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Statewide Program Advisory Group (PAG) Meeting 
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Mahlon Aldridge, Ecology Action 
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Tom Conlon, GeoPraxis 
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By phone 
Marshall Hunt, YEEP 
John Hoffman, Bo Enterprises 
Lauren Casentini, D&R International 
Steve Shallenberger, Synergy Companies 
Gerry Foote, Sempra 



2 

Cynthia Mitchell, representing TURN 
Zenaida Tapawan-Conway, Peter Lai, CPUC Energy Division 
Kari Dohn, representing Consol 
Gene Rodriguez, SCE 
Rich Lastname?, Onsite Energy 
 
 
Welcome / Introductions – Annette Beitel 
 

We have a flexible schedule today.  We'll present some, then we'd like to encourage discussion about 
statewide consistency.  What do you think is important, etc.?  In the afternoon, we plan to discuss our 
bid processes, and would like your comments.  Following that, we'll present our proposed fund 
shifting rules for your feedback. And, finally, we'd like to hear individual program ideas that people 
want to put forth.  
 

 
PG&E's Portfolio Design Process - Duane Larson 
 

In order to describe our design process, I'll start with the decision.  The decision marks the largest 
energy efficiency paradigm shift and opportunity ever.  How do we begin?  The idea of statewide 
programs was to reduce customer confusion.  When we look at the programs from a customer 
perspective, PG&E has many different programs and applications.  Just for energy efficiency, there 
are even more when you add demand response (DR), self-generation, and third party programs. 
 
We realized that for every 1 kWh we achieved in 2004, we need to get 2.25kWh in 2006.  We can't do 
that by just adjusting the existing programs.  We need to think outside the program boxes.  We gave 
our design team direction to design the portfolio from a more logical perspective, based on customer 
needs, savings potential, and industry characteristics.  We came up with a collection of market 
programs, including retail, industrial processes, and agricultural markets.  In each, include all the 
technologies.  We plan to have an integrated offering that also includes DR and self generation 
offerings.  Our goal is to optimize the opportunities and reduce lost opportunities. 
 
We expect to have program logic, savings, and more detail by next week's PAG meeting. 
 
Messenger:  You say this is a customer needs-driven process.  Any particular concepts they want to 
be statewide? 
 
Larson:  We know some things need to be consistent statewide.  For example, whether a project uses 
a deemed value or calculated savings program, the process is consistent.  We are coordinating with 
the other utilities.  We're trying to break the "alphabet soup" (multiple programs) way of thinking 
internally to enable us to focus on optimizing Integrated Demand Side Management (IDSM).   
 
Mitchell:  Will the tools that work statewide now still work statewide?  Are you keeping the residential 
and nonresidential portfolio, with Single Family Retrofit, Multi-Family Retrofit, SPC, and Express 
Efficiency programs? 
 
Larson:  What we're keeping is the actual market interaction in each market.  In single family, when 
we're working with Sears or Lowes, we are able to get great value from working on a statewide basis.  
Though, they don't always want to do things the same across the state either.  The savings criteria for 
like products should be the same.  Some things make sense, others may not. 
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SDGE and So Cal Gas' Portfolio Design Process - Athena Besa 
 

I am using the same presentation that we used at our PAG meeting to discuss our philosophy for the 
2006-08 design process.  We started off with our same philosophy as we already have an integrated 
planning process.  Three objectives:  
1. Meet or exceed goals.  We are committed to investing in long-term savings.  Not just now, but 

technologies that will deliver savings in the future. 
2. We want to offer comprehensive services to the  customer.  Now, we start with energy efficiency, 

then we walk away.  In the last couple years, many customers have heard about DR programs, 
and there is a lot of confusion.  We need to incorporate that into our implementation. 
In the long-term resource plan, the loading order includes energy efficiency, DR and renewables.  
We don't want to be bounded by whose program it is or where the funding comes from.  We want 
to provide all we can, build a long-term relationship that enable the customer to continue to take 
advantage of opportunities in the future. 

3. The customer doesn't need to know what program or where the funding comes from.  Internally, 
we have those names for our tracking.  We want to approach the customer, assess their needs 
and provide options.  The customer can decide how and what they want to do.  We will also work 
with CEC and SDREO on self-generation opportunities. 

 
We have developed ideas and programs.  Some are the same as in the past and we use those 
names for familiarity.  Some are new.  One example is advanced homes.  We want to try to have new 
homes that have energy efficiency, DR capabilities and self generation.  Sustainable communities 
activities are targeted to nonresidential and multi-family sectors.  We will help them get LEED 
certification.  For energy efficiency, renewables, etc., some are better on an upstream level than at a 
rebate level. 
 
We also plan to rebate appliances at the point-of-purchase (POP).  That way, the customer doesn't 
have to complete forms.  We're also looking at solar water heating, possibly be in new construction or 
retrofit.  We want to ensure the supply chain is available for these and other opportunities. 
 
We have identified certain target areas for the 20% bid, part of which will be for innovative ideas.  
We're looking at active third parties in both territories to incorporate in the 80%.  SCG plans to 
continue their partnerships, and SDGE is expanding that area to accommodate more municipal 
partners. 
 
SDGE handout is here, the SCG information is on the California energy efficiency web site. 
http://www.californiaenergyefficiency.com 
 
Flanagan:  By incorporating local municipal partners, you mean municipal governments, right?  Any 
chance to incorporate local municipal utilities? 
 
Besa:  Some of our partnerships have several utilities involved. 
 
Speaker?:  Where one utility does gas, one does electricity? 
 
Besa:  Yes, we are trying to make these kinds of inroads. 
 
Speaker?:  How are munis folded into this, do they have their own programs? 
 
Besa:  We're trying to work on that now, so we offer consistent programs. 
 
Ryan:  I think SDGE was the first to announce they are committed to on-bill financing. 
 
Besa:  Yes, both SDGE, and SCG.  The contact for on-bill financing plans is Frank Spasaro.  We will 
possibly provide the service for small commercial customers and we're also exploring others. 
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SCE's Portfolio Design Process - Dave Bruder, John Nall 
 

There are five tenets in our planning process. 
 
1. Building on past successes 
2. Creating new programs 
3. Utilizing third parties  
4. Integrating DR and self generation, and  
5. Partnerships 

 
We plan to build on our past successes.  We have a very successful portfolio, and have achieved our 
goals every year.  Several programs, including SPC, Savings By Design, and Appliance Recycling 
use third parties.  We believe it doesn't make sense to just set aside successful programs.  We plan 
to expand our upstream programs.   
 
We are also creating new programs, that will target new opportunities or markets, using innovation.  
For example, building retro-commissioning and AC tune-ups.  We've heard a lot of discussion on the 
residential and small commercial AC markets and are working on determining whether the 
opportunity is clearest for just hardware or whether there are also quality installation items that can be 
incorporated.  
 
Utilization of third parties.  We fully embrace the use of third parties, and are planning both an open 
and a targeted solicitation.  Third parties have a key role in helping to achieve our portfolio objectives 
and ensuring constant innovation. 
 
Integration.  Demand response and self generation integration is a natural fit with energy efficiency, 
though efficiency is our highest priority. 
 
Partnerships.  We plan to continue our statewide and local partnerships.  They are very successful 
now, and our plan is to continue and expand them.   
 
The purpose of this meeting is to talk about statewide programs.  Those not involved in our PAG may 
be wondering what kind of things we're talking about.  If you look at page eight of the SDGE program 
handout, it lines up with ours.  As part of improving on our successes, we have been talking with SCG 
about how to deliver programs together, rather than separately.  For example, surveys will provide 
both gas and electric information.  Just one way we plan to provide better service at lower costs.  We 
are also trying to integrate our two new construction programs (residential and nonresidential) into 
one. 
 
Speaker?:  Your partnerships.  Can you give some examples of the successful ones? 
 
Bruder:  Yes. 
• There is the statewide UC/CSU/IOU partnership.  We are offering commissioning, actually a long-

term approach to retro-commissioning, as well as standard retrofits, and education and training.   
• The LA County partnership has similar elements aimed at county facilities.  We're also doing a 

metering experiment in a public housing project.   
• Ventura County Regional Energy Authority (VCREA) is a local self-contained retrofit approach for 

Ventura County buildings. 
• South Bay Council of Governments is primarily an information and education program.  They 

have an energy center to provide training services. 
 
Clark:  When you say you are building on successful programs, does that include third party 
programs? If so, will they be part of the 80%? 
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Bruder:  That's a specific question about continuing successful programs, which we will discuss in 
more detail later, but if it's a successful approach, we're interested in continuing. 
 
Tam:  I'd like to see from the utilities a side-by-side comparison of all statewide programs.  I 
understand SCE and SCG are planning to outsource some things that PG&E is planning to keep 
statewide.  For appliance recycling, SCE is keeping it statewide, but PG&E plans to bid it out. 
 
Nall:  At a certain point we'll have to develop something like that. 
 

// Action Item:  Create and distribute a table comparing the statewide program characteristics by utility.  // 
 

Beitel:  To clarify, we're not planning on bidding out largest piece of ET.  We proposed to bid none of 
ET, but have received feedback that people think it would be reasonable to bid at least a piece of it.  
We are currently considering this possibility.  Our current plan is to treat ET like the other utilities. 
 
Tam:  If you have a statewide ET program and PG&E elects to bid out based on feedback, I think the 
other utilities should do the same.  I'd like to see a white board of all the programs the utilities plan to 
do statewide as opposed to locally, a side-by-side comparison. 
 
Bruder:  That's a good idea.  I'm not sure about the process for where do that.  We are having 
discussions about this, so we will be getting to that point.  Are you suggesting we do it today? 
 
Tam:  I thought it was part of the agenda today. 
 
Beitel:  Unfortunately, we're not ready to do it today.   
 
Duhon:  We're in the midst of program development.  Some of the ways we're approaching the 
development are radically different.  The approaches and technologies will be the same, but we're not 
ready to describe exactly how that breaks out in line item detail yet.  My presentation talks about it 
philosophically. 
 
By Friday, we'll have the program concepts and logic complete and will be presenting that to our PAG 
members next week.  We're behind the other two utilities in the process, so we're not ready for a side-
by-side comparison.  We can talk conceptually about the process and use any feedback we receive 
to help design the programs.   
 
Speaker?:  Are you having another workshop? 
 
Beitel:  We can do that, but we don't currently have one scheduled.  We can have a statewide PAG 
meeting at the end of April if there's interest. 
 
Speaker?:  When you decide on the statewide programs, will they be internal, or will you put them out 
to bid? 
 
Beitel:  We will have statewide programs that are utility designed and implemented.  I anticipate there 
will also be statewide offerings implemented by third parties. 
 
Nall:  For example, the utilities offer surveys, but we may not design and/or implement the surveys 
themselves.  We're not sure at this time. 
 
Speaker?:  I thought I heard that SCE will have third party solicitations that are open.  That would 
imply that an emerging technologies program could be proposed in response.  There seems to be a 
bit of inconsistency.  PG&E is stating they are not going to entertain these ideas. 
 
Nall:  We will have three categories; innovative, emerging technologies and an open solicitation. 
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Beitel:  We are planning to bid out a broad swath of our portfolio.  There are some areas where we 
aren't going to consider bids.  There is one little sliver of the portfolio, ET, where we remain 
undecided.  Our original proposal was no, but we've received a lot of feedback that we should bid at 
least some of it out. 
 
Mahone:  I'm hearing a lot encouraging things about a unified customer experience and unified 
presentation.  How will this be handled in terms of branding?  Will there be an overarching statewide 
brand?  How do the different pieces fit into the branding strategy? 
 
Bruder:  At Edison, where we have existing brands that are recognized statewide, we want to 
continue with them.  That is a good question, and there is definitely more work to be done. 
 

//  Action Item:  Develop and research a branding strategy, and determine whether it will be a statewide 
strategy.  // 

 
Conlon:  In PG&E's discussion, you said you aren't planning to bid out information and outreach 
programs. Does that work with the survey program description? 
 
Bruder:  To the extent there is a discrepancy, we feel that nothing is off-limits as far as third party 
implementation.   
 
Beitel:  I may have mis-spoke.  We aren't planning on bidding out new information programs, but we 
are open to continuing existing successful third party information programs.  The policy rationale for 
this decision is that we don't garner savings from these programs, and given our aggressive targets, 
we can't increase the funding in this sector. 
 
Kelly:  Have you considered doing things the way you want to individually for a year, then if a strategy 
is successful, spread it statewide?  Then there will be more ideas generated around the state. 
 
Bruder:  That's a great suggestion.  It could be that it will naturally end up working like that.  We can 
build sharing ideas into the process. 
 
Speaker?:  I heard Edison and SDGE talk about continuing statewide programs.  But PG&E may 
have a whole different structure that would not contemplate the SPC program for example. 
 
Duhon:  We started from the standpoint that programs need to be addressed to markets.  The 
standard offer is one of the best practices that will be aligned with SPC, but chosen for the moment 
not to call it that.   
 
Speaker?:  I'm not sure I understood that.  You're doing a standard offer, but it isn't consistent with 
the other utilities?  As a supplier representing ESCOs, it's important that we have consistent 
programs.  I appreciate that customers don't want to be confused, but the suppliers need statewide 
consistency. 
 
Duhon:  Yes, we concur with you.  The program rules will be consistent.  One approach is that we 
recognize there are internal inconsistencies now, and that some participants are playing one program 
off of another.   
 
Speaker?:  I support the idea that once the utilities decide what consistency will be in terms of your 
plans, you should have another statewide PAG meeting.  Feedback is important, not just from the 
PRG members, but from others also. 
 
Duhon:  Yes, the issue is very important, and we are aware of the implications for statewide vendors.    
If you can't sell our standard offer here, and it's better for you to do Southern California programs, 
your business model will drive you there.  We don't want to do that. 
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Gilligan:  We need another statewide PAG meeting once utilities have formulated their plans in 
greater detail so we can provide comments.  Small changes that seem insignificant to others can 
dramatically affect program success. 
 
Beitel:  We will schedule another meeting by the end of the day. 
 

//  Action Item:  Schedule a statewide PAG meeting for the end of April.  // 
 

Horowitz:  I'm sensing a tension that I don't think is necessary, and I'd like to offer some clarification.  
There are really two different topics, the "techy" stuff and program delivery.  The "techy" stuff will be 
consistent across utilities.  They will use the same specifications, test methods, savings calculations, 
and rebate levels.  On the program delivery side, if you're working with a national retailer or 
manufacturer, they typically like one contact.  Builders that work throughout the state also want 
consistent offerings. After that, let the utilities be flexible on marketing strategies and implementation 
channels.  Imagine if we had one utility for the whole state.  Would they have one or five diff 
programs? 
 
Broomhead:  You mentioned CFLs, but there are a lot of technologies that have different impacts.  
We've been requesting that programs recognize local needs and characteristics.  We need to 
structure programs to get the results we want.  Measures have different values at different times and 
weather conditions. 
 
Grant Duhon:  This is a concern we're trying to deal with re: EM&V.  What are the baselines, etc.?   
We're looking at that on a more expansive basis than in the past. 
 
Messenger:  It's important to roll out on a statewide level.  One thing we're trying to do is make it 
easier for the customer and increase energy efficiency awareness.  I recommend you consider a 
universal rebate card.  Every customer gets a card with their utility account number, etc.  Whenever 
you want a rebate, you use the card and it will keep track of activities.   
 
Richardson:  To have that kind of tracking system sounds ideal, but I'm not sure how we'd implement 
it.  Who would track the activity? 
 
Messenger:  Each utility could have their own.  Then you'd collect the information, and upload it to a 
database.  That would make it easier for customers to purchase energy efficient products and for you 
to get credit. 
  
Ryan:  That is an excellent idea.  On the small commercial side, most providers, to get the customer 
in the right mood with respect to funding, make sure to remind them that it's their money.  It helps 
small business person understand the funding and process.  In Connecticut, they use a logo for PGC 
funds for recognition.  A combination of the logo and card is a good idea.  Also, the bill has a bar 
chart that shows energy and demand where applicable.  That could have an impact. 
 
Conlon:  It's not that difficult technologically to integrate the data.   
 
Duhon:  To affect a national market, you don't necessarily need to do everything identically.  One 
thing we're trying to do simply the approach to the customer is to try to get down to two applications, 
period. 
We'll offer the same basic measures and approach throughout the state, but with the flexibility to have 
local differences where necessary.  We plan to use program brand where appropriate.  We want to 
make it as easy as possible to participate, and be as consistent as possible where we can. 
 
Glassel:  You should plan to take baby steps, and build up to successful programs. 
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Duhon:  We have an existing infrastructure that allows us to deliver savings effectively.  We're 
restructuring how we pull the existing programs together in the marketplace and we want to be able to 
specialize in an area if it's needed. 
 
Flanagan:  Have you addressed fuel switching yet?  The rules tend to be different for new 
construction than for retrofit. 
 
Duhon:  We've talked about it quite a bit.  There are issues, there are single and dual fuel utilities, 
each with different perspectives about how to apply the three-prong test.  We are looking at source 
energy as a possible basis.   
 
Tam:  On the branding question.  There's no question that Savings By Design (SBD) and Standard 
Performance Contracting (SPC) are well established brands.  I have a concern about some third party 
programs that may not have that kind of an established brand.  How do you plan to embrace them 
and get recognition from customers? 
 
Duhon:  We are embracing all those deemed successful in the marketplace.  No successful programs 
will be dropped. 
 
Tam:  What I'm trying to get at is that a new third party program may have difficulties penetrating a 
market, if the customer isn't familiar with it or is suspicious of the implementer's intentions.    
 
Beitel:  We are considering allowing third parties use the PG&E brand.  There a couple ways we can 
go about it. One is to set up an 800 number for customers to call to verify the program validity.  Or, 
we can allow third parties to state on their program materials that they were selected by PG&E.  
Whether or not we allow implementers to use the logo itself, our plan going forward is a big departure 
from the past.  We need to evaluate the options.  FYP is another possibility, FYP owns the brand, so 
they'd have to license it. 
 
Speaker?:  I know you're still figuring out which programs will be statewide.  It sounds like you're 
thinking that technology-based programs will be statewide.  I'm here on behalf of the Alliance to Save 
Energy, and they operate programs in all the utilities' territories.  Will their programs be considered? 
 
Beitel:  We have a process established for successful programs that we worked out with our PAG 
members and public participants.  We sent out the template to all 2004-05 program implementers.  
They will have two weeks to complete it, then we will conduct our evaluation.   
 
Messenger:  One thing I was hoping to get today, was the listing of programs that utilities are thinking 
about running on a joint basis.  I have a number of additional statewide programs that I want you to 
consider, but I need to see the list first.  Can you discuss what programs will be statewide and 
consistent and which will be local? 
 
Duhon:  At the highest level, outreach to architects and engineers in new construction will continue to 
be run through the SBD logo.  There will continue to be a standard offer, and also a customized 
program.  Some elements of Express and the residential programs need to be provided on a 
statewide basis, others can continue if we all come to agreement.  We haven't had the opportunity to 
discuss them in detail yet to determine which will go in each category.   
 
Take the small business sector as an example.  We're looking at the services we currently offer and 
how Express works.  We've discovered ways that very-small commercial and residential markets are 
more similar than different. 
 
Messenger:  I would like each utility to nominate a contact person to send ideas to. 
 
Beitel:  I think it would be valuable to talk about that.  Perhaps it makes sense to send 
recommendations to the PAG contacts and we will forward to the appropriate people. 
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Duhon:  We think we have developed a better overall system, which leaves more room for other good 
ideas.   
 
Mitchell:  On March 15th, TURN sent out a series of white papers calling for two or three new 
statewide programs.  I want to discuss that briefly.  I have a three-page document that I want 
distributed today. 
 
Besa:  I believe the material is already posted on the CA energy efficiency web site. 
http://www/californiaenergyefficiency.com  
 
Beitel:  Cynthia- Can you please send the file so we can print it and distribute it to the attendees 
during lunch? 
 

 
LUNCH 
 

Messenger:  I want to present an alternative model to consider.  Now, each utility is going off to their 
own corner and deciding programs, incentives, etc..  Once they get what they want, then they'll have 
a conciliation meeting with other to make things consistent.  An alternative is to select one person 
from each utility to be on a statewide committee.  The charge for the committee is to determine what 
new programs have potential or promise that we can agree on, then take that back to the utilities. 
 
Beitel:  We will take that under consideration and respond to you. 
 
 

Comments on the Pros and Cons of Statewide Consistency – Annette Beitel 
 

Aldridge:  When I look at the existing lighting programs, I see two basic approaches: a turnkey direct 
install approach, and prescriptive programs like Express.  Within a given utility, it's important to 
ensure that both types have same standards of conduct for installation contractors.  All participating 
contractors need to agree they'll do certain things such as not gaming, specifying for 
comprehensiveness, etc.. .  If that kind of requirement isn't in place statewide, contractors will work 
where it's easiest to game the system. 
 
Speaker?:  Consistency is important.  The thing that Mahlon brought up is worthwhile to talk about at 
a statewide level.  When it comes to program selection, I'm also hoping the utilities will allow for 
flexibility and innovation.   
 
Berman:  Even with variations in localities, are there consistencies in the variations?  It's possible to 
create a statewide program designed to implement local sub-programs.  If you have consistency in 
implementation, and applications even though there may be variations for measures locally, it's easy 
to plug in a new local program because you have created a template.   
 
Speaker?:  We need to allow for local variations, while maintaining consistent rules to a point, except 
where there is a need for differences.  
 
Flanagan:  Consistency is good in some cases, but it depends on which cities you are working with.  
For example, San Francisco and Oakland have full time energy people.  It also depends on the 
specific city characteristics (a lot of industry, versus a bedroom community).  There are also 
variations in labor costs in different areas. 
 
Beitel:  Can you be specific about what should be local and what statewide? Incentives, applications, 
etc. 
 
Flanagan: I'd say most of it should be local. 
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Beitel:  I'm hearing two distinct themes; the need for statewide consistency versus the need for the 
ability to vary when necessary. 
 
Flanagan:  It also depends on the specific programs.  Large customers don't look to local 
governments typically, but the smaller ones more dependent on their local government. 
 
Speaker?:  There should be a minimum level of installation standards.  If we don't have that, it's easy 
to do very cheap installations that are not best for the customer. 
 
Messenger:  I'll send a write-up later.  I have a page of pros and cons. 
 
Pros of Statewide Consistency—Easier to recruit large customers, customers with chain accounts, 
take advantage of statewide marketing activities, and evaluate impacts.   
Cons of Statewide Consistency—Harder to innovate during implementation if all parties have to agree 
to a change.  Harder to recognize the differences in the value of saving energy in different climates or 
geographical areas.  It can stifle innovation of the delivery approach.  Harder to reward excellent 
performance.  Easier to start up pilot programs on local level.  The management structure for 
statewide programs is not as nimble or responsive to changes in marketplace. 
 
Gordon:  Is solar hot water on the agenda?  I recommend it be included on the energy efficiency side, 
with a $1,000 or 25% rebate.   You should also require installations to be installed by a licensed 
contractor. 
 
Beitel:  I'd like to get a show of hands on some of the different items we've been discussing.  
 
1. Should the list of measures be identical?   
 
Speaker?:  Yes, with a comment. You should have the same measures, but vary the incentives. 
 
Conlon:  They should be identically named.  Whether they are consistently incented, etc., I think there 
is a lot of room for variability. 
 
Broomhead:  In San Francisco, we have no problem with you offering AC statewide, but we won't use 
them.  As long as we can have open signs to address our winter evening peak.  You should have the 
same specification regarding quality. 
 
Horowitz:  Certain measures, for very big customers, it could be problematic if some utilities are 
rebating them and others are not. 
 
Beitel:  So, should they be statewide with room to introduce ET? 
 Votes:  Yes, ~15.  No, a few.  A few abstaining. 
 
2.  Should incentive levels for measures be identical? 
 
Conlon:  It's difficult to make that decision on a broad basis.  There's a long list of measures that have 
different impacts in different areas.  We shouldn't impose a rigid mandate that they all be the same. 
 
Schiller:  I would like to suggest a frame for the question.  Should there be a list of consistent 
measures, and if so, should they have consistent incentives?  That way people can indicate that there 
should be statewide consistency for some without excluding independence. 
 
Bachrach:  As a general rule, incentives should be consistent unless there's a compelling reason for 
variation. 
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Horowitz:  I will echo that.  It's hard to make a black-and-white rule.  We should strive for consistency 
where we can. 
 
Beitel:  In other areas, it's common to set different incentives for different customers and it appears to 
be working well. 
 
Hamilton:  Isn’t the list of measures somewhat defined in DEER?  The only issue is that you don't 
provide incentives for air conditioning in Monterey, versus Bakersfield.  I am voting against statewide.  
It doesn't make sense to give an incentive for a measures that doesn't give you savings.  Is there 
another industry where the cost of a product is the same in LA and Sacramento?  I don't know of any.  
Why apply it here? 
 
Speaker?:  I disagree that incentive levels should be the same.  The model PG&E is talking about 
provides room for innovation, versus how much do we have to give for folks to buy in?  There are 
many delivery channels and markets, all have different abilities to reach market drivers.  We have 3 
or 4 utilities, the 10th amendment comes to mind.  There's some value in the fact that utilities may try 
different models.  Those that are successful can be transferred to others to make the whole better. 
 
Clark:  It's difficult even if you have a chart of the different incentives in different areas.  You almost 
have to take an average and look at them on an overall basis.  It really does confuse the vendor and 
the customer. 
 
Speaker:  That's where we run into the problem of lost opportunities.  We are selling the customer on 
one particular technology, there may be an opportunity for another, but the incentive doesn't support 
it. 
 
Clark:  We need one or the other. 
 
Speaker?:  With today's technology, we're no longer constrained by having to keep it that simple.  It's 
not really that complicated.  Do we want to incent SEER 14 units in San Francisco?  I don't think so.  I 
think the smorgasbord should be available to everyone, then tell them what a particular measure is 
worth in that area.  If that area is constrained for some reason, maybe this year it's worth more there. 
 
Messenger:  Several people are making the same point in different ways.  I move for closure and ask 
that the utilities review the points in the context of deciding whether to move ahead.  The regulatory 
community has obvious desires for consistency.   
 
Beitel:  Who thinks we should have the flexibility to vary incentives for weather or other business 
based purposes? 
 Vote—Yes, most.  No, one.  Three or four abstained. 
 
3.  Installation Standards.  We have heard feedback that having different standards could 

encourage gaming. 
 
Horowitz:  How would you enforce them? 
 
Flanagan:  In my experience, when you have a shorter program, it tends to attract more fly-by-night 
contractors.  When it's longer, they want to maintain the relationship.  The three-year cycle will 
address some of that. 
 
Sanders:  I would advocate that with statewide programs, if they caught gaming, they get kicked out. 
 
Beitel:  In the past, we have specified a certain percent of the projects will receive post-installation 
inspections.  If there are difficulties, we increase that number, and the contractor has to pay for the 
extra inspections.  
 



12 

Glassel:  It's important to make sure the consumer gets what they pay for. 
 
Beitel:  OK, should we have common installation standards? 
 Vote--Yes, most.  No, zero.  One abstained. 
 
Broomhead:  One caveat to that is we need to look at design standards also.  Some rebate structures 
pushed design issues back.  People decide what to retrofit based on the incentives, rather than what 
meets the building design. 
 
4.  Program Rules and Applications.  Should they be statewide? 
 
Sanders:  I would say it's important to set minimum standards, but that you should never set a 
maximum standard.  Especially with local programs.  The program rules focus on the customer 
segment. 
 
Beitel:  What I mean is should we define what's required to comprehensive in a sector?  Should there 
be statewide rules around committing funds. If there is great variability between programs, it can 
produce gaming, but also innovation. 
 
Speaker?:  Schools need a longer cycle.  One thing that's come out of the statewide policies is that 
different market sectors have different needs.  Simplicity yields more participation.   
 
MacDonald:  I would echo that for the low income sector also. 
 
Fry:  I echo the advantages of simplification. Where there are opportunities to create consistency in 
program administration, there are a lot of cost advantages.  Utilities should be looking to drive down 
program costs. 
 
Ryan:  With respect to gaming, sanctions are the key element.  Where pre-inspections aren't part of 
the program design, random pre-inspections should be the baseline. 
 
Welker:  The issue of comprehensiveness is good, but you have to be careful how people make 
decisions.  Sometimes they're not ready for a comprehensive project, but they want to get started.  
Lost opportunities are a potential here also. 
 
Beitel: Should program rules and applications be the same statewide? 
 Vote--Yes, five.  Allow to vary, >10.  A few abstained. 
 
OK, the final question.  We presented two different models today.   
 
5.  Should all the utilities present the same marketing fact to the customer?  PG&E is 

considering not focusing as much on individual programs versus using statewide 
program brands. 

 
Kotowski:  There are some very successful programs in that list.  Casting aside the brand name may 
not do them a service in the short run.  On other hand, thinking out of the box is a good thing. 
 
Speaker?:  If you're looking for ways to enhance consistency statewide, take the winners and re-
define them.   
 
Speaker?:  To the extent you need to reach people who currently don't speak energy efficiency, they 
don't know the difference between SBD and Express Efficiency anyway.  If you stick with them, 
people need to learn a new lexicon for simple things.  When I talk to people, their barriers are that 
they don't have time and resources.  If you want to change your approach, you should be allowed to 
speak up. 
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Messenger:  From my perspective, when given a set of stretch goals this ambitious, it would be the 
ultimate folly to stick with the same approach statewide.  We do have a common vehicle if you want 
to all do the same thing, its FYP.  For regulators or even utilities to decide on the one best approach 
statewide doesn't have a lot resonance to me. 
 
Horowitz:  I agree, you should have flexibility in how you market and what you call them.  But the guts 
should be, to the maximum extent feasible, should be common. 
 
Glassel:  In retrofit residential housing, they know heat and air, windows, etc..  If you start throwing 
FYP and other stuff at them, they get confused. 
 
Flanagan:  Some more sophisticated customers know the programs, but they don't want to go 
through  the hassle of dealing with a bunch of different programs.  If the customer only has to fill out 
one application, they will be much more effective. 
 
Beitel:  Should we maintain all the program brands? 
 Vote—Yes, zero.  Eliminate brands? 10-15.  Some abstained. 
 
Hamilton:  I'd like to offer a friendly amendment.  You said some utilities.  If you do that, you're back 
to the problem of depending on what market segment.  Then if PG&E presents a package, and SoCal 
is still using the programs, you have confusion again.  You need to simplify. Statewide customers still 
have confusion. 
 
Mowris:  I am in favor of statewide installation standards.   
 
 

SCE's Third Party Program Bidding –  Don Arambula 
 

In 2004-05, Edison had as a part of our filing, third party proposals for cost-effective innovative 
designs.  The program is called IDEEA, and we just completed the second round of solicitations.  We 
are currently in discussions about what's working, and what's not.  We have been pitching this idea to 
our PAG members, and at workshops, and have received positive feedback.   
 
Our general plan, modeled on the current IDEEA program, is to have a general solicitation for 
programs. We realized we'd get some great ideas, some not-so-great ideas.  Currently, our plan is to 
divide the solicitations into two categories, targeted and general. 

• Targeted solicitation, for proven programs.  We will try to get improvement in program 
designs.  These will be three-year programs. 

• The general solicitation will have two sub-categories.  The first will be open to any idea you 
may have, with an emphasis on cost-effective savings and consideration of other ideas.  The 
second will be for ET / or pilot programs, perhaps for technologies that aren't proven or 
haven't been proven for certain market segments.  Certain ET programs, we'll plan to run for 
about a year to test them.  We'll release an RFP this year and next year, for two-year 
programs. New programs typically need more than a year to develop.  But usually within two 
years, you can see how it will mature.  For the ET/Pilots piece, we'd like to keep it open 
throughout the three year cycle.   

 
The implementation process will include a two-stage solicitation.  First, bidders will submit an abstract 
of about 3-5 pages.  This will allow bidder to provide a proposal including the key components.  It also 
saves time for the reviewers.  
 
We are working with the CPUC staff on the online system they used, to see if we can improve upon 
that.  If we use that, bidders will upload abstracts.  Then, we can record and evaluate online.  We will 
use the same system for the second stage, with more developed proposals.  We want to focus on the 
targets.  We need to make sure that programs, though they may not be proven, can provide results. 
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Fry:  I've participated in a couple rounds of this already.  I like the two-stage process.  Is this idea 
being considered statewide?  The incubator quality of programs could also be valuable statewide. 
 
Arambula:  Yes. 
 
Clark: Have you established a proposed percent of funding that will go to each? 
 
Arambula:  We have some rough sketches, but we're still working on it.  For all three, we estimate 
about 35-40% of the budget.  The third category will likely be $2-3M each year.  The open solicitation 
will probably be about $10-15M each solicitation (there will be two).   
 
Messenger:  What is the primary reason to put things out to bid besides that the CPUC told you to.  I 
have heard so far that you will use it to try out innovative proposals.  Don't you also want to use the 
bids as mechanism to reduce the costs of existing programs? 
 
Arambula:  Yes, that's one criteria. 
 
Messenger:  When targeting a given market sector, will you take suggestions for targeting?  In SCE's 
territory, there are 1,000,000 air conditioners, maybe half are EER 8 or less.  If I put out a proposal to 
identify poor performing units, then improve their performance, would that be too specific? 
 
Arambula:  No, not at all.  There are some specific items in your example, but conceptually, it's OK.  
 
Messenger:  Are you willing to entertain ideas that Edison can implement, then tell implementers that 
you'll pay them for what it's worth? 
 
Arambula:  We haven't done that in the past.  
 
Metz:  We participated in the IDEEA program.  That process was very smooth.  I like the two-stage 
approach.  It also gives evaluators the opportunity to review more ideas.   
 
 

SDGE and SCG's Third Party Program Bidding –  Athena Besa 
 

We have identified targeted areas for third parties to bid on.  We were shocked at the goals, and 
realized we can't do it alone.  We plan to bid out things that we want to do, but don't have the 
capability for, or places where there are gaps in our portfolio.  Some possibilities include tankless 
water heaters, solar water heaters (to extent we can put in comprehensive plan).  Interested in 
restaurant sector and bio-tech also.  OK, so that's not worth $12M, what will we do with the rest?  We 
will put it out for bids on innovative ideas to help us meet the goal.  The programs will either enhance 
our portfolio, or help keep it cost-effective.  Our method is modeled on the IDEEA process. SDGE is 
currently piloting a similar idea.  We are modifying an existing program to allow program proposals. 
 
The criteria are savings, demand reduction, and areas not being served.  We need to focus on how to  
meld in the new policy rules, stay cost-effective and meet savings goals.  We plan to have a common 
set of criteria and a common RFP process, but the terms and conditions may vary. 
 
Aldridge:  One interpretation of the decision is that third parties will keep competition alive.  I noticed 
in the first IDEEA program, you said "we want you to give us ideas that don't compete with what we 
currently do".  Now, is the intention to have third party competition to challenge the sweetheart 
programs?  By sweetheart programs, I mean those the utilities like to run. 
 
Besa:  Our VP is committed to taking the third party ideas and comparing them to our programs.  Any 
program we propose that doesn't stack up to a third party program will be replaced.  We are 
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committed to having the most cost-effective portfolio.  We are committed to our resource plan.  
Energy efficiency is first in the loading order, so any new resources have to compete with efficiency.   
 
Aldridge:  I would add that the big job is to do an apples-to-apples comparison because of the 
disaggregation of costs in a larger company setting.   
 
Besa:  We have to remember that the portfolio has to be cost-effective.  By itself, it should be cost-
effective.  When a program goes into the portfolio, it becomes part of the whole, there's not a 
separate third party portfolio.  The administration structure has to support the whole thing.  Just as on 
the one side, if third parties are not delivering as promised, we need to re-visit that. 
 
Rosenfeld:  If a third party program does better than a portfolio program, does it get moved into the 
portfolio and free up funds for other third party programs?   
 
Besa:  If it improves portfolio and delivers the service better.  Or the funds could be given to other 
more successful programs. 
 
Rosenfeld:  Often there are several good proposals, but maybe they aren't quite there or there's 
overlap with other programs.  Have you considered creating a short list, and rather than choosing one 
or the other, ask them to work together? 
 
Besa:  From the perspective of offering the most comprehensive service, if together, you offer more 
comprehensive services, it's possible we'd ask you to combine. 
 
Mahone:  I'm wearing my third party implementer's hat.  I need to point out that I feel like a chipmunk 
dancing with a 900lb gorilla.  I have had the experience of inventing and implementing a program, 
then having the utility take it over.  I'm struggling to understand what third party really means.  There 
are a lot of ways to interpret it.  It could mean we are independent entities competing with the utilities, 
or someone to help us run our programs.  I'm wondering what the dividing line is between 
independent third party programs, or third parties helping you run your programs. 
 
Besa:  The third party distinction came about under the CPUC process.  As administrators, we are 
owners of the portfolio, we need to take ownership of that, not take over your program.  But we 
become partners.  Now we have a partnership between us, and with customers.  In the next round, 
will I take it over?  I don't know.  At the same time, nothing stops a third party from doing the same 
thing, and just saying I'll do it cheaper.  Most programs we run offer rebates, but we're not out there 
installing things.  Especially for larger customers, we have to work with energy service providers; we 
aren't providing the service. 
 
Clark:  I assume the portfolio will include three different IDEEA programs working hand in hand.  Or 
will they be totally different programs? 
 
Besa:  We're just experimenting with the IDEEA program.   
 
Clark:  Once you put out the RFP, will it be for the whole pot or some percent of it, with some held 
back?  Then will you give the productive programs more funding? 
 
Besa:  We've discussed this issue of whether to do a staggered bid or do it all at once.  We're leaning 
toward all at once.  We want to stack things up to ensure we'll meet the goals.  If we wait, we won't be 
sure. 
 
Clark:  Once you distribute funds, it's hard to get them back.  It's easier to add funding to successful 
programs 
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Ryan:  With respect to Doug's point about programs being absorbed by the utilities from a third party.  
There is a larger issue.  How do we create a system overall that fosters the intellectual capital created 
and makes it sustainable, as opposed to having the rug pulled out from under you? 
 
Besa:  When you say "absorbed into the utility".  If a program is successful, it will be absorbed into 
the 80%, so you could still be the one implementing it.  There's the possibility that you wouldn't have 
to bid again. 
 
Messenger:  That question was dealt with at great length in a study at the CEC in 2001.  How do 
people preserve their intellectual property?  You do it in the contract if you're worried that they'll take 
an idea without compensating you.   
 
Conlon:  We have had that experience wit SCE.  Working as a subcontractor, we negotiated that kind 
of contract.  The burden is on the proposer to protect their intellectual property. 
 
Tam:  How do you define whether a program is performing mid-cycle and whether to shift that 
funding? 
 
Besa:  Part of the EM&V process includes how to evaluate programs mid-cycle.  We do discuss how 
to do this, and whether to provide feedback to improve the program or stop it.  We haven't really 
discussed fund shifting yet, but total flexibility seems like a good idea.  
 
Tam: The criteria should be clear up-front. 
 
Besa:  Yes, we haven't fleshed it out yet.   
 
Schiller:  I want to clarify.  You would potentially outsource 100% of your portfolio? 
 
Besa:  We are committed to having the best portfolio we can.  Could it go to 100%? I don't know. 
 
Schiller:  I thought I heard you say that if a third party program was more cost-effective, it would 
replace your program. 
 
Besa:  If that were the only two options, than theoretically it could be 100%.   
 
Schiller:  Would you put out those criteria ahead of time so people would know the criteria?   
 
Besa:  If that was the only criteria, yes.  But it's not. 
 
Schiller:  So you would seriously consider it. 
 
Beitel:  PG&E would also consider it. 
 
Arambula:  At SCE, we believe we'll be proposing the most comprehensive, cost-effective portfolio, 
and we're not prepared to make that statement. 
 
Messenger:  That's not an appropriate topic for today.   People should talk with the individual 
administrators. 
 
 

PG&E's Third Party Program Bidding –  Annette Beitel 
 

We are planning on bidding out a broad swath of our portfolio.  We believe we can operate in the 
same markets, and that time will tell which program is better, faster, cheaper.  We are not bidding out 
new information programs because of the aggressive savings goals. 
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The markets we have defined for bidding are those that the potential study stated are high potential 
markets.  We haven't decided whether we'll have on solicitation for all the funds, or if we'll split it up 
into several solicitations. 
 
We will continue the discussion with the other utilities on the criteria.  We are planning to use several 
threshold criteria, plus additional scoring criteria.  Scoring criteria will focus heavily on levelized cost, 
and will also include WMBDVBE status.  Efficiency will be replacing a supply-side option.  Our supply 
planners don't discuss cost-effectiveness, they talk about levelized cost.  For the innovation 
solicitation, we will also award points for innovation. 
 
It appears we have universal approval for using a two-stage bidding process.  We expect there to be 
some consistency across the utilities.  PG&E would like to start the bidding process in June or very 
soon after the June filing.  We don't want to wait until CPUC approval if the PRG approves the plan.  
We are going to try to get PAG member approval next week, then seek CPUC approval to proceed.  
We plan to return to commercially consistent ways of pricing, time and materials (T&M) or unit pricing.  
If ED staff want workbooks, we can provide them, but we don't want to use them for bids.   
 
In addition, we don't plan to just take a proposal and slap it on to general conditions.  We will have 
specific conditions.  The E3 calculator will be posted on the E3 web site next week. 
 
Bachrach:  Some third party programs cut across territories.  Will there be a statewide RFP, or how 
do you plan to deal with it? 
 
Beitel:  We haven't decided yet, do you have any thoughts?   
 
Messenger:  I suggest we spend 15 minutes on the funding rules, then statewide program ideas. 
 
Tam:  We started the discussion in the policy workshop, when ORA proposed a framework, which I 
now think is somewhat inadequate.  Utilities can take suggestions back to their PAG members.  As a 
group, we need to discuss how to establish the fund shifting rules, both within a program cycle, and 
from one cycle to another,  
 
Messenger:  We need a process where the utility informs the CPUC when they are shifting funds, and 
why.  There should be no approval required.  I recognize there may be other reasons why you may 
want controls on the process.  The burden should be on the people who want to make that case to 
show why that's more rational. 
 
Kelly:  There should be a lot of liberty, but there is a fear that third party programs could replace utility 
programs.  Now we're saying that if an idea isn't working, they shift it to another program rather than 
looking for a third idea.   
 
Messenger:  In my experience is that in the contract, you establish rules for shifting.  Don't allow 
unlimited discretion of the administrator to de-fund a program without notice.   
 
Kelly:  I was only referring to the utility portfolio itself. 
 
Messenger:  At the portfolio level, you have to treat everyone the same.  I assume the utilities will 
work that out internally. 
 
 

Mid–cycle Program Evaluation Criteria – Annette Beitel 
 

It would be great to have a one size fits all policy, but in our experience, it needs a more creative 
approach. 
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Messenger:  The energy efficiency community has completely failed in this area.  We should have all 
known this months ago.  It's completely unacceptable that we don't have metrics for third party 
performance now.  If we don't have them by June 1, we won't have a framework to evaluate which 
programs to continue.  My plea to the utilities is to bring this to your PAGs.  If it's a subjective opinion 
only, because there is no data available, tell us which you'll continue. 
 
Beitel:  For PG&E, we wrote a summary report for the ED on a quarterly basis.   
 
Messenger:  That's not sharing with the outside world. 
 
Beitel:  For moving into the new portfolio, we presented draft criteria and got feedback that they prefer 
we use some professional judgment, rather than just a quantitative analysis that will spit out a yes or 
no.  They want to us to evaluate, then give implementers an opportunity to make a presentation and 
the case for their program, then decide. 
 
Tam:  Are Edison and SDGE planning to use the same approach? 
 
Beitel:  I don't know.  We developed it with our PAG members. 
 
Arambula:  We are currently evaluating existing third party programs.  We presented the March 15th 
data to our PAG, but we haven't had that conversation yet.  Do keep in mind that it is subjective to 
some degree. 
 
Kotowski:  I'm aware of a number of programs in 2002-03, that were serving a hard-to-reach market, 
and it took a lot of time to get them going, but then they exceeded goals.  You have to have some 
judgment about what is successful. 
 

 
BREAK 
 
 
Statewide Program Ideas – Annette Beitel 
 

Messenger:   
• The first idea I call either Comfort through Efficiency for all Californians (CEC) or Death to all 

AC Dogs (DAD) program.  This is a retrofit program for all the existing central air conditioners 
performing below 7.5EER (>1kW / sqft).  Upgrade them to 13 SEER. 

• Comfort Seal of Approval.  This would be granted to all houses where the AC system is 
certified to perform as specified and the ducts aren't leaky beyond a certain level.  This could 
carry over to time-of-sale. 

• Customer Bill Alert.  If a bill exceeds 120% of the previous year's bill, it would come in a 
different color envelope.   

• REEP, or Reward Energy Efficient Performance Publicly.  It the utilities meet and decide 
monthly to reward a residential, small or large business customer if they did a good job 
managing energy or a retrofit.  Develop role models. 

• Lighting, the Next Generation.  The next generation will be more revolutionary than CFLs 
(LEDs or organic LED).  Within the next five years, develop some number of showcase 
homes that use new lighting techniques.  This might be funded through energy efficiency, 
emerging technologies or PIER. 

• It's Your Money, So You Could Use It.  This is a universal credit card to qualify for rebates. 
• Daylighting to Improve Student Performance.  Set up aggressive goals to increase the 

number of newly constructed schools using daylighting and automatic controls. 
 
London:  Schools are much more complicated than a simple approach will allow. 
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Messenger:  None of these are completely thought out, I welcome suggestions. 
• The CEC ran an enhanced automation program in 2000–01.  The utilities should continue it 

on a statewide level.  Owners don't want to buy a DR system or energy efficiency system.  It 
doesn't resonate with what they think they need, which is more automation.  Automatic 
control of variety of features.  This could work in tandem with the Governor's Green Building 
Initiative. 

 
Other sectors where there is a lot of possible potential 
• Refineries 
• Chip fabrication and clean rooms 
• Statewide institutional building loan programs. 
• Customer friendly bill program.   
• Virgin end uses:  TIVO devices, entertainment centers, wireless routers, desktop computers 

and printers. 
 
Glassel:  Are these ideas posted on your web site? 
 
Messenger:  I'll send them to Annette for posting. 
 
Sokolski:  NRDC and Ecos also have several ideas regarding TV set top boxes, etc, 
 
Marhone:  I want to make some mention of multi-family and residential new construction.  Make sure 
they don't get mixed up.  Until 2005, the Standards gave multi-family buildings a free ride;  it was very 
easy to beat the code.  Developers don't think of energy efficiency.  There is new potential, partly 
because of the new code, but even going beyond can be done cost-effectively.  It should be treated 
comprehensively, rather than widget-by-widget.  I urge you to consider multi-family new construction 
separately from single family.  It's significantly different. 
 
Messenger:  It would be useful to know what is the most effective format to present ideas for your 
evaluation.  What information do you need?  TRC?  Potential? 
 
Beitel:  My response is that the time for considering new program ideas is the competitive bid. 
 
Messenger:  So you won't re-design your programs, but you hope that someone else will.  You just 
need a description, you're not looking for numbers? 
 
Mitchell:  I have some observations about the process and substance.  I note that statewide programs 
are not just the backbone of the portfolio, but they are also the meat of CA's energy efficiency 
infrastructure.  I'm surprised that we are this far along and this is first statewide meeting for the PAG.  
I hoped to have a discussion about statewide programs, and how they relate to the goal.  The utilities 
have a natural fit with up-stream manufacturers, and mid-stream distributors and retailers.  TURN 
asked that Edison and PG&E develop a full matrix of energy efficiency measures, then determine 
whether the best impact will be up or down-stream or a combination of both. 
 
Beitel:  Yes, that is one of the agenda items for the next PAG meeting. 
 
Mitchell:  Look at impacting distributors for high efficiency units to get them into the market as soon as 
possible. 
 
Berman:   

• Clean rooms have huge savings potential.  There is a big barrier though.  They are worried 
about down time.  If they are down for one hour, they can lose more money than their total 
annual energy budget.  The further upstream incentives go, the more leverage they have, 
although some people like to see the check in their hands.   
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• I also want to mention night ventilation cooling.  DEG worked on this idea with PIER funds for 
a number of years.  Beutler also has a system called Night Breeze.  There are successful 
demonstration projects of this technology.   

 
Glassel:  Is this applicable to retrofit or just new construction? 
 
Berman:  New construction only at this time. 
 
Kelly:  I agree about upstream.  I would like to know what specific upstream components will be 
expanded? 
 
Beitel:  OK.  Thanks to all for attending and for your valuable contributions.  We will be back at the 
PEC next time.  I realize we need to have another statewide meeting also. 
 
Mowris:  Do you have my water heater presentation?   
 
Beitel:  I don't have it.  If you send it to me, we will post it on the web site, and give you time at the 
next statewide PAG meeting to present your ideas. 
 
Speaker?:  Those on the solar water heating committee, I would like to get together sooner than later. 
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Pros and Cons of Statewide Programs – Notes from Discussion 
 
Aldridge:  Ensure Direct install and prescriptive programs have the same standards, comprehensiveness 
requirement among IOUs. 
 
Broomhead:  Make sure dislocation and competition regarding statewide contractors do not happen. 
 
Avery:  Do not lose sight of innovation while going after consistency. 
 
Berman:  Consistency in applying location variation (e.g.,  consistent applications, rules, standards with 
local variations). 
 
Flanagan:  Variation in composition and labor costs among cities.  Small direct install program be allowed 
more local variation. 
 
Sanders:  Minimum installation standards 
 
Messenger:  Pros—easier to recruit large customers, take advantage of statewide marketing and data.  
Cons—Harder to innovate, recognize value of savings on geographic basis, harder to reward local 
excellence, can stifle innovation, easier to do pilot at local level, and not as responsive to local changes. 
 
Gordon:  Rebate for thermal water heaters, maximum $1,000 or 25%.  Require C$ licensed contractor to 
install.  Implement rules to keep from gaming. 
 
Beitel:  Voting on Each Question 

1. Consistent List of Measures – majority yes.  Keep the same names and definitions, not all locales 
would include them, allow local emerging technologies. 

2. Incentive Variation Based on Weather and Other Factors—Yes.  (no-1 vote) 
3. Common Installation Standards for Most Measures--  Yes.  (abstain-2) 
4. Program Rules and Application.  Yes 5, No 12, Abstain ~10 
5. Important to Maintain Statewide Brand?  Yes.  Abstain – 8. 

 
 
Ideas for Statewide Programs 
 

1. CEC or DAD (Death for AC Dogs) – Retrofit SEER 7 or below. 
2. Comfort Seal of Approval – AC  
3. Customer Bill Program 
4. REEP (Reward EE Programs Publicly) 
5. Lighting, the Next Generation – LED, Organic LEDs, Showcase Homes 
6. Universal Rebate Card 
7. Daylighting for Students 
8. Enhanced Automation 
9. Refineries, Chips/Clean Rooms, Loan Programs 
10. Customer-friendly Bill 
11. Virgin End-Uses – TIVO, Consumer Electronics 
12. Night Ventilation Cooling 
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Action Items 
 

1. Create and distribute a table comparing the statewide program characteristics by utility.   
2. Develop and research a branding strategy, and determine whether it will be a statewide strategy. 
3. Schedule a statewide PAG meeting for the end of April.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


