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THE GAS-ONLY MULTIFAMILY PROGRAM – NORTH 

A PROPOSAL FOR TARGETED MULTIFAMILY HARD-TO-REACH CUSTOMERS OF PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
SECTION I.      PROGRAM OVERVIEW

I.A.
Program Concept 

The essential concept is that this program will help meet the very serious unmet needs of IOU natural gas customers who have been paying into the public goods charge (PGC) funds for natural gas but which, because they are not served by an electric IOU, have been receiving a disproportionately small return on those gas-PGC payments. The proposed program is a successor to and expansion of SESCO’s very successful 2003 Gas-Only Multifamily Program.  It will provide gas energy savings assistance for the hard-to-reach multifamily (MF) market category of those customers (about 22% of the total) of Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E) who are not located within the service area of an IOU electric company. The Gas-Only Multifamily Program will provide for comprehensive residential energy efficiency renovations and retrofits by offering cash incentives and services to apartment tenants and owner/operators for the installation of all energy efficiency measures that PG&E has determined in its recent filings to be cost-effective under its evaluation of this market.  To assure that the program primarily benefits the tenants, property owners will be required to install all cost-effective gas savings “tenant” measures within the dwellings in order to receive any “common area” incentives. 

I.B.
Program Rationale


This hardware/incentive program is an extension of SESCO’s very successful “Gas-Only Multifamily Program (CPUC#197-02)” implemented in the SoCalGas service area during 2003.  Originally designed to last for two years, that program, due to the extraordinary and continuing demand for the program, has been essentially completed in nine months, well ahead of schedule and on or under budget.


The prior and proposed programs have been designed from the ground-up to minimize unnecessary overheads and administration and to concentrate and rely only upon gas savings for its cost-effectiveness.  As a result, the program has a major advantage over other multifamily programs, especially those which provide gas savings efforts, as seen by the following comparison of some of the 2003 MF retrofit programs. 

We would like to compare directly this proposal against other proposals being submitted, but (a) obviously we do not have access to the necessary information, and (b), just as obvious, there is a major difference between the so-called targeted numbers and those savings that are actually achieved.  For that reason an examination of actual results from similar programs may be even more valuable than comparing the “targets and “goals” of proposed programs.  All of the following information was taken from the most recent quarterly reports of the respective multifamily retrofit programs for the 2003 year to date as submitted to the CPUC: 
Table 1:  Comparison of 2003 Residential Multifamily Retrofit Programs

	 
	SESCO
	SCG
	SDG&E

	PG&E

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	TRC
	3.00
	0.44
	.035/0.99
	1.07

	TRC (Targeted)
	2.71
	0.43
	2.68
	1.34

	Benefits
	$4,224,696
	$446,185
	$400,276
	$2,464,124

	% of Goal
	83%
	15%
	17%
	79%

	Budget $ Spent
	$1,795,610
	$621,359
	$1,237,239
	$2,889,305

	% of $ Budget
	75%
	37%
	66%
	101%

	Admin %

	9%
	27%
	28%
	36%

	 
	
	
	
	

	Applications
	230
	136
	98
	207

	Apartments
	22,190
	Unknown
	Unknown
	Unknown

	Net LC Therms
	12,803,604
	1,451,215
	385,774
	899,223

	% of Gas Goal
	84%
	20%
	63%
	24%

	PGC$/Therm

	$0.14
	$0.43
	na
	Na

	PGC$/Benefit$

	$0.43
	$1.39
	$ 3.09/1.01
	$1.17

	Gas Benefits For Tenants

	$2,228,469
	$13,997
	$483
	$237,615


Since the preparation of these quarterly reports, the current Gas-Only program has continued in high demand.  As of this writing, the program is seriously oversubscribed with interested multifamily facilities; more requests and responses continue to accumulate almost daily.  To date, we have received signed applications and written expressions of interest sufficient to reach 118% of our program goals and much more than that in less formal commitments.


One indication of the demand for this type of service in these areas serviced by municipal electric companies is that SESCO over the first six months of 2003 has treated or secured applications from 230 complexes, compared to SoCalGas’ 136 over the same period.  The target communities (those not served by electric IOUs) for the Gas-Only effort, however, represent only about 30% of the total size of SoCalGas’ entire service area. Also during that same period, PG&E secured only 90% as many complexes, although their target service area had more than twice as many customers than the target area for SESCO’s Gas Only Program.


Many of the property managers who had facilities completed earlier in the program are now contacting us to request that we treat their other properties.  Included in this are not only properties in the SoCalGas target areas, but also a large number in PG&E’s service area.  

The implications of this comparison should not be construed as a criticism of the IOUs’ multifamily programs but as a recognition of economic reality.  If a contractor or vendor has a choice between trying to sell a comprehensive energy management program to a customer who can secure rebates for the electric savings measures as well as from gas savings measures, she will naturally gravitate, absent other considerations, to those “joint service area” customers.  (Note:  This does not imply double-dipping, but the ability to secure a much larger total package and total rebate when you can combine rebates for two fuel types for different measures in a single total package.)

We note that PG&E itself (along with the other IOUs) has long recognized this likelihood that those participating in its programs would most likely be those who are located in the service area of electric IOUs.  This is demonstrated by PG&E’s counting 100% of the electric savings (as well as gas savings) when it determines the TRC for its gas-PGC funded programs.  If some of these measures were expected to wind up in the part of PG&E’s service area where electric users do not contribute to the PGC (i.e., non-IOU electric utilities), then PG&E could not include in its cost-benefit analyses the full 100% of the electric savings from these measures.  

A clear example of this impact is shown in PG&E’s 2003 multi-family program which to date has shown net lifecycle electric savings from its gas savings measures of 194,000 kWh; these electric savings represent slightly over 30% of the total benefits from the gas measures installed to date.  PG&E counted 100% of the electric savings from these gas measures, indicating that 100% were placed with the electric customers of PG&E or other electric IOUs.  This leaves PG&E’s gas customers not served by PG&E electricity largely untreated.  

Even where a combined gas-electric program intends to be balanced, market forces often force it in a different direction.  For example, in PG&E’s 2003 MF retrofit program, which had been intended to provide significant gas savings, the electric savings benefits as of mid year were at 112% of goal, while the gas savings benefits were mired at only 24% of its goal.  The programs need to be deliberately designed to assure that there is equity between gas and electric savings.  The Gas Only Program proposed herein does just that.

This is, as we said earlier, not a criticism of PG&E.  The same non-IOU electric service area anomaly holds true for SoCalGas, whose program assumes that 100% of its gas measures that also produce electric savings will go into its electric service area.  In its cost-effectiveness calculations, SoCalGas claimed 100% of these electric savings as well.  (SDG&E, the other gas IOU, does not provide gas service to any municipal electric utility service area, so this issue does not arise for its programs.)

Nor is this problem strictly an IOU failing that their MF programs concentrate on the joint IOU electric-gas service areas.  The same holds true for most non-utility project sponsors, who will be looking to maximize their TRCs (and internal program returns) by placing their programs in a combined IOU electric-gas service area.  In seeking to collaborate with other local 2002-2003 programs, we found that there were NO residential or small commercial third party savings programs that were willing to operate in SoCalGas territory that was not also served by one of the electric IOUs.  

Unfortunately, this leaves the 817,000 PG&E
 residences and small businesses who are not IOU electric customers with a much lower activity level for gas savings programs, although they are paying at the same rate into the gas PGC funds as are the PG&E gas customers living in the service area of an electric IOU.  This “Gas-Only” proposal, by being designed and implemented from the start to work in this environment of no electric savings being required or expected, is designed to help rectify that situation.

The program will complement, rather than compete with, the planned 2004-2005 utility programs to be marketed by the IOUs or even with those offered by other local program sponsors.  The objective of this “Gas-Only” program is to reach those customers in the non-IOU electric districts who are likely to be bypassed by these IOU and non-IOU programs (including those of PG&E).  

The Commission has itself recognized this problem when in the past it has requested or even required that SoCalGas and SCE offer joint programs to take advantage of this symbiosis in the overlapping service areas.  SESCO has been among those that have welcomed and encouraged this cooperative electric-gas effort and we still hold that position.  This joint service area cooperation has reduced the overall combined program costs and improved their combined effectiveness.  Unfortunately, this has also had the unintended side impact of accelerating the flight away from serving those SoCalGas customers that are outside of the joint areas.  The same problem has long been a problem in the joint electric-gas service areas of PG&E which has long been running “joint” gas and electric programs.  This proposed “gas-only” program will help ameliorate that situation without detracting from the balance of the programs.

Because the Gas Only Multifamily Program is limited to treating multi-family residential customers, it is by definition a hard-to-reach program.  This is consistent with both the Commission policies and definitions.  However, we will also place special efforts to reach the smaller apartment complexes.  These facilities have historically been less likely to participate in IOU rebates programs.  Moreover, SESCO, Inc., a WMDVBE minority owned contractor, intends to seek out those apartments rented or occupied by Asians, Spanish-speaking Hispanic or other minorities.  We are projecting that 100% of our work will be for HTR, similar to our levels in the current Gas-Only Program, which shows 100% multifamily, 96% renters, 69% HTR moderate income, and 37% primarily non-English speaking.

SESCO understands the Commission’s needs to balance among a large number of quality proposals.  For that reason, we are willing to accept a proportionately smaller program if the Commission feels this is appropriate.  However, we do think it important to place this natural gas savings proposal in an equity context of PG&E’s gas ratepayers and of all IOU gas ratepayers.

PG&E gas service customers are providing about $26 million in EE funding for 2004-2005 (Manual, Table 5.1), the majority of this from residential customers.  This represents nearly 11% of the total EE PGC funds contributed by PG&E customers.  Yet PG&E would be very hard pressed (as would any other IOU) to demonstrate that gas customers are receiving the same portion of savings benefits (11% of the total benefits) as would be justified by their contributions.  Those PG&E gas customers located in non-IOU service areas comprise about 22% of PG&E’s gas sales and are thus projected to be responsible for providing about $5.7 million of the EE funding (22% of the $26 million in PG&E gas customer contributions to the PGC EE budgets).  This $3.9 million dollar program directed specifically to this target group is an excellent vehicle to return some of these funds to this long underserved group.

It is reasonable that top priority be given to using approximately this level of funding where they will be used primarily to provide gas energy savings to these customers.  We do support the Commission’s concept of a generic “pot” of funds with which to build a comprehensive portfolio of projects.  Our point is that any such portfolio, to be equitable, should include a major effort devoted specifically to the unusual needs of “gas only” PGC-paying customers who have much less access to the pot because they are ineligible for electric IOU programs and because natural gas programs have a tendency to “migrate” to the joint electric-gas service areas of the IOUs. 

I.C.
Program Objectives

The program’s primary objective is to provide meaningful cost-effective gas savings programs to a large number of PG&E multifamily tenants located outside of the electric IOUs’ service areas. 

We expect to deliver a minimum of 25 million lifecycle therms worth of net savings during 2004 and 2005 (projected amount is 26,281,611 therms) at a total not to exceed cost of $3,940,437 from 25,000 or more multifamily facilities provided gas service by PG&E, but not provided electric service by PG&E or any other electric IOU.

The program is expected to provide net savings of 2.2 million therms annually, and of 26.4 million therms over the measures’ projected 10 to 20 year effective useful lives.  The program has a TRC Ratio of 2.65
 and a Participant Ratio of 8.16.  These are very excellent values for a program that is directed toward saving of natural gas. The “gas only” program will have Net TRC Benefits of $5.5 million and Participant Net Benefits of $20.2 million.  The Program has a proposed two-year budget of $3.94 million, equivalent to a total cost of about 14.99 cents per lifecycle therm saved.  In keeping with the program’s dedication to low overheads, only 8.5% of this budget is for administrative costs.

The goal of this program is to assist multifamily building owners and operators to lower energy usage by installing a cost-effective package of energy efficiency measures that will reduce natural gas consumption.  Other than SESCO’s 2003 Gas-Only MF program, these hard-to-reach customers have not traditionally or actively participated in past energy efficiency programs.  The program will specifically target those customers within non-IOU electric service areas and are thus more likely to be bypassed by the IOUs’ Multifamily Statewide Retrofit program.

A secondary goal of the program is clearly demonstrate that, while “joint” gas-electric programs are desirable where they can be implemented, high quality, comprehensive cost-effective “gas only” energy efficiency programs can be effectively designed and implemented that will serve the “Gas Only” Residential customers at a total cost and total TRC cost-effectiveness at least equivalent to the combined programs.

SESCO’s plan is to provide synergy to the portfolio of programs with a program that complements the IOU “gas plus electric” statewide MF programs by marketing SESCO’s “gas only” energy efficiency program to target these IOU gas customers outside of the IOU service areas.  Many of the municipal and non-IOU utilities have electric energy efficiency programs but obviously no gas efficiency programs.  Therefore, SESCO’s program will address the issue of this inequity by marketing a natural gas energy efficiency program to these customers.  In this sense, the proposed Gas Only Multifamily Efficiency Program will form a natural synergy with the non-IOU utility energy efficiency programs, as well as with the IOU programs.

SECTION II.
PROGRAM PROCESS

II.A.

Program Implementation


SESCO will contact the owners, property owners, and/or property managers through its existing contacts to secure a time to make an evaluation and presentation to the property managers as outlined in the Marketing Plan in Section II.B.  After an indication of interest is received from a potential participant, a SESCO Field Representative will be dispatched to perform a site survey of the property. 

Once the site survey is complete, SESCO’s representative will create a list of qualifying measures that can be installed at the site under this program.  The customer will have the opportunity to select from a list of qualifying common area measures and rebate incentives.  They will also be informed of which tenant measures are cost-effective for their site and therefore mandatory for installation in order to participate in the common area rebates, along with the eligible incentives.  The customer will have the option of having its own contractor do the work or selecting a contractor from those already pre-qualified.  They will also be given the option of having the incentives paid directly to themselves or having it sent to the installing contractors.  This “option procedure” has been used quite extensively in the IOU statewide programs and has been a popular feature for both customers and contractors.

Once a Contractor and an incentive payment procedure have been chosen, the customer enters into an Agreement with SESCO to participate in the program and to abide by its requirements.  The Contractor will schedule an appointment with the property manager/owner to have the measures installed.  Prior to starting work, the Contractor and the property owner will assure that the property owner provides proper notification to tenants and access to the various apartments in the facility to install all cost-effective tenant measures, unless refused by the tenant.  At the option of the property owner and of the tenant, either or both may contract with the Contractor for any additional work or measures desired that were not shown to be cost-effective at the time of the evaluation.

SESCO is notified of the work schedule on a weekly and daily basis.  While the work is ongoing, SESCO will randomly select a sample of the sites for which to perform post-installation site inspections.  Normally, these are performed before the Contractor completes all work at that complex to minimize any potential inconvenience to the customer.  This also allows the Contractor to make any necessary corrections before the work is reported.  If additional post inspections are necessary for SESCO to maintain the high quality and integrity of the program, they will be performed at a time convenient to both SESCO and the customer.  If there is a pattern of below standard work or poor customer satisfaction, incentive payments will be reduced to reflect the percentage of work found deficient.

II.B.

Marketing Plan

As has been successful in our current “Gas-Only Program”, SESCO will combine an aggressive mix of direct customer contact and referrals to take our energy efficiency messages to multifamily apartment building owners and operators and through them to the tenants.

Under our current Gas Only Program, SESCO has enrolled and treated over 25,000 residences in nine months.  And, we have an additional 4,700 either enrolled or in complexes that had expressed their intent and desire to predicate before the funds ran out.  We foresee absolutely no problems in securing over 24 months the number of multifamily tenants needed (approximately 25,000) to successfully complete our proposed program.  

Instead of mass-market advertising, the Gas Only Program will again use highly targeted and specific marketing, reducing the costs and making the marketing costs proportional to the participants enrolled.  The cost of making presentations to each of building owner and local management representatives is projected at about $100 each (same as 2003 program), the cost for various letters and other follow-up contacts is projected at $25 for each complex ($12.50 more than the 2003 program to reflect the greater than expected efforts required for follow-up with each complex).  The cost to develop, produce, deliver and /or explain the cooperative outreach materials is projected at $3 each, again based upon our experience with the 2003 program.

Our initial marketing target group will be the numerous complexes in the PG&E target areas managed by companies with whom we have already done work under the current Gas Only Program.  Many of these have already expressed interest in having SESCO treat their facilities under a similar program in the PG&E service area.  In addition, the outreach staff of SESCO and its contractors will contact all potential customers within the targeted geographical areas.   From their prior extensive experience in the multifamily markets of PG&E, Southern California Gas and other IOUs, SESCO’s team is very familiar with the major MF management companies throughout the state and they are familiar with us.

Working with these prior contacts and with the various apartment associations, we foresee no difficulty in meeting our participation or our energy savings goals.  Working on this basis reduces the normally high marketing expenses typical when multifamily programs seek to secure separate customer co-payments from many individual tenants.  This is one other example where the reduction of administrative overheads (including marketing and outreach) allows us to use those funds to pay for a larger portion of the measure installation while maintaining high cost-effectiveness.  We project that marketing and outreach costs will be no more than 2.6% of our budget.

In addition, we will work with the Statewide marketing and outreach programs, as well as any approved local information and outreach programs, to assure that our programs are listed and given satisfactory attention, particularly in those directed to non-English speaking and HTR audiences.  SESCO is committed to join or coordinate efforts with PG&E and any other successful proposal sponsors, especially with those programs directed towards the same market segment of tenants and apartment building owners and operators.  For example, we can refer MF owners who also have properties in other parts of PG&E’s service areas to those other programs.  SESCO is interested in developing these synergies to lower the cost of its program and to make other programs successful as well.

As an example of SESCO’s commitment to working with other parties, we point to the 25,000+ information packets on other programs that SESCO has already distributed to our 2003 participants that might benefit from them.  We know of no larger cooperative effort for other sponsors’ programs by a “savings category” program in 2003.  We expect to do the same for the 2004-2005 programs.

As we have done with our current “Gas-Only Program”, SESCO will also seek to coordinate our marketing effort with the local non-IOU electric utilities.  Some of these utilities currently have energy efficiency programs for reducing electric energy use in the residential segment. SESCO will seek to coordinate the effort with these utilities to obtain customer contacts and referrals for their programs.

Because we expect that many, if not most, of our tenant customers may also be eligible for low-income programs, SESCO will continue to provide them with information and references to both the PG&E Low-Income Energy Efficiency (LIEE) programs and the LIHEAP efforts conducted by local community-based organizations (CBOs).  We will, with PG&E’s permission and cooperation, also refer or sign up the tenant customers into the California Alternative Rates for Energy (CARE) program.  SESCO has long been active and knowledgeable in low-income programs and is familiar with all aspects and requirements of those programs.

II.C.

Customer Enrollment
The program is a hardware/incentive program that will provide cash incentives to apartment building owners or operators for installing a number of energy efficiency measures provided they also agree to cooperate in the installation of all other cost-effective measures in the dwellings of their tenants.   If, for some reason, the property owner either (a) refuses to install the needed cost-effective gas measures in the living areas of their tenants, or (b) tries to limit the measures installed so that there are lost opportunities or missed cost-effective measures in the tenant residences, then that property owner will not be allowed to receive any property owner rebates to otherwise participate in the program.

Moreover, the property owners must do more then merely “allow” the installation.  They must take an active role in cooperating with the installations and in securing tenant participation.  It was this insistence and emphasis on tenant benefits that allowed SESCO’s 2003 Gas Only program
 to deliver over $2.2 million in gas benefits to tenants, more than nine times as much “in dwelling” tenant gas savings as all of the IOU Multifamily programs combined!

SESCO’s representatives will enroll multifamily property owners/operators after a site survey.   If a customer’s buildings are found to be eligible for participation in the program, SESCO staff will prepare a proposal that will demonstrate the potential energy savings, customer costs, and incentive amounts.  Upon customer’s acceptance of the project economics and willingness to participate, SESCO will sign an agreement to provide incentives for the installation of energy efficiency measures in the common areas and in the tenant apartments.  The owner/operator may select one of the pre-qualified contractors or select a contractor of its own.  SESCO will work with the contractor(s) to install the measures and issue the incentive payment.

Tenants will be automatically enrolled by the building owner/manager with the proviso that any individual tenant may opt-out of any individual measure(s) or of the program.  This assures high customer satisfaction if the tenants feel they have options and do not have the program “forced” upon them.

II.D.

Materials

Unless otherwise noted below in the listing of measures, SESCO shall require that participating contractors and customers use the specifications used by the 2003 IOU statewide residential programs for the materials and minimum efficiency ratings used for the approved multifamily measures. 


Mandating, to the extent reasonable, the same materials and efficiency standards as used by the IOUs will help assure a greater supply of needed materials for more contractors and customers.  It will also allow manufacturers, distributors and contractors to simplify their stocking needs.  The measures involved include are the following, with special restrictions on those marked with a double asterisk (“**”):

    **
Central Water Heater and Boiler Controllers – Digital Only 


Domestic Hot Water Boilers


Energy Star Coin-operated Clothes Washers


Attic Insulation


Wall Insulation


Energy Star Programmable Thermostats


Energy Star Dishwashers


Energy Star Clothes Washers


Energy Star Domestic Water Heater (EF>0.60)

     **
Low Flow Showerheads, Massage, 2.0 gpm 


Low Flow Aerators, 1.5 gpm or less

      **
Insulation, Water Heater Tank, R10 only

      **
Insulation, Hot Water Pipes, R4 only


** The “digital” controllers are required, as these have exhibited much higher customer satisfaction and better quality records.  Showerheads must be massage units as these exhibit much higher customer satisfaction; also, they may not exceed 2.0 gpm so as to be compatible with all California water utility standards for low flow and to allow them to be installed in place of the 2.5 gpm units and still maintain a minimum average savings differential of 0.5 gpm.  To be counted, the tank insulation and pipe insulation must meet the minimum R-values shown here (even if only a smaller R-value would fit in the location) so as to assure that the minimum savings claimed levels are actually achieved.

II.E.

Payment of Incentives

Incentives will be paid to the customer; normally the owner/manager of the multifamily complex, within twenty business days after SESCO has received the payment for the work from the IOU Administrator. This assumes that the application has been correctly completed and submitted for the incentives and that the inspection has been satisfactorily completed.


The incentive amount is fixed per measure, but the measure must satisfy the program requirements with respect to installation and materials specifications and must have been installed by an approved and licensed contractor in accordance with the requirements of the California State Licensing board (CSLB). 


As mentioned, each incentive request is subject to inspection and approval.  SESCO will undertake a statistically valid sample for inspection, and, based upon that sample, SESCO will pay the amount of incentive corresponding to the proportion of the work found to be satisfactory during the inspections.  


As provided for in various prior IOU programs (e.g., Express Efficiency, Residential Contractor Program, etc.), the customer may assign the incentive payments to the installing contractor.  But this does not relieve the participating customer of any responsibilities unless specifically approved otherwise by SESCO.   

II.F.

Staff and Subcontractor Responsibilities

The staff structure for SESCO will feature a local management team to oversee program marketing, inspections and quality assurance.  This will be completed using a combination of in-house staff and/or subcontractors. These will be backed up and assisted by a headquarters staff headed by Mr. Esteves for overall executive management and Mr. Galpin for administrative management.

Team Member:
Richard M. Esteves – Vice President; Responsibilities:  Overall executive management of this Program including financing, design and implementation, and administration of all contractual matters.

Team Member:
Llana Jones – Program Administrator; Responsibilities:  Local utility liaison, responsible for Program marketing, administration and tracking, utility reporting and invoicing, contractor coordination and general Administration; reports to Mr. Esteves.  

Team Member:
Vickie Lester – Associate Program Administrator; Responsibilities:  Local utility liaison for the PG&E service area, responsible for Program administration and tracking, utility reporting and invoicing, contractor coordination and general administration; reports to Ms. Jones

Team Member:
Ronald Hager, Senior Consultant; Responsibilities:
Systems development and management; reports to Ms. Jones

Team Member:
Samuel Galpin, Administration Supervisor;  Responsibilities:  Oversees the administration of the local administrative and field offices, including insurances, safety, personnel, payroll, internal billing, and other administrative functions; reports to Mr. Esteves.


The staffing structures of the contractors (and any subcontractors used) are up to the contractors and subcontractors to develop and use.  As long as they meet the requirements of the CSLB, the Commission's standard contract with SESCO, and the requirements to participate in the program, SESCO cannot micromanage their staffing.  Nevertheless, the initial two contractors have provided the background and management staffing detail shown in Section VII to demonstrate their qualifications.

II.G.

Work Plan and Timeline

The proposed program is to be completed over a two-year period as directed by the CPUC Energy Efficiency Policy Manual (V2).  Program implementation time will be as follows:

	Date
	Activity

	1/1/2004
	Program kick-off (upon CPUC approval)

	1/15/2004
	Installations Allowed

	1/31/2004
	Installations Begun, Initial Commitments for approximately 500 Participants

	2/21/2004
	1st Monthly Report (monthly thereafter)

	4/1/2004
	Installations installed and Commitments being obtained at a "steady state"

	12/31/2004
	Installations and Commitments accounting for approximately 30-40% of the Budget Completed

	3/31/2005
	Installations and Commitments accounting for a minimum of 50% of the Budget Completed

	12/31/2005
	Installations accounting for 100% of the Budget Completed


	5/01/06
	Final Report Submitted

	 
	 


SESCO’s plans to install a minimum of about 30% up to about 40% of the measures within the year 2004 (January-December) and the balance of the measures in the following year.  SESCO will provide the IOU Contract Administrator and Commission with progress reports on a regular basis (as specified in the contract) in order to help monitor the programs progress.  Such reports will include information on program budgets and expenditures, projects, measures, expected energy savings, incentives paid and other information necessary to monitor compliance with the Commission guidelines if so specified in the contract.  According to the Energy Efficiency Policy Manual v2, the Energy Division will issue the specific format and required contents prior to the programs start.
SECTION III.
CUSTOMER DESCRIPTION
III.A.

Customer Description
The program is targeted to residential multi-family hard-to-reach tenants and the owner/operators of their buildings that are individual and master metered customers of PG&E, but not of any electric IOU, including PG&E.  Essentially 100% of the participants will be Hard-to-Reach by virtue of being multifamily residences.  In addition, based upon our tracking of the reported HTR characteristics of the current Gas Only Program’s 25,142 facilities treated to date, there is the following breakdown by HTR categories, which we believe will be approximately replicated in the proposed new program extension:

100%

Multifamily

  96%

Renters

  69%

Low and Moderate Incomes (under 400% of FP Levels)

  37%

Primarily Non-English Speaking

This program is targeted exclusively to multifamily residential retrofit customers, i.e., rental apartment building tenants and their owner/operators.  The program will target both large and small apartment buildings within the PG&E non-IOU electric service areas.  

While it is not a requirement for participation, most of the participants will tend to be lower income and tend to be disproportionately non-English speaking and ethnic minorities including Hispanics, African-Americans, Vietnamese, Russian/East European, Chinese, and Middle Eastern.  They will be renters and, as characteristic of MF tenants, very transient compared to most other residential customers.  

The economics of the program recommend that we seek out those apartments where few if any of the measures have been installed.  The cost-effectiveness of installing gas-only improvements greatly decreases if there are few or no options in the apartments visited.  From prior experience, we know that smaller complexes and these oriented to serving the lower income tend to have fewer measures already installed.  
While the program will mandate that all cost effective tenant improvements (e.g., programmable thermostats, showerheads, tank wraps, etc.) be installed in order to secure any incentives for common area improvements (e.g., controllers, coin-operated washers, etc.), we will make exceptions where some of these measures have already been installed or if they are not feasible.  For example, if a complex already has programmable thermostats installed, it will be allowed to participate as long as the other measures are installed.  
III.B.

Customer Eligibility
Participating facilities must be multifamily residential facilities (more than four residences per facility) which are provided natural gas service by PG&E and that contribute to gas PGC funds.  They must also not be electric service customers of any electric IOU (such as PG&E or SCE) that contributes to electric PGC funds.

III.C.

Customer Complaint Resolution
The Energy Division has previously approved the following complaint resolution procedure for the current SESCO Gas Only Program, where it has been successfully used.  We propose to continue this procedure:

In the event that the Customer has any questions, complaints or disputes regarding the Program, the appropriate Program staff person or contractor will seek to answer and resolve the customer’s questions or complaints within a reasonable timeframe (2 days or sooner.)  In the event that the Customer believes their questions or complaints have not been answered or resolved fully, the Customer shall be requested to provide a written description of the issue which shall be provided to SESCO’s Program Manager for a detailed review and consideration. 

SESCO’s Program Manager shall investigate the claim and make a determination concerning the complaint within 10 working days.  If the Program team members are determined to be at fault, the Program Manager shall remedy the claim at no cost to the customer.  In the event the customer is not satisfied with the outcome, the customer will be offered the opportunity for mediation and/or binding arbitration using the services of the local Better Business Bureau services. 

The team members shall abide by the Program Implementer’s decision on any claim or be barred from further participation in the Program. 

III.D.

Geographic Area
One of the strengths of the Gas Only Multifamily Program is that it truly a “local” program with a very specific localized need targeted to the very different nature of a specific set of locales that makes them unique from the rest of the service area and of the state.  This program will focus exclusively on those clearly defined parts of PG&E service territory that are served by non-IOU electric utilities.  These include the following municipal utilities and other non-IOU electric utility service areas, along with the reported number of electric customers in each, as reported by the non-IOU utility: 

Table 2.  Target Non-IOU Electric Service Areas

	Location
	Accounts

	City of Alameda                                                                                     
	            33,140 

	City of Biggs                                                                                       
	                 662 

	City of Gridley                                                                                     
	              2,280 

	City of Healdsburg                                                                                  
	              5,342 

	City of Lodi                                                                                        
	            24,618 

	City of Roseville                                                                                   
	            39,070 

	City of Ukiah                                                                                       
	              7,360 

	Merced Irrigation District                                                                          
	                 881 

	Modesto Irrigation District                                                                         
	            99,550 

	Sacramento Municipal Utility District                                                               
	          475,410 

	Shasta Dam Area PUD                                                             
	              4,082 

	Silicon Valley Power                                                                                
	            48,083 

	Turlock Irrigation District                                                                         
	            76,565 

	Total Non-IOU Electric Customers
	          817,044 


SECTION IV.
MEASURE AND ACTIVITY DESCRIPTIONS

IV.A.

Energy Savings Assumptions


Mr. Tim Drew of the Energy Division stated that the electric savings resulting from measures installed in facilities provided electric service by non-IOU utilities could not be counted in the cost-effectiveness analyses for PGC-funded programs.  Therefore, we have counted neither the electric energy savings (kWh) nor the coincident peak demand reductions (kW).  Therefore, our assumption about electric energy savings from these target customers (who do not pay into the electric PGC fund) is that such electric savings are not to be counted.
  

Were the “Gas Only” Program allowed to include such electricity savings realized in non-IOU electric service areas, our TRC Ratio would climb from 2.65 to 3.37.  The TRC Net Benefits would jump by 42% from 5.55 million to $7.90 million.  The net lifecycle savings would show up, at no incremental costs, as 48.7 million kilowatt hours and the peak demand reduction would be 6,835 kilowatts.  We understand that we cannot include these in our cost-effectiveness calculations since they are from non-PGC utilities.

Nevertheless, it seems inappropriate to penalize such needed gas savings efforts as the “Gas-Only Program” proposal for lack of electric peak demand reduction.  Given the very high price spikes for natural gas during its peak seasons, there is certainly justification for also including the impact of reductions in natural gas peak demand.  In that regard we have met the intent and spirit of the regulations in reducing peak demands.  Even if this proposal is not awarded points in this area, we would ask that this category not be considered in evaluating competing proposals or that the competition be placed with other proposals that are for “gas only.”


Where the data is available, SESCO is using the savings assumptions used by PG&E in its 2003 Multifamily Rebate programs, since these have been reviewed for reasonableness by the Commission as recently as April 2003. 


PG&E’s savings estimates for certain water-heating measures assume some combination of gas and electric water heating use and are not suitable for use for any single fuel (i.e., natural gas) water heating savings measures.  Therefore, we used the DEER multifamily therm savings values for tank wraps, pipe insulation, showerheads and aerators (see section 6.2 of the DEER 2001 Update Report).  

The digital controller is installed in central water heaters that supply domestic hot water and/or space heating to each of the apartments in a multifamily building.  Thus, the savings from the controller is normally proportional to the number of apartments serviced.  However, there is no PG&E or statewide energy savings estimate per apartment served for the central water heater controller, as all IOUs, including PG&E, currently use an average per building without identifying the number of apartments in the building.  However, in 2002, PG&E in its Multifamily Statewide Program filing used an estimate of 38 therms/dwelling unit, assuming a 40 unit building.  In PG&E’s and SoCalGas’ Summer Initiative Program for Multifamily Hard-to-Reach, each used 38 therms per apartment.  In 2002, the Commission accepted the use of 38 therms per apartment in SESCO’s Gas Only Multifamily program and the Commission-approved independent EM&V Contractor for the program has corroborated this value as reasonable.  The value of 38 therms per apartment is also compatible with the therms per controller average used by PG&E for 2003 (an average of 36.2 therms for a typical 15 unit controller for small, under 20 unit, complexes; and, 39.6 therms for a typical 35 unit controller for the larger 20+ apartment complexes) .  That value has been used per apartment herein.

IV.B.

Deviations In Standard Cost-Effectiveness Values


We note that the recently approved (April 2003) IOU multifamily programs often use deviations from the standard values contained in the Policy Manual.  This includes such items as the EULs for thermostats (IOU 12 yrs. v 11 yrs for the Manual), Dishwashing (IOU 10 yrs v. 5 yrs for Manual), CFL lives (IOU 9 yrs v 8 yrs in Manual), etc.  We could find no justification provided for these changes from the Manual.


Since Mr. Tim Drew of the Energy Division stated on September 17, 2003 that such changes would be accepted only with “convincing documentation justifying such EULs,” SESCO has elected to forego the use of any IOU values or other values that deviate from the information prescribed in the Policy Manual or the DEER database.  When the Policy Manual table did not include a measure’s EUL, as for the showerheads and aerators, we used the lives for those measures (10 years) used by PG&E for the same measures in their 2003 Multifamily Program filings.  

Because the proposed program will require contractor installation of the measures, rather than mere purchases of the measures, we are using the NTG ratio of 0.89, the same as for the contractor-installed Residential Contractor Program.

IV.C.

Rebate Amounts


The customer will have the option of receiving the rebates directly or assigning them to the installing contractor.  Based upon experience of the IOU programs that have used this procedure as well as SESCO’s own experience, we expect that most of the customers will elect to assign the payment to the installing contractors.

All rebate amounts are designed to be significantly less than the avoided cost benefits and to not exceed the typical installed cost of the measure being rebated.  However, to assure that multifamily residential customers are effectively reached, the rebate design needs to recognize and address a number of market barriers.

The most important barrier to overcome is that of “split incentives” in which the owner property owner may not pay the tenant utility bills and is reluctant to make efficiency investments in tenant dwellings.  The property owner however, will make investments in common area improvements if attractive enough.  Therefore, the program uses this to help the tenants by making significant rebates for such improvements, but only if the property owner actively assists in delivering savings measures to the tenants.

Another barrier is the transient “short timer” nature of most MF renters.  Even if they are convinced that a measure has a good payback, they are not certain that they will be at the address long enough to benefit significantly from such an investment, particularly where they cannot “take it with them.”   The average one-year lease, at any given time, has an average of only six months remaining.  It is almost impossible to guarantee an adequate payback in such a time span.  

Many of these tenants also face the multiple barriers of the Hard-to-Reach of being lower income (69% for the current Gas Only Program) and/or not having a facility with English (37%) and are thus reluctant to consider any type of efficiency investments.  Finally, even if all of these barriers could be overcome, contractors are very reluctant to solicit such customers because the transaction costs of a “sale” is as high for an apartment as for a single family home, but the potential revenue from what an apartment tenant may order is much less than the potential from a single family homeowner.

The answer to these barriers is that these “tenant measure” rebates must be raised sufficient to pay for a contractor to install at least all of the cost-effective measures in the dwellings.  However, by assisting the contractor to install the measures (e.g., by “bribing” the property owner with conditional rebates to assist with the sign-ups and delivery, or by providing contractors with large numbers of customers to reduce their overhead costs), these rebates to be paid will still be less than the measure’s normal installation cost.  The “tenant rebates” have also been adjusted to better reflect their cost-effectiveness and cost to install.  Thus, rebates have been increased for programmable thermostats ($29) and Energy Star water heaters ($10), while ES dishwashers have been reduced (-$25) and ES clothes washers are unchanged.  The incentives for water heating measures have been increased to cover most of the normal installation costs.

The contractor is prevented from merely “cherry picking” the most profitable measures by the requirement that all of the eligible cost-effective measures must be installed in each dwelling treated (unless the tenant or customer refuses the measure in writing).


Most common area rebates will average about the same as those being used by the IOUs in their 2003 Statewide Program, but have been adjusted to better reflect cost-effectiveness.  The rebates for coin-operated clothes washers have been reduced by a third and whole building storage water heater rebates have been increased by a third to better reflect their respective cost-effectiveness,.  Attic and wall insulation incentives are about the same, as are digital boiler controller rebates.  However, although the digital controller rebates are about the same average cost,  instead of having a set dollar rebate for all controllers, the rebates will be calculated per apartment, thereby assuring that the rebate and the savings benefits (which are proportionate to the number of apartments) are better correlated. 

IV.D.

Activities Descriptions

There are three primary Non-measurable EE Activities associated with our program.  These have been priced at the same rate as approved by the Commission for the 2003 Gas-Only Program.

The first is the Site Survey/Facilities Audits of which we expect there to be approximately 25,000 completed during the program.  This Site Survey is essential in ensuring all potential cost effective measures can be installed.  During the survey SESCO representatives will physically audit the common area and a reasonable sample percentage of the potential tenant apartments.  Following contract signing, each unit treated will be evaluated to assure that all cost-effective measures feasible are to be installed.   SESCO and the respective contractors and customers will use this site audit and survey results to ensure that only approved measures receive financial incentives under the program.  The average cost of a site survey/audit is four dollars each.  

In addition, SESCO expects to perform approximately 4000 post inspections at a random sample of participating sites.  These inspections are crucial in maintaining the integrity of the program and to ensure, at the time of the inspection, that the measures for which rebate requests are received, were actually installed and that they are of good quality and in accordance with the specifications.  To minimize customer inconvenience the inspector will also be able to do repairs and installations of tenant measures at the time of the inspection to eliminate the need for return visits.  The cost of these inspections are $31 each. 

Rebate processing at a cost of three dollars each is also included in our list of Non-measurable EE activities. For these, SESCO will receive the request for rebate, ensure all the appropriate documentation and required information has been received, check measures installed against those which were determined to be cost-effective during the site audits and against the inspection reports and process the appropriate rebate or incentive amount.

SECTION V.

GOALS


By far the most important goal of this program is to deliver comprehensive, cost-effective gas savings measures for the tenants of multifamily facilities who are not eligible for electric IOU services.  

Most other multifamily programs suffer from a triple deficiency:

(1) The programs deliver only a small portion of their budgets for gas savings;

(2)  Even when gas savings are provided, they tend to go disproportionately to those customers who are served by an electric IOU; and, 

(3)  Even when gas savings are delivered to multifamily facilities, only a small portion goes to benefit the tenants. 

By comparison, a goal of this Gas Only Program is that at least 75% of all incentives are to go for “tenant” measures that are installed within the dwelling areas (apartments) of the multifamily facilities.  For purposes of this proposal, we have assumed that 78.9% of the incentives will go for tenant measures.

A further goal is that a minimum of 25 million net life cycle therms be provided under the program (the projection is 26.3 million).  The only caveat that we would place upon this goal is that if we are more successful than projected with the portion of incentives going for “tenant” measures, this total savings goal may be at risk.  The reason for this is that the “common area/property owner” measures are more cost effective and need lower total incentives.  As a result, the total savings goal may be at risk if we significantly increase the portion of tenant measures.  For this reason, we have set the savings goal slightly less than what we expect.

We also target a minimum of 25,000 tenant apartments will be treated under this program.  This is about same number as treated under the 2003 program.  By adding some measures and by requiring that all cost-effective tenant measures must be installed in the apartments to secure any common area incentives, we are anticipating being able to secure more savings with approximately the same number of apartments.

SECTION VI.
PROGRAM EM&V

VI.A.

Proposed EM&V Approach


SESCO anticipates being able to use the same procedures already approved and being implemented for its 2003 Gas Only Program.  The cost of purchasing and training on the various testing equipment is already sunk, as well as most of the expenses related to EM&V Plan development (90% of the measures are those already included in the 2003 EM&V Plan).

The program design uses deemed energy savings as published either in the DEER database or by PG&E and are based upon the measured results from their past programs.  Because the gas savings from these measures are well known and are conservative, an extensive, all-inclusive detailed Measurement and Verification study is not as necessary for this program. 

Nevertheless, the Program will have a comprehensive measure verification and quality assurance program in place, in accordance with Part 6 of the Energy Efficiency Policy Manual.  It is important that the performance of SESCO (or any program sponsor or contractor) be subject to independent verification that the work was actually done and completed in a high-quality and professional manner.

The EM&V contractor(s) will:

(1) Select a random sample of installed measures to be inspected, including all types of measures;

(2)  Review of the customer applications and contracts to determine calculations of annual energy savings, estimates of customer costs, and incentive level;

(3)  Conduct site inspections of selected buildings to determine that measures have been installed and are operating properly;

(4)  Conduct engineering inspections of the installation of the boilers and water heater controllers; and 

(5)  Interview building owners and operators to determine customer satisfaction level.

As in the current program, the EM&V contractor will also test the measures installed to assure that the projected savings are compatible with the settings and equipment installed.  For example, before and after settings of programmable thermostats, flow tests of showerheads and aerators, temperature controls, etc. will be tested and evaluated in addition to a verification of a high quality installation of high quality materials.


In short, we expect to replicate all of the requirements of the already approved 2003 Gas Only Program EM&V Plan.

VI.B.

Potential EM&V Contractors


As requested by the instructions, SESCO provides a listing of two potential EM&V contractors who are independent of SESCO and can objectively evaluate program success.  Both are well experienced with IOU and CPUC EM&V requirements and have undertaken numerous such studies.  Both are WMDVBE organizations and have multi-language capabilities within their organizations.  Due to the technical nature of some of the EM&V, particularly for the common area measures, we have confirmed that each has extensive experience with gas boilers, controllers and similar equipment.


To assure further objectivity and appropriateness, the two contractors are taken from the list of four approved by the Commission in 2002 as satisfactory independent EM&V contractors for the current Gas Only Program.


One of the two (Robert Mowris and Associates) is the current independent EM&V contractor for the Gas Only Program.  Other than that, neither has ever worked for SESCO in any capacity, even as an assigned EM&V contractor.  The two proposed contractors are:

Robert Mowris and Associates, Inc.

Attn:  Robert Mowris

PO Box 2141

Olympic Valley, California 96146

800-786-4130

rmowris@earthlink.net
Occidental Analytical Group

Attn: Abdullah Y. Ahmed

1313 N. Grand Avenue, Suite 392

Walnut Grove, California 91789

909-273-1951

aahmed@earthlink.net
VI.C.

Proposed Budget Allocation


SESCO has allocated $82,294 for the EM&V work based upon the proposed program evaluation and activities undertaken for similar programs.


This amount is almost exactly the amount of SESCO’s current contract for the 2003 Gas Only Program.  Because the 2003 budget had to cover purchase and training on several pieces of measurement equipment as well as all of the time to prepare an EM&V plan acceptable to the Commission and its consultants, as well as preparing the actual materials and protocols necessary to implement the program, many of the 2003 costs will not need to be replicated for the 2004-2005 programs.


We have contacted both of the proposed EM&V contractors and they have confirmed that this amount is reasonable, even with a slightly larger program and some additional measures.


However, this amount cannot be “ramped down” proportionately for a smaller effort.  Even if the program were significantly reduced (or increased) in size, the cost would not be materially affected.

SECTION VII.
QUALIFICATIONS

VII.A.

Primary Implementer:  SESCO, INC.

SESCO, Inc., a WMDVBE-minority contractor, is one of the nation’s most experienced weatherization and retrofit energy efficiency providers to residential, multifamily and hard-to-reach customers.  Since 1985, SESCO has provided cost-effective energy efficiency services to several hundred thousand multifamily customers.  For the past ten years, SESCO has expanded its capabilities to include more work in multifamily common areas and in related small commercial work.  SESCO has already administered weatherization programs in nearly all of the areas targeted in this Gas Only Program for PG&E gas customers.


SESCO holds several California State Licenses, including those for a General Contractor license, an HVAC contractor’s license, an electrical contractor’s license, and a home improvement certification.  


Since the 1994 establishment of its west coast headquarters in California, SESCO has been actively involved in numerous ratepayer-sponsored residential, hard-to-reach and small commercial programs including the SDG&E DSM Bidding Program; the joint SoCalGas/SCE DSM Bidding Program; the Residential Standard Performance Contracts for SoCalGas, for Southern California Edison and for Pacific Gas & Electric; the PG&E LIEE Energy Partners Program; the Multifamily Hard-to-Reach Programs for SoCalGas, for Southern California Edison, for SDG&E and for Pacific Gas & Electric Company; the Express Efficiency Program for Pacific Gas & Electric Company; the Residential Contractor Program for Pacific Gas & Electric Company; and, most recently, the 2003 third party “Gas-Only Program.”


Nationwide, SESCO has residential or HTR programs underway or completed with 22 different utilities in nine different states.  SESCO has completed or has underway more than forty different residential and HTR programs. 


SESCO has been long active in the review and comment of utility programs in California and elsewhere.  We are very familiar with the regulatory and reporting requirements and can assist with the transition to the widespread use of third party program design and implementation.  For example, we helped organize a more coordinated third party response to the preparation of standard contract terms to be used between the IOUs and non-utility parties for the implementation of non-utility programs.   


SESCO has extensive experience in program design, administration and implementation as a Program Administrator.  The majority of SESCO’s projects required us to design and implement the programs, including outreach and marketing, data tracking, quality control and inspections, installations using contractors and/or in-house crews, and measurement and verification. 


SESCO can and will call on an extensive network of trained and experienced staff, including inspectors, administrators, and other team leads with significant field experience.

VII.B.

Subcontractors/Contractors


SESCO does not envision using subcontractors to administer the program, although it will approve the use various contractors and will assist the customer by providing the property owner requesting it with a list of any contractor that we have already qualified.   


Multifamily complex owner-operators will be allowed to select any properly licensed contractor that agrees to abide by the program requirements including, at a minimum, the types and amounts of needed insurance, warranty provisions, complaint handling provisions, materials and installation specifications, etc.  Upon request by the customer or by the contractor, SESCO shall qualify the contractor and place them on the qualified eligible contractor listing.


During the 2003 Gas Only program, two contractors (Energx Controls, Inc. and Quality Conservation Services, Inc.) did most of the work.  They have agreed to participate in the 2004-2005 program, if approved by the Commission.  We provide a description of those companies as examples of the type of experience and capability we expect to use in our program.  However, we also expect that others will be used during the program.  Because of SESCO’s prior work administering various EE and LIEE programs throughout PG&E’s service area, we are familiar with a large number of qualified contractors that we can call upon to assist with the installations, as may be needed.  The following are two that have already agreed to work in the program with SESCO if it is selected for implementation:

Energx Controls, Inc.


Energx Controls, Inc., founded in 1984, has been actively involved in marketing, sales, installation, service and financing of the central water heater controllers, boilers and other conservation measures in the multifamily market for 20 years.  The firm's primary market is California.  The company is probably the largest provider of water heater control technology to the multi-family market in the state, having installed over 200 such units during the first nine months of 2003.  


Since its inception, Energx has installed nearly 2,000 water heater controllers in California under utility-administered DSM programs.  A majority of these customers are builders and property management firms that operate multifamily buildings, Energx’ specialty area.  Energx is in close contact with multifamily building operators and has a high reputation of delivering on its promise of service, reliability and energy savings.


Energx has a long list of satisfied customers, including such respected and well-known builder/management companies such as William Lyons, Archstone, Lewis Homes, Irvine Apartment Communities, Aimco, Anza Management, Equity Residential, Goldrich and Kest, and JMB.


Energx's staff includes marketing persons, installers and customer service personnel.   Mr. Tim Krause, owner and principal of Energx, has been involved with energy conservation  since 1985, including responsibility for sales, marketing and financing.

Energx's installation staff is led by Mr. Marvin Talley, the chief installer, has been with the company for four years.  His primary responsibility is the installation and service of the water heater controllers, boilers and related equipment.  Mr. Talley has over 12 years of prior experience in assembly, field service, and service management.  Energx’s field service experience and capabilities have been critical to assuring proper installation of the energy saving equipment, minimizing complaints from building operators and residents, and the training of on-site maintenance and management personnel.  

Since about 1996, Energx’s customer service and marketing staff has been run by Mr. Steve Dorman using the Energx’s affiliated service arm, Bottom Line Utility Solutions.  The knowledge and familiarity of Energx’s team with virtually all of the large and mid-sized property management firms in California will help assure the program’s success.

Quality Conservation Services, Inc.

Quality Conservation Services, Inc. (QCS) has multiple and diverse capabilities and has participated in the Multifamily and Single-family Residential and Hard-To-Reach Energy Efficiency programs, in the Low-Income Energy Efficiency (LIEE) programs,  and in the Small Commercial Energy Service and Lighting projects administered by PG&E and other IOUs. The staff is comprised of comprehensively trained and skilled field and administrative management personnel, as well as outreach marketing professionals.  QCS’s key management employees possess a minimum of 8-10 years of experience in the energy management and services industry.  

Nationally, the firm possesses licenses and/or certifications for general contracting, HVAC ductwork, energy efficiency, infrared technology, nuclear metering technology, energy auditing, and general building and design.   The firm’s California contractor licenses include General Contracting (B), a specialty license in Weatherization and Energy Conservation (D65), and a Home Improvement Certification (HIC).  The firm is also registered as a contractor in good standing with the League of California Homeowners. (When the League certifies a contractor, it is only after establishing that the contractor has gone through a rigorous examination designed to make sure that the company is legitimate, has a business track record and is both reliable and trustworthy.)

Currently, the firm employs directly and indirectly (through dedicated subcontractor crews) over 200 people nationwide including a substantial number in both Southern and Northern California.  In the past few years, QCS has been an active and successful contractor for such efforts as the 2003 Gas-Only Program, PG&E’s LIEE Energy Partners Program, the SDG&E and PG&E Multifamily Residential Contractors Program, the various IOU Multi-Family Hard-to-Reach Programs and their Standard Performance Contracting Programs.  QCS frequently provides contracting and subcontracting installation services for other project sponsors.  Outside of California, QCS currently has ongoing programs to provide energy efficiency services for Residential and Multifamily and Hard-to-Reach customers of Oncor Energy, American Electric Power, CenterPoint Energy, Xcel Energy and Texas-New Mexico Power Company.  Because of this recent and continuing successful activity, the firm’s offices are already stocked with vehicles, product and personnel ready to immediately implement the approved PY2004-2005 programs.

These out of state programs represent tens of thousands of installations for residential (primarily multi-family), small commercial and other hard-to-reach customers.  More important, they can provide another source of knowledgeable, technically qualified personnel that could be used in California, as the needs may arise. 

VII.C.

Resumes or Description of Experience

SESCO, INC.  – MANAGEMENT STAFF


Most of SESCO’s key staff members will reprise their current positions working on SESCO’s 2003 Gas Only Program.  The primary addition will be Ms. Vickie Lester, who will assist with contractor work and who will act as SESCO’s Program administrator for any work in Northern California.

Team Member:
Richard M. Esteves – Vice President

Responsibilities:
Overall executive management of this Program including financing, design and implementation, and administration of all contractual matters.

Prior Experience:
Mr. Esteves has been responsible for similar functions for all SESCO projects since the Company’s founding in 1985, including the 2003 Gas Only Program.  Prior to SESCO’s formation, he worked for fifteen years for electric utilities in the Midwest, South and Mid-Atlantic States.  He is active in energy conservation matters across the county, having prepared numerous articles and reports and has filed testimony and/or appeared as expert witness in numerous utility regulatory proceedings, including with the California Public Utilities Commission.  He earned a Bachelor of Science degree from Rennselear Polytechnic Institute in 1969.

Team Member:
Llana Jones – Program Administrator

Responsibilities:
Local utility liaison responsible for Program administration and tracking, utility reporting and invoicing, contractor coordination and general administration.

Prior Experience:
Ms. Jones was hired in 1997 as an administrative assistant with the SoCalGas/Edison Home Energy Management Program and has since been promoted to Office Manager and, in late 2002, to Program Administrator for SESCO’s Southern California Gas Company Gas-Only Program.  Ms. Jones also has extensive management experience with many local California residential energy programs including Pacific Gas and Electric’s low income Energy Partners Program, the Multi-Family Residential Contractor Program, and the Multi-Family Summer Initiative Program for both Southern California Edison and Southern California Gas.


Team Member:
Vickie Lester – Associate Program Administrator

Responsibilities:
Local utility liaison responsible for Program administration and tracking, marketing, utility reporting and invoicing, contractor coordination and general administration for this program in the PG&E service area.

Prior Experience:
Ms. Lester began her SESCO career in 1993 as an Installer in one of our Southern California project offices.  Because of her commitment to quality, was promoted to Inspector, Field Foreman and then Field Supervisor.  Ms. Lester has been the Field Supervisor for several SESCO Projects in both Northern and Southern California, including low income and multifamily projects.  Several years ago, Ms. Lester temporarily left our services to work with PG&E’s Central Inspection Program, becoming familiar with the quality assurance and specifications required by the IOUs for their various programs

Team Member:
Ronald Hager, Senior Consultant

Responsibilities:
Systems development and management

Prior Experience:
Mr. Hager has eleven years of experience as a contractor performing residential weatherization and insulation for DSM, low income and small commercial programs.  Mr. Hager was Project Director for SESCO’s LIEE program for Pacific Gas & Electric Energy Partners Program efforts as well as other residential and small commercial PG&E programs.  He is extremely familiar with the PG&E service area and the contractors with whom he previously worked.  He has also managed various program activities with projects for Portland Gas & Electric, Snohomish PUD, Central Maine Power, Public Service Electric & Gas and Oncor Energy.  In each case, he was responsible for program design, education, audits, quality assurance, invoicing and rebates, and for integrating these functions through development of advanced computer-based systems and protocols.

Team Member:
Samuel Galpin, Administration Supervisor

Responsibilities:
Oversees the administration of the local administrative and field offices, including insurances, safety, personnel, payroll, internal billing, and other administrative functions.

Prior Experience:
Mr. Galpin joined SESCO in 1994, working in an administrative capacity with projects for Bangor Hydro Electric and Public Service Electric and Gas.  Since 1997, Mr. Galpin has worked in SESCO's administrative center coordinating all SESCO administrative functions.  Prior to joining SESCO, Mr. Galpin had over 25 years senior management experience in human resources, safety and loss control, administration and operations.  Responsibilities have included design and implementation of company policies and procedures, corporate planning, employee benefits, compensation, recruitment and training programs.

Energx Controls, Inc.  – Management Staff

Timothy D. Krause

EDUCATION:  Talbot Seminary, Biola University, M.A. Christian Education, June 1981;  Fresno Pacific University, B.A. Education, June 1974

WORK EXPERIENCE:  1997 to Present
Energx Controls Inc, Cypress, California, President.  Marketing and implementation of energy efficiency programs across the state of California.  (Energx is the renamed direct descendent of Delta Pro-Tech, as described below.)  Participated in utility funded Demand Side Management programs by Southern California Gas Company, Southern California Edison Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company and Pacific Gas & Electric Company.  Participated in the DSM Pilot Bid program, the Multifamily Residential Contractor Program and the Multifamily Summer Initiative Program supported by the utilities.  Have formed successful alliances and affiliations with other energy service companies to bring cost-effective energy efficiency programs to the California utility customers.

1984 to 1997

Delta Pro-Tech Inc., Cypress, California, President, Manager of Marketing and Sales.  Responsible for marketing, sales, feasibility studies, financing and follow-up of the water heater controllers and other conservation measures installed by the company.  Feasibility studies include determining physical and financial applicability of multi-family complexes for installing of energy efficiency measures.  Follow-up supervision includes source billing for shared savings financing.

1982 to 1984

Air Management, San Bernardino, California, Solar sales and marketing.  Responsible for solar sales and marketing to the multi-family new construction and retrofit market.  Supervised installation design, financial feasibility and coordinated with utility company representatives for incentive programs.

Steven P. Dorman, CPM

SUMMARY  Eight years sales and marketing of products and services that increase business’s net operating through reduction of utility expenses.  Twenty-three years senior-level property and asset management experience with national and regional investment and development firms specializing in multifamily properties.    

EXPERIENCE  

Energx Controls Inc., Cypress CA, Sales and Marketing Consultant -- Responsible for marketing of Energx’s  Demand Side Management programs which involves customer calls, site visits, contract negotiations.  Successfully executed contracts for approximately 200 boiler controllers during the first nine months of 2003 under the current Gas Only program.    Also responsible for identifying new cost-effective energy conservation measures, build customer awareness of energy efficiency and design of DSM programs.

Bottom Line Utility Solutions, Inc. , Irvine, CA, Senior Vice President, Partner, 1996-Current -- Bottom Line was formed to provide our clients energy related products and services that reduce operating utility expenses.  Bottom Line’s sales and marketing territory expanded to cover the southwest, west and northwest.  Our energy products and services include programs that reduce water/sewer, electric and gas utilities.  Our client base includes real estate, institutions, commercial, schools, correctional facilities and food service. 







  

Lewis Homes Management Corp., Upland, CA , Director of Property Management, 1992 - 1995 -- Southern California development and management firm.  P & L responsibility for a portfolio of 30 properties, including 3,000 apartments and 1,800,000 square feet of retail, office, and industrial space. Reduced expenses by streamlining operations and a thorough review of expenses and vendors.  Recruited property supervisors, on-site staff, and support personnel.  Established employee training and motivation programs resulting in lower employee turnover.  Initiated and supervised a $4,000,000 renovation program. Upgraded reporting and site/office computer systems.

Wesco Realty Corporation, Torrance, CA , Vice President of Property Management, 1989 - 1991 -- Established and directed a property management division for a developer/investor.  Participated in the development of a 160 unit mixed use project and the due diligence, acquisition, and renovation of 7 multi-family properties.  And provided independent services for the following:  Ameplaza, Inc., Newport Beach, CA, participated in establishing a management division for an apartment and commercial Investment Company; Pooja Management, Buena Park, CA, assisted owner in creating Management Company for 5,000 units; BJF Group, Lake Forest, IL, portfolio evaluation of 14,000 units located in California and Arizona.

Arnel Management Company, Costa Mesa, CA, Chief Operating Officer, 1987-88 -- A Southern California development and management company with 5,000 units.  Increased portfolio occupancy and successfully leased-up two new rental communities through sound management practices and the implementation of a corporate rental and off-site marketing program. Recruited, trained and motivated personnel.

Robert A. McNeil Corp., San Mateo, CA, Vice President, 1981 – 1986 --National syndication and management company with 48,000 units.  P & L responsibility for 26,000 units managed through 6 regional offices.  Maintained strong occupancies and improved cash flows.  Upgraded financial and administrative reporting systems.  Created, implemented, and monitored successful bonus program.  Participated in the due diligence, acquisition, and renovation of 38 properties.

EDUCATION:  Northeastern University 
Boston, MA,  1971  BS, Accounting
CERTIFICATES, LICENSES, AND AFFILIATIONS

Institute of Real Estate Management, Certified Property Manager, 1978

California Real Estate License

California Apartment Association

Quality Conservation Services – Management Staff

Team Member:
James P. Maitilasso, President

Responsibilities:
Overall executive management of this Program, including financing, design and implementation, and administration of all contractual matters.

.

Prior Experience:
Mr. Maitilasso has over twenty years experience in the energy services field.  Prior to founding QCS in 1997, he was Project Director for residential weatherization programs in Massachusetts and Maine and, more recently, his responsibilities as Director of Operations included oversight of field installations, purchasing and marketing on a national level.  Mr. Maitilasso is a certified energy auditor in the states of New Jersey, Maine and New York and a certified thermographer from the Infraspection Institute in Vermont. 

Team Member:
Allan Rago – Senior Project Director

Responsibilities:
Oversight of day-to-day operations of all California field offices including field installations and marketing, material acquisition, and data collection and monitoring.  Mr. Rago will also be responsible for the implementation of additional specialized training pursuant to this Program and its policies and procedures.

Prior Experience:
Mr. Rago possesses a BS degree from the University of Phoenix specializing in Information Systems Management.  Mr. Rago has extensive experience in project design and implementation, as well as a data system design and troubleshooting background.  He was promoted from within our organization where he began his career as a weatherization specialist, was promoted to Inspector and Field Supervisor, responsible for all field related activities.  He was promoted to Senior Project Director in 2001 and has served in that capacity for a number of residential and small commercial energy service projects with Southern California Edison, Southern California Gas, PG&E=s Energy Partners Program and San Diego Gas & Electric.

Team Member:
Paul Mitchell, Project Manager

Responsibilities:
Oversees the daily operations of local field offices including field installations and marketing, as well as quality control and inspection/verification efforts.

Prior Experience:
Mr. Mitchell has over 11 years experience in managing residential energy service work including project supervision, specialized training coordination and facilitating special programs.  Mr. Mitchell has an extensive background in project management of residential and multifamily weatherization programs as well as large and small commercial projects with utilities such as Pacific Gas & Electric, San Diego Gas & Electric, Portland Gas & Electric, Central Maine Power, Bangor Hydro Electric, Oncor Energy and Pepco Energy Services.  

Team Member:
Thomas Garceau - Office Supervisor

Responsibilities:
Administers and supervises the outreach and marketing efforts, customer contact, as well as all administrative functions for the local office.

Prior Experience:
Ms. Garceau has worked in various DSM and conservation projects since 1999 when he was hired as a phone scheduler.  He has held the positions and performed the functions of marketing and outreach scheduler, Administrative Assistant and Office Supervisor for projects with San Diego Gas & Electric, Southern California Gas, Southern California Edison, Pacific Gas & Electric, Pepco Energy Services and American Electric Power.  Mr. Garceau is currently Office Supervisor for the Southern California Gas Company’s Gas-Only Program.

Team Member:
Shane Bishop, Field Supervisor

Responsibilities:
Supervises all field activity including installations, work  inspections, materials, fleet operations and local subcontractor installations as required.

Prior Experience:
Mr. Bishop started as an Installer for QCS and was quickly promoted to Crew Chief due to his consistently high quality of work and customer satisfaction.  He has also been a Weatherization Specialist, Inspector, Field Foreman and Field Supervisor for several residential energy service programs including Pacific Gas & Electric’s Energy Partners Program, San Diego Gas & Electric’s Multi-Family Summer Initiative Program, Public Service Electric & Gas and Smart Systems installation programs.  Most recently, he was promoted to Project Director of QCS’ Abilene, Texas office under West Texas Utility Company’s Hard to Reach and Residential/Small Commercial Standard Offer Programs.  Mr. Bishop has also spent considerable time with the Company’s C&I Division performing lighting audits, making customer presentations and supervising subcontractor installations.

SECTION VIII.
BUDGET


It is SESCO’s belief that each budget line item needs no additional description or clarification.  However, we are prepared to discuss any item in greater detail should the Energy Division or other Commission representative require additional clarification.
	Budget Items
	 Budget 
	% of Budget Total

	Administrative
	 
	 

	Managerial and Clerical Labor
	$168,000
	4.26%

	Human Resource Support and Development
	$56,028
	1.42%

	Travel and Conference Fees
	$33,750
	0.85%

	Overhead (General & Administrative) - Labor and Materials
	$77,540
	1.96%

	Total Administrative Costs
	$335,318
	8.50%

	 
	 
	 

	Marketing/Advertising/Outreach
	 
	0.00%

	Marketing/Advertising/Outreach
	$102,500
	2.60%

	Total Administrative Costs
	$102,500
	2.60%

	 
	 
	 

	Direct Implementation
	 
	 

	Financial Incentives from 2-MeasureableEEAvtivities
	$3,121,325
	79.21%

	Activity - Labor
	$100,000
	2.53%

	Hardware and Materials - Installations and Other DI Activity
	$0
	0.00%

	Rebate Processing and Inspection - Labor and Materials
	$199,000
	5.05%

	Total Direct Implementation
	$3,420,325
	86.79%

	 
	 
	 

	Evaluation, Measurement and Verification
	 
	0.00%

	EM&V Labor and Materials
	$51,000
	1.29%

	EM&V Overhead
	$31,294
	0.79%

	Total Evaluation, Measurement and Verification
	$82,294
	2.08%

	 
	 
	 

	Financing Costs
	 
	0.00%

	Financing Costs
	$0
	0.00%

	Total Financing Costs
	$0
	0.00%

	 
	
	

	Potential Performance Award
	 
	0.00%

	Potential Performance Award
	$276,429
	7.01%

	Total Potential Performance Award
	$276,429
	7.01%

	 
	 
	 

	TOTAL BUDGET
	$3,940,437
	 


SECTION IX.
CONCLUSION


SESCO and its program team has prepared this proposal for implementation within PG&E’s service territory with the intent that it meets and maximizes the benefits and attributes sought by the Commission, as identified in its various decisions and policy documents and instructions.  A summary of those attributes include the following primary criteria, secondary criteria, and portfolio criteria:

IX.A.
Primary Criteria

 
The program has a TRC cost-effectiveness rating of 2.65 (3.37 if electric savings were counted) and a Participant Test ratio of 7.67 (10.12 with electric benefits included).  It will provide long-term gas energy savings of 26.3 million net lifecycle therms spread over the next ten to twenty years at a total cost to the PGC funds of about 14.99 cents per therm.  If electric savings were to be counted, the program would also produce an additional 48.7 million net lifecycle kWh.


Because the program is specifically devoted to providing gas savings out side of IOU electric service territories, there are no peak demand savings counted or feasible.  If the savings were counted, the program would provide for peak demand reduction of 6,835 kilowatts annually.


The program is targeted 100% to hard-to-reach multi-family customers.  We also expect that, based upon the results from the current program, that about 96% will be HTR renters, 69% will be HTR moderate and low income, and 37% will be HTR primarily non-English speaking. 


The program is devoted to overcoming severe barriers and failures in the marketplace faced by the tenants of multifamily facilities, further exacerbated by the tendency of most EE programs to concentrate on the “joint” electric-gas service areas of the IOU programs.  Among the barriers overcome are “split incentives”, short-term investment horizons, lack of funds, lack of interested contactors, and lack of information.  SESCO’s existing Gas Only Program has demonstrated this success in overcoming such barriers, providing nine times as much in gas savings for tenants than all of the IOU MF programs combined. 


The Gas Only Program by deliberately targeting its savings program to be cost-effective in treating one of the hardest to reach niches has demonstrated significant innovation.  Particularly by tying tenant benefits to property owner benefits, by encouraging property owners to act as the primary marketing agent to their tenants, and by mandating that contractors and customers must install all cost-effective tenant measures in order to participate, the program assures a comprehensive and cost-effective program while reaching this previously under served market.


The program is coordinating its work with other programs, distributing information on other utility, non-utility and LIEE programs to tens of thousands of participating customers.  It fills missed niches both for IOU/PGC portfolios, which concentrate on gas savings in joint electric-gas efforts, and for municipal electric companies, which do not have a complementing natural gas savings programs targeted to their customers.  The program is also committed to working with statewide and local marketing and outreach programs.

IX.B.
Secondary Criteria


The quality and viability of the program design has already been clearly demonstrated in the success of the 2003 Gas Only Program.   Originally meant to run for two years, delays in contract negotiations did not allow the program to start until 2003 (actually it had one week’s activity in 2002).  Nevertheless, the program is virtually completed after nine months.  It is ahead of schedule and on or below budget, with cost-effectiveness even stronger than originally claimed. 


 The budget is very reasonable, especially the emphasis on installing cost-effective measures and in de-emphasizing unnecessary overheads and administrative burdens.  Only about 8.5% of the program is given to administration and only 2.6% for marketing and outreach.  Despite some above average incentive levels, the total cost to the PGC funds for the savings produced is, because of the extraordinarily low administrative costs, much lower overall than other programs with lower incentives.


The program objectives, to provide a minimum of 25 million therms of cost-effective gas savings to a specific niche of multi-family customers, with a minimum of 75% of the incentives going to provide for comprehensive tenant measures in 25,000 apartments are clearly defined, as are the specific tasks to secure those objectives.  


SESCO has significant experience as sponsor for the delivery of the very successful 2003 SESCO “Gas-Only Multifamily Program” which is very similar (almost the exact same program) to the program proposed herein for 2004-2005.


Because we are not allowed to count electric savings, there is no way for SESCO to claim we are alleviating transmission constraints.  However, were we able to do so, we point out that most of the 6,835 kilowatts of peak demand reductions for municipal utilities will also assist the PG&E and the other IOUs with their transmission constraints.

IX.C.
Portfolio Criteria


Even a program that scores well in the primary and secondary criteria must recognize that it is not operating in a vacuum.  It is also very important that a program meet key needs identified by the Commission within a wider portfolio of programs.  The Gas Only Program certainly does that.


The program maximizes energy savings and cost-effectiveness, both from a societal TRC basis but only by providing large amounts of gas savings at a relatively low PGC budget.  This allows the Commission additional funds and flexibility to select some perhaps less cost-effective savings program or a non cost-effective information program that meets a special or important need while still meeting the savings goals of the portfolio.


The Gas-Only Program allows the Commission to correct what has long been an inequitable geographic distribution of gas PGC energy savings.  By limiting these savings to the non-IOU electric areas, the program allows the portfolio to meet the geographic needs of these customers. For example, we estimate that the PG&E gas customers in these localities have contributed about 22% of gas EE funds for many years without securing any proportionate amount of the benefits close to that level.  During the next two years, these customers will contribute an additional $5.7 million (22% of the $26 million in EE PGC funds collected from PG&E’s gas customers), but would, without a program targeted specifically to their needs, receive back almost negligible amounts of benefits.  The Gas Only Program helps satisfy this problem.  


Diversity of target markets is helped by the program’s attention to the tenants in multifamily programs, who are not only HTR customers but are often by passed even within multifamily programs, most of whose gas benefits go to property owners for common area improvements.  


Equity by rate class is enhanced with this Gas Only Program because of its emphasis on providing significant gas savings to residential gas customers.  Even to the extent that residential gas programs may receive funding, they are disproportionately shortchanged when it comes to receiving gas savings.  They are concentrated either on information or education programs or on savings programs much of whose benefits are derived from electric savings to benefit electric customers.  (While PG&E does not separate out its program costs by fuel type, we can look at the comparable example of the SoCalGas 2003 MF program that derives about 30% of its benefits from electric savings).


 Equity between gas and electric savings offerings is one of the primary objectives of the program.  An examination of most so-called combination electric-gas programs will show consistently that gas benefits represent a much lower percentage of the utility’s total savings benefits than the portion of gas PGC funding should warrant.  This Gas-Only program is one of the only such gas savings programs wherein the program is 100% justified based solely upon the gas benefit delivered.  Even where the combined gas-electric program intends to be balanced, market forces often forces it in a different direction.  For example, in PG&E’s 2003 MF retrofit program, the electric savings benefits as of mid year were at 112% of its goal, while the gas savings benefits were mired at only 24% of their goal.  The programs need to be deliberately designed so as to assure that there is equity between gas and electric savings.  The Gas Only Program proposed herein does just that.


Diversity of program offerings, particularly by the concentration on tenant savings and on gas savings, is enhanced under the program.


The Gas-Only Program is offered to provide services to multiple language groups.  During the past year, 37% of those treated under the 2003 program were reported as being primarily non-English speaking.  The concentration on multifamily renters means that a very large majority of participants are recent immigrants from foreign countries.  SESCO has been able to match successfully special language needs with a language solution, either working with a local community spokesperson or working with employees proficient in that language.

IX.D.
A Final Word


We support and appreciate the efforts of the Commission and the Energy Division staff to undertake a portfolio selection in an objective and straightforward manner.  We also believe that that this is the correct and proper approach.


We also know that an over reliance upon implied precision can lead to unwanted results.  When you wind up selecting from among a wide variety of high quality but diverse programs, it often must come down to what the evaluation team believes to be the right choice, but one which is not indisputably clear. 


Please be assured of our full cooperation and willingness to work with the Staff to clarify any items that might benefit from further development or elaboration.  Even more important, we are ready to work with the Staff to emphasize those attributes that the Staff feels would help it fit the program into an unmet portfolio need.


Finally, we do believe that this is a high quality program.  You can be assured that we will work and do whatever we need to do to make this program the success it so deserves to be.  Equally important, if selected we will work with the staff, the utilities, and the other sponsors, to make the entire portfolio a success.  

Respectfully submitted,

Richard M. Esteves, Vice President

On behalf of:  SESCO, Inc.

77 Yacht Club Drive Suite 1000

Lake Hopatcong, NJ 07849

Telephone: (973) 663-5125

Fax: (973) 663-0527

e-mail:  sesco@optonline.net
Dated:  September 23, 2003










�   In its Workbook filed with the CPUC, SDG&E failed to enter the data for installations committed, although it did show the costs associated with those committed installs.  This distorted some of the ratios.  To accommodate these, we have corrected this where applicable by counting only actual expenditures, thus matching actual installations.  Where applicable, we show the SDG&E value and then the corrected value.





�   The actual expenditures for Administration and Marketing divided by total expenditures to date.





�   The PGC budget dollars spent per net lifecycle therm saved.





�    The amount of PGC dollars spent to produce one dollar of benefit.





�    Benefits that flowed through to the tenants from “tenant measures” installed within the dwelling unit rather than “common area” measures which primarily benefit the owner/property owners.


� Details provided in Section III. D Table 2 below which were extracted from the worksheet entitled “California 2000 Electric Retail Deliveries available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.energy.ca.gov/electricity/utility_sales_2000.html" ��http://www.energy.ca.gov/electricity/utility_sales_2000.html� 


�   Were we allowed by the Energy Division to count the electric savings (projected at 6,835kilowatts of coincident peak demand reduction and 48.66 million in net lifecycle kilowatt hours) of non-PGC paying electric utilities, the proposal’s TRC would jump to 2.86.


�   See Table 1 in Section I.B.


� Although installations will be completed by 12/31/2005, our intention is to institute an internal completion date of 10/31/2005 in order to account for any potential delays.


�  This Energy Division position is reasonable, just as we do not count into the cost-effectiveness calculations any resulting energy savings from propane, wood, self-co generated electricity or other fuels or energy sources which do not pay into the PGC funds.  We present the resultant non-PGC electric savings here merely so to give the evaluation teams a more complete perspective. 
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