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I. Program Overview

I.A. Program Concept 
Energy Equity is an information program (with energy management services/audit and resource elements) proposed jointly by the California Association of Nonprofits (CAN) and California Home Energy Efficiency Rating System, Inc. (CHEERS®) that is directed at California nonprofit organizations. The program seeks funding in all four IOU service territories to transform nonprofits into energy efficiency “evangelists” for the state’s PGC-funded 2004-2005 resource programs, primarily through information tailored for nonprofit organizations, and secondarily through nonprofit facility energy audits and energy efficiency upgrades
. The core of the program involves 1) leveraging the “pull” that CAN has with the nonprofit community and 2) holding a series of 50 energy efficiency workshops (“Energy Forums”) across the state (22, 16, 7, and 5 in the PG&E, SCE, SDG&E, and SoCalGas service territories, respectively) to educate nonprofits regarding energy efficiency issues. Subsets of Energy Forum attendees will be provided no cost lighting-focused energy audits and no cost energy efficiency upgrades. All nonprofits will be provided with 1) general information regarding energy efficiency and 2) summaries of information regarding PGC-funded energy efficiency resource programs for 2004-2005. The intent is that nonprofits will “carry the message” of the benefits of energy efficiency to a wide variety of community based organizations (CBOs), and in so doing become major distribution channels for information regarding 2004-2005 energy efficiency resource programs. 
I.B. Program Rationale
There are five primary rationales for the Energy Equity program, as is described below. 
1. There is significant residual interest in similar services that were provided by CAN in a 2001-2002 version of the Energy Equity program. This earlier effort – funded primarily by a mix of private foundations, PG&E [non PGC funds], and in-kind contributions from other California IOU’s – involved the conducting of a series of twenty energy efficiency workshops (“Energy Forums”) around the state for approximately 540 nonprofit organizations. Almost one year after the last Energy Forum (October 2002), CAN still receives significant numbers of unsolicited queries from its member organizations requesting additional forums and/or related services such as facility audits.
2. The program leverages energy efficiency information content targeted to nonprofits that was already developed by CAN in 2001. As was noted in the previous paragraph, CAN conducted 20 Energy Forums in both northern and southern California. A significant portion of the presentation materials – and presentation content/structure insights –can be re-used or quickly updated, and extended with new material such as case studies and financial assessments. 
3. The program leverages CAN’s “pull” within the nonprofit community to attract and mobilize large numbers of nonprofits otherwise unlikely to be reached regarding matters of energy efficiency. For example, in late 2001, CAN held an Energy Forum workshop in Los Angeles County in response to the state energy crisis that drew over 80 nonprofit organizations; in contrast, a similarly targeted event by SCE conducted only weeks before drew only three nonprofit organizations. The response difference is most likely because A) CAN is widely trusted by members of the nonprofit community to look out for their best interests and B) CAN knows how to promote events within the nonprofit community. More generally, CAN is regarded as a key source of “nonpartisan” information within the nonprofit community. 
4. Nonprofits are a key element in providing outreach to local communities for a wide variety of services, and can be leveraged and transformed to deliver energy efficiency information highly effectively. Often the community served may be very small geographically (e.g., a few square miles), and no one knows more about that given area regarding services delivery than the nonprofit in question. The Energy Equity program educates nonprofits regarding energy efficiency, while simultaneously leveraging the already-existing nonprofit organizations’ knowledge base and delivery channels by distributing information on energy efficiency for homes and small businesses and associated PGC-funded 2004-2005 programs (e.g., descriptive literature, tabular summaries, and contact information) directly to their constituencies (i.e., CBOs, residential utility customers, and nonresidential utility customers), many of who are in the greatest need to know about energy efficiency to reduce operating costs within their households or businesses. 

5. The program seeks to upgrade the energy efficiency of a significant number of nonprofit facilities through a mix of no cost audits and measure installations. Nonprofits have struggled in recent years to deliver their services, between A) diminished charitable donations (owing to the sluggish state economy) and B) dramatically higher utility costs dating back to spring 2001. Further, since nonprofits tend to operate in older buildings (with cheaper rents, commensurate with the 501c3 standing), they very frequently deliver services out of extremely energy inefficient buildings that have not been renovated or otherwise upgraded for three or four decades (and hence still utilize end use technologies such as T-12 fluorescent lamps and magnetic ballasts for lighting, and have HVAC systems without economizer cycles). Since cost was cited explicitly by attendees of the 2001-2002 Energy Forums as the main barrier to making energy efficiency improvements, the program’s inclusion of no cost audits and measure installations overcomes that issue directly. 
In the process of program delivery, then, Energy Equity implicitly and explicitly aligns with many of the evaluative attributes that the CPUC is looking for with respect to information and marketing/outreach programs, as can be seen in the table below.
	CPUC Evaluative Attribute
	Energy Equity Program Component

	Overcome Market Barriers
	Gets information on energy efficiency and PGC-funded energy efficiency programs to previously-overlooked utility customers. For nonprofits themselves, overcomes cost issues related to energy efficiency improvements – as well as addresses problem of split incentives between landlord and tenants – through no-cost audits and measure installations. 

	Equity
	Focuses delivery of information and energy efficiency services on Hard to Reach customers – both directly (i.e., to nonprofits) and indirectly (i.e., through information provided to nonprofit constituencies). 

	Innovation
	Leverages nontraditional delivery channel for energy efficiency program awareness building. Gets measures installed in some of the California commercial building stock most in need of being updated. 

	Coordination with Other Program Implementers
	The core of the program involves distribution of information to nonprofits and their constituencies regarding PGC-funded 2004-2005 EE programs.


The Energy Equity program is primarily an information program, but one that also has audit and hardware components to it (with associated resource benefits). CAN-CHEERS prefers that Energy Equity be evaluated as an information program (that happens to have resource benefits), as opposed to a hardware/incentive program that happens to have information benefits. CAN-CHEERS’ rationale is that the resource benefits (that directly accrue to nonprofit organizations) are designed to reinforce the information component of the program by transforming nonprofits into an enthusiastic, durable distribution channel of energy efficiency information to underserved portions of California society. 
I.C. Program Objectives
Qualitative objectives of the Energy Equity program are threefold:
· Educate nonprofits regarding the many benefits of energy efficiency, such that they embrace and promote energy efficiency to their respective constituencies on an ongoing basis,
· Significantly increase awareness of and demand for PGC-funded 2004-2005 energy efficiency resource programs among nonprofits, CBOs, and CBO constituencies (all of which typically meet CPUC residential or nonresidential hard-to-reach criteria ), and
· Improve energy efficiency within nonprofit facilities through a combination of no-cost [to the nonprofit] energy audits and energy efficiency measure installations.
The program’s combination of 1) information tailored for the nonprofit community, 2) a series of “hands on” Energy Forum workshops for nonprofits conducted across the state, 3) promotion through the CAN network, and 4) no-cost audits and measure installations in nonprofit facilities all combine to make Energy Equity particularly effective at accomplishing these objectives. 

Section II describes the “nuts and bolts” of how Energy Equity will attain these objectives. Note that quantitative goals for the program are described in Section V. 

II. Program Processes

II.A. Program Implementation
This section discusses issues related to coordination with other energy efficiency programs, as well as information regarding how the Energy Equity program differs from other existing related programs. 
II.A.1. Coordination with Other Energy Efficiency Programs

Energy Equity is an information program (with audit and resource components intended to reinforce the information program aspects) that disseminates information on other 2004-2005 PGC-funded programs to nonprofits and their constituencies. As such, coordination with such programs permeates Energy Equity. 

Specific examples of such efforts include the following:

· The Energy Forums (see Section II.C discussion) will identify, describe, and discuss other such programs prominently, and will include vendor displays/exhibits from any/all interested program service providers (whether IOU or non-utility in nature). 

· Materials distributed at the Energy Forums – and available on the CAN website – will summarize and categorize such programs, along with associated contact information (e.g., phone numbers, website addresses, email addresses, key contact names)

· Program materials more generally will feature prominent links to the “Flex Your Power” and Energy Star websites. 

II.A.2. Differences from Other Energy Efficiency Programs
As previously noted, the Energy Equity program’s uniqueness is its focus on the nonprofit community – both directly and “downstream” (i.e., with the nonprofit constituencies). This focus uniquely addresses key aspects of nonresidential and residential Hard-to-Reach customers, and aligns particularly well with CPUC program goals regarding equity. 
II.B. Marketing Plans (Including Outreach)
In some sense, marketing for the Energy Equity program is almost entirely outreach, since the program involves drawing in grass-roots nonprofit organizations to attend the Energy Forums (which serve as the program entry point for nonprofits). 

That said, program marketing mainly relates to building awareness of and interest in the Energy Forums. Accordingly, the primary thrust of program marketing will be a mix of prominent Forum announcements in 1) CAN’s bimonthly newsletter (circulation 2,000 nonprofit organizations), 2) CAN’s bimonthly email newsletter (circulation 2,300 nonprofits), and 3) targeted mailings to active CAN members (CAN will utilize its proprietary database of contact information for approximately 27,000 California nonprofit organizations with annual revenues of $25,000 or more)
. The lists will be utilized strategically to maximize likely response per dollar spent on postage. Accordingly:
· Only organizations with some degree of active involvement / contact with CAN will be targeted with first class or bulk mail mailings
· Email will be used for those nonprofit organizations who prefer contact via that particular medium

· Larger nonprofit organizations typically will receive mailings via first class mail, while smaller organizations typically will receive mailings via bulk mail (all other things equal)
· Announcements frequently will be distributed with CAN invoices (e.g., for membership renewals), owing to the scale economies of postage.

· Announcements regarding the Forums will be made at other regional chapter CAN meetings in the weeks prior to when conducted locally

· Mailings will be geographically conducted approximately six weeks ahead of the correspondingly scheduled local Forum. For example, Fresno area nonprofits will be targeted for contact approximately a month and a half ahead of a Fresno area Energy Forum. 
Mailings will be supplemented with follow-up outreach calls to CAN membership organizations to “work the network.”

Secondarily, CAN regional chapters will conduct Forum publicity campaigns at their respective chapter meetings. CAN will provide the chapters with electronic copies of the program announcements that the chapters can utilize in their own outreach efforts as appropriate with their local contacts. 
The above approaches were utilized – and with highly successful results – in the 2001-2002 series of Energy Forums conducted. 

II.C. Customer Enrollment Process
The key steps in the customer (i.e., nonprofit organization) enrollment process are listed below. This section also includes information regarding the envisioned content of the Energy Forums. 

Step 1. Customer becomes aware of Energy Forum through Energy Equity promotional efforts and/or word of mouth, and enrolls in Forum (subject to space availability) via CAN dedicated phone line, web site enrollment form, or email address. Walk-up attendees will be admitted on a space-available basis. 
Step 2. Customer attends Energy Forum. Event is structured as a three hour workshop (typically held 9 AM – 12 PM at a local hotel conference facility). Forum content covers the following topics:
· How to understand your utility bill

· Where a typical residential or small / medium commercial customer bill goes by end use
· Definition of energy efficiency (both behavioral practices and “hardware”/systems aspects discussed)

· No cost and low cost ways to reduce energy consumption (including physical displays / demonstrations of lighting, HVAC, and water heating energy efficiency measures and typical payback drivers and attributes)

· Review of 2004-2005 PGC-funded resource program offerings (note: discussion also will cover municipal utility offerings, as/if applicable for the local area)

· Overview of Energy Star program
· Overview of “Flex Your Power” promotional efforts
· Overview of California appliance efficiency standards
· How energy efficiency can be 1) incorporated into your nonprofit business operations and 2) used in promoting your nonprofit to your local constituency (including case study presentations)

· Solicitation of Energy Equity-sponsored no cost audits for nonprofit facilities directly responsible for paying their own utility bill (i.e., having their own meter)

· Vendor exhibits (mostly invited service providers of 2004-2005 PGC-funded programs)
· Distribution of Forum presentation materials on CD. Materials include listings of 2004-2005 PGC-funded programs applicable to nonprofit constituencies that can be freely reproduced and delivered to those constituencies. Note: Forum materials also will be made available in PDF format via the Energy Equity page on the CAN website. 
Step 3. Customer applies for facility energy audit. Applications filled on first come, first served basis. 

Step 4. Facility audit is conducted by CHEERS staff member. Audit focuses primarily on lighting end use, with secondary focus on HVAC and water heating end uses. Audit identifies no cost and low cost opportunities for energy efficiency improvements. Audit also identifies/quantifies specific opportunities for Energy Equity program-subsidized installation of measures (see Section IV.D for list and scope of specific measures covered). 
Step 5. Auditor and customer confirm the quantity/mix of energy efficiency measures to be installed at no cost to the nonprofit organization. Since the value of equipment and installation labor will be capped at $250 (see discussion in Sections IV.A and IV.C), the budget will be filled descending order of measure “unloaded” TRC Test benefit cost ratios (e.g., all logical de-lamping conducted first, followed by installation of electronic ballasts, and so on, until the $250 cap is attained). 
Step 6. Customer obtains all necessary approvals (including landlord, as applicable). CHEERS auditor (on behalf of Energy Equity program) and customer schedule job, and execute contract. CHEERS auditor schedules job with regionally- or locally-based installation contractor, who confirms schedule with customer. Energy Equity program staff then “commits” program measure resources for customer, and holds incentive resources for up to 60 days. 
Step 7. Contractor provides contracted services to customer.  Contractor receives compensation for installed measures amount only after all work applicable to the nonprofit facility is completed.
Step 8. Customer reviews contractor work. If acceptable, customer completes form acknowledging installation of energy efficiency measures. 
Step 9. No later than 60 days from reservation date, contractor must submit all necessary paperwork to CAN.

Step 10. CAN reviews all application paperwork. Upon approval, CAN will pay the full applicable amount to contractor.
Note: anytime after attending the Energy Forum, program participants may begin distributing Forum-provided information materials to other nonprofits, CBOs, and nonprofit constituencies. 
II.D. Materials (Procedures for Equipment Purchase or Installation)
The overall customer program process has been described in Section II.C above (including procedures for measure installation). This section mainly pertains to energy efficiency measures associated with the no cost installations at the nonprofit facilities. 
Participating contractors will stock and supply the energy efficiency measure materials, and will install them in a considerate manner for customer’s benefit, and according to applicable contractor and building code standards. 

Performance specifications regarding each of the Energy Equity measures are summarized below. 

· Delamping: the permanent removal of existing T12 lamps and ballasts and unused lampholders from existing fixtures with replacing the lamps. The purpose is to reduce the number of lamps used by each fixture. Customers may remove not more than half of the existing lamps/ballasts from each fixture. Customers are responsible for deciding whether delamping will maintain adequate light levels.
· T8 and T5 lamps: tubular fluorescent lamp 1” and 5/8” in diameter, respectively. 
· Non-dimmable electronic ballasts: a device that is used to start and operate a fluorescent lamp at a constant output of light by providing a starting voltage and current that utilizes an electronic circuit design (as opposed to a magnetic core and coil design). 
· LED exit signs: signs permanently fixed in place to identify an exit that are illuminated by means of a semiconductor diode that emits light when an electric current is applied. Such units will replace incandescent units, and shall listed as “Energy Star”-labeled, or have a usage level of 5 watts or less, and a product life of 10 years or more. 
· CFLs: an “Energy Star”-labeled CFL that uses a maximum of 23 watts when operational. Note: 15 and 23 watt CFLs will be used to replace 75 and 100 watt incandescent lamps, respectively. 
· Programmable thermostats: an “Energy Star”-labeled thermostat. 

II.E. Payment of Incentives to Customers

This section pertains to contractors, since measures are provided at no cost to customers. 

As was described in Section II.C, reimbursements will be made to the participating contractor in a timely manner.  Documentation requirements will include a signed customer contract, necessary measure reporting forms, and a customer- and contractor-signed voucher that includes legal and measurement waivers, with the payment process streamlined and expedited.

II.F. Staff and Subcontractor Responsibilities
The staffing structure for the Energy Equity program is summarized in tabular form below
. At a high level, CAN will be responsible for promotion of the Energy Forums, application and check processing, and CPUC reporting. CHEERS will be responsible for the facility audits and selection and management of contractors used in the program. CAN and CHEERS jointly will be responsible for the content development for and delivery of the Energy Forums. CHEERS’ role in the Energy Forums will be supplemented by Doug Beaman of Doug Beaman Associates (see Section VII.B). 
	Organization
	Staff Position
	FTE
	Responsibilities

	CAN
	Program manager
	0.15
	Develop / conduct / refine / update Forums (0.15 FTE)

	CAN
	Project coordinator
	1.00
	General management / CPUC reporting (0.2 FTE), application / program records management (0.3 FTE), Forum promotion (0.4 FTE), incentives processing (0.1 FTE) 

	CAN
	Promotion support
	0.10
	Promotion planning (0.1 FTE)

	CAN
	I.T. Staff
	0.10
	Website / tracking system development and maintenance

	CHEERS
	Project manager
	0.25
	Conduct Forums (0.15 FTE), contractor alliances and management / coordinate with vendors (0.1 FTE)

	CHEERS
	Facilities audits
	1.00
	Conduct facility energy audits and reporting (1.0 FTE)

	CHEERS
	Administrative
	0.10
	Audit records management (0.1 FTE)

	CHEERS / Doug Beaman Associates
	Technical support
	0.15
	Conduct Forums (0.15 FTE)


II.G. Work Plan and Timeline for Program Implementation 

This section contains high level information related to the Energy Equity program timeline. All timeline information assumes a program start date / contact execution date of January 1, 2004. The program will be able to get off to an exceptionally quick start, owing to many program resources being available and leverage-able. 

· January 2004: develop promotional materials; create/update Energy Forum materials; define application processes/develop program application forms; 

· February 2004: begin Forum marketing/promotion; hire auditor/contractor resources; develop/obtain synopses of information regarding 2004-2005 PGC-funded resource programs; update CAN web site; develop program database tracking tools/systems; submit first monthly report to CPUC

· March 2004: 1st round of Energy Forums begin; initial facility audits begin; initial measure installations begin 

· November 2005: final round of Energy Forums

· December 2005: final audit and measure installation applications

· March 2006: final measure installations conducted 

· April 2006: administrative work ends; EM&V final report submitted 

More specific information will be provided to the CPUC as part of the detailed Energy Equity implementation plan following execution of the local/non-utility program contract.
III. Customer Description / Issues

III.A. Description of Targeted Customers
Directly targeted customers are nonprofit organizations having their own office/facility that operates within the respectively applicable PG&E, SCE, SDG&E, or SoCalGas service territory. Any so-situated nonprofit organization that is registered in California as a 501c3 organization may participate in the program’s Regional Energy Forums, and – subject to program funding/space availability (and metering requirements) – may apply for no-cost energy audits and no-cost energy efficiency measure installations. 

Pragmatically, most participating organizations will fall into one of the following six nonprofit types: 1) social/human services, 2) arts, entertainment, and recreation services, 3) educational services, 4) health services, 5) community services, and 6) religion. This prediction is based on a California 1999 summary of 501c3 organizations with annual revenues of over $25,000, and assumes generally proportional participation.
 We expect that a disproportionate number of program participants will have annual revenues of between $250,000 and $5 million.

Most of the organizations participating in the program will be nonprofits required to file IRS Form 990 (i.e., organizations with annual revenues or gross receipts of $25,000 or more), since 1) such organizations will be targeted for program involvement using CAN’s mailing lists and 2) such organizations typically have their own distinct offices/facilities (as opposed to extremely small nonprofits, which frequently operate out of an individual’s home and/or sublease space from another individual/organization). 
In terms of building types, nonprofits typically are situated in older offices that have not been refurbished or renovated in many years (i.e., several decades), as such facilities typically have inexpensive rents that most 501c3 organizations require. Nonprofit buildings thus are oftentimes highly energy inefficient. 
Based on the program’s orientation, Energy Equity will feature significant targeting and involvement in the following Hard-to-Reach nonresidential sub-markets:  

· Business size: less than ten employees and/or classified as Very Small (i.e., annual electric demand  less than 20 kW and/or annual natural gas consumption less than 10,000 therms). 
· Leased facility space

· Geographic: businesses in areas other than the San Francisco Bay Area, San Diego area, Los Angeles Basin, or Sacramento. Note: many nonprofit organizations will be based in one of the four identified metropolitan areas, hence will qualify as Hard-to-Reach based on one of the other two attributes identified above. 
Indirectly (i.e., among persons and organizations touched “downstream” by nonprofits and CBO’s), the Energy Equity program will feature major targeting and involvement in all of the residential Hard-to-Reach sub-markets mentioned in the Energy Efficiency Policy Manual (i.e., language, income, housing type, geographic, and homeownership).
III.B. Customer Eligibility

Any California-situated nonprofit organization served by the respectively applicable IOU (i.e., PG&E, SCE, SDG&E, or SoCalGas) may attend one of the Energy Forums (subject to space availability). 

Nonprofit organization facilities receiving audits and/or measure installations must also have their own electric or gas meter. 
III.C. Customer Complaint Response, Tracking, and Resolution
Section III.C mainly pertains to customers receiving facility energy audits and/or no-cost energy efficiency measure installations. Secondarily, it pertains to concerns voiced regarding the informational materials distributed through the program. 
III.C.1. Complaint Responses

CAN-CHEERS will respond to all complaints or questions within five business days of when received. All involved parties will discuss complaints requiring resolution in order to identify a mutually agreeable solution and an acceptable timeframe for resolution. If the parties cannot agree on a solution and/or an acceptable timeframe, the customer and/or CAN-CHEERS can appeal to the CPUC’s Energy Division. If the parties cannot agree on a solution and/or an acceptable timeframe and the CPUC so desires, an independent dispute mediation firm will resolve the dispute. 
III.C.2. Complaint Tracking
Customer complaints will be tracked using the same database utilized for tracking of the rest of the Energy Equity program. Complaint-specific data fields will include the following, and will be indexed/sorted by program application number: 

· Date complaint received (mm/dd/yy)

· Complaint format (by phone; via letter; in-person)

· Complaint type (e.g., contractor behavior inappropriate, contractor damaged property, complaint resolved)

· Complaint text description (free form text)

· Complaint solution (e.g., application cancelled, contractor provides restitution)

· Complainer name (first name, last name)

· Complainer telephone contact information (e.g., for home, work, and/or cell)

· Complainer address information (street, city, zip code)

Key performance indicators for this information will be summarized as part of Energy Equity program CPUC reports. Complaint logs will be maintained for a minimum of three years after the end of the contract term. 
III.C.3. Complaint Resolution

All involved parties will discuss complaints that require resolution in order to identify a mutually agreeable solution and an acceptable timeframe for resolution.  If parties cannot agree on a solution and/or an acceptable timeframe, either the CPUC or an independent dispute mediation firm (it will be the CPUC’s choice) will handle the dispute within 30 days of the failure to agree.

III.D. Geographic Area

This program will serve nonprofit organizations within the respectively applicable IOU service territory meeting the criteria noted in Sections III.A and III.B. 
IV. Measure and Activity Descriptions
IV.A. Energy Savings Assumptions and Other TRC Test Cost-Effectiveness Measure Inputs
As Section I.B already has described, Energy Equity is an information program, so nominally these data are not required. Nonetheless, summary measure attributes have been configured consistent with the program design for resource goal-setting purposes, as well as reference cost-effectiveness calculation purposes. 
CAN-CHEERS has expanded Section IV.A expanded relative to the proposal submission instructions, to aid the CPUC staff’s understanding of the Energy Equity program. Instead of addressing just energy savings assumptions, Section IV.A also includes other measure-specific TRC Test determinants, including measure units, net to gross assumptions, effective useful live assumptions, and incremental measure cost assumptions. 
Measure data are based on Policy Manual values where appropriate, but are then “blended” to reflect a “typical” installation. 
IV.A.1. Units

Statewide, it is assumed that 500 nonprofit organizations will take advantage of the Energy Equity program’s no cost energy efficiency measure installations (220, 165, 65, and 50 within the PG&E, SCE, SDG&E, and SoCalGas service territories, respectively). This figure is based on the following “yields”:

· The 50 Energy Forums (22, 16, 7, and 5 within the PG&E, SCE, SDG&E, and SoCalGas service territories, respectively) have an average attendance of 40 nonprofit organizations per session, for a total statewide attendance of 2,000 nonprofit orgs. Note: attendance at the 20 Energy Forums conducted during 2001-2002 ranged between a low of 25 and a high of 80 organizations.

· One-half of the Forum attendees will qualify for no cost facility energy audits by virtue of being responsible for having their own utility meter / paying their own utility bills. 

· One-half of the audited facilities will qualify for no cost installations of energy efficiency measures; each facility will receive up to $250 worth of energy efficiency measure equipment/installation labor.

IV.A.2. Energy and Capacity Savings (per unit)

Typical resource benefits associated with energy efficiency measures installed at nonprofit facilities are estimated at .56 kW and 1,463 annual kWh per facility. These values represent an anticipated blend of the measures described in Section II.D, and are based on the following conservative engineering attributes:
· Typical base lighting system connected load of 3.0 watts per sq ft. Note: older office buildings constructed between the late 1950s and the early 1970s frequently had lighting loads of as high as 5.0 watts per sq ft.

· Typical nonprofit facility size: 1,500 sq ft.

· Typical hours of operation for lighting system: 10 hour/day, 5 day/week, 52 week/year. Note: ignores custodian-related hours of operation for the lighting system.

· Demand and energy savings: 12.5% relative to base (average of assumed typical range of 10 to 15%). Note: for the relatively old buildings targeted by the Energy Equity program, it is entirely possible that de-lamping opportunities and electronic ballasts alone could generate overall lighting system energy savings in excess of 25% (which would make this information program cost-effective from a TRC Test perspective!); the 12.5% figure has been used in the interest of conservatism. Also note that lighting system energy efficiency improvements in such buildings frequently result in cooling requirement decreases (and winter/space heating requirement increases) owing to reduced lighting system waste heat; such interactions – as well as benefits associated with programmable thermostats – have not been included in the above analysis, but on balance would further improve TRC test results if added. 

IV.A.3. Net-to-Gross Ratio
The Net-to-Gross ratios utilized in the 2004-2005 program cost-effectiveness calculations adhere to the values recommended in the Energy Efficiency Policy Manual. Specifically, all measures use net-to-gross ratios of .96 (per the data for Express Efficiency), since the installed measures resemble measures associated with that particular program. 
IV.A.4. Effective Useful Life (EUL)
The effective useful life estimates adhere to the values recommended in the Energy Efficiency Policy Manual. The following table lists EULs for specific Energy Equity measures. 

	Energy Equity Measure
	EUL (years)

	De-lamping
	16

	T-8s/T-5s
	16

	Electronic ballasts
	16

	LED Exit signs
	16

	Screw-in CFL’s
	8

	Programmable thermostats
	11


Non-CFL lighting-related measures are assumed to represent 80% of energy savings for the program, while CFL’s and programmable thermostats are assumed to represent 10% each. Accordingly, the weighted average EUL for a typical nonprofit “blended”/summary installation is 15 years.
IV.A.5. Incremental Measure Cost (per unit)

As Section II.C already has described, participating nonprofit facilities will have up to $250 worth of energy efficiency measure equipment/installation labor provided. 
IV.B. Deviations in Standard Cost-Effectiveness Values
Measure data have been developed using the assumptions noted elsewhere in Section IV, and are specified based on a weighted average/blended typical nonprofit installation. Measure data are based on individual measure item Policy Manual values where appropriate (i.e., EUL, net-to-gross ratio), and on program design where appropriate (e.g., incremental measure cost, incentive). Note that these data have been provided mainly for general reference purposes, since Energy Equity has been configured as an information program for CPUC program evaluation purposes. 
IV.C. Rebate/Incentive Amounts 

Consistent with Sections II.C and IV.A.5 above, incentives are set at $250 to cover the complete incremental cost of the energy efficiency measures installed.
IV.D. Activities Descriptions
The main program activity of note that is not expected to produce measurable/reference energy savings directly is the facility energy audit to be provided at no charge to the nonprofit organization Energy Equity program participant. 

As has been noted previously in Section II, the audits will focus on the following:

· Presence of excessive [primarily non-work task area] lighting (recommended solution: de-lamp) 
· Presence of T-12 lamps (recommended solution: replace with T-8s or T-5s)
· Presence of magnetic ballasts (recommended solution: replace with electronic ballasts; exception: lamps on dimming systems, since dimmable electronic ballasts are more expensive) 
· Presence of conventionally lit exit signs (recommended solution: replace with LED exit signs)
· Presence of incandescent work task area lamps (recommended solution: replace with screw-in CFL’s)
· Presence of manually controlled thermostat (recommended solution: replace with programmable thermostat)
V. Program Performance Goals

V.A. Energy and Peak Demand Savings Targets

Energy Equity is an information program (that happens to include resource benefits), hence nominally this information is not required. 

Nonetheless, based on the measure data described in Section IV.A, the Energy Equity program is expected is expected to generate the following net resource savings:
· Annual electric savings: 

Overall: 585 thousand kWh

PG&E service territory: 257 thousand kWh

SCE service territory: 193 thousand kWh

SDG&E service territory: 76 thousand kWh

SoCalGas service territory: 59 thousand kWh

· Annual natural gas savings: 

Overall: 0 therms

PG&E service territory: 0 therms

SCE service territory: 0 therms

SDG&E service territory: 0 therms

SoCalGas service territory: 0 therms

· Peak kW reductions: 

Overall: 225 kW

PG&E service territory: 99 kW

SCE service territory: 74 kW

SDG&E service territory: 29 kW

SoCalGas service territory: 23 kW

All program savings will be long-term in nature (per the Energy Efficiency Policy Manual), since all installed measures have expected useful lives of at least 8 years.
V.B. Other Proposed Benchmarks

In terms of non-energy key performance indicators (KPI’s), Energy Equity program objectives include the following objectives for its two-year mission:

· 2,000 nonprofit organizations cumulatively attend 50 Energy Forums (25 per calendar year) held across the state. 22, 16, 7, and 5 of these Forums will be conducted within the PG&E, SCE, SDG&E, and SoCalGas service territories, respectively
. Likely general locations for the Forums will include:
PG&E service territory: San Francisco, San Jose, North Coast, Sacramento Valley, Fresno area, Bakersfield area, Central Coast

SCE service territory: Los Angeles County, Orange County, Inland Empire, Santa Barbara/Ventura County, Low Desert, High Desert

SDG&E service territory: San Diego, I-15 corridor, north County/southern Orange County

SoCalGas service territory: same as SCE

· 2,000 information packets regarding 2004-2005 PGC-funded energy efficiency programs and related materials for nonprofits will be distributed statewide to Forum attendees via CD; IOU service territory-specific packet distributions are estimated to be 880, 660, 260, and 200 within the PG&E, SCE, SDG&E, and SoCalGas service territories, respectively. Additional copies of these materials will be made available to nonprofit organizations (e.g., nonprofits unable to attend the Forums; downstream CBO’s) on the CAN website as PDF files.

· 1,000 nonprofit facilities will receive no-cost energy audits that identify low-cost ways to improve premise energy efficiency (with a focus on lighting end-use measures). 440, 330, 130, and 100 of these audits will be conducted within the PG&E, SCE, SDG&E, and SoCalGas service territories, respectively.
· 500 nonprofit facilities receive no-cost energy efficiency measure installations (with up to $250 worth of equipment and installation labor provided). 220, 165, 65, and 50 of installations will be conducted in the PG&E, SCE, SDG&E, and SoCalGas service territories, respectively.
VI. Evaluation, Measurement, and Verification 
VI.A. Introduction 

This section provides an overview Evaluation, Measurement, and Verification issues and plans for the Energy Equity program. These plans have been developed to yield the best EM&V activity “bang for the buck,” since the EM&V budget has been set at 5% of the total program budget
. A more detailed plan will be developed by an independent EM&V consultant to be chosen early in 2004. 

Program theory and approach. EM&V activities will be conducted assuming the following underlying rationales for this particular program:

· Nonprofits can be an effective distribution channel for getting PGC-funded resource program information to a number of residential and non-residential Hard-to-Reach customer groups

· Nonprofit facilities are “low hanging fruit” with respect to being energy inefficient, since nonprofit organizations are so capital constrained and so focused on service delivery

General study objectives. The following “core” research issues will be addressed as part of the EM&V study:

· Evaluation. Is the program’s core theory and approach validated? Are direct and downstream participants generally well-served by the Energy Equity program? What is the extent of the continuing need for the program? Does the program serve its intended target markets? 

· Measurement. Not applicable (since Energy Equity is classified as an information program). 
· Verification. Not applicable (since Energy Equity is classified as an information program).
More specific aspects of the program’s research issues and associated research approaches are described below. 

VI.B. Evaluation Issues and Proposed Approaches

Specific research issues to be addressed include (but are not limited to) the following:

· How were participants informed about the program? Were particular channels (e.g., direct mail, regional chapter outreach) more effective than others? 

· What were the main reasons nonprofit organizations participated in the Energy Forums? Were the Forums truly useful to participants? Which aspects of the Forums were most and least helpful? 
· Among the information provided through the Forums and/or the CAN website, which was the most useful to your constituencies? What quantities of what materials were distributed to your co constituencies?
· Did the facility audits result in operating cost reductions and/or energy consumption reductions?
· Did the measure installations result in operating cost reductions and/or energy consumption reductions?
Likely approaches to these sorts of topics will include 1) compilation of program statistics and 2) telephone surveys with nonprofit organization participants. Additionally, interviews will be conducted with program staff. Outputs will consist primarily of management process recommendations. Findings will be provided on an interim as well as summary basis, so that needed “corrections” can be made as warranted. 

VI.C. Potential EM&V Contractors 

Summary information is provided for two potential EM&V contractors identified by CAN-CHEERS: Sisson and Associates, and Ridge and Associates. Each is described in turn. 
Candidate #1 (primary candidate)
	Firm
	Sisson and Associates, Inc. 

	Location
	San Rafael, California (Marin County)

	Contact Name
	Phil Sisson

	Contact Phone 
	415-845-8820

	Evidence that contractor can competently and objectively assess the program using Policy Manual-compliant protocols:
	Currently provides EM&V on three 2002-2003 CPUC-funded local programs. Provides objective policy analyses and observations to the R0108028 service list, and informally to Energy Division staff. Recommended to H&L by several third parties. 20+ years of energy efficiency program consulting in California. Educational background includes Harvard undergraduate economics degree with honors, and UCLA MBA degree.


Candidate #2 (backup candidate)
	Firm
	Ridge and Associates

	Location
	Alameda, California (Alameda County)

	Contact Name
	Craig Tyler

	Contact Phone 
	510-865-6011

	Evidence that contractor can competently and objectively assess the program using Policy Manual-compliant protocols:
	Currently provides EM&V on two 2002 statewide energy efficiency programs, as well as six 2002-2003 CPUC-funded local programs. Provides objective policy analyses and observations to the R0108028 service list. Recommended to CAN by several third parties. 20+ years of energy efficiency program experience in California (mix of utility and consulting positions). Educational background includes PhD. in Public Administration from USC. 


VI.D. EM&V Budget Issues
As was noted in Section IV.A, EM&V activities are nominally allocated 5% of the program budget (as can be seen in the program proposal workbook), and are expected to focus primarily on evaluation issues, and utilize cost-effective market research techniques. 

VII. Implementer Qualifications

VII.A. Primary Implementer Qualifications
CAN will be the prime contractor on the Energy Equity project. CAN is a Los Angeles-based 501c3 corporation founded in 1983. The organization has a staff of eight employees, and a seven figure annual operating budget. 
CAN’s mission is to promote, strengthen and advance the influence, professionalism, accountability and effectiveness of nonprofit organizations in a manner that builds their capacity to accomplish their missions and preserves the idealism and value of nonprofit organizations in California. CAN serves as a meeting ground, educational and technical assistance resource, network facilitator, information provider, cost savings negotiator, and advocate for California’s nonprofit organizations. 
CAN was originally formed in 1983 in response to an insurance crisis that caused rates for nonprofits to escalate dramatically. It is a membership association that provides programs and services to its members and to the nonprofit sector as a whole. Core services include insurance services, educational programs, cost discounts, quality reporting projects, ethical values projects, and public policy advocacy. More detailed information regarding CAN is available on the Web at http://www.CAnonprofits.org/about/about.html. 
Of most direct relevance to this project, CAN ran the 2001-2002 Energy Equity project (already described in Section I.B, and the basis for this 2004-2005 proposal to the CPUC). CAN arranged and coordinated all aspects of those Energy Forums, and conducted all the associated fundraising for the program. Detailed (if dated) information regarding the 2001-2002 Energy Equity program can be found on CAN’s website at http://www.CAnonprofits.org (click on any of the four links associated with “Energy Equity” on the left side of the web page). 
CAN also underwrote the 2002 publication by the Center for Energy Efficiency and Renewable Technologies (CEERT) entitled “Power To Your Pocket: California Consumers Guide to Energy Incentives”. This summary of some 300 California energy efficiency programs for PY 2002 was distributed to approximately 17,000 California nonprofits by CAN. 

Core competencies of direct relevance to the Energy Equity program envisioned for 2004-2005 include:

· The ability to mobilize interest among nonprofits regarding energy efficiency

· A well-grounded familiarity with the energy efficiency “hot buttons” within the nonprofit community, including specific topics of interest, and how to present them effectively
VII.B. Subcontractor Qualifications
CHEERS will be a subcontractor to CAN on the Energy Equity project, providing project management, Energy Forum content delivery, and general familiarity with CPUC PGC programs and associated tracking systems. CHEERS is a California 501c3 corporation based in Los Angeles, and was founded in 1990. Its Board of Directors consists of the investor-owned utilities, SMUD, and the National Resources Defense Council. CHEERS President Tom Hamilton will coordinate CHEERS’ part of the Energy Equity program for the CPUC. 
As part of this project, CHEERS will draw on its network of HERS raters for facility audit and measure installation services. One or more raters will be recruited as CHEERS employees (as opposed to CHEERS-affiliated independent contractors) to assist with the Energy Equity program implementation. 

Even more directly relevant, CHEERS has run a 2002-2003 PGC-funded local program in the PG&E service territory regarding Building Department Training and Small Builder Energy Star Homes
. CHEERS will bring its expertise with that program’s tracking systems and processes to this project, helping CAN get up to speed quickly with CPUC program logistical, systems, and administrative matters. 

Additional information regarding CHEERS can be found at www.cheers.org, and project references are available upon request.
CHEERS will be assisted on the Energy Equity project by Mr. Doug Beaman of Doug Beaman Associates of Modesto (Stanislaus County). Mr. Beaman is an analyst and public policy advocate in new energy efficient technologies and new construction. He has taught hundreds of seminars to the energy efficiency community during the past two decades, and will serve as a key Energy Forum speaker. Mr. Beaman serves on the Board of Directors of the California Association of Building Energy Consultants (CABEC), and is well-known and well-regarded within the California energy efficiency arena.
VII.C. Resumes

Resumes are provided for the following two program managers:

· Florence Green, California Association of Nonprofits (management role: program manager
· Tom Hamilton, CHEERS (management role: project manager)
Each resume is provided in turn on the following pages. 

RESUME – FLORENCE GREEN
520 S. Grand Ave., Suite 625, Los Angeles, CA 90071

(213) 347-2070 x-204 Office  
(213) 347-2080 Fax

fgreen@canonprofits.org 
_______________________________________________________________________

SELECTED EXPERIENCE

1995 to present
Executive Director, California Association of Nonprofits




Los Angeles

Responsible for overall management, direction and leadership of a statewide nonprofit organization committed to protecting, strengthening and advancing the influence, accountability and effectiveness of nonprofit organizations in California.  Supervises a staff of eight and develops and oversees CAN’s multiple projects, develops and negotiates grant proposals for funding, coordinates and directs a complex state-wide public policy process, provides advice and technical assistance to members, spokesperson and leader for California nonprofit community in various state-wide and national projects, writes and presents keynote addresses on various aspects of nonprofit management and public policy, writes articles for the CAN ALERT newsletter, oversees CAN Insurance Services (CAN’s for-profit subsidiary), conducts research and facilitates the development of products and services to benefit CAN members and the nonprofit community.  One of only three state associations to receive the highest rating for excellent performance from the National Council of State Associations, and in 2000 and 2001 Ms. Green was selected as one of the 50 most influential and powerful leaders in the nonprofit community. 

1984 to 1996
Owner and Lead Consultant, Florence Green & Associates, Santa Monica, California, and Co-Owner: Green, Scribner & Company, Los Angeles, California

Responsible for training, consulting, in-depth assessments and technical assistance for hundreds of of nonprofit organizations, state and local government agencies, state-wide and national associations, foundations, colleges, public television and radio, community action agencies, and management support organizations throughout the United States, Canada and Australia. Work included: designing and conducting individualized training programs, technical assistance and consulting on the topics listed above.  Provided facilitation of meetings, conferences, problem solving, group encounters and local and regional collaborative efforts committed to solving social problems. Wrote how-to articles on nonprofit management, fundraising, board development and collaboration for newsletters and provided keynote addresses, seminars and workshops for conferences throughout the country.

(continued)
Resume of FLORENCE GREEN - (continued) 
1984 to 1996
Director of Training, The Grantsmanship Center, Los Angeles, California

Supervised ten trainers and six support staff and managed the development and implementation of over 200 workshops throughout the United States which earned over $2,000,000 a year.  Hired and trained new training and support staff; evaluate training programs and training staff and design new training programs. Developed nine out of the ten workshops presented and presented and/or trained others to present these workshops throughout the United States. Cultivated hundred of organizations throughout the country to host workshops and thus be able to keep costs low. Wrote how-to articles on fundraising, management and boardsmanship for the Grantsmanship Center News and made sure all organizational activities and publications matched philosophy and principles of Center.

SELECTED VOLUNTEER ACTIVITIES

1997 to present: Board member and Vice President, National Council for Nonprofit Association. Founder (1991): National Council of Nonprofit Associations.

2000 to present: Editorial Board member, Nonprofit Quarterly, a nationally distributed publication for nonprofits.

Board Chair (1988 through 1995), Vice President (1985 to 1988) and founding board member of California Association of Nonprofits, the largest nonprofit association in the United States.  

President (1988 through 1992), Vice President (1984 to 1988): Nonprofit Management Association, a national organization committed to improving the management of nonprofit organizations.  

President (1984-86), Children’s Playce Museum, President (1984 to 1985) and board member (1983) Victory Theater, Burbank, and Board member (1982 to 1983) Los Angeles Actor’s Theater.

Chaired Kern Desert Regional Park Advisory Committee (1976 to 1978) to develop a 110 acre park involving annexing a portion of a military base, special federal and state funding, city and county joint powers agreements, community funding and lots of hard work.  Project received a national award from National Council of Parks and Recreation Officials.

(continued)
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EDUCATION

Postgraduate work: Public Administration and Urban Planning , University of California, U. C. Santa Barbara, and University of Southern California. 

California State University Bakersfield,  B,A. Political Science and Psychology, graduated with honors.

SELECTED AWARDS

· Most Outstanding Graduate, Cerro Coso Community College, 1982.  (First recipient of award.)

· Outstanding Contribution to City, City of Ridgecrest, 1974 and 1980.

· The Bjorklund Award for Innovative and Effective Administration, the Women’s Center - High Desert, 1979.

· National Association of Counties, Organization Award (for work on Kern Desert Regional Park Advisory Committee), 1978.

· Resolution of Commendation, State of California, 1978

· Jane Bugay Memorial Award for Outstanding Service, Community Light Theatre Association, 1977.

RESUME – TOM HAMILTON
9400 Topanga Canyon Blvd. Suite 220 Chatsworth, CA  91311

(818) 407-1500 Office  (818) 407-1188 Fax

Thamilton@cheers.org
_______________________________________________________________________

Experience
1996-Present

Calif. Home Energy Efficiency Rating System 





(CHEERS®), Chatsworth, CA


Executive Director


Responsible for the overall leadership and direction of a state-wide nonprofit organization encompassing its’ administrative, technical and training departments. Developed the CHEERS strategic business plan in order to become financially self-sufficient. CHEERS reached strategic objectives in accordance with the strategic plan, less than 3 years.  Oversee all fiscal activities including the operating annual budget.  Ongoing marketing and implementing new business development throughout the state.
1989-1996 Western League of Savings Institutions,

El Segundo, CA

Senior Vice-President

Responsible for coordinating industry input on all proposed regulations affecting lending and preparing responses.  Evaluate lending related needs for all sizes of associations and utilize top industry talent available to obtain best possible results.  Communicate critical issues to all California associations and prepare progress reports for the board of directors and various committees.
1987-1989
Western League of Savings Institutions,


El Segundo, CA

Senior Vice-President

Responsible for the development of the major loan secondary marketing department.  Duties included the management of a $2.0 billion loan portfolio issuing mortgage-backed securities using Multi-Family loans as collateral.  Developed the guidelines to standardize loan products.  Member of the FarWest Loan Committee for major multi-family, housing construction and commercial loans.

(continued)
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Experience (continued)

1985-1987 Westco Savings Bank,  Culver City, CA
Secondary Marketing Manager
Responsible for the development of the Wholesale Lending Division, Risk Management Reporting System as well as products offered to customers (i.e. rate, price & margin).  Monitored the in-process and funded inventories, all valuations, mark-to-markets, and commitments. Bought and sold loans in the Secondary Market (Multi-Family, Commercial, Construction and Single-Family), evaluation of servicing portfolios (buying or selling), and supervision of the Loan Department.
Education
1995-1997
Pepperdine University, Malibu, CA

· Executive MBA Program classes

1978-1982
Slippery Rock State College, Slippery Rock., PA
· B.S., Business Administration, Finance and Accounting

VIII. Cost Proposal / Project Budget

VIII.A. Budget Summary
A summary for the Energy Equity program budget is provided below in tabular form. Supporting details are provided in the program proposal workbook. 
	


Top Level Category
	



Second Level Category
	
Total Program Budget ($000)
	PG&E Service Territory Budget ($000)
	SCE Service Territory Budget ($000)
	SDG&E Service Territory Budget ($000)
	SoCalGas Service Territory Budget ($000)

	Administrative
	Managerial and Clerical Labor
	42
	19
	14
	5
	4

	Administrative
	Human Resource Support and Development
	55
	24
	18
	7
	5

	Administrative
	Travel and Conference Fees
	132
	74
	33
	15
	11

	Administrative
	Overhead (G&A) - Labor and Materials
	57
	25
	19
	7
	6

	Administrative
	Total
	286
	142
	84
	35
	26

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Marketing / Advertising / Outreach
	Total
	169
	74
	56
	22
	17

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Direct Implementation
	Financial Incentives to Customers
	125
	55
	41
	16
	13

	Direct Implementation
	Activity Labor
	106
	46
	35
	14
	11

	Direct Implementation
	Rebate Processing and Inspection - Labor and Materials
	8
	4
	3
	1
	1

	Direct Implementation
	Total
	239
	105
	79
	31
	24

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	EM&V
	EM&V Labor and Materials
	35
	15
	12
	5
	3

	EM&V
	Total
	35
	15
	12
	5
	3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Budget
	Total Budget
	729
	337
	230
	92
	70


Data in the table may not sum to the indicated totals owing to rounding. 

VIII.B. Budget Additional Information
Highly descriptive and detailed notes regarding each individual budget line item are provided as notes in the program proposal workbook.
As noted in Section I.B, Energy Equity is an information program that has resource benefit components. 





































� Although this specific proposal document is associated with the IOU service territory indicated on the document cover and on the page header, the document freely refers to program data for all four IOU service territories, since the overall program has been designed assuming a statewide program. 


� We currently envision utilizing approximately 20,000 of these records. 


� Staffing is then allocated to IOU service territory based on PGC funds (PG&E 44%, SCE 33%, SDG&E 13%, and SoCalGas 10%).


� The six listed nonprofit types represented 88% of such 501c3 organizations within the California survey.


� Larger nonprofits will be more likely to already have taken actions to reduce energy consumption.


� Logistically, forums typically will be conducted on three-day “tours” within a given IOU service territory, so as to optimize the tradeoff between travel cost-related scale economies and Forum presenter “burnout”. The estimated total number of “tours” are 7, 5, 3, and 2 for the PG&E, SCE, SDG&E, and SoCalGas service territories, respectively.


� This budget assumption is generally consistent with the EM&V budget allocation adopted by the CPUC in D. 03-08-067, page 14.


� Interestingly, CHEERS’ 2002-2003 program – like CAN’s Energy Equity – is a combination information and resource program.






