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SECTION I:  PROGRAM OVERVIEW

I-A Program Concept

LivingWise® (LW) is a school based program approach which provides both information and hardware to students and their families.  This method educates students about resource conscious behavior while providing the retrofit tools for them to install and achieve actual energy savings in their homes. The program utilizes an award-winning, school-delivered format which has been proven by use in more than 850,000 households in North America over the past ten years. The 2004-2005 LW program is proposed as a resource acquisition program reaching 7,800 households over a two-year period in the geographic/rural hard-to-reach areas of the SDGE service territory (with emphasis on transmission constrained areas as appropriate).  

I-B Program Rationale

LW has proven to be a cost effective energy efficiency initiative for California utilities over the past seven years. This proposal would resume and expand the successful programs which were sponsored by Southern California Edison and Southern California Gas Company in 2000 -2001, and augment the ongoing coverage provided by the current municipal utility sponsors around the state. The scope of this proposal (3,900 per year) represents 50% of the grade 6 enrollment in the 30 zip codes identified in Statewide Residential Customer Needs Assessment Study July 2001 (ID 3533 Calmac.org) report as rural underserved in the SDGE service territory. 

Savings are projected to be 20,167,680 kWh of electricity and 798,720 therms of natural gas. Savings projections are based on historical (and independently verified) installation rates of kit-provided measures. No savings claims are made for behavioral changes that are inspired by the program.

The unique format of a school-based retrofit initiative allows the program to fit a variety of hard-to-reach and high need areas that other program formats do not accommodate.  Program benefits include, but are not limited to:

I-B.1- Basis and Need

1. LW delivers predictable and reliable cost-effective results. LW consistently meets and exceeds goals for cost-effectiveness, participation, and knowledge gained. 

2. LW fills the gaps in program coverage for rural and other underserved areas. Minimum program size is a single classroom, providing pinpoint coverage of target areas – particularly in remote hard-to-reach categories. The program provides Spanish language materials, and is also particularly well suited for low income schools and households, who appreciate the information and assistance. 

3. Energy savings start almost immediately. LW features a program format that is quick to launch. The program does not rely on multi-layer local approvals and onsite teacher training, which enables the education and retrofit activities to begin within a few weeks of contract signing. 
4. Dedicated and experienced implementation yields consistent and successful results. The LW Program Center (located in Modesto, CA) works strictly on the LivingWise® and WaterWise Resource Action Programs, implementing more than 150 programs per year and reaching approximately 100,000 participants annually. There is no ‘ramp-up’ time required to create an implementation infrastructure. A well-trained and experienced staff ensures competent implementation. 

5. LW effectively shapes new household energy habits while influencing two generations.  Knowledge without action saves nothing. LW Program participants make that final and crucial step to put their new knowledge into use in their own homes, while also involving their families. The target age for participants (Grades 5 and 6) has been proven to be the best for their ability to grasp the information, successfully put it to use, and also for their zeal in sharing it with others! 
6. LW attracts partners and co-sponsorship from local governments, water providers and businesses. The funding levels proposed do not provide complete coverage of the sixth grade enrollment in the target areas. Local governments are attracted to participate by the reliable savings, the turn-key implementation, and the high community visibility provided by LW. Many water agencies have been reluctant to engage in water conservation programs. LW satisfies residential retrofit requirements of the CUWCC, which encourages water providers to provide funding and join the local program – expanding the coverage and impact for the LW program. 

I-B.2- LW effectively overcomes market barriers

1. Barrier: Lack of customer information about energy efficiency measures. Participants are able to personally use resource saving devices in their own homes. The experience resulting from home projects and the subsequent use of the products in each student’s Resource Action Kit, are invaluable tools for retention. 

· LW provides a ‘free in-home trial’ for energy efficient products allowing students and their families to sample the benefits and simplicity of an energy efficient lifestyle. Without the retrofit assignments, school-based learning does not touch adults as effectively. Teachers are consistently impressed with the amount of parent response generated by the LW Program, confirming the program’s impact on otherwise hard to influence adults.

2. Barrier: Customer resistance to energy efficient products. While the benefits of a high efficiency showerhead and energy efficient lights are difficult to dispute, inertia and resistance to change prevent widespread use of these measures.  

· LW overcomes this barrier by providing top quality efficiency devices directly to the consumer through schools. Homeowners and students learn first-hand how efficiency products and practices can be simple and effective.

· Knowing their children’s homework depends on their changing the showerhead provides an added impetus for many parents to assist and install products.

3. Barrier: The high cost of educating the public about energy efficiency 

· By utilizing parents’ desire to help their children, the LW approach gains the attention of adults more effectively and economically than advertising, mailing, or general publicity. 

· Delivery costs for sponsors are minimal and often are reduced by partnering with other local agencies.

4. Barrier: Customer ignorance of efficiency programs: LW extensively cross-promotes energy efficiency programs, yielding strong response rates. 

· Ninety percent of LivingWise® households ask to be informed about other energy efficiency programs, which may include other programs in the CPUC portfolio. (SCE 2001)

5. Barrier: Customer skepticism of energy efficient product performance. 
· People often associate conservation is with sacrifice, which deters consideration of many programs or products - particularly higher cost/return options such as new appliances or duct repair. 

· The LW ‘test drive’ demonstrates that energy efficient product performance is equal or superior. The showerhead and other energy efficient producets in the Resource Action Kit are all state-of-the-art, top quality devices, ensuring optimal performance. Kit products provide a personal demonstration of the quality, effectiveness, and ease of energy efficiency products - all at no cost.

1-B.3- Previous Program Success

LW had a very successful performance as a Third Party Initiative selected through competitive bid (separately) by both Southern California Edison and Southern California Gas Company in 2000. The program’s cost-effectiveness; responsiveness to utility priorities and customization; popularity with teachers, students and families; and reliability earned several contract renewals and increases during 2000-2001, ultimately reaching more than 30,000 households with a TRC cost effectiveness rating of 4.9. 

LW was one of three California school programs with a residential focus chosen for review during the 2000-2001 academic year in response to Ordering Paragraph 33 issued as part of CPUC Decision (D.) 00-07-017 on July 11, 2000. As part of that independent evaluation, the program was estimated to have saved 17.9 million kWh for 6000 participants, or 2982 kWh per participant. These savings are based on the installed measures alone, and do not include the substantial savings resulting from the behavioral changes made by participating households.

The LW program format has been proven by use in more than 850,000 homes in North America over the past decade. The program approach and results have been verified by third party studies in California (Ridge & Associates, 2001) Utah (Quantec 2001), and Texas (Texas Water Development Board, 1995) and has been recognized by numerous awards, including:

· 2002 Award for Excellence in Environmental Education, Colorado Alliance for Environmental Education

· Spirit of the Land Award for Excellence in Environmental Education, 2002 Winter Olympics Organizing Committee

· 2002 Certificate of Recognition, California Governor’s Environmental and Economic Leadership Award

· 2002 and 1996 Governor’s Clean Texas Award for Environmental Excellence 

· U.S. Bureau of Reclamation Water Conservation & Education Mentor Award 1995 and 1998 

· 1997 EPA Award for Environmental Excellence

· Council for Environmental Sustainability Certificate of Environmental Achievement

Program demand persists from prior participating teachers and schools, as well as communities who were involved. By targeting such a narrow community segment (one single grade level per year) there is virtually no risk of saturation.

I-B.4- Program Category

In PY 2002-2003, LW was proposed as an Information-Only program that delivered verifiable energy savings results as a bonus. Based on recommendations from the Energy Division staff, the program is now proposed as a hardware/incentive program – with a strong educational component. It is important to note that the LW program is completely scalable. This proposal can be adjusted in size either up or down without affecting the cost-effectiveness or per participant results.

I-C Program Objectives

Install home efficiency devices for lasting energy savings;

Specific objectives for this grant proposal include the following hard resource savings. These projections are based solely on measure installations (no claims based on behavioral change or non-verifiable actions) and use actual installation rates from previous California programs.

1. Reduce resource consumption in 7,800 households over ten years by:

a. 20,167,680 kWh of electricity

b. 798,720 therms of gas

c. 567,972,600 gallons each of water and wastewater

2. Install the following efficiency devices (provided in 7,800 student kits):

a. 14w Compact Fluorescent Lamp (CFL) 

b. Electroluminescent Nightlight

c. Air Filter Alarm for air conditioner or furnace 

d. 2.0 gpm high efficiency showerhead

e. High efficiency faucet aerator 

3. Conduct 7,800 simple home resource/energy use audits

4. Deliver information on additional energy efficiency programs, including rebates, home audits, approved contractors, and other energy efficiency programs offering products or services to 7,800 households in the SDGE service area.  
5. Attract co-sponsors to increase energy savings, build partnerships, and expand support for community resource conservation efforts (including both energy and water).
SECTION II:  PROGRAM PROCESS

II-A Program Implementation

II-A.1- Implementation Process

LW uses the five-step approach detailed below. The experience and focus of the Program Center ensures thorough and successful performance at every step of the process.

1. Program Customization: Specific needs of area sponsor are determined and programming is fine tuned to ensure these needs are met.

a. Coordination with utilities and cosponsors to cross-promote other key residential programs to participating LW program families. 

b. Information promoting additional programs available in the service territory can be incorporated into the LW program content and/or kit inserts.

c. Plans for promotions, publicity, and EM&V are established.

2. Teacher Outreach and Signup: Teachers are contacted by the Program Center to become involved.

a. Teachers adopt the program readily, because it is short, flexible in timing to allow for easier scheduling around existing lesson plans, and designed to address all four major subject areas required by state and national learning standards. 

b. The kits motivate students, and their enthusiasm fuels teachers’ positive regard for the program. As noted in “B/C” below, there is no need for coordination with other educational partners, events, or resources.

3. Program Shipment: Upon enrollment, program materials are shipped directly to teachers from the Program Center.  Spanish language materials are included as called for by the teachers.

4. Program Implementation: teachers conduct classroom learning activities as provided in their Teacher. 

a. Plans for promotions, publicity, and EM&V are established. Each student receives a Resource Action Kit and student activity guide as a fun, hands-on vehicle used to achieve resource savings results and collect the home resource (audit) data. 

b. b. Teacher status and detailed records are maintained throughout, providing up to date information for sponsors as needed.

5. Results Collection and Reporting: Reporting mechanisms are central to the program. Extensive teacher follow-up and support ensures thorough classroom implementation and high result return rates. 

II-A.2- Coordination with other energy efficiency programs

With its residential savings focus and school delivery, LW can easily coordinate with other residential and school programs. LW has proven to be an effective outreach tool to cross-promote other residential programs which are available to program participants. Specific shipments can be customized to match available program offerings for individual areas, thereby ensuring that program participants do not receive information on programs that are not offered in their areas.

LW has been designed for use in any residential setting – rural/urban, single family home or apartment. Its emphasis on action steps in the home and single grade target make it an excellent module to complement to other informational programs. We have met with the Peak program staff (which operates in the SCE/SCG territory) and have determined that the geographic focus of the two programs is completely separate. The Green Schools Program from the Alliance to Save Energy has a facilities focus (commercial), and was proven to be a fine complement to the LW Program when both programs were conducted simultaneously by SCE in 2000-2001.  There are several other school and educational programs in the SDGE territory, but none has an action module to generate residential savings. Also, LW is focused on the remote HTR areas that are typically underserved by other school programs. 

II-A.3- Synergy with Water Providers

Attracting co-funding from local water providers will increase LW Program energy savings and create partnerships with local governments. Water Conservation efforts and funding represent a tiny fraction of the support given to energy efficiency. The California Urban Water Conservation Council (CUWCC) was created to increase efficient water use statewide through partnerships among urban water agencies, public interest organizations, and private entities. The Council's goal is to integrate urban water conservation Best Management Practices (BMPs) into the planning and management of California's water resources. Of the nearly 200 members who are water suppliers who committed to compliance with the BMPs, there are more than fifty city and county governments who haven’t taken action.

One major reason is a lack of funding. Another is the lack of local support for even the most common-sense conservation programs. Many are smaller cities are located in rural areas.

LW can play a key role to remove these common barriers of funding and support. Here’s how:

1. The CUWCC has recognized the LW Program as a cost effective option for satisfying multiple residential BMP requirements.

2. All water savings are based on the installation of high efficiency devices that use hot water (showerhead, aerator), so there are direct energy and water savings from each retrofit action.

3. Water Agencies lack the funding to sponsor the LW program (or any other water conservation program, in many cases) on their own. Partnerships with electric and gas utilities improve the LW Program cost effectiveness for potential water sponsors by a factor of two or three, reducing a major obstacle (funding) to small water agency participation in water conservation programs. 

4. LW helps introduce the water conservation ‘test-drive’ approach that overcomes the same market barriers that hinder the acceptance of water conservation (as listed above in Section 1-B.2). 

5. LW helps build support for conservation by generating local media coverage, publicity and promotional activities tailored to the community. This visibility is crucial for city councils and water boards to demonstrate program success and involvement to their constituents.  

6. Since there are far more potential LW participants than what would be covered by the funding requested in this proposal, any partnerships with water providers would extend the reach – and increase the energy savings – for the LW program.

LW has also been supported by federal government and non-retail water providers, including the US Bureau of Reclamation, the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, and several other California wholesale water agencies. These entities have indicated their enthusiastic support for expansion of the LW Program, since it extends their limited (and often shrinking) funding while providing an effective partnership vehicle to encourage participation in conservation programs and to reduce energy and water use statewide.

II-A.4- Unique Program Elements
LW is a unique program approach which uses a school delivered combination of kits, education, and implementation to achieve residential savings results. There are several factors that distinguish the LW program from other school, information or residential hardware programs:

1. School programs generally address commercial (school facility) savings. LW achieves substantial, cost-effective residential savings.

2. Educational programs lack the ‘action’ component where participants actually use their new knowledge, generating savings and reinforcing the learning process.

3. LW can serve as an ‘action module’ for any other educational or school program. If energy efficiency concepts are covered in a different program, then LW provides the hands-on application of those concepts, along with the reporting and confirmation of knowledge gained (and used).

4.  Most other programs require several layers of approvals, plus extensive teacher training. The LW program can enrolled quickly and implemented in a short timeframe if necessary. In the spring of 2000 SCG requested enrollment of 2000 participants in less than six weeks’ time – at the end of the school year (Earth Day 2000).  The participation goal was met within the designated timeframe, and results were obtained within three months.

5. Highly Targeted – The absence of an onsite training requirement and other costly onsite program components enables pinpoint targeting for program participation. This allows the program to target small and scattered locations in a cost-effective manner.

· LW is not limited by issues of economies of scale. Training activities, obtaining necessary approvals, and overall implementation activity costs can force many other programs to group their participants in a concentrated geographic area.  LW will work as effectively and economically in a one room school house or a densely populated urban center. 

6. Cost effective energy savings results are the hallmark of the LW program. By involving students and families, labor costs are drastically reduced, and the cost effectiveness improves.

7. High community visibility helps spread the impact of the LW program and the message of energy efficiency to the community at large. Media is drawn to schools and children in action, providing excellent publicity for both the LW program and other community endeavors.

II-B Marketing Plan

LW participants receive their program materials and Resource Action Kits through local schools.  Therefore, marketing and enrollment efforts are oriented strictly to teachers and educators. Marketing efforts take the form of individual presentations to teachers – our ‘customers’. LW program staff contact teachers individually from schools in the designated target areas. School Principals and district administrators receive materials and a presentation prior to individual teacher contact if necessary. The program is introduced to teachers through a combination of phone calls, faxes, mailings, brochures, folders, sample program materials, and a five-minute introductory video.

II-C Customer Enrollment

Program Center staff handle all teacher enrollment individually, collecting a participation commitment along with shipping and class size information. Since target schools and prospective teachers are so specifically identified, there actually are drawbacks to publicizing the LW program on websites or at teacher conferences or workshops, since teachers who might be outside of the approved target areas could be exposed to the program and would therefore be ineligible for funding. 

· Teacher signup rates are typically around 80%, thereby confirming the success of this individualized approach. 

II-D Materials

1. In-house production: Customized print materials and resource kits are designed and produced in-house at the Program Center. 

· Kit contents are carefully selected for quality, efficiency, and universal applicability (house, apartment, farm, etc). It is imperative for schools and sponsors alike that there be no dissatisfaction with the quality or performance of products distributed through the schools. Additional supplies are included in the kits to support homework assignments and class content. 

2. Program Materials List:
Each student/teacher receives:
Each teacher/classroom receives:
Resource Action Kit
Program Introduction Video

Interactive CD-ROM learning game
Interactive Classroom Posters

Student Activity Booklet
Lesson Plans

Certificate of Achievement
Spanish Support Materials

Pre & Post Surveys
Handy Implementation Checklist

Household Report Card
Comprehensive Teacher Packet

Interactive Program Website
Toll-Free Telephone Support

Toll-Free Telephone Support
Supplemental Classroom Activities

Dear Parent Letters
Correlations to State & National

Learning Standards

Each Resource Action Kit contains:

14w CFL 

2.0 gpm Energy & Water Efficient Showerhead (with ltd Lifetime Warranty)

Electroluminescent Night Light

FilterTone® Alarm for furnace and AC air filters

Water Efficient Faucet Aerator (default 0.5 gpm, 1.5 gpm max)

Air Temperature Monitor

Fridge/Freezer Temperature Card

Water Temperature Check Card

Toilet Leak Detector Tablets

Mini Tape Measure

Resource Facts Slide Chart/Savings Wheel

Flow Rate Test Bag

Teflon Tape

Complete installation instructions

II-E Incentives

· The Resource Action Kits are considered a customer incentive (per Energy Center staff). They are shipped directly to teachers (program ‘customers’) along with educational materials for the teacher. Educational materials for students are contained in the kits. The kits are distributed to students in conjunction with the classroom learning activities and taken home for installation.

· Additional program incentives for teachers, students, and families may be added as needed.

II-F Staff and Subcontractor Responsibilities

The LW Program Center staff is responsible for all steps in the implementation process. There are no subcontractors. There are five key managers who will oversee the staff of 35 at every stage of program progress. 

The Program Director is Dave Munk, who has overall responsible for the program. Specific duties include interaction with utilities, other energy efficiency program representatives, the CPUC, and general staff oversight. 

Laurie Mason is the Implementation Director, with responsibility for all aspects of program management exclusive of kit production and shipping. Her responsibilities include materials development and production for both marketing and program content, and Call Center management.

Joseph Thrasher coordinates operations from the standpoint of kit production and shipping. This includes ordering and inventory functions for kit contents, along with general warehouse coordination and production management. 

Fernanda Mendes coordinates all logistics for shipments and follow-up. She and her staff ensure that all shipments are accurate and timely. Information requests and data collection are her responsibility as well.

Carrie Mayfield is the supervisor of the Call Center, and is responsible for the staff that handles all teacher contact.

II-G Work Plan and Timeline

The below timeline details the projected completion dates for program implementation covering 7,800 households in 2 years.  Past experience indicates that all program activities will be completed by the end of the second school year (July 2005). In fact, a third school year (2005-2006) begins within the time period covered in this proposal, offering extra assurance of overall program completion. Any remaining budget can easily be utilized during the Fall 2005 school term.

LivingWise® Program Timeline

	Target Date
	Program Milestone

	
	

	
	

	Year 1 (PY 2004)

	February 1, 2004
	Contracts signed, EM&V plan complete, and any program data gathering modifications identified.

	February 15, 2004
	Program Customization Complete

	February – April 1, 2004
	Teacher Outreach and Signups

	April 1, 2004
	Teacher Signups Complete

	March 1 – April 1, 2004
	Program Shipment to Classrooms

	March – June 2004
	Program Implementation

	April – July 2004
	Results Collection and Tabulation

	Year 2 (PY2005)

	September – October 2004

	Reconfirm Signups for 2nd year

	September 2004 – March 2005
	Program Shipment (based on teacher timing preference)

	September 2004 – June 2005
	Program Implementation

	October 2004 – July 2005
	Results Collection and Tabulation


SECTION III:  CUSTOMER DESCRIPTION

III-A, B Customer Description and Eligibility

The LW Program will be open all residential customers who have children in Grade 6 classes in the designated target areas. Both public and private schools will be eligible for participation. 

III-C Customer Complaint Resolution

Extra care is placed on product selection for inclusion in the Resource Action Kits. All actions undertaken by students and their families are elective, although strongly encouraged by the classroom activities and information provided. The showerhead, for example, carries a limited lifetime warranty.  If there are any problems or questions on the part of teachers, students, or families, they can contact the Program Center staff using a toll-free phone number, email, fax or mail. If a teacher encounters an unexpected problem with scheduling that cannot be resolved, the Program Center will collect and reship program materials to another class chosen from the waiting list. Participating families may simply elect not to install devices or take action in their homes if they are not satisfied.

III-D Geographic Area

100% of the program participants will come from geographic/rural hard-to-reach areas as defined by zip codes taken from the Statewide Residential Customer Needs Assessment Study July 2001 (ID 3533 Calmac.org) report. Transmission Constrained areas will receive top priority, however discussions with CAL ISO provided minimal identification of transmission constrained areas at this time. If chosen, our program will revisit this issue with the CPUC staff for resolution, and priority will be given to transmission constrained areas in the rural hard-to-reach category as identified here.

As indicated earlier, the size of the LW program and the specific areas to target for participation can be easily adjusted to compensate for any shortfalls in the residential portfolio for this service territory or to add emphasis for transmission constrained areas (inside or outside of the rural HTR areas identified). We are proposing the geographic rural/remote segment with an emphasis on transmission–constrained areas; however the implementation capacity and the flexibility of our program design is equally suited for larger or smaller programs having any designated targets.

SECTION IV: MEASURE & ACTIVITY DESCRIPTIONS

This proposal has five measures which are to be installed through the program process indicated in Section I and Section II. As this proposal is for a resource acquisition program, data discussed herein are located on the tab labeled “2-MeasurableEEActivities” in the workbook.

IV-A Energy Savings Assumptions

Because the program provides kits to teachers for the students to install, the main issue is how many measures are actually installed from the kits. This is the key determinant of the savings the Program can truly expect to see. The study by Ridge & Associates evaluated the 2000-2001 Southern California Edison (SCE) LivingWise Program. (The full report can be found at http://www.calmac.org/publications/finalschools3.pdf.) This report indicates that student surveys were returned in sufficient number to obtain estimates of installation rates for the various measures. In the estimates of energy impact made by LW, the installation rates from the student surveys were used as shown in Table 11. 

Table 1   LivingWise Installation Rates from Student Surveys

	Measure
	Installation Rate

	CFL
	86%

	EL Night Light
	93%

	Air Filter Alarm
	47%

	Low Flow Showerhead
	66%

	Faucet Aerator
	66%


DEER was used as a reference point to see if the impacts originally estimated by LW (for those measures within DEER) were comparable. The comparison of the energy impacts between the DEER and the original LW impacts is shown in Table 2.

Table 2   Comparison of DEER versus LivingWise® Impact Estimates
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Measure

Estimate Source*

kWh 

/Unit

Watts 

/Unit

Therms 

/Unit

DEER

77

31

0

LivingWise

79

0

0

DEER

162

37

9.2

LivingWise

151

0

33.7

DEER

66

15

3.3

LivingWise

12

0

2.6

*DEER data averaged across house type and service territory

CFL, 14 or 15-watt

Low Flow Showerhead

Faucet Aerator


As seen in Table 2., the DEER and LW estimates are very close except for the therms per unit savings for low-flow showerheads and the kWh impacts of the faucet aerators. In the calculation of the energy impacts of this program for this proposal, LW chose to use the most conservative value between the DEER and LW estimates.

There are four data inputs for the gross energy savings assumptions. The program has implemented the savings for these inputs as follows.

1. Unit Goals – This is the total number of kits which will be sent out by the program annually. Each kit has one of each measure (i.e., CFL, filter alarm, EL nightlight, faucet aerator, and showerhead).

1. Gross Coincident Peak Demand Reduction (kW) – LW has chosen not to claim any gross coincident peak demand reduction. Although the DEER had peak impact values for CFL’s, low-flow showerheads, and faucet aerators, we chose the more conservative approach and set the peak demand reduction to zero. LW believes that it would very difficult to accurately and cost-effectively measure any potential peak demand savings from the installation of these measures within a household.

	Measure
	How kW Impact Was Obtained

	CFL
	DEER database values for the 15-watt lamp (LW provides a 14-watt lamp) were used to calculate the estimated impact. We averaged the impact for the lamp on 2.5 hours/day and 6.0 hours/day.

	Low-Flow Showerhead
	DEER database values were used as LW had no demand impact values.

	Faucet Aerator
	DEER database values were used as LW had no demand impact values.

	EL Nightlight
	This measure had no comparable impact value in DEER. As this measure is on 8,760 hours/year we used the 7 watt  per unit hourly difference multiplied by the expected installation rate of 92.5% (from previous student surveys) as the gross peak demand reduction.

	Air Filter Alarm
	This measure had no comparable impact value in DEER. Because of the great uncertainty that this measure would have on the peak use of the AC unit, we did not claim demand savings for this measure.


Since the measure indicated in the workbook is simply “Resource Kit”, we summed the kW impact across the measures to obtain the kit-level kW.

2. Gross Annual Energy Savings (per Unit kWh) – The DEER database uses savings for single-family (SF) and multi-family (MF) for their estimates of impacts. The breakdown of SF to MF homes in which these units will be installed is unknown, so we simply averaged the two values from DEER. We obtained the per unit kWh for the measures as shown below.

	Measure
	How Obtained kWh Impact 

	CFL
	DEER database values for the 15-watt lamp (LW provides a 14-watt lamp) were used to calculate the estimated impact. We averaged the impact for the lamp on 2.5 hours/day and 6.0 hours/day.

	Low-Flow Showerhead
	LW values were used since they were more conservative than the DEER estimate.

	Faucet Aerator
	LW values were used since they were more conservative than the DEER estimate.

	EL Nightlight
	This measure had no comparable impact value in DEER. We estimated the impact as shown in Table 3.

	Filter Alarm
	This measure had no comparable impact value in DEER. The Low-Income Energy Efficiency Program (LIEE) has a furnace filter measure that, while technically different, works towards the same goal of reducing the filtered material in the furnace filter to allow for increased air flow. However, that savings value was considered to be identical to the LIEE caulking measure. We did not believe that this was adequate, so we used the impact value as calculated in Table 3. This estimate is based on the energy use from DEER.


Since the measure indicated in the workbook is simply “Resource Kit”, we summed the kWh impact across the measures to obtain the kit-level kWh.

Table 3   Calculation Assumptions
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Air Filter Alarm
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Hours
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watts saved
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Air Filter Alarm
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0.03

Percent of usage per year 

saved

Assumption from literature

0.474

installation frequency

LivingWise assumption 

from student surveys

0.474

installation frequency

LivingWise assumption from 

student surveys

5

EUL

EUL used for Low 

Income Energy Efficiency 

Programs

5

EUL

EUL used for Low Income 

Energy Efficiency Programs

26.3

             

 

Annual kWh

1.7

         

 

Annual Therms

131

              

 

kWh / Life of Unit

9

            

 

Therms / Life of Unit


3. Gross Annual Energy Savings (per Unit Therm) - – The DEER database uses savings for single-family (SF) and multi-family (MF) for their estimates of impacts. We do not know the breakdown of SF to MF homes in which these units will be installed, so we simply averaged the two values from DEER. We obtained the per unit therms for the measures as shown below:

	Measure
	How Therm Impact Was Obtained

	CFL
	This measure has no therm savings

	Low-Flow Showerhead
	DEER database values were used because they were more conservative than the LW values.

	Faucet Aerator
	LW database values were used because they were more conservative than the DEER values.

	EL Nightlight
	This measure has no therm savings.

	Filter Alarm
	This measure had no comparable impact value in DEER. The Low-Income Energy Efficiency Program (LIEE) has a furnace filter measure that, while technically different, works towards the same goal of reducing the filtered material in the furnace filter to allow for increased air flow. However, that savings value was considered to be identical to the LIEE caulking measure. We did not believe that this was adequate, so we used the impact value as calculated in Table 3. This estimate is based on the energy use from DEER.


Since the measure indicated in the workbook is simply “Resource Kit”, we summed the therm impact across the measures to obtain the kit-level therms.

IV-B Deviations in Standard Cost-effectiveness Values

Net-to-Gross Ratio (NTGR) – The default value for the appliance early retirement and replacement residential program of 0.80 was used for the kit. 

Effective Useful Life (EUL) – four of the five the measures installed under this program are not included in Table 4.1 of the Energy Efficiency Policy Manual (Version 2). Therefore, the proposal used the following information to determine the EUL for each measure. The overall kit EUL was calculated by weighting the measure-level EUL by the measure-level estimated kWh impact. For purposes of the TRC, this value was then rounded to the nearest integer (as the spreadsheet required integer values).

For these four measures, EUL’s were determined from Exhibit 2.3 (shown below as Table 4) from the “Joint Utility Low Income Energy Efficiency Program 2001 Costs and Bill Savings Standardization Report”, Final Report, May 31, 2002. This was considered appropriate as the measures installed under this program are often the measures installed under the Low-Income Energy Efficiency Program (LIEE). 

	Measure
	How EUL Was Obtained

	CFL
	This measure used the most conservative of the three EUL’s provided in Table 4.

	Low-Flow Showerhead 
	EUL from Table 4 was used.

	Faucet Aerator
	EUL from Table 4 was used.

	EL Nightlight 
	This measure used EUL of the Electro-Luminescent exit sign from the CALMAC information.

	Air Filter Alarm
	This measure was considered similar (although not identical) to furnace filters. Although we used the lower EUL of 5 years in our proposal, we believe that filter alarms may actually have an EUL of 10 years. This should be investigated during the EM&V portion and updated if appropriate.


Table 4    Measure EULs

[image: image4.wmf]EUL Used

Measure

year

source

Air Conditioner - Central

18

2

Air Conditioner - Room

11

8

Attic Access Weatherstripping

5

3

Attic Insulation (Ceiling Insulation)

25

2

Attic Venting

25

4

Building Envelope Repair

10

6

Caulking

5

6

Compact Fluorescent Hard Wired Porch Lights

20 ; 2

2 ; 7

Compact Fluorescent Lights

9; 6; 8

2; 2; 1

Door Shoe

5

6

Door Threshold

5

6

Door Weatherstripping

5

6

Duct Sealing and Repair

25

2

Energy Education

1

2

Evaporative Cooler (Permanent)

15

5

Evaporative Cooler (Portable)

7

2

Evaporative Cooler Covers (for Permanent)

3

5

Evaporative Cooler Maintenance

4

6

Exhaust Vent Damper (Exhaust Dampers)

3

6

Faucet Aerators

5

5

Furnace Filters

5

3

Furnace Repair 

10

6

Furnace Replacement

22

5

Low Flow Showerhead

10

2

Outlet Gaskets

15

5

Refrigerator Recycling

6

2

Refrigerator Replacement 

15

2

Register Seal

5

6

Set-back Thermostats

12

2

Water Heater Blanket

5

5

Water Heater Pipe Wrap

15

2

Water Heater Replacement

13

2

Weatherstripping

5

6

Whole House Fans

20

8

1

2

CALMAC Workshop Report on PY 2001 Energy Efficiency Programs.

3

4

Assumed to have the same EUL as attic insulation.

5

DSM Measure Life Project, September 23, 1993 (adjusted and non-adjusted).

6

Engineering Estimate.

7

8

PG&E's Residential Program: 2000/2001 Energy Efficiency Programs 

Application Attachment 12 Workpapers p. 12-13.

Assumed to have the same EUL as Caulking or Weatherstripping.

 SCE installs only the lamp in this measure. Based on usage, the EUL is shorter 

than indoor lights and has been appropriately shortened.

Low Income Energy Efficiency Program Standardization Project Phase 3 Report - 

Appendix G. July 2001.


Installation, Service, and Repair Labor Costs per Unit – There are no installation, service, or repair costs for these units. The students learn how to install these easy-to-install measures through the program and perform the labor.

Gross IMC – Discussions with the Energy Division staff clarified that the gross incremental measure cost (IMC) should be the cost difference between an inefficient measure and the energy efficient measure provided by the program. The DEER had only full costs for low-flow showerheads and faucet aerators and no costs at all for filter alarms or EL nightlights. The only IMC for CFLs in DEER were for the commercial sector and set at $12.00. Further discussion with the Energy Division determined that low-flow showerheads, faucet aerators, and filter alarms could be considered to have no inefficient type of equipment for an IMC. Therefore these three measures were given an IMC of zero. Since the DEER had no IMC for nightlights and only a commercial cost for CFLs, a very rudimentary IMC was determined by obtaining costs from a Home Depot in San Leandro, California. We acknowledge that this is a single point estimate, but felt that it provided better knowledge than the DEER. Additionally, there was no other relevant literature available with this type of data.

Table 5    IMC

[image: image5.wmf]IMC for CFL

Where

Item

Cost/Unit

Unit

Cost/Bulb

Home Depot

CFL, 14 Watt, A-lamp

6.97

$     

 

1 bulb

6.97

$     

 

Home Depot

CFL, 15 Watt, Marathon, bent-tube lamp

14.97

$   

 

1 bulb

14.97

$   

 

Home Depot

CFL, 14 Watt, Mini-Spiral

5.97

$     

 

1 bulb

5.97

$     

 

Home Depot

CFL, 14 Watt, A-lamp

7.99

$     

 

2 bulbs

4.00

$     

 

Costco

CFL, 14 Watt, Mini-Spiral

18.99

$   

 

8 bulbs

2.37

$     

 

Average CFL

6.86

$    

 

Home Depot

Philips, Incandescent, 60 Watt, Duramax

1.37

$     

 

4 bulbs

0.34

$     

 

Home Depot

Philips, Incandescent, 60 Watt

0.97

$     

 

4 bulbs

0.24

$     

 

Average 60 watt incandescent

0.29

$    

 

IMC for 14-watt CFL

6.56

$     

 


[image: image6.wmf]IMC for EL Nightlight

Where

Item

Cost/Unit

Unit

Cost/Bulb

Home Depot

Traditional Nightlight, On/Off switch, 4 watt bulb

1.97

1 bulb

1.97

$     

 

Home Depot

Traditional Nightlight, Photocell, 7 watt bulb

4.95

2 bulbs

2.48

$     

 

Average Nightlight

2.22

$    

 

Home Depot

EL Nightlight (AmerTac Forever-Glo)

5.97

2 bulbs

2.99

$     

 

Average EL Nightlight

2.99

$    

 

IMC for EL Nightlight

0.76

$     

 


As with the EUL, the overall kit IMC was calculated by weighting the IMC of each measure by the estimated kWh impact. Overall, the LW programs used the values indicated in table 6.

Table 6    All Values for Resource Action Kits

	SDG&E Kit
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Measure
	kWh
	Therm
	EUL*
	NTGR
	IMC*

	
	CFL, 15-watt*
	77.2
	0.0
	6
	0.8
	$6.56

	
	Low Flow Showerhead
	151.0
	8.5
	10
	0.8
	$0.00

	
	Faucet Aerator
	12.0
	2.6
	5
	0.8
	$0.00

	
	EL NightLight
	56.7
	0.0
	16
	0.8
	$0.76

	
	Air Filter Alarm
	26.3
	1.7
	5
	0.8
	$0.00

	
	Kit Level
	323.2
	12.8
	9.5
	0.80
	$1.70

	
	*Kit Level value weighted by kWh Impact
	
	
	
	
	


IV-C Rebate Amounts

There is no incentive for these units. It is fully subsidized by the program. Each kit is shipped from the Program Center directly to teachers for their students. However, based on conversations with the Energy Division, the cost of the equipment (as if a family were to purchase each piece) was used as the incentive amount. The costs of the kit contents were the wholesale costs seen by LW plus the cost of shipping. All labor costs associated with handling the kits and program implementation were included elsewhere in the budget. 

IV-D Activities Descriptions

All program activities are directed toward the four basic program steps: the signup of teachers (‘customers’), program shipment, teacher support, and results collection. None of these activities have individual measurable energy efficiency outcomes, and all associated costs are contained in the overall program budgets and summarized in Section VIII below.
SECTION V:  GOALS

V-1 Quantitative Goals

1. Participation: Deliver the LW program to 7,800 households in the geographic/rural hard-to-reach areas of the SDGE service territory, with emphasis on transmission constrained areas as available.

2. Teacher Sign-Up: Gain participation commitments from a sufficient number of teachers to achieve the participation goal of 7,800. This is estimated to be 140, but the final number could vary considerably due to the actual sizes of participating classes.

3. Knowledge Gained: Raise student scores on pre/post tests by at least 30 percentage points (% of correct answers).

4. Teacher Satisfaction: Score at least 85% for teacher satisfaction (would repeat the program, would recommend to a colleague) on post program teacher evaluations.

V-2 Qualitative Goals

The emphasis of the LW program is focused on the quantitative and energy savings results listed in the adjacent sections. 

V-3 Energy Savings Goals

While the overall goal of the program is 100% measure installation, the following savings projections are based on historical installation rates, and are considerably more accurate forecasts of actual savings results.


Electricity
20,167,680 Lifecycle kWh

No claims are made for peak savings, although DEER provides values for lighting retrofits


Natural Gas
798,720 Lifecycle therms

SECTION VI:  Program Evaluation, Measurement, and Verification (EM&V)

VI–1 Proposed Approach

All evaluations must address a set of eight overall objectives stated in the CPUC Energy Efficiency Policy Manual (EEPM)
. The eight objectives are listed below along with a description of how each might be addressed the chosen evaluation team.

1. Measuring level of energy and peak demand savings achieved. – It is expected that the evaluation team will use IPMVP Option A to measure the peak demand and energy impact of the program. The IPMVP allows considerable latitude in the specification of deemed savings. It is expected that the approach chosen by the evaluation team will minimize evaluation cost by specifying the delta energy and kW values as deemed, and measuring the units installed. However, with this program, it is understood that obtaining data through students will be difficult. LW will work closely with the evaluation team to determine the best approach to this part of the evaluation.
2. Measuring cost-effectiveness (except information-only) – The evaluation team will supply LW with ex post estimates of energy and demand savings. It is expected that LW will calculate cost effectiveness.
3. Providing up-front market assessments and baseline analysis, especially for new programs. – LW will expect that the chosen evaluation team determine if a valid baseline for this equipment has occurred in California sometime in the last five years. It is expected that evaluation work within the Low Income Energy Efficiency (LIEE) Program may provide a baseline for this program.
4. Providing ongoing feedback and corrective and constructive guidance regarding the implementation of programs. – LW will expect the evaluation team to perform quarterly reviews of the program implementation. These reviews will assess the progress of program unit implementation activities and help provide ongoing feedback regarding the implementation of the program. It is expected that the evaluability assessment (discussed in point #5) will also be quite useful in creating constructive guidance regarding the implementation of the program.
5. Measuring indicators of the effectiveness of specific programs, including testing of the assumptions that underlie the program theory and approach. –The chosen evaluation team will create a program theory model for this program and identify indicators of effectiveness. This evaluability assessment will determine which indicators of program effectiveness could be assessed. However, it is expected that the majority of the evaluation resources will go towards the measurement and verification of savings. Any indicators determined in the evaluability assessment may be studied as the budget allows.
6. Assessing the overall levels of performance and success of programs. The evaluation will assess the extent to which the Program achieves its stated objectives through the final evaluation plan provided to the CPUC by the evaluation team.
7. Informing decisions regarding compensation and final payments. – The evaluation will supply assessments of the LW progress toward implementation goals.
8. Helping to assess whether there is a continuing need for the program. –The evaluation team will use the energy and demand savings values, along with the program theory and its possible assessment, to draw conclusions about the probable ongoing need for the program. 
LW plans to contract with the EM&V contractor as soon as possible to assure that evaluation data needs are being met. It is expected that there will be possible changes to student surveys or other information currently produced by the program based on the feedback of the EM&V team. LW will work closely with the evaluation team to assure that the best possible evaluation of this program will occur. 

Because of the expected difficulty in obtaining sample for verification needs, LW has set aside 5% of the cost of the program for EM&V. This cost will cover an evaluability assessment (i.e., program theory outline) and impact assessment. Possibly some process evaluation and evaluation of the program indicators may occur as resources allow.

VI-2 Potential EM&V Contractors

Quantum Consulting, Inc. (QC)  has conducted many program, market and 
measurement and verification evaluations on behalf of the top 50 utilities 
nationally, including all four utility distribution companies.  These have 
ranged across the broad areas of regulatory support (including NTG, 
free-ridership, and impact analyses); market transformation (MT) Baseline, 
Market Effects, and Market Characterization assessments; and related project 
support and data management.  These assignments also have ranged across 
residential, commercial, industrial and agricultural evaluations, and across 
all major energy efficiency technologies.  Additionally, QC has conducted 
impact evaluations of the LivingWise® program for the Southern California Gas 
Company.

Robert Mowris & Associates (RMA) has experience and qualifications in performing independent EM&V evaluations of local non-utility energy efficiency programs. They are currently conducting eight CPUC-approved EM&V studies for local California non-utility programs and have conducted or participated in numerous EM&V studies over the past 18 years. RMA offers cost-effective and high-quality EM&V services. Their EM&V approach is based on a thorough program assessment including recommendations for improvements based on 1) statistical sampling; 2) field measurements; 3) measure installation quality control analysis; 4) database tracking; 5) customer satisfaction surveys; 6) engineering/process analyses; and 7) thorough and concise reporting of program study findings. 
SECTION VII:  Qualifications

VII-A Primary Implementer – Resource Action Programs

The first Resource Action Program was introduced in 1993, following extensive market research and material development. The program was developed in cooperation with the National Energy Foundation (NEF) and the Texas Water Foundation, both 501(C)3 nonprofit educational organizations. NEF has been developing and distributing energy and environmental education curricula and school instructional materials for more than twenty-five years. The unique and award-winning blend of environmental teaching materials combined with a Resource Action Kit was the first school-to-home, hands-on conservation program available. Tremendous acceptance caused participation to grow to more than 850,000 participants within the first decade. 

The implementation capacity for Resource Action Program has also grown considerably over the past ten years. The Program Center in Modesto, California, is now housed in a 25,000 square foot facility, including a state-of-the art 20,000 square foot warehouse and production facility, and over 7,500 square feet of office space. Infrastructure and technology improvements have the capacity to run a 30 station call center onsite. Graphics design and production capabilities rival those of most outside agencies, enabling comprehensive in-house production. The Program Center has a full time staff of 30, with a core group of temporary manpower to draw from when necessary.

Implementation procedures and techniques have been refined through experience with more than five hundred separate Resource Action Programs. Each manager has had direct experience with at least fifty programs. From a content perspective, we continually revise and improve program materials to incorporate teacher feedback and ever-changing educational standards. A Teacher Advisory Board provides more extensive review and input.

Based on program design quality and implementation success, Resource Action Programs have been the recipients of numerous awards and recognition, including:

· 2002 Award for Excellence in Environmental Education, Colorado Alliance for Environmental Education

· Spirit of the Land Award for Excellence in Environmental Education, 2002 Winter Olympics Organizing Committee

· 2002 Certificate of Recognition, California Governor’s Environmental and Economic Leadership Award

· 2002 and 1996 Governor’s Clean Texas Award for Environmental Excellence 

· U.S. Bureau of Reclamation Water Conservation & Education Mentor Award 1995 and 1998 

· 1997 EPA Award for Environmental Excellence

· Council for Environmental Sustainability Certificate of Environmental Achievement

VII-B Subcontractors

LW and Resource Action Programs do not rely on outside subcontractors, since the Program Center and its staff offer both the capabilities and expertise to fulfill the implementation needs of the program. Furthermore, the coordination requirements of the program would make it difficult for an outside contractor to interact with the Program Center as effectively as could be achieved with in-house staffing.

VII-C Descriptions of Experience

Dave Munk, Program Director

Dave Munk brings a strong background in the electric utility industry along with many years of management and marketing experience to the Resource Action Program Team. Dave has been involved with more than 350 programs over the past six years, and has worked at every level of program management. Dave’s strengths are his ability to build partnerships and working with sponsors and schools to develop the most successful program for everyone involved. His previous experience as marketing director for a research clearinghouse for successful energy efficiency programs during the recent shift from DSM to a competitive industry gives Dave a good understanding of the issues that utilities face.. In addition to his background in energy efficiency with The Results Center, Dave worked for more than 13 years in the publishing industry.

Dave’s communications and promotional skills have helped to publicize successful program results on behalf of sponsors. His publishing and marketing backgrounds have given him the experience to effectively manage publicity and promotional activities for the Resource Action Programs. Dave has arranged for media coverage for programs, implemented supplemental community events and activities; and designed promotional programs for Resource Action Program Sponsors. Dave earned a Bachelor of Science degree with Highest Honors from the University of California at Davis in Business Management.

Laurie Mason, Implementation Manager

Laurie Mason has responsibility for all aspects of program management aside from kit production and shipping. Her responsibilities include materials development and production for both marketing and program content, and call center management. Laurie has overseen program implementation in over 100,000 households in the last year alone.  She spearheaded the successful revision of the WaterWise Program which has received unanimous support from participating teachers. She works closely with the Teacher Advisory Board and state educators to monitor program correlations to state and national standards. She has introduced several popular program innovations which have enhanced the content and format of the programs.

Laurie oversees the development the marketing and presentation materials in addition to her content focus. Marketing staff reports to her, and she is also the principal liaison between Program Managers and Marketing staff.

Previously, Laurie supervised the operations and management of the Parks Opportunity Program, working for the city government in New York.  Laurie worked with city officials on citywide planning and policy making. Under her supervision the program became the first large-scale wage subsidy program in New York City, employing over 3,000 participants.  Her responsibilities included serving as a liaison between multiple city agencies, maintenance of policy, and program analysis for use by city and state officials.

Laurie graduated from Colgate University, earning a Bachelors of Arts in Sociology and Anthropology with a minor in education.   

Joseph Thrasher, Operations Manager

Joseph Thrasher is responsible all inventory management, kit production and shipping functions.   His duties include but are not limited to Inventory Management, supervising shipping and receiving, overseeing all aspects of production and production scheduling, procurement and kit development.  Operations staff are also responsible for materials production, including printing, binding, and collation of print materials for the 100,000 custom program units which are handled each year. 

Joseph is an invaluable member of the Resource Action Program Team. In three years, he has revamped the kit production system and staff – thereby tripling daily production and increasing production capacity tremendously. As the primary link to outside suppliers, Joseph has refined purchasing systems and sourced higher quality kit components while actually lowering costs for both component and fully assembled kits. 

Previously, Joseph worked at Golden State Engineering where he was licensed by the California Department of Consumer Affairs as an Engineer in Training. Joseph received a bachelor's of science degree in business administration from University of the Pacific in Stockton, California as well as a minor in technology.  He is a member of the American Society for Civil Engineers (ASCE) as well as the Consulting Engineers and Land Surveyors of California (CELSOC).

Fernanda Mendes, Educational Services Coordinator

Fernanda supervises the crucial coordination of order management, shipping logistics and data management – the essential for successful program implementation. Fernanda has worked in every implementation position over the past four years, successfully handling more than 200 programs involving 350,000 participants. Her attention to detail, coordination skills and success in managing concurrent projects has earned her current position. She is responsible for the hiring, training, and supervision of the Educational Services staff. She also acts as the liaison for all aspects of program management and implementation with other divisions, including production of materials, assembly, and shipping. 

Carrie Mayfield, Call Center Supervisor

Carrie Mayfield is the ‘ace’ of the Call Center and is responsible for the staff that handles all teacher contact. Although on staff for less than two years, she has emerged as a star for her energy and enthusiasm for working with teachers around the country. She was a largely responsible for the signup success experienced in 2001, when 12,000 participants were enrolled in a three-week time period as part of the Southern California Edison LivingWise Program. The Call Center staff is perhaps the most crucial element of Resource Action Program success. Carrie’s leadership and past performance has raised the caliber of this group and has increased overall implementation capacity. 
SECTION VIII:  Budget

LivingWise® SDGE Rural HTR Program

2004-2005 Budget Summary Table

	Summary Budget 
	$368,571

	Administrative Budget
	$45,774

	Marketing Budget
	$26,520

	Direct Implementation Budget
	$255,762

	EM&V Budget
	$16,403

	Other Budget
	$24,112


Budget Notes:

1. Based on conversations with the Energy Division, the Resource Action Kits are considered incentives. The cost of the measures, educational materials, supplies, assembly, shipping and taxes are all included in the unit price of $29.79.
2. Teachers are considered ‘customers’ for budget purposes, and are the focus of outreach and follow-up efforts throughout the program.
3. Telephone costs are included in Office Supplies.
4. Advertising and Media Promotions includes all teacher materials for outreach, signup, training, support and reporting.
5. Budgets are scalable – program size can be adjusted to meet budget and portfolio needs.

� California Public Utilities Commission. (2003) “Energy Efficiency Policy Manual Version 2.” Prepared by the Energy Division of the California Public Utilities Commission.
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