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Section 1 
Program Overview

1.1 Program Concept

This program is a Phase Two expansion of the successful 2002-03 Information-Only Residential Retrofit Whole House Program implemented by the California Building Performance Contractors Association.  The new program continues to train residential specialty contractors in “whole house contracting,” in which all energy efficiency deficiencies (and related problems such as combustion safety, moisture, comfort and air contaminants) are identified through extensive testing and remedied, typically including both HVAC system equipment and building shell improvements. It builds on the proof of high energy savings, market momentum, experienced staff, newly created local infrastructure, and contractor base of the current program in the Fresno and San Jose areas.  It also includes a variety of significant refinements drawn from that experience as well as from other related emerging programs nationwide through the Home Performance with Energy Star® initiative, in which this program represents California.  This CBPCA program is an important element of a balanced CPUC program portfolio, with outstanding long-term growth and energy savings prospects.  No other residential program has demonstrated such large improvements in per-home energy performance…with energy savings in the range of 40% of total household use including both electric and gas.

In this proposed second program stage, the program’s geographical area will be expanded to cover much of PG&E’s Central Valley service area.  The new contractors to be trained there will be given assistance and motivations to become trained, equipped, organized, and active in doing the program’s comprehensive home diagnoses and corrections of energy deficiencies and related health, safety, comfort, and maintenance problems.  The 2002-03 program in Fresno and San Jose demonstrated extremely high energy savings per house (far above original forecasts), strong customer interest, and contractor success, and is meeting its goals for contractor training.  This program protects the gains of that first major program phase through continued low-level support and quality assurance of the already trained Fresno and San Jose contractors, but focuses most of its efforts on introducing the program to new areas of the Central Valley.  

A note on program classification: This whole-house program concept is a hybrid, with characteristics of both Information-Only and Implementation program categories.  This causes the program—despite its proven effectiveness—some disadvantages with both of the sets of evaluation criteria for these two classes of energy efficiency programs: The program is far more results-oriented than general public information efforts, so the limited Information-Only evaluation criteria fail to capture its energy-savings value.  But as an Implementation effort, this program builds capabilities and takes some time to develop, while the CPUC Implementation program criteria and measurement protocols focus heavily on near-term energy savings and fail to give adequate weight to this program’s unique long-term energy savings multiplying effects.  We hope the reviewers will consider the evidence of this program’s high portfolio value despite those criteria biases.  We are proposing the program in the Information Only category, with evidence of energy savings, but the Commission could just as well consider it an Implementation program.  CBPCA is amenable to either classification.

[image: image1.wmf]CBPCA Local Comprehensive Residential Retrofit Program Organization

Task Management

Knight

Interproject Coord.

Knight

Finance/Accounting

Sokolsky, Lualhati

Project Administration

Bob Knight, BKi

Market Development

Anne Solem, S&A

Contractor Outreach

S. Sokolsky, BKi

Consumer Assistance

Sokolsky/Griffin, BKi

 Contractor Training

Locke, Chitwood

Quality Assurance

Locke

Diagnostic Tools

Greg Thomas, PSD

Marketing & Outreach

Tim Locke, CBPCA

M&V Operations

Lutzenhiser or Itron

Data Management

Sokolsky, BKi

EM&V/Evaluation

(Evaluation contractor)

Board of Directors

CBPCA


1.2 Program Rationale

Basis and need for program 

The basis for this program is the historically neglected but now achievable potential for very high energy savings in the huge existing housing stock.  Until recently, existing homes have been addressed in energy efficiency programs only in piecemeal, marginally effective, and sporadic programs:  Those programs tend to focus either on non-persistent occupant behavioral changes (buy CFLs, turn down thermostat, turn off lights, etc.) or single long-term measures (new high-efficiency furnace, a/c monitoring) that have relatively small overall savings without diagnosis and correction of the many other related problems such as leaking or poorly designed ducting, improper ventilation, structural stack effects and air bypasses, moisture retention, poor insulation, envelope faults, etc.  To help offset the added energy use of the state’s growing population and housing stock, an upgrading of residential repair and renovation contractor capabilities and business practices is badly needed to move away from these inadequate conventional solutions and toward an effective use of proven building science principles.

So there is potential, but can it be realized in practice?  Yes—although it will not happen by itself.  NYSERDA leads the nation with its multi-million dollar continuing investment in a statewide retrofit whole-house contractor training and support program.  Now in its fourth year of effort to build an effective process and support structure, that program has trained over 150 contractors and moved past the $10 million mark in its annual rate of homeowner adoption.  And that homeowner investment rate and the program’s market penetration are accelerating…even though in its first year it had little effect.  

This type of comprehensive whole-house program is a crucial element in a balanced energy efficiency portfolio for the state.  Literally no other programs adequately address the huge long-term potential for energy savings in the combined structure and equipment of existing homes.  There are millions of existing homes in California, a relatively low rate of new construction (adding only about 1-2% per year to the housing stock), and high projected population growth—resulting in a long-term legacy of virtually the entire existing housing stock and an imperative to improve its performance. 

In addition, the existing CBPCA program and others elsewhere in the nation continue to demonstrate that many existing homes are performing very poorly in energy use, with very high potential savings available through comprehensive retrofits.  And finally, this program has also demonstrated its market appeal by the finding that many homeowners are motivated to participate not only for energy savings but also for other important reasons: family safety, health, and comfort as well as home preservation and value enhancement, among other benefits.  This has greatly expanded the program’s reach and ability to capture maximum energy efficiency improvements. 

Terminology versus reality:  The terms “whole house” and “home performance” both refer to building-science based individual home testing, analysis, and correction of energy efficiency problems in an integrated manner involving both equipment and building shell improvements.  There have been other initiatives, both within the CPUC program and elsewhere, that have used these terms to represent much less comprehensive and effective home improvements.  While such programs may be valuable, it must be noted that they are fundamentally different from true whole-house contracting and should not be considered comparable.

Evidence that the predecessor program was successful  

Until the third quarter of 2003, the current CBPCA program worked to build basic training, marketing, and quality assurance systems and overcome key barriers—but has now done so.  For example, the initial consumer marketing efforts were not cost-effective, necessitating changes in approach at midyear—but those changes have now been made successfully and a substantial backlog of qualified homeowner leads has been developed economically, providing a proven model for the future.  

We also had early difficulties in attracting contractors, and later delayed training for more due to the initial lack of customer leads.  Contractor and homeowner interest have now grown, and by the end of the September-October training cycle we will have met 60% of our individual personnel training goals and more than 100% of our target for contractors completing the program.  The improved access to customer leads is now helping to interest more contractors in the program, and our adjustments to our contractor solicitation process are now producing many more applicants.  This is illustrated by our next two training cycles (one in each of the two target cities) that will occur at the end of September through October; both were oversubscribed with 12-15 trainees each for the seven-day training sequence.  Four further training cycles are scheduled to occur later in the fall and early 2004.  We expect to exceed the 2002-03 program’s personnel training goals, and will field about 200% of the goal for the number of contractors completing the program’s training.

Although the current program is in the information-only category, its trained contractors are producing very high levels of estimated energy savings per house.  No other information-only program has been this successful in achieving measurable results.  We acknowledge that the program’s informal total energy savings goal (not required for information programs) has not been achieved yet due to the program’s slow start and early adjustments.  However, at the projected level of participation by the end of the current project in March 2004, the contractors trained in the current program WILL achieve that goal within two more years—and keep expanding beyond that level.   And the present momentum plus the refinements proposed for 2004-05 will dramatically increase the energy savings attained—and those savings will continue to grow indefinitely as the contractors trained continue to retrofit additional homes each year.
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Evidence that demand for program services persists  

This requirement can be interpreted and answered in several ways, and all are positive for this program.  

· Is there evidence of persistent consumer demand?  The positive consumer demand for this kind of home improvement has been clearly shown by the response to the existing program’s marketing at trade shows and via local media. It is limited only by the lack of widespread public awareness, and the existing program has developed and demonstrated the effectiveness of its methods for overcoming that barrier.  This consumer demand can only grow as awareness spreads…as it has elsewhere.

· Is there persistent demand for the program by contractors, and are they themselves persistent in staying active?  The demand among contractors for the program’s training and support in this new activity has risen substantially during the program, such that its training goals will almost certainly be exceeded.  Effective contractor contact and education methods have also been developed through the existing program’s experience.  Most of the contractors trained to date report an intention to continue with this new line of business, and some have become very active already.  Larger contractors are also beginning to enter the program.

· Are the savings themselves persistent?  This program’s trained contractors install permanent changes to the home’s structure and HVAC equipment.  The resulting energy savings are highly persistent since they do not depend on occupant behavior or frequent replacement (as CFLs do, for example).  And as already noted, the trained and committed contractors will continue to expand the energy savings base.

This proposed program is offered as an information program, but… 

This Information-Only classification is proposed per criteria described in D.03-08-067 and based on the fact that the Commission so classified the current CBPCA program.  Although the program indirectly causes measurable energy savings, the program itself has no incentives and only trains independent contractors to implement whole-house testing and retrofitting.  No customer incentives are offered, although they could be added effectively when the program is somewhat more widespread and mature.  

In contrast with most Information-Only programs, however, the CBPCA program staff do work closely with their trained independent contractors, with mentoring, testing and verification of their job performance as well as reporting all job scopes, costs, and energy savings. This program is thus actually a kind of hybrid, and could be reclassified as an implementation program if the CPUC deems that appropriate.  In some ways the Implementation program evaluation criteria are actually more appropriate for this program.  But at this stage we believe the information-only classification is best.

1.3 Program Objectives

Projected accomplishments of the new program
· Conduct 10 contractor training cycles.

· Train at least 50 additional professionals in whole-house principles and diagnostics.

· Of the contractors with personnel completing the technical training, train at least 40 contractors in whole-house business and marketing best practices—thereby qualifying them for entry into the CBPCA mentoring and marketing support program.

· Expand service gradually to at least three other large urban areas in the San Joaquin Valley portion of the PG&E service territory.

· Develop public awareness and at least 300 new customer leads for the new contractors, and support contractor efforts in effective marketing of their own.  
· Demonstrate that the business trajectory of the existing and new 2004-05 program’s trained contractors is likely to reach a goal of at least 5 million kWh and 100,000 therms in energy savings per year by the end of the 2004-05 program term, and that growth in savings will continue to expand rapidly to at least twice that level for the next decade due to the increasing installed base each year.   This assumes no additional contractors after 2005. 

· As the number of contractors grows, establish a substantial dues-paying contractor membership base to defray costs of future technical support and quality assurance for those contractors.

· Incorporate into the program full customer disclosure and information on all applicable IOU and third-party programs as well as both PGC and CDS low-income weatherization programs to assure that homeowners have access to the most appropriate programs without double-dipping.  Also coordinate directly with all complementary programs to assure maximum efficiency and effectiveness of all.

· Share experience and data with the current CEC 2003-04 “Retrofit Home Commissioning R&D” project, related Home Performance with Energy Star initiatives nationwide, and other related innovators in methodology and tools—to facilitate development of a long-term statewide adoption strategy to maximize the long-term public benefits of this project for all California homeowners.

See Section 5 for more objectives and details.  The worksheet also includes summaries of all objectives.

Section 2  
Program Process

2.1 Program Implementation

Plans for coordination with other energy efficiency programs 

Coordination with other related programs is an essential part of this program’s design, both with others within the PGC-funded energy efficiency program and with other relevant agencies and initiatives.  Following is a sampling of the program’s current and proposed new coordination activities.

Home Performance with Energy Star®:  Ours is the only west coast program recognized by this national DOE/EPA program, and we have just been selected as the first private official Energy Star Partner.  There are approximately 10 other publicly funded home performance programs around the country, varying widely in newness, situations, opportunities, and approaches.  We already coordinate with those programs to share our experience and learn from theirs.  For example, our project administrator will meet in a knowledge-sharing workshop with all the other programs affiliated with Home Performance with Energy Star in Chicago this October (expenses paid by DOE/EPA).  

Building Performance Institute:  We coordinate with BPI’s efforts to develop robust field practices and contractor certification processes, and we will continue to monitor their progress and confer with them for possible future adoption of BPI certification in California.  

Other Third-Party Programs: We have communicated with other CPUC programs throughout the current project term to find and develop opportunities for coordination. 

· Geopraxis:  We find the Geopraxis program to be a valuable complement to ours, since it is a natural precursor to true whole-house contracting and serves as an aid in introducing both consumers and professional home inspectors to the whole-house concept. We have a continuing agreement with Geopraxis for sharing access to our trained contractors.  In the new proposed CBPCA program we have also offered to include any interested Geopraxis home inspectors in our training as a way to upgrade their skills while reducing the Geopraxis training burden.  Those home inspectors will also provide our program with an alternative entry path and business model, by considering becoming independent CBPCA-trained home diagnosticians to serve any of our trained contractors who may prefer that division of labor.   

· Electric and Gas Industries Association:  In the existing program we have an agreement with EGIA for access to their low-interest financing by our contractors, and include an orientation to the EGIA financing opportunity in our training.  We plan to emphasize that advantage even more in the new program if the EGIA program continues, as we believe it should.

· Alliance to Save Energy: The CBPCA program has agreed to provide field observation opportunities to high school students in the proposed independent Alliance to Save Energy program, assuming that both are funded.  We will encourage our contractors to allow individual students to accompany them on a home diagnostic visit and explain the integrated whole-house process to them.  This will further the aims of the ASE educational program and give our contractors the opportunity for a rewarding community service opportunity as well as enhanced professional status with their customers.  This coordinated effort with the ASE program will be voluntary for the contractors.
· Statewide Marketing Program:  We will coordinate our marketing with the statewide EE marketing programs to the maximum extent possible.  In particular, as Geopraxis has done, we will provide our program’s marketing materials to those statewide programs for use at their own broader local events in our markets.

· Other CPUC programs:  We reviewed all 2002-03 residential programs for relevance and found none.  The information-only San Diego whole-house program, for example, is similar in name but does no training and is otherwise so different that we mutually agreed that there is no apparent potential for synergy.  We will continue to monitor all such programs as they emerge and evolve.  

IOU Energy Efficiency Programs: We already encourage our contractors to further expand their skills by attending the excellent training courses in various related topics offered by PG&E’s Stockton Training Center.  One of our key trainers is provided by PG&E’s Stockton Training Center, along with some important training tools, and PG&E has agreed to continue this service to the program.  In both cases PG&E is explicitly protected from program liability considerations through its contractual agreement and a later indemnification agreement with CBPCA. 

We will also seek to identify IOU programs with related benefits for our customers, such as the 1-2-3 rebate program for individual energy efficiency hardware incentives.  In our business practices training, we will assure that our contractors make customers aware of any advantages offered by the IOU programs and incorporate them into job proposals to maximize customer value.  Double-dipping is prevented by our program’s lack of financial incentive payments to customers.

Low-Income Weatherization Programs:  This program actively seeks to recruit contractors from the state’s LIEE and LIHEAP programs, because of their familiarity with many of the key skills required and the opportunity for those contractors and nonprofit agencies to expand the use of those capabilities.  We will also assure that this program’s customers are made aware of those programs and their cost advantages for qualifying low-income residents.   

California Energy Commission/PIER: This project will also cooperate with the CEC’s “Retrofit Home Commissioning” R&D project (2003-04) to take advantage of its findings in activities such as a national survey of successful home performance contractors’ practices.  That CEC research project will also conduct some studies of homes retrofitted through this CPUC program to test and verify energy savings, quality of work, and homeowner satisfaction, all of which will help us to improve our program’s training and support.  We have also testified on behalf of whole-house contracting in support of the CEC Energy Efficiency Division’s efforts to identify untapped energy efficiency opportunities in response to SB549, and we will continue that service. 

Other integrated home assessment and retrofit programs:  We will continue to share information with the managers and contractors in innovative diagnostic programs nationwide.  For example, the TVA/Middle Tennessee Electric collaboration with Honeywell Enalasys is training HVAC contractors to use new technology and business models to do whole-system HVAC diagnosis much more quickly than with conventional tools such as duct blasters and flow hoods.  Since Enalasys has local contractors, we will seek to engage those already partially trained contractors in our additional training to expand their scope into full whole-house retrofitting, and we will also make our other contractors aware of such future options to improve their business.

Other technology efforts with leveraging potential:  Solar installations are a natural extension of the whole-house retrofit concept, and we are working with solar system installers and monitoring the CEC Renewables program to develop pathways for alliances between whole-house contractors and solar installers.  Home performance monitoring, remote control of home equipment, peak load management technologies, and gateway technologies such as the CEC-Energyn development are also natural future options in the whole-house package.  Where possible, we will acquaint our contractors with these innovations for their possible offering to their customers.

ACCA and other key trade associations:  We have held discussions with the California section management of the Air Conditioning Contractors of America concerning their interest in skill upgrading in building science and whole-house concepts for their contractor-members statewide. In addition, ACCA-California recently received approval from the US Department of Labor Bureau of Apprenticeship Training for its new apprenticeship program in California.  Whole-house training could be added as a way to more quickly expand technician skill levels.  A more formal alliance with CBPCA may be possible.  ACCA and other skilled trades organizations such as ICA, NARI, CHEERS and BIA may also serve as important allies in bringing their members into the home performance approach.  We will continue to work with such groups to advance professional training and contractor scope.

How this proposed program differs from existing related programs 

The existing CBPCA program is the only true integrated whole-house retrofit effort in the CPUC portfolio.  There are several others, notably those of Geopraxis and the San Diego Energy Office, which involve home inspections and recommendations for their target markets but operate on a basic audit/improvement-menu basis rather than a thorough testing, diagnosis, and comprehensive remediation process.  Those programs play important roles in helping to create interest and demand for existing-home improvements in their target markets, but they do not educate consumers on true whole-house concepts and opportunities.  They also do not train, mentor, or monitor contractors in comprehensive whole-house diagnostics, business practices, and remediation standards.

These program differences are fundamental.   The proven CBPCA approach goes well beyond any other related energy efficiency retrofit programs in California.  The result is that our achieved energy savings and future potential are far greater.  However, we endorse those programs; we strongly believe that they will help to create consumer and professional interest in more complete home performance upgrades and are thus valuable paths to the ultimate spread of more advanced whole-house approaches such as that of this CBPCA proposal—both with consumers and contractors.

Other current programs tend to focus on single items or systems, such as the successful CheckMe process for HVAC upgrades or IOU equipment rebates.  These programs are valuable but have relatively limited energy-saving potential per home.  All serve implicitly as steps toward true whole-house contracting.  Our program accelerates that evolution by growing the whole-house contractor infrastructure to be available as contractors and consumers move beyond those single-focused approaches.  

There are also various existing programs not directly affiliated with CPUC or IOU activities.  Organizations such as CHEERS do an admirable job in training and supporting home energy raters, although most of these work primarily in the new home market.  IOUs and others offer do-it-yourself home energy audits and incentives, and PG&E in particular does a great job in its broad range of training courses relevant to home performance for contractors.  But none of these do or directly support whole-house retrofits.  

A few private contractors in various California regions offer menu-type home upgrades for FHA or Fannie Mae energy efficient mortgages.  These are not based on an integrated diagnostic process and home-specific solutions; they also tend to target only the time of home resale.  These are useful transitional programs but small in market size and per-house energy savings compared to the CBPCA approach.  None of these programs results in contractors trained and supported in doing whole-house diagnostics and remediations.

2.2 Marketing Plan

This program involves marketing both to homeowners and contractors as well as training and support to contractors.  The proposed approach builds on the current successful CBPCA program but involves several refinements to that ongoing program.  

Marketing Approach to Contractors

The contractor marketing program focuses on finding capable contractors and training and assisting them in becoming qualified whole-house diagnosticians and retrofitters.  This involves a broad range of activities, from initial contractor solicitation and education, through formal training, and continuing support in education and field mentoring.  

Contractor marketing activities include the following:

· Identifying appropriate contractors: In the current program, we originally used state contractor license lists, yellow-page ads, and individual referrals, but generally found a low level of response to mass mail and phone invitations and explanations. We (belatedly) found that the best approach to contractors is through their major equipment and materials suppliers as well as personal recommendations, who vouch for our legitimacy and encourage use of our training.  We have obtained contractor lists from distributors and found that this connection produces the highest levels of response.  

· Approach strategy:  Initial contact is to be through a mailed package of information materials, followed by telephone calls to answer questions and seek commitments to attend the training. Based on experience in the current program, we plan to add personal visits and offers of diagnostics demonstrations to promising candidates before they attend the first training session.  This follows a successful model used in commercial equipment and program services sales to contractors, involving an upfront investment in personal contact and relationship building to personalize the program and avoid its reduction to “another piece of junk mail” in the eyes of the contractor.   

· Training costs: The training is principally supported by the CPUC funding requested in this proposal, but a nominal payment is also required in advance from the contractors.  This is done via credit card and has proven effective in minimizing no-shows.  This payment may be refunded in part or whole upon completion of the training and some period of active use such as 20 diagnostics.

· Training sessions:  We plan to continue the present practice of a one-day business and marketing practices orientation and a longer technical training course.  Based on feedback from contractors we plan to split the current 6-day course into two separation sessions in order to reduce the scheduling difficulties of the attendees.  The second session will be held within two months, but in the interim the contractors will be mentored in actual onsite diagnostics and assisted with voluntary evening workshops. 

· Voluntary Workshops: To accelerate the training process and reduce the level of personalized mentoring needed, we plan to add frequent voluntary evening workshop sessions to cover key problem areas and skill upgrades in topics such as the TREAT computer simulations, proper integrative interpreting of test data, and how to deal with potentially dangerous mold conditions without incurring liability.  This allows us to more efficiently develop the emerging skills of all the contractors. 

· Mentoring: The current program has required too much effort in encouraging and supporting the continued participation of some contractors, who after training have sometimes been hesitant about buying the required testing equipment, learning and using the building simulation and reporting software, and reporting all their jobs.  Experience with other contractors, both in this program and in others in other states, shows that after an initial steep learning and investment curve the typical contractor finds the program both practical and profitable.  The challenge has been to keep all the contractors on that path.  We will use the workshops for that purpose and then allocate the remaining available CBPCA field mentoring time among the contractors as needed, with limits to each contractor based on need and balance.  

· Testing equipment writedown: This is a key improvement to the present program.  To protect the training investment and maximize active long-term contractor participation, we will underwrite price reductions on the diagnostic equipment, software, and training.  However, these reductions will be delivered only after the contractor has made the investments and successfully completed at least twenty projects or $100,000 in project cost.  This is similar to the approach successfully taken in the NYSERDA program.  It provides a positive motivation to get through the early stages of learning the business process and technical methods as well as the required CPUC reporting of job data, and it also solves the problem of motivating the contractors to report all jobs including those they gain through their own marketing.  

· Tool lending library: One of the most effective tools in home diagnostics is the infrared (IR) video camera.  With it, diagnosticians can identify (and show homeowners) the structural and insulation defects inside their walls and ceilings.  We encourage its use, but its high cost (over $9000) makes it prohibitive for most contractors.  A contractor-recommended element in the proposed CBPCA program is a major-tools lending library, wherein we plan to lease and lend or rent IR cameras and other major tools to contractors for short periods.  The leasing arrangement allows us to avoid the contract complexities and high costs of major equipment purchases.  Eventually contractors will buy their own, but this approach will help them in the early stages of their whole-house business.

Marketing materials planned:  We will continue to approach contractors with mailed information packets including a letter stressing the connection to their major supplier or other reference.  The packets include the following: 

· a program description stressing contractor benefits, 

· an outline of the training curriculum, 

· reference to the program’s website for further information

· the program video on CD

· a table of representative projects done, including job cost and energy savings

· the program’s Contractor Participation Agreement

· a listing of contractor costs and cost reductions available

These mailed materials will be followed by telephone or personal visit follow-ups to pre-qualify contractors based on capability and interest.

Quantities of marketing materials (to contractors):  These are laser printed as needed.  Through the proposed program a quantity of 1000 contractor solicitation packages is anticipated.  For training materials, we assume 60 copies for use in the technical training sessions.

Method of distribution:  For mailed materials, we will use regular mail to known addresses, using personal addressing.  For training materials, distribution will be via shipment directly to the training sessions.  

Projected cost of materials for the contractor outreach and training:  

· Contractor solicitation: Each contractor outreach package, in quantity of 500 including printing, assembly, addressing, and postage, is estimated to cost approximately $5.  We have already produced the basic  materials.

· Copying of training materials: 80 sets, 200 pp. bound: Cost est. $15/ea. including binder, printing, and collating.

· Purchase of contractor reference materials: commercial texts, 80 sets @ $80, CD-ROM of reference articles from Home Energy, 80 @ $50, and Home Energy reference binder, 60@ $30.

Coordination with statewide marketing and outreach services:  There are no specific statewide marketing efforts now directed at contractors.  As noted earlier (Section 2.1), we plan to work as closely as possible with the statewide marketing and outreach programs, particularly in using them to distribute information about our program in their public events in or near our target communities.  This includes the marketing activities within the IOUs and the independent third-party efforts.  Although those statewide programs are (correctly) constrained by their need to protect the consistency and effectiveness of their themes and messages, there are some important opportunities.

Coordination with other parties’ program-specific marketing efforts to contractors:  We have arranged with Geopraxis to allow them to offer our training as an option in their training of home inspectors.  This will improve their value in the Geopraxis program and also provide both the home inspectors and their customers an introduction to whole-house retrofit concepts.  Some of these home inspectors may also elect to join our program as independent diagnosticians, so maximum value is derived from this sharing.

Marketing Approach to Homeowners

Ultimately the trained contractors should and will become the primary source of their own business leads through their existing customer bases and marketing efforts.  As an information-only offering focused on contractor training, this proposed CBPCA program seeks customers only as a means of accelerating the deployment of the trained contractors before they become skilled in their own marketing.  The process for obtaining customer referrals for contractors has changed substantially since the beginning of the current program and further improvements are planned for the 2004-05 program.  

Customer marketing strategy: The new CBPCA program’s strategy for marketing and customer procurement builds on the current program’s two-part approach:  

· Part A: Initial public awareness and lead development: The CBPCA program itself will use local public media to raise awareness and use targeted marketing methods to collect enough customers to get the newly trained contractors started.   

· Part B: Contractor self-marketing:  The program will intensify its current contractor training element dealing with how to market cost-effectively for continued success.  We will provide technical assistance, branding standards guidance, marketing materials, and limited cofunding of contractors’ advertising of the program (as now done in the New York program) to accelerate that transition and support the most active contractors.  

Part A: Initial public awareness and customer lead development: The program proposes to find and educate prospective customers for the trained contractors through a combination of techniques: 

· Use of a “Healthy House Inspection” theme, the Energy Star affiliation, and their accompanying marketing messages in all materials and activities, as currently used with success.

· A major emphasis on presence at local home-related public events (home shows) and related venues (major home improvement outlets), using the program’s booth and display materials plus trained staff in personal-contact education and signups.  This has been the program’s most productive and economical education and marketing method.

· Solicitation of feature coverage in local media, similar to the TV, radio, and newspaper coverage that was effective in the current program, with call-ins invited to the program’s toll-free phone number.  Where existing radio program opportunities are available, a “Click and clack” type call-in guest capability will also be offered, featuring both CBPCA experts, local trained contractors, and national experts (e.g., Joe Kuonen, who already does this with great success elsewhere) that Energy Star is planning to provide.  

· The recently completed CD/video produced in the current marketing program, to be used as a handout, website flash movie, mailout, and as a booth video display. Nearly 1000 of these were distributed in recent home shows.   

· Tie-ins where feasible with the statewide CPUC marketing campaign, particular in their local displays and events.

· Selective use of small-scale neighborhood-targeted telemarketing, which has been economical and effective in recent months.  We also gain valuable consumer response information from this tactic, carefully observing do-not-call restrictions.

These different tactics work together to raise consumer awareness and interest.  Customer leads gained through these methods will be screened and qualified by trained staff before delivery to specific contractors.  

Part B: Contractor self-marketing:   Contractors can market whole-house contracting very effectively and economically to their own customers for other services.  These contractor self-marketing methods are the key to long-term success.   However, most contractors have limited experience in active marketing.  The contractors will be trained in the cost-effective use of their own marketing opportunities.  Some examples of techniques to be taught include the following: 

· Phone/mail/personal outreach to past and current customers of their other services, stressing the personal acquaintance in order to invoke trust

· Active solicitation of referrals from satisfied whole-house customers

· Co-marketing in local media and other means, with the program assisting with design and a portion of the cost in exchange for keeping the program branding strong.  

· Offering of free diagnostics to key customers who may influence others

· Home show and related event presence with effective methods of customer outreach

· Proper use of work-truck panel advertising, appropriate brochures and invoice messages.

· Effective responses to telephone inquiries, including use of lead forms and strategic questioning

· Alliances with other related contractors to provide leads.

Marketing materials planned:  

· Exhibition booth and display materials;

· Reprints of recent CD/video produced by current CBPCA program; 

· Update of current program brochure in English and Spanish; 

· Fact sheets, news releases, and articles for local print and broadcast media

· Reprinting of Home Performance with Energy Star brochure (printing cost only); 

· Door hangers, truck decals, and yard sign templates for contractors,

· Marketing guidelines for contractors, backed by on-call assistance. 

Quantities of marketing materials:  Anticipated pressing of 5000 CDs; 30,000 copies of program brochures.  The program is using the BKi (subcontractor) exhibition booth at no cost; one booth is sufficient, along with its display materials.

Method of distribution:  Displays and handouts at events; racks in municipal service facilities, medical offices and hospitals, and home improvement stores; mailings in response to requests.

Projected cost per marketing effort: The following table indicates estimated costs for each of the customer marketing efforts described above.

	Examples of Program Marketing Materials and Efforts
	Estimated Costs

	Updated display materials for exhibition booth
	$1500 (labor + matls)

	Reprints of program CD-ROM “Healthy House Inspection”
	$5000 (5000 copies)

	Updates of current program brochure in 2 languages
	$20,000 (30K copies)

	Reprints of Energy Star brochure
	$5000 (10K copies)

	Marketing guideline document and support for contractors
	$16,000

	Templates for door hangers, truck decals, and yard signs
	$3000

	Fact sheets and information articles for local media use
	$12,000


Coordination with statewide marketing and outreach services:  This was covered in detail in a previous section.  We are actively working to make use of events and other opportunities with the statewide marketing and outreach contractors.

Coordination with other parties’ program-specific marketing efforts:  This was also covered earlier in the proposal under the Coordination section.  We are already working with several third-party programs for sharing in marketing as well as other activities.  We will also direct our contractors and their customers to PG&E’s relevant offerings in training courses, equipment rebates, and general information for consumers. We are coordinating very closely nationwide with the Home Performance with Energy Star program, and hope to expand our coordination with PG&E in consumer marketing as well. 

2.3 Customer Enrollment

Process for customer enrollment 

As described above, the marketing process directly encompasses customer enrollment.  After seeing, reading, or hearing the program’s marketing message, prospective customers either call the project’s toll-free telephone number, sign up at a public event, or respond positively to telemarketing or in-person solicitation.  This begins the enrollment process.

All “raw” leads will be qualified through a telephone followup by a trained staff person.  In that qualification process the program is explained, questions answered, further information sent if necessary, and a commitment is requested to pay the required minimal home inspection fee (currently $99) to discourage prospects with no serious intent or ability to contract for an actual retrofit.  Upon agreement, the qualified prospect is then told to expect a call from a qualified contractor to schedule the home inspection.  

Following the home inspection and diagnosis, the contractor will prepare a proposal and present it in a second visit to the home.  The program’s contractor training includes the use of ethical and effective sales techniques.  Also, the customer has often already decided to do the project as a result of the inspection experience, which involves no sales effort but effectively builds understanding and trust.  The sales presentation typically culminates with a sale—well over a 50% closing rate in the current program and climbing.

2.4 Materials

Procedures for procurement, delivery, and installation of equipment 

None required, since this is an information only program.   However, CBPCA does use a variety of accepted standards, where available, in its training and mentoring as well as the testing and verification process.  All of these procedures are ongoing in the current program.  We note that the most important and least understood procedural standards (combustion safety, insulation principles, uses of air and moisture barriers, identification of hidden moisture problems, corrections of various kinds of airflow restrictions, duct sealing, etc.) involve use of materials rather than major equipment installations.  We provide authoritative references and assistance in such topics.

Description of specifications of qualifying equipment 

This refers to minimum energy efficiency rating levels.  It is not directly applicable to this program, since we offer no incentives or direct installs.  Much of the energy savings in this program arise from shell improvements that involve little equipment.  However, equipment replacements are common, and our contractors are trained to be able to explain, recommend, justify and use only premium-efficiency equipment and materials such as those branded by Energy Star and approved by the IOUs for incentive payments.  We use the  IOU specifications, at a minimum, wherever they apply. 

Description of installation standards if applicable

Although the proposed program does no direct installs, the contractor training includes an overview of the existing best-practice standards for installation of equipment and materials as produced by PG&E, BPI, NATE and other authorities.  Contractors will also be mentored onsite in correct installation standards for procedures as well as performance.  Best-available performance-based standards will be used to the maximum extent possible, such as in the case of duct sealing, where the emerging Title 24 2005 standard will be applied.  In addition, all jobs done by contractors in this program are required to do a home performance test-out and report results, and the program conducts random verifications of at least 10% of all home retrofits in keeping with the requirements of Home Performance with Energy Star.

2.5 Payment of Incentives

This is proposed as an information only program, with no customer incentive payments.  The CBPCA believes that at this early stage of development and geographic coverage, incentives are not yet practical.  This type of training-focused program can still be successful at this early stage based on its value to its customers and contractors without subsidy.  This greatly reduces program implementation and administrative costs, and provides a pathway toward future self-sufficiency of the program.  But we recognize the potential value of incentives as the program’s geographical coverage grows, and anticipate considering a larger-scale incentive-driven program by 2005-06 to accelerate public adoption as soon as an adequate contractor base, geographic coverage, and supporting functions are in place.  

A careful evolution of the program’s strategy is needed as it grows toward statewide coverage.  We are proposing, in fact, to provide such a long-term strategy as one of this project’s products.  It will of course take at least several years to reach that full coverage.  However, regional incentives may well become appropriate soon.  We are willing to discuss the possible addition of incentive mechanisms earlier at the request of the Commission, but we believe that this contractor base is not yet large enough and ready for that level of public interest and demand.  

2.6 Staff and Subcontractor Responsibilities

Proposed staffing structure of prime contractor and subcontractors 

CBPCA staff will manage the program and take direct responsibility for training, 

mentoring, quality assurance and all other field activities.  All other work will be subcontracted to recognized experts in each discipline required.  The CBPCA Board of Directors will review activities and progress regularly and provide guidance to the Project Manager and Administrator as needed on all aspects of the program.  

Also see “Sheet 8—Labor,” in the program implementation workbook, for a list of positions, responsibilities, and the percent of each of those staff’s time that is projected to be dedicated to the project.  Further details on the staffing and responsibilities are provided in following paragraphs of this section.

The following page presents a graphical view of the proposed staffing structure.


2.7 Work Plan and Timeline for Program Implementation

The following table includes dates of important milestones.  This proposed program benefits from the experience gained in the current CBPCA program, resulting in a realistic program work plan and timeline.

	Work plan activities and milestones
	Schedule

	Confirm city sequence, training schedules, venues, procedures
	Month 1

	Complete updating of contractor outreach and training materials
	Month 3

	Complete City 1 first-round contractor screening and training
	Month 4

	Subsequent training cycles, overlapping sequence of cities
	2 months per cycle

	Outreach to public figures and media, producing first feature article
	Month 4

	Subsequent achievement of local media feature coverage
	At least quarterly

	Milestone: First 10 contractors trained and active, City 1
	Month 7

	City 2 program rollout with screening, training, and media
	Month 8

	Milestone: Second 10 contractors trained and active, Cities 1 & 2
	Month 11

	City 3 program rollout with screening, training, and media
	Month 12

	Milestone: Third 10 contractors trained and active, Cities 1-3
	Month 15

	City 4 (optional) program rollout and first training
	Month 16

	Milestone: Achievement of 300 customer leads
	Month 18

	Milestone: Fourth 10 contractors trained and active, Cities 1-4
	Month 19

	Active program completion 
	Month 24


Section 3  
Customer Description

3.1 Customer Description Overview

Detailed description of customers targeted by program:  

This description includes customer size, market segment, market actors targeted and description of hard to reach characteristics.

	Customer description element
	Description

	Customer size 
	N/a; residential customers

	Market segment
	Single family homeowners, all incomes (low income homeowners also covered by LIEE/LIHEAP), all ages, races, languages, and household compositions; all urban locations, primarily Central Valley

	Market actors targeted
	Homeowners are primary outreach targets; also (as intermediaries) various types of contractors, equipment distributors, public officials, health professionals, local media, civic groups 

	Hard-to-reach characteristics
	Central Valley residents; non-English primary language; ethnic and racial minorities; renters/landlords

	
	


3.2 Customer Eligibility

Types of customers entitled to participate in the program

All homeowners are entitled to participate and are the principal target for this program.  Although most of our marketing is to the general homeowning public, we also propose to dedicate at least 10% of our outreach efforts to involve disadvantaged groups (ESL, low/moderate income, racial and ethnic minorities) and both rental home and multi-unit building owners.  There is no income criterion or bias in our policies or activities.

Among homeowners (and renters, where reachable), all are entitled.  This includes those entitled to the free services of the state’s low-income weatherization programs where those programs are demonstrably unable to meet the homeowner’s needs (this program makes those low-income audiences aware of their LIEE and LIHEAP options).  We also propose special efforts to engage non-English primary language populations and those in minority-race and ethnic population groups.

3.3 Customer Complaint Resolution

This section outlines the proposed program’s procedures for responding to customer questions or complaints regarding program, and for resolving program or performance disputes with program participants or customers.  This approach is based on the complaint resolution process detailed in the current program’s Policies and Procedures Handbook.

Communication to Consumers:  The Program staff’s responses to consumer inquiries about the Program (via the Program’s toll-free number) will include positive encouragement to contact the Program staff for support if any dispute arises with a trained contractor.  

Fairness Principle:  This policy acknowledges that some disputes may not be the fault of the contractor.  Impartiality is a principle of this policy.  All dispute reviews by the Program staff will consider all sides of any issue.  Contractors are encouraged to file complaints in situations of unfair treatment or threats by consumers.

Contractor Response to Complaints:  All Program contractors will seek an amicable resolution of any consumer complaint.  It is often in the contractor’s interest to incur extra costs to remedy any work in dispute rather than lose the goodwill of that customer and possibly the customer’s neighbors and friends who might otherwise become referral customers.  In ALL instances in which a customer remains dissatisfied, the contractor MUST encourage the customer to contact the Program for further consideration.  The contractor must also report the dispute to the Program as quickly as possible so that the facts are still clear.

Program Response to Complaints:  The CBPCA Program staff will receive and make a detailed record of all complaints reported, whether from consumers or contractors.  The Program staff will inform the complainant of their rights under this policy and attempt to mediate any such disputes.  All complaints will be entered in the Program database and reported to PG&E along with the resolution.  If any dispute remains unresolved, the staff will report all details of that complaint to PG&E (Laura Mann) for further consideration, and will notify the complainant of that action.  The program staff will also again inform the complainant of his/her right to appeal to PG&E and ultimately to the CPUC if desired, and will provide the complainant with appropriate contact information.

Enforcement:  Any Program contractor deemed to have treated any customer unprofessionally or unfairly, whether through misrepresentation, incompetence, poor quality work, inappropriate behavior of any kind, or to have failed to report any complaint and its resolution, will be reprimanded in writing, together with a warning that repeated complaints will be considered just cause for the contractor’s removal from the Program.  Any such removal will be first discussed with PG&E.

3.4 Geographic Area

Geographic area targeted by program

The principal geographic area targeted by the proposed CBPCA program is the PG&E portion of the greater Central Valley, an underserved high-cooling climate area.  The valley area is to be extended both south and north of the current program’s Fresno area territory.  Major targets of this valley expansion are Stockton-Lodi, Merced, Davis-Willows and Redding urban areas.  

A secondary geographic area to be served is the present program’s greater  San Jose-Peninsula area.  In both this area and the original Fresno area, the proposed program will limit its activities to low-level support of the already-trained contractors. New training efforts will focus on the new geographic extensions in the Valley. 

Other target areas may be considered instead, at the Commission’s request.  However, these areas are selected for their population, underserved location, climate, and demographics as the best next areas for this program’s introduction.  

Transmission-constrained area (yes)

This program is divided with respect to transmission-constrained areas.  The program will function in two areas: The San Jose and lower Peninsula portion of the San Francisco Bay Area constitutes one area, and this area is a transmission-constrained area as identified by the California Independent System Operator.  The remainder of the program’s service area, as noted above, is in the Central Valley and apparently is not so designated.

Section 4 
Measure and Activity Descriptions 

4.1 Energy Savings Assumptions

As an information-only program, although it indirectly produces energy savings, this proposal’s Excel workbook does not include a formal calculation of energy savings and benefit/cost tests.  CPUC’s Energy Division staff confirmed that this omission is most appropriate for the proposed CBPCA program, and suggested that the narrative proposal instead include a general discussion of the program’s potential for producing energy savings.  This section provides that discussion.

This section also briefly documents sources of the main energy savings assumptions behind that assertion of energy savings. 

Basic rationale for energy savings assumptions

Source of energy savings data: The principal source of energy savings assumptions in this proposal is the actual experience of the current program.  In that program, energy savings are forecast using TREAT, a well-calibrated home performance simulation model also in use by public agency programs in whole-house retrofits and low-income weatherization in New York, New Hampshire, and other states.  

We have observed that our forecast and achieved energy savings, as well as the home’s baseline size, are often higher than the average climate-zone values reported in the DEER manual.  However, it is reasonable to expect that the early market for whole-house retrofits would be homes with concerns over problems such as high energy bills, which are likely to occur more in homes that are a little larger than average.  Also, the model’s forecast savings are supported by its history of good calibrations against utility bills, and CEC will shortly provide some measurements of actual energy use before and after home retrofits as a further calibration check.  

Current program results: We have observed very high levels of energy savings in most of the homes tested to date, as well as a high level of consumer willingness to make the proposed improvements. The following table shows the TREAT predictions of performance gains in a dozen of the first homes analyzed with program-trained contractors.

	Home location
	 Size (sf)
	Baseline use,  kWh
	Forecast Improved kWh
	% savings
	Actual use - Therms
	Forecast Improved Therms
	% savings
	Job Cost

	Fresno
	  3,984 
	      15,376 
	         6,720 
	56%
	          973 
	           916 
	6%
	 $   7,058 

	Visalia
	  1,640 
	      24,127 
	         9,819 
	59%
	       1,899 
	        1,321 
	30%
	 $  33,472 

	Fresno
	  1,797 
	      10,035 
	         3,575 
	64%
	       1,342 
	        1,094 
	18%
	 $   7,690 

	Selma
	  2,088 
	      20,651 
	       14,863 
	28%
	          981 
	           768 
	22%
	 $  19,190 

	Fresno
	  3,000 
	      17,839 
	       11,215 
	37%
	       1,133 
	           915 
	19%
	 $  17,860 

	Fresno
	  2,517 
	      19,359 
	       10,342 
	47%
	       1,294 
	           800 
	38%
	 $  19,228 

	Fresno
	  4,930 
	      52,468 
	       35,528 
	32%
	       2,022 
	        1,577 
	22%
	 $  20,426 

	Fresno
	  2,217 
	      23,993 
	       11,609 
	52%
	       1,670 
	        1,554 
	7%
	 $  10,730 

	San Jose
	  1,200 
	       4,727 
	         4,541 
	4%
	       1,892 
	           682 
	64%
	 $  14,400 

	Cupertino
	  2,650 
	       3,403 
	         1,094 
	68%
	          471 
	           294 
	38%
	 $  25,444 

	Morgan Hill
	  2,500 
	       9,732 
	         3,722 
	62%
	          774 
	           485 
	37%
	 $  40,000 

	Los Gatos
	  2,100 
	       9,335 
	         4,667 
	50%
	          629 
	           599 
	5%
	 $   7,500 

	Total
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	AVERAGE
	2552
	17587
	9808
	44%
	1257
	917
	27%
	$18,583

	per month
	
	1466
	817
	
	105
	76
	
	


Several points are worth noting:

· The houses are about 25% above average size for the study regions

· The initial building simulation showed high but on average not surprising levels of energy use for those home sizes (although some were very high)

· All of these jobs were actual sold and are either done or in progress.

· The energy savings predicted for the jobs are very high: 44% of total consumption for electricity and 27% of gas usage.  These translate to very noticeable bill reductions.

· The average cost of these improvements was high—typically too high to be justifiable solely by the energy savings.  Yet the homeowners did not hesitate, indicating that energy savings was not the only motivation.

These results illustrate some very important conclusions about whole-house contracting.  First, it does save a lot of energy—far more than any other approach to improvements in existing homes.  This has useful and radical implications for public policy.  And second, people are willing to pay for these comprehensive home retrofits even if they don’t pay off in energy savings.  They obviously see other value in these improvements, such as potential health and safety effects as well as comfort and feelings of pride or security about their home’s operation and longevity.  This suggests that such benefits ought to be taken more into account in programs seeking energy savings—since the best energy savings appear to come from these whole-house improvements that could easily be rejected by public officials using only simple savings-driven economics.   

Coincident Peak Demand Reduction

We do not have peak demand reduction results yet.  Expectations are for 3-4 kW peak, which is a very high level of improvement.  It represents, for example, the peak-draw difference between an older 5-ton a/c and a new 2 ½ or 3-ton unit that could replace it if comprehensive shell-and-ducts improvements were made at the same time.  

Electric Energy Savings (kWh)

As noted in the preceding table, the current program is demonstrating improvements of over 40% of total household electricity use.  

Gas Energy Savings (therms)

The table’s results suggest an estimated annual savings level of well over 300 therms per year.  Even at 200 therms this would be a major impact on gas usage and homeowner bills, particularly as we look ahead to the likelihood of higher long-term gas prices.

4.2 Deviations in Standard Cost-effectiveness Values

Our results do indicate that there are grounds for significant deviations in assumptions and data from those prescribed in the Energy Efficiency Policy Manual and the CEC’s DEER database:  Although we are not presenting a formal workbook analysis due to our status as an information-only program, some observations are in order in the spirit of contributing to the Commission’s consideration of possible improvements in process.

Net-to-Gross Ratio

This program, like the current CBPCA program, is covered best by the Energy Efficiency Policy Manual’s 0.89 figure for the now-defunct Residential Contractor Program.  In fact, even that rate is low since the RCP included some behavioral measures such as CFLs and flow restrictors, etc., that are subject to rapid declines in effectiveness.  We need more data to indicate a fair NTG ratio.

Estimated Useful Life

We have used the Energy Efficiency Policy Manual’s Table 4.1 for all estimates of measure life, and have found no serious problems with it.  In general, since whole-house improvements have very long lives, the Commission’s use of a high discount rate assures that marginal variations in those longer service lives would matter little in analysis.

Incremental Measure Cost

We note only as an incidental point that conventional benefit/cost tests fail to allow for the likelihood that whole-house retrofit costs are not typically incurred just for the energy savings—so a case can be made for not using the full cost of the improvements (whether incremental or total) in calculating net energy benefit/cost ratios.  This should hold for programs as well as individual homeowners.  

Time period for total number of retrofits

This program creates contractor capabilities that will extend into the future, rather than ending when the program itself stops.  Consequently it is justifiable to include future home retrofits in the program’s estimated energy savings.  We take a conservative position, assuming that the home retrofits done by the program-trained contractors and forecast as goals by the program will be done over a term of two years after the program ends.  Most contractor participants will continue far beyond that time, with little or no continued public funding support except for a possible quality assurance function in later years.  

4.3 Rebate Amounts

No customer rebates are planned in this program, although they are contemplated for a later stage when geographic coverage is broader.  

4.4 Activities Descriptions

None of the expected program activities will directly produce measurable energy or demand savings, since the program provides only support services to contractors and their customers.  The program’s activities include training, support, and quality assurance in all aspects of whole-house diagnostics and the retrofit process, as well as public awareness campaigning and customer lead generation. 

The program’s estimated costs per key activity, as requested in the proposal instructions, are summarized in the following table.  In contrast to the Budget Categories table in Section 8, however, which use the required workbook breakdown of major program elements, this division presents approximate costs for specific key activities, including their overhead elements in order to show true cost.  Only portions of the program are shown in the table.

	Key Program Activity
	Estimated Costs

	Public awareness and customer leads-generation programs
	$400,000

	Outreach, training, and individual mentoring of contractors
	$550,000

	Quality assurance testing and inspection
	$55,000

	Aiding contractors to develop and employ their own marketing
	$25,000

	Coordination with others to increase program’s value (2 yrs)
	$20,000

	Continuing-education workshops for contractors
	$8,000

	Continuing training curriculum refinement and expansion
	$50,000

	Tool lending library and equipment cost writedown programs
	$155,000

	Website evolution and maintenance, 2 years
	$ 40,000


Section 5 
Goals 

Brief overview of quantitative, qualitative, and energy & peak demand savings goals

Quantitative goals:  

· Conduct 10 contractor training cycles.

· Train at least 50 additional professionals in whole-house principles and diagnostics.

· Of the contractors with personnel completing the technical training, train at least 40 contractors in whole-house business and marketing best practices—thereby qualifying them for entry into the CBPCA mentoring and marketing support program.

· Expand service into at least three other large urban areas in the San Joaquin Valley portion of the PG&E service territory.  
· Conduct at least 8 public-event marketing activities (e.g., booths at home shows).

· Collect and verify quality of at least 300 customer leads for newly trained contractors.

· Obtain feature coverage in at least 8 print and broadcast local media.

· Produce at least 4 high-volume printed marketing handouts, door hangers, and brochures

· Distribute at least 20,000 marketing pieces to the public 

Qualitative goals: 
· Demonstrate special efforts to serve non-English primary-language homeowners.

· As the number of contractors grows, establish a substantial dues-paying contractor association base to build professional standing and defray costs of future technical support and quality assurance for those contractors.

· Incorporate into the program full customer disclosure and information on all applicable IOU and third-party programs as well as both PGC and CDS low-income weatherization programs to assure that homeowners have access to the most appropriate programs without double-dipping.  Also coordinate directly with all complementary programs to assure maximum efficiency and effectiveness of all.

· Develop a long-term statewide adoption strategy and plan to maximize the long-term public benefits of this project for all California homeowners. Involve the current CEC 2003-04 “Retrofit Home Commissioning R&D” project, related Home Performance with Energy Star initiatives nationwide, and other related innovators in methodology and tools to reach this goal most effectively.

.

Energy & peak demand savings goals: This information-only program has no requirement for energy and peak demand savings.  However, this program does have such effects, and we propose the following goal to reflect this value:

· Demonstrate that the business trajectory of the existing and new 2004-05 program’s trained contractors can reach a goal of at least 5 million kWh and 100,000 therms in energy savings per year by the end of the 2004-05 program term, and that growth in savings will continue to expand rapidly to at least twice those levels for the current decade due to the increasing installed base each year.   This assumes adding no additional contractors after 2005. 

Proposed program performance goals not covered in the sections above 

We note per the solicitation that this refers to other objective measures for evaluating program progress.  The broad range and specificity of goals already cited above provide ample measures of performance without further measures.

Section 6  
Program Evaluation, Measurement and Verification (EM&V)

Proposed program evaluation approach 

This summary description of the EM&V approach is preliminary and will be replaced by a more complete formal plan by the yet-to-be-selected EM&V contractor following CPUC program award and contract.  As outlined in the Energy Efficiency Policy Manual (p. 26), this summary includes descriptions of each of the Commission’s EM&V objectives, as follow:    

(Optional) Measuring energy and demand savings:  This EM&V element is not required for Information-Only programs.  However, in view of this program’s hybrid status the Commission may wish to include it in order to have the data for future use.  We anticipate using the TREAT before/after building simulation results and verifying the model via comparisons with PG&E billing data as well as energy consumption and demand data that will be taken from CPUC program homes in the CEC Retrofit Home Commissioning project.  

(Optional) Measuring cost-effectiveness: Also not required, but the Commission may want to capture the data for future program planning purposes.  To assess participant cost, we will use actual contractor reports of contract amounts (with verification by customers).  We also propose to query customers on the role of energy efficiency in their decisions to do a whole-house retrofit, and anticipate that many will cite other more important motivations such as health and safety.  This may substantially reduce the cost attributable to energy efficiency.  Program costs are public-record data.

Financial benefits of energy savings will involve consideration of energy bill savings as well as other factors such as reduced maintenance cost, to the degree possible with available data.  Non-energy and non-quantifiable benefits will also be included via surveys of homeowners and their reported incidence of such benefits as health improvements and their value.   We also anticipate taking into account the stream of future post-program retrofits to be done by the program-trained contractors rather than only the retrofits done during the program.  

Market assessment and baseline analysis:  Baseline information on energy use and demand was not required in the 2002-03 version of this program.  However, the Commission may direct its inclusion in this proposed program, even if not to be used as a principal program performance measure.  Energy baseline data will be gained from utility bills (already being provided by PG&E based on agreements with the homeowners) as well as calibrated TREAT simulation runs and same-home samples of measured energy data that are to be collected by the CEC Home Commissioning Project during early 2004.

Baseline information on market actors’ practices and perceptions and related market dynamics can provide useful starting points for the evaluation of program-induced changes.  Some baseline information on these factors has been identified in a series of existing evaluations and market assessments commissioned by PG&E and archived in the CALMAC EM&V database.  In addition, the current program’s database includes extensive information on baseline conditions in each home diagnosed so far.  Surveys of homeowners will also encompass perceptions of baseline conditions (including non-energy conditions such as asthma) as well as improvements achieved.

Also, some useful baseline data are available from public records—e.g., building permits, contractor licensing records, trade directories—that can be used to develop a snapshot of residential retrofit markets in Fresno and San Jose, providing future evaluators with baseline information on market condition in 2003.  Baseline information from all of these sources will be collected (see tasks/activities under Evaluation Approach, below) throughout the course of program implementation and evaluation.

Providing ongoing feedback and constructive guidance:  The evaluation contractor will provide at least quarterly confidential reports and briefings on the EM&V findings to the program implementer.  These reports will be oriented toward helping to fine-tune the program for greatest success, and will contain both source information and interpretive guidance.

Measuring indicators of program effectiveness: The program’s objectives have been listed elsewhere in this proposal, and define the indicators of their success.  All EM&V activities are oriented toward monitoring and verifying the successes indicated as well as the causes of success or its lack.

Assessing overall program performance and success: Four areas of Program design and implementation, two areas of participant response, and three areas of Program outcome will be the focus of EM&V attention.  These include: Training, Market Development, Quality Assurance, Coordination, Contractor Response, Consumer Response, Housing/Technology Outcomes (actual retrofits adopted), Energy and Demand Effects, and Market Effects (downstream and/or ancillary outcomes).  Together the program’s results in these topics will provide a comprehensive view of the program’s overall performance and success.

Informing decisions on compensation and final payments: The EM&V contractor’s ongoing interpretation of program status and results will be available to the CPUC at any time during the program.  In addition, the final EM&V report will specifically recommend action and supporting grounds regarding final payment or penalties.

Helping to assess continuing need for program:  The final EM&V report as well as the evaluation contractor’s interim judgments will be available to the CPUC to help in assessing the need for the program’s further continuation or modification.  The final report will explicitly address this issue.

Potential EM&V contractors 

As required, we propose two candidates: Lutzenhiser & Associates and Itron (formerly RER).

Lutzenhiser & Associates (L&A) is the EM&V contractor for the current version of this proposed CBPCA program, and was qualified by the CPUC and selected by CBPCA in a competitive bidding process.  L&A’s qualifications include a broad range of residential program evaluations for a variety of jurisdictions, including the topic of whole-house and related retrofit programs.  We have been amply satisfied with L&A’s work, and we note the high value of continuity due to L&A’s now-extensive familiarity with the program. These combined factors should provide ample evidence of this candidate’s qualifications, particularly since the Commission already confirmed that conclusion by its approval.

Itron, Inc. was one of the four candidate firms proposed to the Commission in 2002 for the evaluation of the current CBPCA program.  Like L&A, Itron is a long-established and highly regarded EM&V services provider with experience in residential sector program evaluation for many clients.  Itron’s qualifications have already been approved by the Commission at that time.  

EM&V budget considerations

In developing the program evaluation approach, we are dedicating a somewhat larger share of the proposed program budget to EM&V (7%) than was allocated for the current program (5%).   This increase is based on the broader scope of the proposed program evaluation approach, which now includes a more detailed survey effort, assessments of non-energy and future impacts, and the option of measuring indirect (contractor) energy and demand savings and overall program cost-effectiveness.  This option is unusual for an Information-Only program but may be deemed desirable by the Commission.

Section 7  
Qualifications

7.1 Primary Implementer

The primary implementer, the California Building Performance Contractors Association, has been operating the original version of this program for the past CPUC third-party period.   The project’s proposed manager, Timothy Locke, has held the same position for CBPCA throughout the current cycle, and is a recognized professional home energy diagnostic expert and former home performance contractor.  The CBPCA, through its active Board of Directors and officers, will take full responsibility for all program activities and subcontractor operations.  In addition, Mr. Locke will take direct responsibility for all field operations including contractor outreach, training, mentoring, support, data collection, and quality assurance.  

7.2 Subcontractors

Bevilacqua-Knight, Inc. 

BKi is the current project’s administrator and planner; also principal contractor on a related California Energy Commission PIER project to research and refine contractor methods for building science-based home diagnostics and retrofits, resulting in a long-term plan for statewide implementation.  BKi has a long history of activities in planning and moving energy-saving technology and practice innovations such as whole-house contracting into practical use.  Author of studies on whole-house retrofit programs for the CEC and PG&E.  Active in the national Home Performance with Energy Star program. (responsible for this program’s “back-office” functions: project planning, procedures, administration, contractor solicitation, data management, and marketing oversight)

Performance Systems Development, Inc. 

A pioneer in the whole-house approach, with experience in state-level program design and management as well as actual home performance contracting in New York.  Also developer of TREAT, an industry-leading home energy assessment modeling software suite.  (responsible for curriculum, energy analysis software, and program process consultation)

Chitwood Energy Systems, Inc.  

One of the most respected California authorities in home energy efficiency diagnostics and comprehensive improvement; Rick Chitwood now assists Mr. Locke in all curriculum refinement, training, and field operations while he is not running his own successful home performance business in Mount Shasta. (responsible for continued assistance to Mr. Locke in contractor training, field mentoring, and quality assurance)

Solem & Associates

Solem, the current customer marketing subcontractor, will continue in that role with the assistance of Adrising as a sub-subcontractor and expert adviser on consumer marketing methods.  Solem is a major public relations and marketing consulting firm in San Francisco specializing in public programs and issues.  The firm has close ties with other related firms throughout the state, and by working with those allies can place marketing personnel for the program in virtually any city.  We will rely on that capability to carry out economical local “on the ground” activities in each program city. (responsible for oversight and direction of all customer marketing)

Adrising, Inc.  

Marketing consultants to Solem in the current CBPCA project, Adrising is credited with the project’s success in cost-effective customer attraction.  Adrising has long experience in energy-related technology and program marketing, with expertise in a broad range of key skills including overall strategic planning, event organization and operation, print and electronic media placement, video and radio spot production, etc.  (responsible for targeted marketing program operations)

PG&E’s Stockton Training Center

While not a formal subcontractor, the Stockton Training Center will continue to provide direct staff assistance (Gary Fagilde) in the project’s contractor training activities.  The Center also offers related training courses, which this project’s contractors are encouraged to attend.

Home Energy Magazine

Home Energy will provide the program with a package of contractor support materials including a bound volume and a CD of relevant whole-house related articles for each contractor’s continuing education and reference purposes.  Home Energy will also provide subscriptions to the magazine for each trained contractor, and may also assist in developing tailored fact sheets for contractor use if/as needed.

7.3 Resumes or Description of Experience

Tim Locke, Program Manager and Field Supervisor 

Tim Locke is the manager of the current CBPCA whole-house retrofit program for the CPUC.  He is a longtime leading California advocate and practitioner of scientific building performance assessment.  He has over 27 years of successful private sector business experience with special emphasis on management, sales, marketing, education and training utilizing an integrated systems approach.  For more than a decade he has focused on whole-building energy efficiency improvement, including the development and use of advanced diagnostic processes.  That experience included the organization and management of private industry initiatives in whole-house remediation.

Tim’s technical expertise covers the entire field of building diagnostics and remediation.  This includes HVAC design, home energy ratings, building envelope infiltration testing, duct system leakage and efficiency testing, pressure differential diagnostics, combustion equipment safety testing, model energy code compliance modeling, computer simulation of building heat loss/gain for energy efficiency studies, and consulting, design and implementation of market transformation programs and studies.  His building remediation experience is also extensive, including air infiltration and duct system leakage reduction, air and moisture flow balancing, application of energy efficient thermal coatings, design and installation of high performance building insulation systems, application of passive and active domestic solar hot water systems, and the design and application of bill disaggregation and program quality assurance/control models. 

Tim also has a deep background in systems management.  This includes earlier positions in the financial services industry in which he developed and managed sales, analytical, fiscal, and administrative systems related to equipment leasing and other services.  His understanding of economics, program finance, and management was later proven highly valuable in the energy efficiency field. 

Dr. Robert Knight, Administrative Director 

Bob Knight will continue to lead the BKi subcontractor team for this project.  His work will continue to focus on overall program planning and administration, contractor outreach, communication materials and website services, consumer finance assistance, and program data management.  

Bob has directed the firm’s activities in energy-use planning and communications for many years, and is the coauthor (with Gregory Thomas) of the recent CEC and PG&E studies on implementation of whole-house contracting in California.  He has testified before public agencies and professional groups on behalf of the whole-house concept, and is the director of a parallel CEC-PIER research project creating improved whole-house contracting practices for public programs and contractors.  He is also known for his many years of work in moving new energy efficiency technologies and practices from the laboratory into the market, and serves as the Market Connection director for two major CEC-PIER research projects in advanced lighting technologies and an innovative hot/dry climate air conditioner.

Greg Thomas, Curriculum and Software Manager 

Greg is proposed as the manager of the project’s curriculum and tools development activities.  He is president of Performance Systems Development, Inc. (Ithaca, NY) and was responsible for the current program’s technical training curriculum development as well as the provision and training of the TREAT and TREATtracker computer simulation and automated reporting tools used by the program’s contractors to estimate home energy performance, solutions, and reporting of results.  

Greg will also continue to act as a general process consultant to the program, based on his experience in developing the New York Building Performance Contractors Association and creating tools, procedures, and training for other programs in Wisconsin, New Hampshire, and elsewhere.  Greg also operates a successful whole-house retrofit contracting company, giving him a unique combination of experience relevant to this program.

Anne Solem, Customer Marketing Director

S&A’s responsibilities for the public outreach portion of the CBPCA program will be directed by Ms. Anne Solem, Executive Vice President for Corporate Affairs.  Anne is the manager of the current CBPCA program’s customer marketing activities.  

Anne’s career spans decades of involvement in all aspects of public-goods marketing and education using a full spectrum of media and direct-outreach methods.  She has a rich background in issues management and advocacy.  Anne also directs the agency’s public opinion research operations.  

Kevin Collins, Marketing Strategist 

Kevin, president of Adrising, Inc., is responsible for marketing strategy in the current CBPCA program.  He will serve in this same capacity in the proposed program as a subcontractor to Solem & Associates.  

Kevin is a specialist in marketing program design and development, with an emphasis on media and personal-contact public marketing.  He has developed advertisements and campaigns for a variety of energy-related environmental technologies, such as electric cars under the CARB zero-emissions program.  He is experienced in both public and private marketing client work and has been highly successful in making the current program’s marketing effective.

Steve Sokolsky,  Administrative and Contractor Outreach Manager

Steve Sokolsky of BKi will assist in project reporting, data management and contractor outreach.  He is responsible for similar functions in the current program.  

Steve is a technical analyst and program manager with strong qualifications in database development and use, and is experienced in a broad range of energy-use technology rollout programs ranging from advanced heat pumps to electric and natural gas vehicle infrastructures.

Section 8  
Budget

Summary budget table

	Program Element
	Budget
	Percent

	Administration:
	$1,043,701
	56.3

	   Managerial and Clerical
	190,588
	10.28

	   HR Support and Development
	229,938
	12.94

	   Travel and Conference Fees
	  88,898
	  4.74

	   Overhead (for whole project except EM&V)
	525,296
	28.33

	Marketing/Advertising/Outreach
	$213,026
	11.49

	Implementation
	$465,990
	25.11

	   Activity (training and mentoring labor)
	330,990
	17.85

	   Hardware and Materials
	135,000
	  7.28

	EM&V
	$131,235
	  7.08

	   Activity
	116,060
	  6.26  

	   Overhead
	 15,205
	  0.82

	
	
	

	TOTAL PROGRAM BUDGET
	$1,853,982
	


.

Information proportion of the budget 

The program activities “officially” classed in the workbook as information efforts constitute only 11.5% of the total program budget.  But if the contractor outreach, training, and support activities were added instead of residing in “Implementation”, the total would be nearly 37%.  AND if the overhead components of that labor were included in those categories instead of being put into Administration (!!) the total information percentage would be almost 70% of the project cost.  

Those information activities have been described in detail in earlier sections of this proposal.  A summary listing of the key information activities includes the following:

	Key Information Activities in the CBPCA Proposal

	· Public awareness and customer leads-generation programs

	· Outreach, training, and individual mentoring of contractors

	· Quality assurance testing and inspection of jobs completed

	· Aiding contractors to develop and employ their own marketing

	· Continuing-education workshops for contractors

	· Continuing training curriculum refinement and expansion

	· Tool lending library and equipment cost writedown programs

	· Website evolution and maintenance, 2 years


Additional budget line item details

We believe this proposal and the accompanying workbook are well detailed on all budget items.  However, we will be pleased to respond to questions on any aspect of the budget, task activities, and nonlabor elements.  
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CBPCA PROPOSAL HIGHLIGHTS





The current CBPCA “phase one” program is on track to meet or exceed its goals for launching true whole-house contracting in its target urban areas (Fresno/San Jose).


Average home energy and demand savings are far greater than originally projected —and far greater than possible with any conventional energy efficiency approach.


The program’s high closing rate shows that people will buy extensive home energy-related improvements when shown the full range of deficiencies and benefits.


This “phase two” proposal will open up much of the underserved Central Valley to the benefits of whole-house retrofits, beginning a process of covering the State.


In this new phase we will build momentum, training more home technicians and moving more contractors into this new business than in the first program phase.


The national Home Performance with Energy Star®  program, which seeks to encourage whole-house retrofits, has designated us as the only program meeting their standards in California—and most of the West.











MEETING THE INFORMATION-ONLY PROGRAM EVALUATION CRITERIA





Ability to overcome market barriers: Whole house diagnosis and retrofitting is known to face formidable barriers.  Our program is overcoming them and getting real results for the community, the contractors, and the environment.


Equity: We are focusing this program on the underserved Central Valley, where it’s most needed.  And we make special efforts to engage non-English speaking and other disadvantaged groups.


Innovation: Whole house contracting is a radical step, moving contractors and customers alike into a new way of capturing the home’s potential for savings.  And we are creating and proving new ways of teaching and selling it.


Coordination with other program implementers: This program continues its huge coordination effort.  Take a look at our list of coordination activities, both within and beyond the CPUC program—page 7.
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