley.com
	415 957-1977

	60
	Bob Bordner
	Emi Inc.
	rbordner@emi1.com
	206 621-1160

	61
	Chris Ganimian
	Energy Analysis
	cganimian@earthlink.net
	909 653-2565

	62
	Kim Simpson
	Energy Analysis
	energyanalysis@earthlink.net
	909 653-2565

	63
	Stephen Guthrie
	Energy Control Concepts
	stephen@enerpath.com
	909 335-1699

	64
	Sam Cohen
	Energy Solutions
	sam@energy-solution.com
	510 482-8386

	65
	Ken Nittler
	Envicomp. Inc
	knittler@aol.com
	

	66
	Lin Juniper
	Envinta
	ljuniper@envinta.com
	760 327-5880

	67
	Frank Schultz
	Far West Services, Inc
	newfrankschultz@msn.com
	562 987-0777

	68
	Don Fisher
	Fisher-Nickel, Inc.
	fisherconsultants@msn.com
	925 866-5770

	69
	Richard Young
	Fisher-Nickel, Inc.
	rdy2@pge.com
	925 866-5616

	70
	Bonnie Bair
	Flintridge
	flintrd@primenet.com
	626 795-1171

	71
	Bruce Mast
	Frontier Assoc
	bmast@frontierAssoc.com
	510 271-4785

	72
	Christine Geltz
	Geltz Communication
	chrisg@geltzcomm.com
	

	73
	Tom Conlon
	Geo Praxis, Inc.
	tconlon@geopraxis.com
	707 766-7010

	74
	Basu Mukhuji
	GES
	basu@earthlink.net
	909 396-1623

	75
	Kevin Fantz
	GFHCC
	kmfantz@hotmail.com
	559 485-1900

	76
	Craig Hvellworth
	GHPC
	westdakota@aol.com
	916 683-5151

	77
	Bettina Foster
	Global Energy Partners
	bfoster@gepllc.com
	415 868-9685

	78
	Bonnie Groch
	GreenTech Energy
	bgroch@greentechenergy.com
	267 872-7503

	79
	Ray Stackpoole
	GreenTech Energy
	raystackpoole@hotmail.com
	310 644-6418

	80
	Michael McCormick
	Grueneich Resource Advocates
	mmccormick@gralegal.com
	415 440-4205

	81
	Clyde Murley
	Grueneich Resource Advocates
	cmurley@gralegal.com
	415 834-2300

	82
	Jody London
	Grueneich Resource Advocates
	jlondon@gralegal.com
	415 834-2300

	83
	Douglas Mahone
	HMG
	dmahone@h-m-g.com
	916 962-7001

	84
	Tim Rosenfeld
	HMW, INT
	timrosenfeld@earthlink.net
	415 388-1352

	85
	Bob Belhumeur
	Honeywell Inc
	bob.belhumeur@honeywell.com
	949 240-8000

	86
	Karen Butterfield
	Honeywell Inc
	karen.a.butterfield@honeywell.com
	510 265-2041

	87
	Jack Fujimoto
	HUZI
	fujimoto@aol.com
	310 470-2997

	88
	Michael Gibss
	ICF Consulting
	mgibbs@icfconsulting.com
	818 325-3146

	89
	Val Jensen
	ICF Consulting
	valjensen@icfconsulting.com
	415 677-7113

	90
	Joe Desmond 
	Infotility, Inc.
	joe@infotility.com
	510 657-7959

	91
	Ashish Goel
	InSync
	ashish@insyncinfo.com
	510 580-5504

	92
	Michael Dunham
	JACO
	madunham17@aol.com
	510 774-2062

	93
	Terry Jacobsen
	JACO
	tjaco10597@cs.com
	425 508-1918

	94
	John Nimmons
	JNA,Inc
	jna@speakeasy.org
	415 381-7310

	95
	John Koeller 
	Koeller & Co
	koeller@earthlink.net
	714 777-2744

	96
	Jim Kelsey
	KW Engineering
	kelsey@kw-engineering.com
	510 834-6420

	97
	Nora Hernandez 
	LA County
	norahern@aol.com
	323 881-3949

	98
	Marcy Beck
	LBNL
	mwbeck@lbl.gov
	510 486-6156

	99
	Christian Scheder
	Living Wise
	cs@getwise.org
	888 438-9473

	100
	Paul Fenn
	Local Power
	paulfenn@local.org
	510 451-1727

	101
	Pat Stoner
	Logal Gov't Comm
	pstoner@lgc.org
	916 448-1198

	102
	Ed Freeman
	Los Angeles County
	efreeman@isd.co.la.ca.us
	323 881-3976

	103
	Judy Broyles
	MAAC Project
	jbroyles@connectnet.com
	

	104
	Patty Bailey
	MAAC Project
	pbailey@maacproject.org
	

	105
	Phyllis Cox 
	Maytag Appliance
	pcox@maytag.com
	408 314-7794

	106
	Mark Falmer
	MRW & Assoc.
	mef@mrwAssoc.com
	510 834-1999

	107
	Renee Fernandez
	Newcom Anderson
	reneefernandez@emcorgroup.com
	415 434-2600

	108
	D.A. Moir
	Niedrover, Inc.
	damain@westernappliance.com
	408 289-1941

	109
	Peter Miller
	NRDC
	pmiller@nrdc.org
	

	110
	Jeff Nelsen
	OAP
	jnelsen@harborday.org
	949 640-1410

	111
	Richard Hammord
	Optimal Tech
	richardh@otii.com
	

	112
	Dan Berman
	ORA-CPUC
	dmb@cpuc.ca.gov
	415 703-1182

	113
	Don Smith
	ORA-CPUC
	dsh@cpuc.ca.gov
	415 703-1562

	114
	Mark Loy
	ORA-CPUC
	mrl@cpuc.ca.gov
	415 703-2268

	115
	Pete Skala
	ORA-CPUC
	ska@cpuc.ca.gov
	415 703-1089

	116
	Steve Taber 
	PDC
	taber@princetonenergy.net
	415 457-1848

	117
	Phil Welker
	PECI
	pwelker@peci.org
	503 594-4475

	118
	Virginia Rutledge
	PFM
	rutledgev@publicfin.com
	408 648-2208

	119
	William C. Miller
	PG&E
	wcm2@pge.com
	415 973-4911

	120
	John McLain
	PGE
	john_mclain@pgn.com
	503 603-1631

	121
	John Proctor
	Proctor Eng. Group
	john@proctoreng.com
	415 455-5700

	122
	Allan Rago 
	QCS
	arago@csi.com
	909 445-0450

	123
	Sharon Mecum
	Quantum
	smecum@qcworld.com
	510 981-2073

	124
	Linda Mott-Jones
	RCRC
	lindam@rcrcnet.org
	916 447-4806

	125
	Dan Meek
	Rescue
	dan@meek.net
	503 293-9021

	126
	Barbi Williams
	RHA
	barbara@rhainc.com
	510 748-4330

	127
	George Sanchez
	RHA
	gsanchez@rhainc.com
	

	128
	Rick Ridge
	Ridge & Associates
	rsridge@attbi.com
	

	129
	Rita Norton
	Rita Norton & Assoc
	rita@ritanortonconsulting.com
	408 354-5220

	130
	Matt Brost
	RLW Analytics
	mattb@rlw.com
	707 939-8823 x13

	131
	Roger Wright
	RLW Analytics
	rlw@rlw.com
	707 939-8823 x22

	132
	Robert Mowris
	Robert Mowris & Assoc
	rmowris@earthlink.net
	925 254-9770

	133
	Robert Scott
	Robert Solutions
	rascott@atdial.net
	209 5369450

	134
	Barrett L. Rossie
	Rossie/Davis
	barrett@rdadv.com
	415 642-3988

	135
	Ray Pustinger
	RPM Solutions
	rpustinger@rpmsolutions.org
	619 934-5877

	136
	Estelle Saltsmar
	RSXE
	esaltsmar@rs-e.com
	916 446-9900

	137
	Jennifer Castleberry
	RSXE
	jcastleberry@rs-e.com
	916 446-9900

	138
	Dan Duran
	SAIC
	daniel.f.duran@saic.com
	213 369-2368

	139
	Todd Davis
	SAIC
	todd.d.davis@saic.com
	610 827-7564

	140
	Ben Wildman
	SBW Consulting, Inc
	bwildman@sbwconsulting.com
	425 827-0330

	141
	Matt Monroe
	Schlumerger Sema
	mmonroe@slb.com
	925 516-4881

	142
	Kurt Kammrer
	SDREO
	kkam@sdenergy.com
	619 595-5630

	143
	Rich Esteves
	SESCO
	sesco-Lf@att.net
	973 663-5125

	144
	Steven Moss
	SF Community Power Corp
	steven@moss.net
	415 643-9578

	145
	Pat Wylie
	Sierra Energy Center
	sec@mlode.com
	209 588-0191

	146
	Phil Sisson
	Sisson & Assoc
	philsisson1@attbi.com
	415 845-8820

	147
	Troy Hartmann
	Smart Systems
	Tahone@home.com
	

	148
	Steve Pangarliotas
	SoCalGas
	spangarliotas@socalgas.com
	213 244-5689

	149
	Frank Spasaro
	SoCalGas
	fspasaro@socalgas.com
	213 244-3648

	150
	Don Arambula
	Southern California Edison
	don.arambula@sce.com
	626 302-8179

	151
	Greg Berlin 
	Southern California Edison
	greg.berlin@sce.com
	

	152
	Gregg Ander
	Southern California Edison
	gregg.ander@sce.com
	626 633-7160

	153
	Laura Larks
	Southern California Edison
	laura.larks@sce.com
	

	154
	John Nall
	Southern California Edison
	john.nall@sce.com
	

	155
	E M Helm
	Southern California Edison
	helmsm@sce.com
	326 302-9643

	156
	Jim Staples
	Staples Hutchinsen
	staples@staples-ad.com
	262 781-1890

	157
	Emily Pimentel
	Tetra Tech
	emily.pimentel@ttemi.com
	415 593-4880

	158
	Ted Flanigan
	The Energy Coalition
	tflanigan@energycoalition.org
	949 492-5110

	159
	Craig Tyler
	Tyler & Assoc
	craigtyler@attbi.com
	510 841-8038

	160
	J. Synesion
	U.S. Power
	jsynesio@us-power.com
	858 847-9375

	161
	Carl Blumstein
	UC
	blumstei@socrates.berkeley.edu
	209 524-1623

	162
	Jon Vencil
	VPI Consulting
	jon@vpideas.com
	619 523-1184

	163
	Sherri Petro
	VPI Consulting
	sherri@vpideas.com
	858 663-7482

	164
	Wallis Winegar 
	Wiegel Energy
	wallis@winegardenergy.com
	626 256-3380

	165
	Karin Corfee 
	Xenergy
	kcorfee@xenergy.com
	510 891-0446

	166
	Michael Rufo 
	Xenergy
	mrufo@xenergy.com
	510 891-0446

	167
	Adam Ferrary
	
	adamferrary@yahoo.com
	818 209-7033

	168
	Carl Speck
	
	carlspeck@attbi.com
	925 829-8638

	169
	Catherine Coleman
	
	ncic@igc.org
	510 433-0822

	170
	Chris Chouteau
	
	wcc2@pge.com
	415 972-5239

	171
	Douglas Beaman
	
	dougbeaman@aol.com
	209 524-1623

	172
	James Craft
	
	jlcraft@earthlink.net
	714 812-4614

	173
	Jay Bhalla
	
	jaybhalla@aol.com
	925 984-8075

	174
	Jim Flanagan
	
	jimflanagan@iname.com
	415 863-2525

	175
	Joe Hui
	
	joehui@aol.com
	

	176
	K Knox
	
	kknox@puc.sf.ca.us
	

	177
	Susan K. Bandura 
	
	bandura@bandura.com
	415 921-7891


ATTACHMENT B

AGENDA
WORKSHOP ON ENERGY EFFICIENCY 

PROGRAM PROPOSAL PREPARATION

(R.01-08-028)

December 19, 2001

Hiram W. Johnson State Building

455 Golden Gate Avenue, Hearing Room 9

San Francisco, California

10:00 – 10:45

Opening Matters
· Introductions

· Purpose of the workshop

· Ground rules for the workshop

· Errata to Interim Decision and Policy Manual

· Agenda topics and additional questions

10:45 – 11:30

Question and Answer Session




 Topics:

1. Program design and eligibility guidelines

2. Program timeline, budget, and funding

3. Program cost proposal format 

11:30 – 12:00

California Power Authority Presentation on

 Financing Instruments
12:00 – 1:00 


LUNCH BREAK

1:00 – 3:30


Continuation of Question and Answer Session




Topics:

4. Cost effectiveness calculation

5. Evaluation, measurement, and verification

6. Procedures for proposal submission 

7. Reporting requirements

8. Contractual provisions and relationships

9. Use of CPUC name on program materials

3:30 – 4:00


Other Matters and Wrap Up
· OIR website and web postings


· OIR procedural schedule
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