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SECTION I  Program Overview

A.  Program Concept 

This residential, hard-to-reach third party proposal has been designed to complement PG&E’s current filing for 2004 and 2005 by reaching multi family tenants which would not otherwise be provided services under utility programs.  There are enhancements in this hard to reach multi family program (to the program we are currently delivering to mobile home customers of PG&E).  There is also a significant carryover feature from our current mobile home contracts #171-02 and 201-02.  American Synergy (ASC) has worked closely with PG&E in the delivery of existing third party local programs.  The utility has indicated there are specific customer classes (and specific geographic portions of their service area) which they are unable to serve in 2004 and 2005.  We collaborated with PG&E so as to complement and not compete with existing IOU programs.  Our 2004/5 proposal focuses on those measures (and the geographic segments identified) which the utility will not address.  The proposed budget for this program is $6.1 million (including EM&V and utility administration).  The program has been designed to provide a comprehensive energy program to approximately 6000 to 10,000 multi family dwellings in the Pacific Gas and Electric service territory, (particularly in the Central Valley Area between Modesto and Bakersfield), collaborating with local communities within this service area to maximize service to the citizens of their cities and towns.

	The Proposed Program Budget
	$5,845,950

	Potential Performance Award
	$409,217

	Total Proposed Budget with PPA
	$6,255,167

	
	

	The Projected TRC Ratio
	2.76

	The PT Ratio
	18.93

	
	

	The Net Projected Energy Effects
	

	The Projected Net Coincident Peak kW
	5,531

	The Projected Annual kWh Savings
	12,457,953

	The Projected Annual Therms Savings
	610,896


B.  Program Rationale

The basis for this proposal is to reach a portion of the under-served and hard to reach multi- family customer base of PG&E.  This proposal is an enhancement of the ESG multi family program selected in 2002, but later set aside for regulatory issues which do not impact this proposal.  We felt it appropriate to inform ESG of our plans to submit elements of what we consider an effective approach to address market barriers impacting this customer segment.  As a result of the ESG selection set aside, tenants of PG&E have not been provided an opportunity to participate in a comprehensive, direct install program since the Summer Initiative Program (SIP) of 1999. 

ASC has identified nearly 23,000 hard to reach tenants in the geographic regions which PG&E has identified as both underserved, but not within the scope of their program plans for 2004.  We are aware there are many deserving customers awaiting benefits from public purpose funding programs.  This program has been designed to ramp up or down should the Commission wish to have that flexibility.  The proposed bid has been designed in accordance with our current delivery capabilities.

If this proposal is selected, the Commission and California ratepayers are assured that the program will be delivered promptly and will deliver long-term and cost-effective savings.  Our past performance with both California utility and CPUC third party programs has always been to meet contract milestones and meet or exceed all EM&V requirements. 

The attached Worksheets demonstrate a cost effective program with a TRC of 2.76.  However, we did not attempt to maximize the TRC at the expense of providing both long term and comprehensive program benefits to ratepayers.  Rather, we have designed a very comprehensive multi family program which will assure ratepayers and the Commission of long-term energy savings.  The TRC could be increased to >3.50 should that be the primary objective (by increasing the number of short-lived measures or by decreasing the broad range of measures and services identified in section IV).  We are willing to discuss alternate measures options should that be of desire to you.  

We will provide the following turnkey services for this direct install multi family program: 

· Administrative oversight
· Marketing

· Direct purchase and installation of materials & equipment  

· All M&V and evaluation activities as well as providing mobile home educational packets

· On-going, long-term, high quality customer service 

The program will focus on hard-to-reach multi-family dwellings within the service areas of PG&E, particularly in the Central Valley Area.  The program is designed to overcome the barriers of culture, location, and demographics.  It is innovative in four distinct ways:
· There is synergy in how the program will complement current utility filings. 

· New energy efficiency measures have been included which have previously not been delivered in a cost-effective manner to these HTR customers.

· Additional energy savings benefits (not included in the TRC evaluation) will be provided by bidder’s on-going “Neighborhood Community” training programs provided within many multi family facilities.  

· In addition, we will work with local water agencies serving the customers identified in this proposal to significantly enhance the overall utility and environmental benefits achieved by customers served in this program.
C.  Program Objectives 

To facilitate your review of our proposal, we have provided a summary of the projected accomplishments of our proposal in addressing each bid criteria identified by the CPUC for this solicitation.

· Cost Effectiveness and Program Net Benefits: 

This proposal demonstrates a strong TRC and also has a very high participant test (due to the utilization of many cost effective measures with a long life).  We have not used the most recent version of the WORKBOOK, but note that the current treatment of Incremental Costs and Activity Costs appear to exaggerate the TRC and participant test. ASC understands that the bid evaluators may adjust our bids to account for this matter.  For those who evaluate our bid, the Incremental costs are not inflated nor are Activity costs included in the “measurable activities” worksheet.  When available, we have chosen to use utilities’ filed incremental measure costs.  When not available, we have set the IMC equal to the direct install costs for labor and materials.
This program is neither new nor unproven.  ASC has delivered multi family programs both in California and other western states.  We have used DEER (or reviewed and approved IPMVP verified savings from other multi family programs delivered by bidders).  All deviations from DEER are documented in proposal section IV as required.  Several EM&V evaluations have been conducted on our prior multi family programs. 

The program net benefits summarized in the proposal workbook analyses understate the overall energy and environmental benefits of this proposal.  The non-quantified program benefits accrue from: 
· The Neighborhood workshops we conduct which demonstrate the measures being offered by this program, how they will affect their power bill and be more energy efficient.  In these neighborhood community functions we provide materials on other available utility rebate and appliance programs and training on how to enhance the overall energy savings for customers.
· Training and educational materials

· Supplemental water and sewer benefits offered with support from local water districts

The attached exhibits demonstrate that the proposed program is indeed cost effective with a TRC of 2.59 and a participation ratio of 11.22.  A more cost-effective program could be achieved by:

· Offering only 1 or 2 measures that did not require some form of customer co-payment, or
· Focusing solely on the geographically “rich target” areas for HTR customers, or
· Manipulating penetration rates of measures so as to make the final TRC “appear” large.

Instead, this proposal has been developed to meet 3 important criteria:

· Be comprehensive on energy and peak demand savings

· Reach local HTR segments previously ignored or not reached through prior utility programs

· Provide a focus on providing lowest possible cost measures prices will maximize use of public purpose funds (rather than trying to artificially achieve the highest possible TRC)

· Long-Term annual energy savings

Bidders have a proven record in California for developing and implementing programs for delivering long-term savings to hard to reach tenants.  For the current solicitation, our Team has already identified over 23,000 multi family units in the geographic local areas which the utilities have stated are their most under-served sectors.  Long-term savings will be achieved through this program for the following reasons:
1) This program uses proven and reliable energy savings measures which customers have accepted and for which customers have expressed appreciation (see appendix C).
2) This program is currently meeting or exceeding the CPUC and utility milestone and EM&V contract requirements (for contract #171-02).  Appendix B is a compilation of those third parties who did file quarterly reports through July 2003 and shows both dollars committed and installation milestones achieved) for all 2002 third party programs.  A key factor (in assuring a level of long term savings) is the proven ability to complete a comprehensive program in a timely manner.  We have consistently worked to meet or exceed contract requirements to deliver programs to ratepayers in a timely manner.

A separate factor which can influence guaranteed long term savings is having measured results which meet or exceed the deemed savings.  Each of our prior Commission and utility programs have been based upon a rigorous and conservative EM&V plan.  We have received high marks from the CPUC staff and independent EM&V consultant for our 2002 measurement and evaluation plan.  Our EM&V plan for the PG&E multi family proposal is based upon this same EM&V approach:
3) While some short lived measures are provided in our proposed multi family program, there are many additional energy efficiency measures (having long measure lifetimes), which will provide substantial long term value to the customer. The workbook portion of our proposal demonstrates that the average life of all measures exceeds 10 years.
4) Our administrative team is proven
5) Our service delivery team is proven.
6) We use a collaborative approach in working with utilities, the Commission and the most important party, the CUSTOMER.
· Electric Peak 
Typical energy efficiency measures focusing on hard-to-reach sectors tend to focus more heavily on annual kWh or therm savings than on summer peak kW peak load demand.  This program has been carefully designed to achieve a balance in comprehensiveness, reducing energy bills from this sector, and reducing summer peak demand.  This is achieved by: 
1) Providing measures which make a strong contribution to both the transmission & distribution system and to the customer.  Electric water heat timers (at 0.43 kW per customer) will provide a substantial reduction to customer on-peak water heat loads.

2) Other major residential contributions to summer peaks in California include lighting and air conditioning loads for the market sectors we are addressing in this proposal.  We will address and reduce these peak loads through lighting, duct sealing, AC Diagnostic/Balance and infiltration reduction improvements.  

There are a limited number of measures in the residential and small commercial market sectors which can significantly reduce summer peak loads.  Clearly, measures which reduce loads during the late evening hours would contribute less to reducing peak loads than would measures that directly reduce on-peak usage for water heating, space cooling, or common area lighting that otherwise remains on during the peak hours. 

ASC has participated in the delivery of many energy efficiency programs throughout California.  Where appropriate, our expertise has focused on seasonal energy usage (typical of the goals of the 1998 RES-SPC and the 1999 and 2000 Residential Contractor Programs implemented in California).  But different programs are required to obtain primarily on-peak load reductions. Water heat timers and programmable thermostats were introduced and approved for residential programs by bidders (for the hard to reach sectors) in the 2000 Summer Initiative Program.  These are not temporary savings relying upon behavioral changes, but permanent peak demand savings which contribute to both peak demand and permanent energy savings.  We have the proven capabilities to implement the summer peak demand savings as proposed. 

· Equity
This proposal addresses the following equity issues for multi family customers:
· Equitable geographic distribution (focused in geographic areas identified by the utilities)

· Diversity of target markets

· Equity between gas and electric programs

· Diversity of program offerings

· Multiple languages offered to participants

We were heartened by the CPUC’s continuing priority to address the needs of under-served or hard-to-reach sectors.  A principle inequity in recent years is that public purpose funds collected from certain residential sectors, have not been returned to this sector.  In 2002, the Commission approved some multi family projects in California.  However, even with the program awards in 2002, current filings demonstrate that over 10% of all public purpose funds come from California’s multi family tenant ratepayers, but less than 4% is returned to this sector. 

We recognize that other constraints may prevent an equitable allocation of funds from reaching each market sector.  However, when a very cost effective program can be implemented (while also reaching customers which current utility programs can not), then we believe that the priority recognized by the CPUC for equity is appropriate.  This proposal focuses on tenants as they are a large customer segment, typically below the median income level and adversely impacted in the delivery of utility programs due to split incentives (2 or more decision makers).  In many instances, the tenant does not have the same incentive or capabilities to improve their dwellings and many are fixed or lower income (yet above the federal poverty guidelines and thus unable to qualify for low income programs or assistance). 

· Ability to Overcome Market Barriers 
Our companies have worked over the past ten years with many of California’s property owners (of both multi family and small commercial facilities).  The split incentive barrier clearly exists for both customer classes.  The owner or the manager (the decision maker on most issues impacting energy efficiency of their properties( may lease or rent space to others who usually pay for most energy service.  Tenants use energy, but do not own the building shell or principle heating, cooling or appliances affecting energy use. 

Other market barriers for multi family energy efficiency programs include:
1) Insufficient prices for comprehensive measures or requiring some form of co pay from tenants.
2) Inability to develop and implement programs which meet the needs of both the tenants and the property owners/managers.

3) Many upstream or market transformation and/or public service campaigns do not address the needs of a tenant who a) typically resides in a unit for a short period of time, or b) does not own the property, or c) is not interested in purchasing new or more energy efficient appliances. Owners of multi family properties typically do not pay the electric or the gas bills, and also do not respond to typical upstream or market transformation or rebate programs.
4) Utilities choose not to offer both duct seal and A/C diagnostic programs due to the high administrative costs. As a result, multi family dwellings treated through past utility programs have not been as comprehensive as the program described herein.  

This program addresses each of these primary market barriers by working separately with both local property management associations and with local tenant associations.  In addition, we have successfully brought separate services and training to the property owner/manager and to the tenant.  We have the proven experience in the multi family sector to address these market barriers. 

· Innovation
This program is innovative in the comprehensive list of measures and services offered; in the manner we propose to work with local communities, and our interface with our current network of property owners and managers.  We could provide fewer items (being less comprehensive) and serve more homes, but in the long run this would actually be less efficient, having to spend more marketing dollars to go back to achieve comprehensiveness.  We have found that we are more efficient fully serving each unit to its optimum while our technicians are in the home.

· Coordination with Programs Run by Other Entities
This proposal brings together two respected and experienced contractors.  The synergy of linking a proven California contractor with experience in delivering programs to all HTR sectors (ASC) with a proven developer, administrator, and performance based program evaluator (UCONS).  While this is a stand-alone program, funded and implemented independent of utility administration, the utility recognized that a third party program sponsored by proven contractors could better benefit its customers.  Customer needs are more effectively met by ESCOs working with utilities in a collaborative manner.

There are current utility sponsored programs which offer partial funding for a variety of services.  This program is not designed to compete with either the utility or other third party programs.  Our marketing and installation teams will make the property owner/manager aware of the separate programs which are available and facilitate their participation when interested.

The synergy of generating savings for customers on both their energy bills their sewer and water bills is achieved by installing both energy and water conservation measures and collaborating with local water districts to leverage these savings even further.
· Alleviating transmission constraints
ASC has previously worked with utilities and with independent system operators to mitigate transmission or distribution loads in constrained areas.  To the extent that a need may arise from the System Operator (which does not conflict with other requirements of this program), we would facilitate the delivery of this program to those geographic locations which may provide other system benefits.

SECTION II  Program Process 
A.  Program Implementation 

This proposal has been developed in coordination with PG&E’s current programs and the utility’s plans under development for 2004.  At the current time, there are no fully funded, direct install utility or third party programs to be delivered in the Central and Northern California service areas (as this program is based upon the ESG and RES-Team program originally selected for implementation in this geographic local areas for 2002) .  This customer segment was not served in 2002 or in 2003.  This program has been designed to compliment, not reproduce or duplicate, IOU or low income programs.  It is targeted at a market that would otherwise go un-served.

If selected, ASC will work closely with PG&E and other non-IOUs to ensure that there is neither double dipping nor any confusion with the customers.  In prior RCP and SIP programs for PG&E, we have established a well-developed and respected position with many multifamily owners, managers and park managers within PG&E’s service area.  Our Team has successfully coordinated with both the IOU’s and with other selected third party contractors during 2002 and 2003.  Should the Commission and utility determine to award contracts which could be overlapping, we will cooperate on the marketing aspects (so as to minimize customer inconvenience or confusion) and on the record keeping and data reporting (so as to ensure no double counting and proper allocation of benefits).

This program is an enhancement of the multi family program for PG&E’s customers in the following aspects:

1) Neighborhood meetings.  This is an outstanding event where the energy efficiency program is explained to members of the neighborhood community, usually in the facility’s clubhouse or meeting room, where programs are being implemented.  We explain the details of the program with samples of the measures to be installed in their apartments and homes.  Questions and answers take place and individuals that are interested can take literature on the program or schedule their installation date.  We often follow-up with a second visit after many of the residences have had the opportunity to have measures installed within their complex.

2) Our targeted list of energy efficiency measures reflects our research the past year which demonstrates that a slightly different list of measures and services will be required to address customer energy efficiency needs.  In particular, our current market research demonstrates that the following measures are most appropriate: CFL lights and exterior fixtures; Duct Seals, AC Diagnostics, and Programmable Thermostats.
B.  Marketing Plan

Our market research shows that there are 962 apartment or multifamily complexes in the Fresno, Kern, Kings, Madera, and San Joaquin Counties which have not previously received a comprehensive energy efficiency program.  Our marketing team has already identified these complexes, and even though they are more difficult to reach and in some cases smaller, they are confident that the measures outlined in this proposal can be installed in these complexes.

Marketing and outreach plans have been carefully developed to address the primary market barriers.  Prior marketing efforts in the under-served sectors demonstrate that it is not feasible to acquire resources in this market segment on the condition a customer pays a portion of the costs.  Many efforts have been made to acquire at least a partial contribution from this customer class, but experience has demonstrated it is often more costly (in marketing and customer support) to collect funds from this hard to reach segment than the amount of the contribution itself.  Worse, if our efforts should increase (rather than mitigate existing market barriers) such a requirement will only serve to prevent Public Goods Charge funds collected from this sector … to continue to not be spent in this sector. 
Multifamily property owners and property managers will receive information regarding the multi family energy efficiency program.  Our outreach specialists will confirm with the property owners and managers their desires to have the energy efficiency work completed.  Marketing and outreach plans have been carefully developed by bidders to address the primary market barrier in past and current energy efficiency programs.

Customers are found through the following activities: 

1) Working directly with property managers and associations. 
2) Local Community Organizations:  Senior Citizen Centers, Multifamily Associations, Association of Retired People,  Chambers of Commerce, Local Libraries of community information 
3) Working with local communities and cities to target specific neighborhoods and areas within their cities.  Once an area is identified customers will be found through billing inserts and community newsletters. 
4) Flyers 
5) Word-of-mouth 
Multifamily property owners and property managers will receive information regarding the energy conservation program.  Our outreach specialists will confirm with the property owners and managers their desires to have the energy efficiency work completed.  

We will develop uniform marketing materials which will craft a uniform message and look.  By and large marketing efforts will be handled at the lowest level by each of the installers.  This will insure effective coverage throughout the targeted service territory for this HTR market.  

In the multi-family sector, installers will contact property managers directly and work through real estate management associations to identify multifamily properties throughout the State.

Each of these efforts will need to be supported at a high level with specialized marketing materials and programs.  Public service announcements will be developed for use in urban and rural newspapers and radio stations.  These will be particularly useful in non-English speaking communities where we will reinforce psa’s with target marketing in writing and via telephone to agencies which provide service to non-English speaking customers.

Our marketing efforts will be simple and inexpensive and will leverage existing relationships to the greatest extent possible.

C.  Customer Enrollment 

Customer enrollment takes place as described above by responding to a toll-free number on our marketing literature and scheduling the work to be completed.  Response comes as a result of personal contact, flyers, neighborhood meetings and word-of-mouth.  This process is also explained more in detail in the marketing process section above.

D.  Materials 

All materials (measures) recommended for this program have been previously used and evaluated by the bidder over many years.  We carefully screen and evaluate any new measure prior to delivery to this sector to ensure the customer satisfaction of all parties.  Tenants will normally call the property manager before they will call the contractor or the utility.  We strive to minimize any customer problems, but an unhappy property manager becomes a market barrier.  
Materials are procured by our firm’s purchasing, control and warehouse staff through our production planning model.  We use products from established suppliers who provide quality energy star products and reliable materials.

Each of our installation and field technicians have been trained, has extensive on the job experience and is EPA certified for the work that is outlined in the proposal.  All materials are energy star rated and have been proven to provide reliable and dependable results.  All measures and materials installed meet current PG&E specifications and meet the efficiency ratings outlined in this proposal.

As owners and managers respond their work will be scheduled through ASC central scheduling for work completion.  Weatherization crews will complete the work outlined.  Information for work will be completed and added to the database for reporting to the CPUC.  The M&V team will randomly inspect installed work.  The owners or managers will choose from the energy conservation options presented in the report and depending upon the need that exists in each building.

Upon notice of completion from ASC, the work will randomly be inspected through qualified Inspectors.  The predefined California and local IOU standards for retrofit will be used to measure quality and correctness of installed measures.  Surveys of managers and owners will be conducted as work is completed (these reports serve as part of the quality control system, as well as input to the EM&V consultants).  Our operations and inspection teams collect all documentation for reporting and billing.

E.  Payment of Incentives (not applicable)

F.  Staff and Subcontractor Responsibilities

The contact person for this project will be Steven Shallenberger of American Synergy.  The prime Implementer for the project is American Synergy who has selected Cal-UCONS as its principle sub contractor (to oversee program design, engineering analyses and oversee customer liaison activities.  The key staff and subcontractor roles are briefly summarized below.  Section VII provides a complete qualification review of the key staff for this project. 
	Name
	Title
	Responsibility

	David C. Clark
	CEO-Owner ASC
	Administration, Marketing, Production

	Steven Shallenberger
	President-Owner ASC
	Administration, Marketing, Production, EM&V

	Thomas G. Eckhart
	CEO Owner Cal/UCONS
	Administration, program design, EM&V

	Shani Taha
	Vice-President, Marketing & Ops Cal/UCONS
	Administration and Customer Liaison

	Douglas Price
	Operations Manager-ASC
	Administration, Marketing, Production, EM&V

	Russell Jacobsen
	Controller-ASC
	Administration, EM&V

	Sal Vaccaro
	Operations Manager
	Administration, Marketing, Production

	Jim Amos
	Marketing Manager
	Marketing

	Rod McPherson
	Marketing Operations
	Marketing and Outreach.  Production

	Jeremy Price
	Outreach
	Marketing and Outreach

	Kent Walker
	Outreach
	Marketing and Outreach

	Maureen McCarty
	Customer Service and Scheduling
	Administration 

	Donna Hardin
	Customer Service and Scheduling
	Administration

	Patricia Espinoza
	Receptionist and Admin.
	Administration

	Aaron
	Data Entry and Scheduling
	Administration

	Scott Price
	Quality Assurance Manager
	Production and EM&V

	Roger Thornton
	Quality Assurance Manager
	Production and EM&V

	George Burge
	Warehouse Manager & Procurement
	Production and EM&V

	Julie Richardson
	Direct Marketing Manager
	Marketing

	Jose Antonio Garcia
	Warehouse and Procurement
	Administration and Production


G.  Work Plan and Timeline for Program Enrollment

Program Performance Goals

	Date
	Description

	Nov 2003
	CPUC Awards bid to Winners

	Dec 2003
	Contract with PG&E finalized and signed

	Jan 2004
	Marketing and Outreach Program Launched

	Feb 2004
	Begin Monthly Reports on Program Progress

	Feb 2004
	Begin installation of measures

	Feb 2004
	Begin in-house inspections and Quality Assurance Effort

	Mar 2004
	Begin EM&V work

	Mar 2004-Dec 2005
	Work for successful realization of Program Goals and Objectives.  Complete Monthly Report on a timely basis

	March 31, 2006
	Program Completion and Evaluation Report is 

	 
	Complete


Program Benchmarks

	
	
	
	

	Date
	Projected Units Complete
	Progress Measurement
	

	Mar 21, 2004
	50
	Monthly Progress Report for Previous Month and Invoice
	

	April 21, 2004
	200
	Monthly Progress Report for Previous Month and Invoice 
	

	May 21, 2004
	300
	Monthly Progress Report for Previous Month and Invoice
	

	Jun 21, 2004
	350
	Monthly Progress Report for Previous Month and Invoice
	

	Jul 21, 2004
	350
	Monthly Progress Report for Previous Month and Invoice 
	 

	Aug 21, 2004
	350
	Monthly Progress Report for Previous Month and Invoice
	

	Sept 21, 2004
	350
	Monthly Progress Report for Previous Month and Invoice 
	

	Oct 21, 2004
	350
	Monthly Progress Report for Previous Month and Invoice
	

	Nov 21, 2004
	300
	Monthly Progress Report for Previous Month and Invoice
	

	Dec 21, 2004
	200
	Monthly Progress Report for Previous Month and Invoice 
	

	Jan 21, 2005
	200
	Monthly Progress Report for Previous Month and Invoice
	

	Feb 21, 2005
	300
	Monthly Progress Report for Previous Month and Invoice
	

	Mar 21, 2005
	350
	Monthly Progress Report for Previous Month and Invoice 
	

	Apr 21, 2005
	350
	Monthly Progress Report for Previous Month and Invoice
	

	Jun 21, 2005
	350
	Monthly Progress Report for Previous Month and Invoice
	

	Jul 21, 2005
	350
	Monthly Progress Report for Previous Month and Invoice 
	

	Aug 21, 2005
	350
	Monthly Progress Report for Previous Month and Invoice
	

	Sept 21, 2005
	300
	Monthly Progress Report for Previous Month and Invoice 
	

	Oct 21, 2005
	300
	Monthly Progress Report for Previous Month and Invoice
	

	Nov 21, 2005
	200
	Monthly Progress Report for Previous Month and Invoice
	

	Dec 21, 2005
	100
	Monthly Progress Report for Previous Month and Invoice 
	

	Jan 21, 2006
	50
	Monthly Progress Report for Previous Month and Invoice 
	

	Total
	6,000
	 
	


SECTION III  Customer Description
A.  Customer Description 

The target customers to be reached through this program are the tenants in multi family apartments and complexes in Central and Northern California.  We have been informed by the utility that these areas have proven to be the most difficult to reach by other energy efficiency programs in recent years. 

It has been our experience that tenants would typically be individuals not in a position to purchase a home, people who are in transition, disabled individuals (because of costs of medical care), immigrants, single-parent families, and young couples.  These ratepayers are frequently in the moderate or lower income brackets, and are often unaware of how to get property managers and owners involved with utility energy efficiency programs.  As non-owners and short-time occupants, they do not have the need or the incentive to participate in typical appliance rebate or market transformation programs available to single family residential customers.  
Tenants typically are not willing to invest in energy efficiency enhancements to their rental properties as they don’t view their occupancy as long-term or feel pride of ownership.  We have found these individuals are most grateful for these programs, as they have typically not been provided energy efficiency services in the past.  
Many of the incentive levels set by the utilities for residential projects have been too low, in recent years, to encourage the acquisition of significant load reductions in the under-served markets.  Too low an incentive level can encourage “cream skimming” with only 1 or 2 measures delivered to program participants or non participation should a customer contribution be required from this sector to qualify for additional measures.  Multifamily customers have indeed been hard to reach, because they are hard to identify, costly to reach, and suffer from the "split incentive" conundrum that stifles energy efficiency investments in tenant-occupied housing.

B.  Customer Eligibility

Customers are eligible by virtue of living in a multi-family dwelling and not having had the proposed measures installed within the last three years.  A technician will physically inspect each dwelling and install those items that are required to make the unit/home energy efficient with the measures outlined in this proposal.

This market segment qualifies as a hard to reach sector for the split incentive issues previously discussed.  This segment also is hard to reach by virtue of the difficulty in locating owners, and managers, and being able to successfully set up production times that work for owners and tenants.  Frequently, the work is done under the close supervision of owners or managers in the absence of the tenant.  This is one reason that the process becomes more complicated to identify an acceptable complex that has a need and successfully complete the work with minimum discomfort or problem for the tenant.

C.  Customer Complaint Resolution: 
ASC maintains an experienced customer service department that responds to customer complaints within 12-24 hours.  Our creed is to “Treat People Right”.  Each customer is provided a toll-free customer service line with personal service from our trusted customer service associates, Maureen McCarty and Donna Hardin.  

According to the EM&V contractor’s in-house surveys done on the 2002-2003 program (Programs #171 and #201) the following statistics were found with respect to customer satisfaction:

· Over-all Customer Satisfaction - 100% (i.e., 10 points out of 10) 
· Satisfaction with Energy Education Tips (usefulness, presentation, accuracy) - 90%

· Satisfaction regarding program demonstrating linkages between energy efficiency, bill savings and comfort - 94%
· Comments:  “great program, really happy with program, marvelous program, no complaints.”
During the 2002-2003 program there were some customer complaints.  All were handled quickly and to the customer’s satisfaction.  We are not aware of a single outstanding complaint.  All customer complaints have been resolved and will continue to be resolved in a satisfactory manner.

D.  Geographic Area

With input from PG&E, we have identified the areas of Central Valley (Fresno, Modeso, Bakersfield) and Northern California as the primary hard-to-reach and underserved multifamily residences that this program would focus on.

SECTION IV.  Measure & Activity Descriptions
A.  Energy Savings Assumptions

This section provides a description of each measure and the engineering assumptions used to calculate energy savings.  The bid instructions for this solicitation recommended use of the current DEER data base. For those measures not identified in the current DEER data base, cost effectiveness savings have been calculated through the use of other public energy efficiency data, and data calculated through actual experience.  This project will focus primarily on climate zones 3, 4, 5 and 7 with the projected savings being average values for these climate zones. 

There are several methods for determining base energy use and energy savings for an energy efficiency measure.  These methods include using measured data, taking estimates from results of previous surveys, taking estimates from forecasting models developed by the California

Energy Commission or by utilities, or estimating energy use and savings with engineering

models that are consistent with the assumptions used in the forecasting models.

Estimates of energy use and savings and load impacts for weather-sensitive technologies and

measures were prepared in this study using building simulation analysis with the DOE-2 model.  
A simulation-based engineering analysis was used as the approach for this project because it is appropriate for measures that are highly sensitive to differences in weather among California’s

diverse climate zones and because it can easily accommodate the large number of measure,

climate zone, building type, and fuel types for which results are desired.  The list of proposed measures, savings, measure life, net-to-gross-ratio (NTGR), and incremental cost for each measure are provided in Table 1.
Table 1  Measure Savings, Life, NTGR, and Incremental Cost
	Measure
	kWh/yr
	KW
	therm
	Life
	NTGR

	MF Duct Test/Seal
	239
	0.22
	48
	20
	0.89

	MF Programmable T-stat
	399
	0.27
	47
	15
	0.89

	Faucet Aerators Gas
	0
	0.00
	5
	10
	0.89

	Low-Flow Showerheads Gas
	0
	0.00
	9
	10
	0.89

	Energy Star CFL– Ext.
	263.15
	0.08
	0
	7
	0.89

	Energy Star CFL -Int.
	109.00
	0.08
	0
	3
	0.89

	Energy Star Hardwire Fix Ext
	263.15
	0.08
	0
	16
	0.89

	Energy Star Hardwire Fix Interior.
	109.00
	0.08
	0
	16
	0.89

	ES Common CFL Ext
	354.00
	0.08
	0
	3
	0.89

	ES Common CFL Interior
	354.70
	0.08
	0
	3
	0.89

	ES Common Hardwire Fix Ext
	354.00
	0.08
	0
	16
	0.89

	ES Common Hardwire Fix Interior
	354.70
	0.08
	0
	16
	0.89

	Blower Door Test and Seal
	96
	0.09
	24
	20
	0.89

	Water Heater Timers Elec.
	91
	0.43
	0
	10
	0.89

	Electric Aerator
	58
	.0013
	0
	20
	0.89

	Electric Low Flow Showerhead
	337
	.033
	0
	10
	0.89


· Calibrating DOE-2.2
The DOE-2.2 simulations are calibrated using long-term weather data and average utility billing data for space heating and space cooling. Lighting and miscellaneous loads are calibrated to average UEC values.  Weather data for the simulations are from the California Energy Commission.

· Baseline Assumptions and Values

Baseline assumptions, energy (kWh and therm), and demand (kW) values for multi-family homes are taken from the 2001 DEER study, IOU research and extrapolated from on-site calculations from independent EM&V engineering.  These values are based on typical California residential building stock characteristics and calibrated to unit energy consumption (UEC) values within each utility service area as noted.
  

Assumptions applicable to all prototypes include:

1) Natural infiltration is modeled using Sherman-Grimsrud method and Effective Leakage Area (ELA) to Floor Area ratio of 0.0006.
 

2) Baseline duct leakage is modeled with a duct-air-loss of 29% correcting to 15% leakage for a 14% correction.  It is noted that the DEER study uses a model of 20% duct air loss correcting to 6% leakage for a 14% correction.  

3) Window shading during summer months is modeled using DOE-2.2 interior drape commands.  The model uses a shading coefficient drape multiplier of 0.75 whenever direct solar radiation through the windows exceeds a threshold of 30 Btu/ft2-hr in summer and 50 Btu/ft2-hr in winter.  A probability of 50% is included to open the drapes when the direct solar radiation drops below the threshold.  The model resets the drapes to open each day at midnight. 

4) Natural ventilation during the cooling season (June 15 through October 15) is modeled using the Sherman-Grimsrud method to calculate air changes per hour (ACH) with an upper limit of 1 ACH. The effective window leakage area per unit floor area from window openings is set at 0.05. Windows are only opened if the ambient temperature is greater than 65 F, and only during the hours of 7 to 9 PM on weekdays and weekends. A probability of 75% is included to account for occupants being home to open windows.

The modeling approach for the multi-family housing type is similar to the single-family

approach, except that 2 double-story buildings each with 12 unique apartments is used.  Since the number of stories is not an issue, each apartment is weighted equally:

· Average Usage = (Total Usage of all Apartments) / 24

· Average Usage = (EW single + NS single)/2 * (2 - (Ave number of floors)) +

(EW double + NS double)/2 * ( (Ave number of floors) - 1) 

where:  

· EW single
energy usage of the single story building with the majority of glass and wall area facing East-West 

· NS single 
energy usage of the single story building with the majority of glass and wall area facing North-South 

· EW double energy usage of the two story building with the majority of glass and wall area facing East-West

· NS double energy usage of the two story building with the majority of glass and wall area facing North-South

For the analysis of non-weather-sensitive technologies we used a variety of sources, including, in

order of importance:

· Impact evaluation studies, 
· Industry standard engineering calculations, 
· Utility unit energy savings estimates provided in recent program filings, 
· Results from our measure cost data collection activities, specifically, our surveys of retail stores (to identify/confirm which high-efficiency measures are actually on the market at which efficiency levels), and

· Our library of previous energy-efficiency potential studies and other sources (e.g.,

ACEEE).

For the non-conditioning savings, the estimation process is simply one of taking the base case

UEC and multiplying by the estimated percent savings associated with the high-efficiency measure, i.e., Savings (in kWh or therms/year) = Base UEC x % Savings Estimated for Measure

For most of the measures, the savings percentages can be derived directly from differences in estimated consumption for the base and high-efficiency technologies.  For example, in the case

of lighting measures, percent savings are estimated as:

Percent Savings = [1 – Base Lighting Watts/High-Efficiency Lighting Watts]*100
· Measure Description and Assumptions
This section provides a description of each measure and engineering assumptions used to calculate energy savings. 
Duct Testing and Sealing
Duct testing and sealing savings are based on sealing both supply and return ducts to a leakage reduction of 60 cfm/ton or 15 percent of measured system flow at 25 Pascal pressure (supply and return). Baseline duct leakage is modeled with a DUCT-AIR-LOSS input of 29%.  The measure is modeled with a duct-air-loss final input of 15%.  The measure lifetime is 20 years.  Multi-family energy savings for duct testing and sealing are shown in Table 4.4. Savings for multi-family duct testing and sealing is 239 kWh/yr, 0.22 kW, and 48 therms.  Through independent on site research and calculations by an independent EM&V engineer it was found that actual savings from duct testing and sealing were found to exceed 48 therms.  

Table 2  Multi-family Duct Testing and Sealing

	

	Estimated Savings
	kWh/yr
	Peak Demand
	Gas Heating

	Climate Zone
	kWh/yr
	kW
	therm/yr

	Climate Zone 3,7
	239
	0.22
	48


Multi-Family Programmable Thermostat

Programmable thermostat savings are based on the DEER statewide studies of 2001.  These are found in the DEER worksheet model.  Current Energy Star requirements and specifications for Programmable Thermostats cycle the thermostat past from 12-8 p.m. providing greater savings during the peak demand.  Measure lifetime is 15 years. Average estimated savings are 399 kWh and 0.27 kW and 47 therms per home as shown in Table 3.

Table 3 Multi-family Programmable Thermostat

	

	
	kWh/yr
	Peak Demand
	Gas Heating

	Climate Zone-Estimated Savings
	kWh/yr
	kW
	therm/yr

	MF Climate Zone 3,7
	399
	.27
	47


Through work done on 2002-2003 CPUC programs #171 and #201 analysis of on-site work by EM&V engineering calculated that the programmable thermostat has produced a higher therms value than DEER.  This amount has been claimed for therm savings.

Water Heating Measures
Water heating measures are modeled using engineering algorithms based on measured data. Modeling assumptions for each measure are discussed below. Average annual UEC value is 154 therm/yr for individual-unit gas water heaters
 and 2,598 kWh/yr for electric water heaters
. 

Water Heater Time Clock 

Water heater time clock savings are derived by utilizing known load shapes for water heater usage (peak demand in early morning and evening hours).  The actual savings are derived from turning off the electric water heater during the period of peak demand. The period of interruption is controlled so that the household does not run out of hot water.  The control of the timer can be set both at the factory and at the site (by the park manager and bidder, should the system operator or utility wish to adjust the peak demand period). 

This proposal has been based upon an assumed peak demand period that requires the time clock to turn the electric water heater off during the afternoon peak demand period (e.g., 12 PM until 6 PM). This corresponds to a low level of demand for a water heater, thus ensuring there will not be a loss of hot water to the customer.  Most peak demand and energy savings during this afternoon interval result from the reduced standby service whereby the water heater thermostat calls for the tank to “turn on” (which occurs nearly 10% of the time during the afternoon peak demand period).  Tank insulation of R-16 overall will greatly reduce savings associated with time clocks.  If the time clock is set to turn off the tank from 12 PM until 6 PM during weekdays, then the savings will be approximately 2.4 percent.
 Estimated annual energy savings are approximately 91 kWh. Peak demand savings are 0.430 kW as shown in Table 4
Table 4 Water Heater Time Clock

	
	Estimated Savings

	
	Peak Demand
	Electric
	Gas

	Measure
	kW
	kWh/yr
	therm/yr

	Water Heater Time Clock, Electric Water Heater
	0.430
	91
	


Water Saving Showerhead (2.5 gpm)

Water saving showerhead savings are based on engineering estimates, DEER and M&V studies (SoCal Gas). Energy savings are based on assumed pre- and post-retrofit flow rates.  Non-conserving showerheads use greater than 3.5 gpm and water-saving showerheads use 2.5 gpm. Water-saving showerheads are assumed to reduce water flow by 50 percent.
  Estimated annual energy savings are 337 kWh and 0.033 kW per showerhead for electric water heaters and 17 therms per showerhead as shown in Table 5 Measure lifetime is 10 years.

Table 5  Water Saving Showerhead

	
	Estimated Savings

	
	Peak Demand
	Electric
	Gas

	Measure
	KW
	kWh/yr
	therm/yr

	Water Saving Showerhead, Gas (per Showerhead)
	
	
	17

	Water Saving Showerhead, Electric (per Showerhead)
	0.033
	337
	


Faucet Aerator

Energy savings are based on assumed pre- and post-retrofit flow rates.  Non-conserving faucet aerators use greater than 3.5 gpm (at a flowing pressure of 80 psi) and water saving faucet aerators use 2.2 gpm (at a flowing pressure of 80 psi).  Water saving faucet aerators are assumed to reduce water flow by roughly 37 percent.  Estimated annual energy savings are approximately 33 kWh and 0.005 kW for electric water heaters and 5 therms for gas water heaters.  Empirical studies show similar levels of savings as shown in Table 6.  Measure lifetime is 10 years.
Table 6 Faucet Aerator

	
	Estimated Savings

	
	Peak Demand
	Electric
	Gas

	Measure
	kW
	kWh/yr
	therm/yr

	Faucet Aerator, Gas Water Heater (per Aerator)
	
	
	5

	Faucet Aerator, Electric Water Heater (per Aerator)
	0.013
	59
	


Lighting Measures

Savings from lighting measures are based on four variables:

1) Wattage consumed by pre-existing lamp/fixture (Wpre)

2) Wattage consumed by replacement lamp/fixture (Wpost)

3) Hours of Operation (H)

4) Number of lamps/fixtures (N)

Typical Hours of Operation for Lighting in different space types are summarized below in Table 7.  Savings for typical fixtures installed in our program are shown in Table 8.

Table 7 Lighting Operating Hours by Space Type

	Space Type
	Hours or Operation

	Indoor Common Area
	8,760

	Indoor Special Use Common
	4,380

	Indoor Dwelling Unit
	1,428

	Exterior Dwelling Units
	4,380

	Exterior Common Area
	4,380

	
	


*Special Use Areas include those areas subject to periodic occupancy, such as kitchens, game rooms, laundry rooms, and exercise rooms.

Energy Savings for lighting measures are provided for interior and exterior Energy Star CFLs and interior Hardwired Energy Star fixtures.  Savings can be calculated accurately if the above variables are known and are used in the following equation.  An average savings rate is extrapolated from the following Table.

Calculated Energy Savings = N ( H ( (Wpre - Wpost )

Table 8   Lighting Savings

	Measure
	Pre

Watts
	Post

Watts
	Operation

Hours
	Measure Life

Years
	Peak Savings

KW
	Electric Savings

kWh/yr

	Energy Star CFL  Interior-
	60
	15
	1,428
	7
	0.08
	102

	Energy Star CFL– Interior
	100
	25
	1,428
	7
	0.08
	121

	Energy Star Hardwire Fixture CFL– Interior
	120
	30
	1,428
	16
	0.08
	264

	Energy Star CFL  Exterior  
	100
	25
	4,380
	7
	0.08
	354

	Energy Star Hardwire CFL  Exterior
	80
	20
	4,380
	16
	0.08
	264

	Energy Star Interior—Common
	100
	25
	8,760
	7
	0.08
	484


B.  Deviations in Standard Cost-Effectiveness Values

We have used the DEER data base for measures which are identified in the DEER data base for multi family applications.  Both American Synergy (and our prime sub contractor UCONS), are recognized for our conservative and rigorous use of deemed savings in our energy efficiency programs.  In many instances, we have used lower assumptions (than provided in the DEER data base) when available EM&V studies (performed by our consultants or by independent third parties) indicated that DEER results may not be realized for our project (for the particular measure and customer segment proposed).  We have consistently received high marks by utilities and regulators in adhering to this conservative approach.  Long term energy savings are further assured when ex poste evaluations demonstrate that proposed savings levels were met or exceeded.
From the EM&V field examinations and subsequent testing and analysis of savings data, it was found that the therms savings for both duct test and seal and programmable thermostats proved to be higher than the deemed savings or those calculated in the DEER study.  In addition, we continue to utilize 17 therms for gas showerheads (although the DEER multi family deemed value is 9 therms). 17 therms was the basis for our current third party programs for PG&E (for gas showerheads).  The final EM&V report for our PG&E program has not been released, but the average savings from the nearly completed in-field measurements by out independent EM&V consultants (Robert Mowris and David Robison) demonstrate that our current third party gas showerhead savings exceed 20 therms.
C.  Rebate Amounts (not applicable)

D.  Activities Description

The activities associated with the program have been explained previously in this proposal.  They include all auditing, customer training, neighborhood workshops and coordination with local water and sewer districts to promote further utility reductions and environmental benefits.  In accordance with instructions to bidders, any dollar costs (and benefits) have been excluded from our WORKBOOK summary (of costs and benefits) used in the model calculation of this project’s TRC and Participant test.  Only direct install costs have been identified for the “Measurable EE activities” worksheet.
SECTION V  Goals

A.  Brief Review of Quantitative & Qualitative Goals (including Energy Savings)
	The Proposed Program Budget
	$5,845,950

	Potential Performance Award
	$409,217

	Total Proposed Budget with PPA
	$6,255,167

	
	

	The Projected TRC Ratio
	2.76

	The PT Ratio
	18.93

	
	

	The Net Projected Energy Effects
	

	The Projected Net Coincident Peak kW
	5,531

	The Projected Annual kWh Savings
	12,457,953

	The Projected Annual Therms Savings
	610,896


Program Objectives (measurable results) are:

1) By December 31, 2005, retrofit approximately 6,000 to 10,000 multi family residences..

2) Average savings per typical program participant is projected to be approximately 2,000 kWh, and 102 therms for a total average bill reduction of at least $300.00-400.00 per household. (actual savings will vary based on occupant’s energy use, as well as local energy prices).  Energy and peak demand savings can be determined by using savings data from Table 1 (section IV) times the applicable measure penetration rates identified for this program.

Secondary Objectives for this program are that:

1) It must be cost effective.

2) It must provide much needed energy efficiency measures to the hard-to-reach multifamily complexes and residence.
1) Inspection and Quality Assurance processes should provide high level of confidence to CPUC and local IOUs.

2) Evaluation (including billing analysis) will be performed to provide support for future program design and performance reliability.

SECTION VI  

Program Evaluation, Measurement and Verification

A.  Evaluation Approach

The EM&V portion of our bid is to continue to perform a rigorous program in full accordance with IPMVP procedures.  We have fully complied with all utility and CPUC requirements on all past and current public purpose funded programs.  Where measured results have so warranted, we have increased our deemed savings assumptions above 2002 levels, but in no event above DEER established levels without appropriate notice in the DEVIATION portion of this proposal

The third-party evaluation will consist of both a process and an impact evaluation.  The EM&V evaluation will be conducted throughout the program period and consists of the following elements.

· EM&V Plan

The EM&V Plan will contain a detailed description of all activities required to complete

The EM&V study.

· Tracking Database

The tracking database will provide a listing of jobs that are completed including statistical samples of on-site measurements of installed measures. We will provide data from their program tracking database for evaluation purposes.

· Sample Design

A statistical sample design will be used to select a sample of customers or projects from

The utility local program participant populations. Samples will be selected

to obtain a reasonable level of precision and accuracy at the 90 percent level per CPUC

Energy Efficiency Policy Manual (EEPM). The 90/10 confidence might need to be

adjusted downward for some measures that have a high degree of variation.

· Process Surveys

Process surveys will be used to evaluate what works, what doesn’t work, and customer

satisfaction. Process surveys will also obtain suggestions for improvement in the

program's services and procedures. Market research and saturation data will be used to

assess whether or not there is a continuing need for the program.

· On-Site EM&V Inspections

On-site EM&V inspections and measurements will be used to assess deemed energy and

peak demand savings. Site visits will be also be used to verify that measures are properly

installed. Sites in the statistical sample will include spot and short-term measurements.

· Statistical Analyses

Statistical analyses will be used to extrapolate measurements of baseline and measure

assumptions (i.e., duct leakage reduction, etc.) from the sample level to the program

population. 

· Progress, Draft, and Final Reports

Progress, draft, and final reports will include a description of the study methodology and

all deliverables as per the CPUC EEPM. The reports will provide results of the impact

evaluation including gross and net energy and peak demand savings for each measure

and the program as well as results.

B.  Potential Contractors

The CPUC and the IOU administrator will have direct access to these subcontractors.  ASC will make every effort to ensure that these subcontractors are allowed to conduct their work in an independent manner.  The two contractors we wish to propose for consideration to submit bids would be:

· Robert Mowris and Associates

· Stellar Processes 

Each firm has extensive knowledge of both utility and non-utility programs for the hard to reach sectors and are well respected as independent program evaluators. Bidder has provided a budget for a comprehensive third party evaluation.  Our WORKBOOK demonstrates that nearly $300,000 has been budgeted for a complete and rigorous independent review of this project.  A similar commitment to EM&V was provided in our two current third party mobile home programs.  We have found that level of financial commitment is required if parties are to evaluate a program and to develop even better programs.
SECTION VII  Qualifications
A.  Primary Implementers

American Synergy Corporation
Mr. David C. Clark,  CEO and Owner 

Mr. Clark has been actively involved in energy efficiency programs in the State of California for close to 20 years.  He has worked with all four major IOU’s with a wide variety of programs.  He has a bachelor’s degree in Accounting and Business from Brigham Young University.  He has served as the President of the Insulation Contractors Association of California.  He has also served on numerous governmental committees regarding energy efficiency programs.  

Mr. Steven R. Shallenberger,  President and Owner  
Mr. Shallenberger has served on the Board of Directors for American Synergy Corporation.  Steve is a member of the Executive Committee and Board of Directors and also the World President’s Organization. He is actively involved in working with the Commission and Utilities in serving the energy efficiency needs of the residential and small commercial markets.  He graduated in Accounting from Brigham Young University and from the Harvard Business School. 

Mr. Douglas Price, Chief Operating Officer (Central and Northern California) and Project Manager. Mr. Price has never missed a benchmark and has maintained 95% + pass rate on workmanship. He has been with the firm for 18 years with a strong background in managing work crews in attic and groundwork, minor home repairs, multifamily, duct testing and sealing, and energy efficient lighting. He organized the quality assurance and training of our crews.  Mr. Price has worked in implementing energy efficiency programs with all four major utilities in the State of California.

Mr. Sal Vaccaro, Chief Operating Officer (Northern California) and Project Manager
Mr. Vaccaro graduated from Santa Clara State University in History and Finance. He is a member of the Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act Board and California Department of Health Services. He is a specialist in structural design, energy efficiency, and hazardous waste removal. Mr. Vaccaro is a member of the board of the California Environmental Information Association (CEIA).


Mr. Vaccaro, a former professional baseball player, has a solid reputation for getting the job done with a commitment to serving the customer with satisfaction and quality. As President of Synergy Environmental Services, a sister company to American Synergy, he has established himself as someone that gives attention to the finer details of completing jobs with the highest standards on schedule. Mr. Vaccaro has been with Synergy since 1989.

Mr. Jim Amos, Marketing and Energy Specialist
Mr. Amos has been with American Synergy since 1987. He has supervised hiring, training, and managing of all energy specialists. He has interviewed candidates for energy specialists, organized  and conducted daily meetings with energy specialists. He made sure that canvassing reports and marketing reports were kept up to date and that forms and uniforms were in stock. He does quality assurance on the education through ride along with energy specialist and phone quality assurance with the customer. Mr. Amos implements marketing strategy in order to maximize productivity in completing energy efficiency contracts.  He is joined in Marketing and Outreach by Jeremy Price, Kent Walker and Rod McPherson.

Mr. Russell Jacobsen, CPA 
Mr.  Jacobsen has been associated with the Synergy Company for 14 years as a consultant and accountant. He worked with Pacific Bell for 16 years in corporate accounting. He is now the Controller and CFO for the Synergy companies. He graduated in Accounting from Brigham Young University. He is a CPA in the State of California.

American Synergy  Significant Projects
CPUC Local Area Programs 2002-2003, Programs #171-02 and #201-02.

Statewide IOU Multifamily and Small Commercial Express Efficiency Programs

Energy Partners 1988-1996, 2001-2002

SCE/SCG 1999, 2000, 2001 RCP Multi-Family Programs

SCE/SCG 1999-2001 RCP Programs

SCE/SCG 2001 Summer Initiative Program

PG&E Zip and Weatherization Programs 1983-1999.

PG&E RCP Single Family Insulation

PG&E RCP Multi-Family Programs

PG&E 2001 Summer Initiative Program

PG&E Express Efficiency Program

City of Palo Alto 1999-2001:  Windows and Insulation Programs

SDGE 3rd Party Hard to Reach Mobile Project

SDGE RCP Single Family Programs

SDGE RCP Multi-Family Programs

SDGE 2001 Summer Initiative Program

B.  Subcontractors

American Synergy will be the primary implementer.  This is a turnkey project for which we have chosen Cal UCONS to be our principle sub contractor.  A summary of UCONS’ capabilities and key staff is provided.  Our two companies have successfully worked together in prior hard to reach California programs.  Our ability to work collaboratively to bring new programs to underserved market sectors is established.  We plan to stay directly involved with all phases of this project to ensure continuity and success.  It is not anticipated that additional parties or sub contractors will be required to support this program. 

CAL-UCONS, Inc.

UCONS is a national leader in the development and implementation of residential conservation programs focusing upon under-served sectors, especially renters and multifamily customers. In the past 20 years, UCONS has provided direct install energy efficiency programs to over 300,000 renters and multifamily customers in California, Texas, Utah, Washington and Oregon (more than any contractor and many than most utilities). As an executive board member and co-chair of residential programs for NAESCO (National Association of Energy Service Companies) Mr. Eckhart and UCONS have been an active voice in the advancement of residential program nationally and in the development of appropriate M&V programs for measuring performance in residential sectors.

Mr. Thomas G. Eckhart (Chief Executive Officer UCONS) has 37 years experience in the design, development and implementation of demand and supply-side resource programs. A licensed California professional engineer and contractor, Mr. Eckhart graduated from US Maritime Academy in 1965 and began his career with the N/S Savannah before joining Westinghouse Electric and Portland General Electric Company. He holds an M/S in nuclear science and an MBA degree. He has coordinated the development and marketing of independent power projects for NEPCO in the United States and Canada. He also directed Puget Sound Energy’s award-winning residential conservation programs prior to joining UCONS. 

Mr. Eckhart is responsible for assuring the development of cost effective program designs, which will meet the needs of customers. He also manages overall project accountability and EM&V requirements against contract requirements for resource savings and cost effectiveness.  

Ms. Shani Taha (Executive Vice President, Marketing & Operations) served for two years as marketing advisor to UCONS before joining our management team.  Her professional credentials include service as Deputy Superintendent with the Hardy administration at Seattle City Light, the nation’s seventh largest municipal utility.  There she was responsible for retail operations and demand-side resource planning and program implementation.

Ms. Taha is nationally recognized for her leadership in helping the public power industry address issues of conservation, competition and customer service.  She served on EPRI’s  Research Advisory Committee, was an officer and Chair of the American Public Power Association’s Customer & Energy Services Committee and participated in several international delegations on demand-side management and integrated resources planning. 

Ms. Taha will be responsible for coordinating customer and employee relations and education activities to include the implementation of marketing and education strategies and to maintain effective communication among customers and employees alike.

CAL-UCONS, Inc.  Significant Projects

•
Puget Sound Energy

Bellevue, Washington

Since 1995, UCONS provided space and water heating conservation services to over 11,000 Puget Sound Energy multifamily customers. This program provided comprehensive inspection and repair of areas below the floor including: cross-over duct repair & replacement; duct sealing; rodent and vapor barrier repair and replacement. In addition, customers were provided new energy efficient set-back thermostats; low flow showerheads, faucet aerators and pipe wraps. the program provided customers with water and sewer savings of 25,000,000 gallons annually and reduced electrical usage by 3 aMW.

•
PacifiCorp
Portland, Oregon

During 1995 and 1996, UCONS provided over 30,000 multi-family dwellings in Oregon with energy conservation measures. This program included the delivery, installation, service and monitoring of floor and ceiling insulation measures; compact fluorescent lights (CFLs); line-voltage thermostats; low flow showerheads, faucet aerators and pipe wraps. This program provided Pacific’s customers with over 7 aMW of new conservation resources. Water conservation savings of 69,000,000 gallons annually were also achieved.

•
Portland General Electric 

Portland, Oregon

In late 1996 PGE had a conservation shortfall of nearly 4 aMW. They turned to UCONS in September 1996 to meet their goal. In the last four months of 1996, UCONS provided 13,000 multi-family dwellings with energy conservation measures. This program included the delivery, installation, service and monitoring of floor and ceiling insulation; low flow showerheads, faucet aerators, pipe wraps, and efficient, line-voltage thermostats. This program provided PGE customers with over 4 aMW of new conservation resources. Water conservation savings of 30,000,000 gallons annually were also achieved.
UCONS participated in a 1.5 aMW comprehensive multi family program for PGE in May 2002.

This hard to reach program reached 10,700 tenants and provided lighting, floor and ceiling 
insulation, heat anticipating thermostats and infiltration measures. 

•
Southwestern Public Service

Amarillo, Texas

UCONS was selected in 1997 by SPS to provide a water heating DSM peak load reduction program to 30,000 residential customers throughout their service territory. This program focused on fixed and low-income customers residing in both single and multi-family dwellings. This performance-based program was completed in July 1999. It will provide up to 4MW of summer peak demand savings.

•
Pacific Gas & Electric

San Francisco, California

CAL-UCONS, Inc. participated in PG&E’s initial RES-SPC in 1998 and completed all phases on this program within 4 months of contract award.  UCONS was the principle designed of the RES-Team program and participated in PG&E’s Summer Initiative Program in 2000.

•
Southern California Edison


Rosemead, California

CAL-UCONS, Inc. participated in SCE’s initial RES-SPC in 1998 and completed all phases of this program within 8 months of contract award. UCONS has also participated in SCE’s 1999 and 2000 RCP programs and SCE’s 2000 SIP program. UCONS is currently supporting the mobile home third party program under CPUC contract #
C.  Resumes

A summary of professional credentials have been provided above for each management position. 
SECTION VIII  2004-2005 Budget
	Item
	Two-Year Budget

	 
	 

	Administrative Costs
	 

	  Managerial and Clerical (administration, scheduling, customer service)
	$974,000

	  Human Resource Support and Development
	$197,760

	  Travel and 

Conference Fees
	$45,900

	  Overhead (General and Administrative)
	$188,000

	Total Administrative Costs
	$1,404,660

	 
	 

	 
	 

	Marketing/Advertising/Outreach Costs
	$632,500

	 
	 

	Direct Implementation Costs
	$3,518,550

	 
	 

	Evaluation Measurement and Verification Costs
	 

	EM&V Labor and Materials
	$208,900

	EM&V Overhead
	$82,240

	Total Evaluation Measurement and Verification Costs
	$290,240

	 
	 

	Total Budget
	$5,845,950

	 
	 

	Potential Performance Award
	$409,217


Rulemaking 01-08-028


Pursuant to Decision 03-08-067








� Energy Use and DSM Measure Impacts in Prototypical Buildings: Interim Report for Task 2, Characterization of the Residential Building Stock in California, prepared by ITEM Systems, Berkeley, CA, prepared for the California Energy Commission, July 1992.


� A leakage ratio of 0.0006 is typical for an average residence, see page 2.86, DOE-2 Supplement, Version 2.1E, Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory, Berkeley, CA  94720, 1993.


� Market Segment Analysis based on the 1991 Residential Weatherization Survey, prepared by Business Economic Analysis and Research and RER, prepared for Southern California Gas Company, 1992.


� California Energy Demand: 1995-2015, P300-95-008, California Energy Commission, 1516 Ninth Street, Sacramento, CA  95814, 1995.


� Peak demand kW savings based on water heating load shapes for Northern California and EM&V studies (conducted in accordance with IPMVP) for UCONS’ peak demand projects in California (2000 SIP) and Texas. Average energy savings for time clocks are based on 6 hours per day (12 PM until 6 PM) 5 days per week. Total time off is approximately 20 percent multiplied by 12 percent total tank loss for 2.4 percent total energy savings.


� Measured flow rate reduction of 2.7 gpm or 50% is based on random measurements of 3,850 showerheads in a population of 126,639 showerheads. The pre-retrofit mean flow rate was 5.1 gpm and the post-retrofit flow rate was 2.4 gpm. See Residential Standard Performance Contract Program Database Manual, prepared for Southern California Gas Company, prepared by Robert Mowris & Associates, July 2000. 
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