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Executive Summary 

As directed in Commission Decisions 05-01-055 and 05-09-043, this Peer Review Group (PRG) respectfully submits its assessment of Southern California Edison Company’s (SCE) bid solicitation process and final program plans.  

Ordering Paragraph No. 9 in D. 05-01-055 state that:

“For 2006 and beyond the IOUs shall submit compliance filings for Commission approval of final programs and make public all winning bids, as described in this decision.  Written assessments of the PRGs shall be appended to these filings.  If the PRG and IOU reach consensus in support of the proposed compliance plans, the IOU may file an advice letter.  If consensus is not reached, the IOUs shall file supplemental compliance applications in the same docket that they filed their program planning applications.  The IOUs shall file these compliance filings as soon as practicable after the Commission issues its approval of program plans and after completion of the peer review process described in this decision.”


This PRG has reached consensus with SCE in its proposed compliance plans, and supports SCE’s advice letter compliance filing. 

The PRG assessment covers the following five topics: 

1. Review and assessment of the third party bid process, including consideration and treatment of statewide bids.

2. Review of final local government partnership programs.

3. Review of statewide marketing and outreach.

4. Review of statewide coordination plans.

5. Review of changes made to utility programs since June 1st filing and resulting changes in demand and energy savings and cost effectiveness of portfolio.  Finding that we support changes or not/ or that they seem reasonable.

While the PRG provides recommendations for how the solicitation process could be improved in the future, we conclude that this competitive solicitation process was fair overall, and that SCE should file an advice letter for Commission approval of its program selections, consistent with D.05-01-055.  In addition, the PRG makes the following observations regarding the bid process:
       The competitive solicitation process was open and transparent to potential bidders.  SCE distributed the RFPs widely, accepted and considered any completed proposals, provided the CPUC-approved criteria for evaluating bids in the RFPs, and appeared to be careful not to provide individual bidders with any information that might influence the outcome of the bid selection process.  
       The PRG asked questions about SCE’s application of the criteria, and discussed SCE’s scores and proposed selections.  By the end of the process the PRG had no remaining questions or concerns about SCE’s application of the CPUC-approved selection criteria.  
       The PRG continues to believe that the process for considering statewide bids was suboptimal and should be improved going forward.  
       The competitive solicitation process has made the overall portfolio more innovative.

The PRG finds that SCE has done a reasonable job continuing existing, and expanding into new, partnerships.  SCE represents that for existing partnerships there will be no gaps in funding or disruption in services.  Likewise, new partnerships should be able begin in January 2006.  For these reasons, the PRG recommends that the Commission approve the partnership budgets as filed, after making the PRG suggested modification to establish energy savings targets for all partnerships.

Marketing is a critical component to successful penetration of positive energy efficiency behavior statewide.  In this regard, the PRG has an interest in ensuring that statewide marketing and outreach programs determine goals and strategies for their campaigns that achieve this desired outcome.  While the PRG does not expect information-only programs to be directly linked to energy savings, the PRG does expect these marketing and outreach programs to have some element of measurability for influencing consumer behavior.  The PRG finds that solely building energy efficiency awareness is not sufficient as the ultimate goal of the statewide marketing campaign. Rather, the goal of statewide marketing must be to influence consumers to take energy efficiency action with the ultimate goal to encourage consumers to embrace energy efficiency through all of California.  Statewide marketing groups should revise/communicate their program rationale to justify budget expenditures for the purpose of best meeting the objective of motivating consumers to take energy efficiency actions.

The PRG realizes that the marketing entities may find the collaborative process of the new administrative structure different from the manner in which they have conducted activities in the past.  Yet this is the benefit of the new structure that was designed to ensure that input from a wide variety of expert industry participants utilizing the Program Advisory Group (PAG) process would optimize and leverage elements of statewide programs.  The PRG expects that this assessment will serve as the foundation to continuing a dialogue that will implement ongoing communication for marketing and outreach issues.  
Decision 05-09-043 directs the utilities to include in their compliance filings additional program detail to reflect statewide coordination efforts identified in the joint case management statement (CMS) as not complete.  Attachment 8 to the Decision provides a planning schedule for the coordination of the following six statewide activities: 

1. Marketing and outreach.

2. Manufacture/distribution/and retail programs and customer incentives.

3. Integration of energy efficiency/demand response/self generation-distributed generation (EE/DR/SGDG).

4. Emerging technology program planning.

5. Codes and standards, program participation agreements. 

6. Competitive solicitations. 

Statewide coordination of marketing and outreach and competitive solicitations are addressed in this report.  Though the PRG has had only limited discussions with SCE and the other utilities on items 3 through 5, we make recommendations in the respective sections for how these matters can be addressed by the IOUs on a coordinated basis in the early part of 2006. 

The PRG believes that SCE and the other utilities are on the right track with some elements of addressing item 2 (statewide coordination of manufacture/distribution/and retail programs and customer incentives), and is less certain that the utilities are on track with other elements of item 2.  One of the most important elements of statewide coordination is to ensure that product specifications are consistent across territories (and in some cases, nationally) in order to most effectively influence manufacturers’ and suppliers’ production, stocking, and promotional decisions.  At the August 2005 statewide PAG meeting, the utilities demonstrated that they are working together effectively to make product specifications and rebate levels consistent across measures offered in statewide programs.  

Discussions and IOU written responses to questions indicate that home improvement and big box retailers interest and participation in point of sale or point of purchase (POS or POP) high efficiency equipment and appliance discounts and rebates is not consistent across service territories and somewhat spotty throughout the state.  It appears that each IOU employs a local level solo approach to discussions and contracts with home improvement and big box national/regional/state retailers.  It is not clear to the PRG the extent to which statewide coordination and use of concerted/organized market leverage would foster a higher retailer participation rate.  Because much of California’s mass market electric (and to a lesser extent natural gas) energy use is from off the shelf/out of the box equipment and appliances, it behooves the IOUs to develop a strategy and approach to determine the extent to which coordinated market leverage at the statewide level would improve retailer participation in the IOUs’ POS or POP mail-in and/register (check-out) rebate programs.  The PRG recommends that during the first quarter of 2006, the IOUs should form a retailer-wholesaler coordinating committee that meets quarterly to discuss whether a local or statewide approach is more effective for specific incentive programs.  

The PRG compared SCE’s proposed compliance filing to its June 2005 Application to consider whether the compliance filing improves the likelihood that the 2006-2008 proposed portfolio will satisfy near-term savings targets and is cost-effective. 

The data reflect that SCE continues to be generally on track to meet or exceed CPUC, but for shortfall in projected 2006 energy savings (88% of target) via the compliance filing.  Moving from the June application to the January compliance filing, the projected percentage of energy and demand savings above target widens: 

· 2006 -2008 projected energy savings in the June Application are 105% of target, and 110% of target in the January compliance filing.  Whether or not 10% is a reasonable margin will depend in large part on ex-post net to gross (NTG) ratios. 

· Similarly, 2006-2008 projected peak demand savings in the June Application are 120% of target, and 130% of target in the January compliance filing.  The PRG has provided for comparative purposes the projected demand savings via the average or “CEC” factor value as reflected in D05-09-043, Attachment 4.  This comparison shows that comparing projected demand savings relative to the CPUC target based on average demand as was done in the June Application did not give SCE much margin or cushion with projected demand savings only 104% of target. 

The PRG compared SCE’s projected portfolio cost-effectiveness via the June Application and January Compliance Filing.  The data indicate that the overall cost-effectiveness is decreasing somewhat, with the TRC ratio from the application to the compliance dropping from 2.76 to 2.42.  

Section 1:  Review and Assessment of the Third Party Bid Process     
In Decision 05-01-055, one of the responsibilities given to the Peer Review Groups (PRG) was to “observe the IOUs’ bid selection process to ensure that the criteria are applied properly.”
   The Commission further directed that the utilities discuss the proposed results of their bid review process with the PRGs before finalizing their selections.  The Commission required the utilities to make the bids available to the PRGs along with “any other bid evaluation information that the PRGs may request.”  The Commission further directed that the PRG “have an opportunity to ask questions about how the criteria were applied and provide feedback on the selection process, and otherwise help to ensure that the bid process is fair.”
  

In D.05-09-043, the Commission further clarified its expectations for the PRG review of the bid process, requiring that the utilities “establish a process that allows the PRG members (including Energy Division’s consultant, if applicable) to monitor both Stage 1 and Stage 2 selections.”  The Commission further stated that “[w]hether that involves physically being ‘in the same room’ or setting up a process whereby the utilities present all the abstracts to PRG members and discuss the proposed selection of those that will go on to Stage 2 (for example), will be left up to the utilities and PRGs to work out to their mutual satisfaction.”
  

In this Section, we summarize SCE’s competitive solicitation process, discuss the process the PRG used to assess the bid process, and present the PRG’s conclusions regarding whether SCE conducted a fair and open solicitation and whether SCE properly applied the Commission-approved bid selection criteria. 

1. Summary of Bid Areas, Funding, and RFP Distribution

In D.05-09-043, the Commission approved the areas for which SCE proposed to solicit competitive bids and the funding for the bids.  Table 1 provides a summary of these bid areas and the funding and savings as envisioned in D.05-09-043, compared to the funding and savings proposed in the utility’s compliance filing.

Table 1: Summary of SCE Bid Areas, Funding, and Savings

	
	Program
	Filed and Approved in D.05-09-043
	Proposed in Advice Letter

	
	
	Bid Amount
	Expected Energy Savings, kWh (net)
	Proposed Demand Reduction, kW (net Summer Peak)
	Contract Amount
	Expected Energy Savings, kWh (net)
	Expected Demand Reduction, kW (net Summer Peak)

	 Targeted
	Appliance Recycling (ARP)
	 $     34,000,000 
	177,322,800
	30,824
	 $     34,000,000 
	177,322,800
	30,824

	
	Lighting Exchange (Staple)
	 $       3,600,000 
	4,695,066
	32
	 $     3,752,250 
	5,570,796
	5,140

	
	Home Energy Efficiency Surveys (HEES)
	 $       4,100,000 
	Non-Resource
	Non-Resource
	     $     4,089,089
	Non-Resource
	Non-Resource

	
	CA New Homes
	 $       3,800,000 
	12,765,817
	7,875
	 $       3,800,000 
	12,765,871
	8,719

	
	Comprehensive HVAC (R, NR) (CPACS)
	 $     53,000,000 
	162,510,287
	88,239
	$     53,000,000
	161,885,050
	89,147

	
	Retro-commissioning (RCx)
	 $       9,800,000 
	39,040,000
	18,661
	 $       9,800,000 
	39,045,120
	9,600

	
	Industrial EE (IEE)
	 $     36,800,000 
	194,474,222
	37,043
	 $     36,800,000 
	159,332,820
	30,039

	
	Agricultural Energy Efficiency (AEE)
	 $     24,200,000 
	129,368,274
	35,116
	 $     24,200,000 
	129,368,274
	36,100

	
	Small Business Direct Install (NRDI)
	 $     39,500,000 
	348,848,328
	50,375
	 $     41,150,000 
	303,970,143
	55,112

	
	NRDI On-Bill Financing (OBF)
	 $       3,000,000 
	Non-Resource
	Non-Resource
	 $       3,000,000 
	Non-Resource
	Non-Resource

	
	Mobile Education Unit (MEU)
	 $       1,300,000 
	Non-Resource
	Non-Resource
	 $       1,300,000 
	Non-Resource
	Non-Resource

	General
	IDEEA
	 $     19,186,199 
	64,091,531
	13,123
	 $     19,186,199 
	48,226,545
	12,963

	
	INDEE
	 $       1,821,430 
	5,296,447
	1,084
	 $       1,821,430 
	3,220,553
	2,112

	
	Totals
	$234,107,629 
	1,138,412,772
	282,372
	 $    235,898,968 
	1,040,707,972
	279,756


Notes – 

The above table was provided to the PRG by SCE.  

The results shown under IDEEA and InDEE represent only the first set of program solicitations.  SCE will conduct additional IDEEA and InDEE program solicitations during calendar year 2006 and 2007.

The HEES program will utilize pre-determined energy savings and demand reduction assumption per audit to derive energy savings.

The Commission also approved SCE’s proposal to solicit bids using a two stage process, under which bidders would first submit an abstract and those who were selected based on the Stage 1 review criteria would be invited to submit a full proposal in response to the Stage 2 Request for Proposal (RFP).  Before releasing the RFPs, SCE distributed drafts to the PRG and provided an opportunity for comment.  Some members of the PRG commented on the drafts, and SCE made some modifications to the RFPs in response.  

SCE distributed the Stage 1 RFPs widely through Commission service lists, contact lists from prior competitive solicitations, and featured the RFP prominently on SCE’s website.  SCE reports that it distributed the Stage 1 RFPs to more than 1,200 potential bidders, of which 380 registered with SCE’s electronic bid management system.  From this group, SCE received 294 qualified responses to the Stage 1 RFPs.  Only those bidders selected through the Stage 1 process were provided the Stage 2 RFPs requesting detailed proposals. 

2. Discussion of Stage 1 Selection Process

In general, the PRG reviewed summary information about the bids and SCE’s scoring, and asked questions and discussed SCE’s scores and proposed selections.  The PRG also had access to the full bidder proposals if the need arose.  In general, the PRG was not physically ‘in the same room’ during the scoring nor did the PRG review the details of every bid received.

To facilitate the PRG’s review of SCE’s application of the Stage 1 criteria and bid selections, SCE provided the PRG with a template of information that it anticipated providing the PRG.  The PRG discussed this template with SCE and agreed upon what information and the format for the information SCE would provide the PRG.  SCE also provided PRG members with examples of Stage 1 bids upon request, and provided access to a confidential database containing all bidders’ proposals.  

SCE and the PRG held an in-person meeting to allow the PRG to review the Stage 1 process.  SCE described its scoring process and how its scoring teams had applied the Stage 1 criteria to the bids.  In general, bids first went through an engineering review to determine technical feasibility, and then were scored using the Stage 1 criteria by several interdisciplinary teams.  Each team provided a consensus score, which was then averaged to provide the bids’ final score.  The portfolio manager then determined whether each bid would pass Stage 1 based upon the bid’s score and additional portfolio-level criteria. 
SCE provided the PRG information in the agreed-upon matrix.  However, the PRG had requested information on how bids scored on individual criteria, but SCE was not able to provide this information because of the process SCE had used to average team scores.  (SCE had averaged each team’s consensus overall score, rather than averaging each team’s score of each individual criteria and then weighting the final averaged criteria scores.)  Although this data was not available, SCE’s portfolio managers were able to discuss the areas of strengths and weakness for the bids.  (The PRG also requested that for the Stage 2 bid process, discussed below, that SCE provide information on the scores for each individual criteria.  SCE changed their score averaging process to meet the PRG’s request.)

The PRG reviewed each bid’s description, score, other pertinent information, and SCE’s decision on whether to approve the bid for Stage 2.  At this stage, SCE and the PRG focused in particular on those bids SCE was not planning to approve for Stage 2.  At the meeting, the PRG requested clarification from SCE on some bid scores, program descriptions, and discussed SCE’s rationale for approving or disapproving some of the bids for Stage 2.  

In general, where there were key uncertainties regarding the details of what a bidder might propose (for example, the abstract sounded like a good idea but there was insufficient detail at this stage to determine whether it would be feasible), the PRG concurred with SCE’s decision to err on the side of approving more bids for Stage 2 rather than limiting the pool of bidders and potentially eliminating innovative bids.  In some cases, the portfolio managers proposed to pass bids that fell below SCE’s initial informal scoring “threshold” in order to meet portfolio needs, such as innovation and demand response.  To be consistent, SCE also proposed to pass bids that scored higher than those.  SCE was receptive to the PRG’s feedback throughout the process and at the end the PRG and SCE were in consensus regarding which bids should be approved for Stage 2. 

3. Discussion of Stage 2 Selection Process

In general, the PRG reviewed summary information about the bids and SCE’s scoring, and asked questions and discussed SCE’s scores and proposed selections.  The PRG also had access to the full bidder proposals if the need arose.  In general, the PRG did not review full bidder proposals or determine whether the PRG would have produced identical scores as SCE for individual bids.

To facilitate the PRG’s review of SCE’s application of the Stage 2 criteria and bid selections, the PRG provided specific requests for modifications to the matrix template used in the Stage 1 process.  Once again, SCE and the PRG discussed the template and agreed upon a matrix template for the information SCE would provide the PRG, including the information on individual criteria scores that SCE had not been able to provide in Stage 1.  SCE also provided PRG members with examples of Stage 2 bids upon request, and provided access to a confidential database containing all bidders’ proposals.  
The PRG and SCE also agreed on a preliminary schedule to conduct the PRG review: first, SCE was to provide the PRG with completed matrices of information; second, the PRG and SCE would hold a conference call to review the information in the matrices and allow the PRG to ask questions and identify any missing information, and finally a few days later SCE and the PRG were to meet in person to discuss the scoring and bid selections and to complete the PRG assessment.  

Unfortunately the bid process was on an aggressive timeline and SCE was unable to meet this schedule.  SCE only provided part of the information to the PRG in advance of the conference call (the IDEEA and INDEE results), and the rest of the information (the targeted bids) was provided to the PRG on the morning of the in-person meeting.  As a result, much of the meeting was spent raising questions about certain scores (including scores that appeared to be inconsistent with other information about the bids), requesting clarification on the sub-criteria SCE used to apply particular criteria, and identifying missing information.  In retrospect, it is apparent that the process would have been much faster and smoother if SCE and the PRG had discussed the sub-criteria in advance of SCE’s scoring process.  While SCE and the PRG were able to have a complete discussion in some areas, including a discussion of the winning and losing bids and the portfolio-level criteria SCE used to select winning bidders after ranking the bids by overall score, in other areas, SCE did not have the information available at the meeting to be able to satisfactorily address the PRG’s questions.  The PRG identified the additional information needed to complete the PRG’s assessment, and the group scheduled follow-up conference calls.

The PRG and SCE held three additional conference calls.  SCE continued to have trouble providing the PRG with information in advance of the meetings in a timely manner to enable the group to have meaningful and efficient discussions.  For example, SCE did not provide fully-complete IDEEA and INDEE tables to the PRG until an hour before the call to finish the discussion on those bids.  The PRG had the most questions about the scoring of the targeted bids.  Through the discussion, we learned that although the criteria for the targeted bids were the same, as approved by the Commission, the sub-criteria used by the scorers were different.  That is, the sub-criteria within each bid area was the same, but the sub-criteria varied across the bid areas.  While this did not ultimately present a problem because bids were judged relative to other bids only within the targeted bid area and not across targeted areas, it made it more difficult for the PRG to review SCE’s application of the criteria to ensure that it was fair and consistent. 

In addition, much of the additional information the PRG requested of SCE pertained to the validity of the bidders’ savings or cost-effectiveness claims.  Some of the scores initially appeared to be inconsistent because some bidders’ claims were likely exaggerated or misestimated.  And initially, the PRG did not have enough information to assess how the validity of the bidders’ claims had affected the scores.  In response to questions, SCE reexamined some of the scores and provided the PRG with more detailed information about certain bids and scores.  As SCE provided the PRG with updated matrices several times, it became apparent that much of the information we had been provided at the initial in-person meeting had changed.  SCE stated that they had found and corrected numerous errors that had been made in transferring scores from SCE’s database to the matrix provided to the PRG.  This frustrated and slowed the PRG’s review process, and we strongly suggest that future processes allow enough time for SCE to conduct quality control on the information provided to the PRG. Eventually, SCE was able to satisfactorily clarify all of the issues raised by the PRG. 

Conclusions of the PRG Assessment

1. Was the competitive solicitation process open and transparent to all potential bidders?

In general, the PRG found the competitive solicitation process to be open and transparent to potential bidders.  SCE distributed the RFPs widely and accepted and considered any completed proposals.  SCE provided the CPUC-approved criteria for evaluating bids in the RFPs, and appeared to be careful not to provide individual bidders with any information that might influence the outcome of the bid selection process.  In one case, SCE made an error by failing to notify a bidder that had been selected to pass Stage 1.  To address the error, SCE notified the bidder and provided the bidder with additional time to file its Stage 2 bid so that all bidders would have an equal amount of time to submit their bids.  SCE did not score any of the bids in that category until the final bid had been received.  While this error slowed the review process, the PRG believes that it ultimately provided a fair opportunity for all bidders.

2. Were the selection criteria applied properly?

The PRG did not independently score bids or determine whether it believed that individual scores were appropriate.  Instead, the PRG asked questions and discussed SCE’s scores and proposed selections.  It took substantially more time than was initially anticipated for the PRG to assess whether the selection criteria were applied properly, in large part because of problems with the quality control of the information provided in SCE’s matrices, as we discussed above.  SCE’s application of the portfolio-level criteria required the most informed judgment, given the inherent nature of portfolio-level criteria, and was discussed in detail with the PRG.  By the end of the process the PRG had no remaining questions or concerns about SCE’s application of the CPUC-approved selection criteria.

3. Was the consideration and treatment of statewide bids fair and reasonable?

The PRG believes that the current process for selecting statewide bidders is inefficient because bidders are required to file four applications rather than one to be considered as a statewide program.  Given this inefficient design, the current process has been run fairly so far but we cannot predict whether any bidders will be given the opportunity to run a statewide program.  At the August 2005 statewide PAG meeting, the PAG requested that IOU administrators work together to implement a process by which third parties could propose programs on a coordinated statewide basis.  This agreement was reflected in both the PAG meeting follow-up action items for the Case Management Statement as well as in the Commission’s interim opinion on the utilities energy efficiency portfolios.
  However, a coordinated process was never developed or implemented and individual program administrators reviewed statewide program proposals only at the local IOU level.  Accordingly, at this time, the PRG does not have sufficient information to fully assess the treatment of statewide bids, as the process awaits the completion of the other utilities’ bid processes before statewide bids will be selected.  Since bidders wishing to be considered for statewide implementation were considered side-by-side with bidders for local programs at this stage, it appears that they were considered fairly.  Even so, simply aggregating multiple utility-specific bid filings for statewide consideration is not reasonable because it negates possible economies of scale and scope.  However, the PRG continues to believe that the process for considering statewide bids was suboptimal and should be improved going forward.  We provide our recommendations below.  

4. Did the competitive solicitation encourage program innovation overall?

The competitive solicitation process has made the overall portfolio more innovative.  While many of the program proposals (or components of proposals) have been implemented previously in California, many new ideas also emerged from the process and we believe that the portfolio will benefit as a result.  Innovative programs range from new strategies for addressing targeted markets (e.g. HVAC) to testing new technologies through the INDEE programs and new approaches to reach previously untapped savings through the IDEEA programs.  We provide recommendations below regarding how SCE could reach out to bring in even more bidders and new ideas in future solicitations, but overall we believe this solicitation has met the Commission’s goal of providing an avenue for program innovation. 

5. Was the competitive solicitation process fair overall?

While the PRG provides recommendations below for how the solicitation process could be improved in the future, we conclude that this competitive solicitation process was fair overall, and that SCE should file an advice letter for Commission approval of its program selections, consistent with D.05-01-055.

6. Recommendations to Improve Future Bid Processes

This competitive solicitation process provides many “lessons learned” to help improve future solicitations.  In this section, we provide our recommendations for improvement, in no particular order. 

1. Consistent review of cost-effectiveness claims across bid areas.  SCE should strive to develop a consistent process for reviewing bidders’ estimated energy savings and cost-effectiveness values across all bid areas.  In the current process, SCE assessed the reasonableness of each bid’s energy savings claims, and factored that into the bid’s energy saving score.  But for some bid areas, SCE scored bids using the cost-effectiveness values provided by bidders without any changes, and for other bid areas SCE discounted or reduced bids’ cost-effectiveness scores based on questions raised by its technical reviewers.  While SCE was consistent within bid areas (where bids were ultimately being judged against each other), the PRG recommends that in future bids SCE should adjust the cost-effectiveness score for all bid areas based on its technical reviewers’ critique.  Further, the PRG supports SCE’s proposal for future bids to have bidders provide the data needed for the E3 calculator and then have SCE run the calculator itself to maintain consistency and to avoid the problems SCE had with bidders’ use of the calculator.

2. The “20% funding” should be for new or innovative programs, not “subcontracting” for existing program services.  The Commission should clarify whether the 20% minimum funding requirement for third party contracts includes the option of subcontracting out different phases of program delivery for existing programs.  While this issue was addressed by the Commission already for this program cycle, we can learn from this round of bidding for the next cycle.  In particular, the PRG is concerned that SCE’s Appliance Recycling bid ($34 million or 14.5% of $233 million in bid funding) did not ultimately prove to be consistent with the Commission’s policy of promoting more innovation in program design through the bidding process.  The bids received essentially proposed to deliver SCE’s program on spec, without proposing innovative ideas to improve the program. 

3. Discuss sub-criteria with PRG at beginning of process.  The PRG was not aware that SCE was using different sub-criteria for each targeted bid area until after the bids were received and scored.  In the future, SCE should share and discuss both the criteria and sub-criteria with the PRG before sending out bidding material.  This will help make the PRG’s assessment faster and more efficient. 

4. Provide clearer description of portfolio-level criteria.  The Commission approved portfolio-level criteria for use by each utility.  These criteria were used after bids had been scored according to the CPUC-approved Stage 2 criteria, in the “portfolio integration” stage of bid selection.
  SCE used its portfolio-level criteria to supplement the results of the quantitative bid scoring process based on a desire to round out the portfolio.  Applying the portfolio-level criteria is ultimately based on informed judgment, and requires more discussion than applying the quantitative criteria.  While the PRG supported these judgment calls, the PRG recommends that SCE further improve its process for the next round of bids.  However, the PRG does not have consensus on how this should be improved.  Some PRG members recommend making portfolio needs an integral part of the scoring process, rather than a judgment after scores are set. These members believe that this might avoid the need for SCE’s portfolio managers to reach down to select bidders with lower scores based on a portfolio need when other bidders received higher scores but were less appropriate for inclusion in the portfolio.  Other PRG members believe that any quantitative scoring process will need to be supplemented with portfolio-level criteria that require informed judgment in making the final bid selection.  These PRG members recommend that SCE should develop a more detailed description of how portfolio-level considerations will be used in making the final bid selection and communicate this more effectively to the Commission, bidders, and the PRG.

5. Integrated gas and electric bidding process.  The PRG recommends that SCE design a more explicit integrated bid process with SoCal Gas to enable bidders to offer both gas and electric programs. 

6. Improve statewide program bidding process. Bidders who requested the opportunity to run a statewide program were not given adequate information on what criteria were needed to qualify as a statewide bid and whether they would need to file multiple bid applications with separate utility administrators to win the bid.  The current process requires a statewide bidder to be selected in each utility’s process and then the administrators get together to decide if the program should be turned into a statewide process.  Simply aggregating multiple utility-specific bid filings for statewide consideration is not reasonable because it negates possible economies of scale and scope.  The PRG would SCE and the other administrators to develop a better statewide bid process, with input from potential bidders and all parties.   

7. Conduct process evaluation of bid process.  Many lessons can be learned from this bid process to help improve future competitive solicitations.  The PRG understands that Energy Division Consultant, TecMarket Works, will conduct an evaluation of this round of the bid process to systematically identify opportunities for improvement.  We recommend hiring a process evaluation contractor to review and critique future proposed bid process up-front to continuously improve the process. 

8. Consider a more flexible process of awarding bids to meet a target bid amount.  Some PRG members suggested that SCE should explore whether it might have received more or higher quality bids if SCE did not provide target budget and energy savings to bidders.  While it is helpful to provide an indication for bidders, it may also have limited creativity or cost-effectiveness since many bids came in clustered right around the target.  Further, PRG members felt that the targeted budget amounts should not be treated as a binding constraint; the number of bids selected (particularly for INDEE and IDEEA) should in part be based on the overall quality of bids (which is, of course, a subjective judgment).  And SCE should consider replacing its own “80%” programs if a bid could provide a better program.  While we did not see any examples of such opportunities in this solicitation, SCE should more explicitly welcome any bid through an “open” or un-targeted bid. 

9. Expand participation in the competitive solicitation.  Some PRG members and SCE program managers were concerned that the bids received in the Stage 2 process were very similar to many bids received in the 2004/2005 process.  In addition, while SCE received numerous bids, there were few new bidders.  PRG members suggest that SCE consider using an expanded marketing or outreach campaign to reach new bidders, in particular, in the technology or information areas.  We suggest that future bids include longer lead-times to allow SCE to better market the upcoming RFP and to build interest and specifically recruit participation from firms with the type of experience necessary to qualify.

10. Ensure quality of data before holding full PRG meetings.  As we discussed above, the information SCE initially provided to the PRG required substantial checking before the PRG could conduct its assessment.  The PRG recommends that SCE schedule phone meetings with the PRG and/or with Energy Division’s consultants once all the bid scoring information has been provided to the PRG via email. This meeting was very useful in identifying some of the holes/inconsistencies in the information prior to the in-person meeting to discuss the overall selection choices.  In the future, SCE should ensure that all problems with the data have been identified and corrected before holding an in-person meeting, in order to ensure that everyone’s time is used most effectively.

11. Provide written notification to bidders not selected in selection process. The PRG has been alerted to concerns raised by a few 2004-05 third party implementers who believed their firm did not receive adequate notice that they were not provided with a program extension into 2006-2008.  Nothing precluded any bidders from participating in the solicitation process, whether or not they were current program implementers.  But if indeed SCE did not provide adequate notice to current implementers regarding extension of its program, it might have discouraged or hindered participation.  SCE states that it notified current program implementers by phone and by including the information in their application to the Commission.  The PRG believes that this is insufficient, as not all bidders will read the utilities’ applications in full, and we recommend that SCE provide notification in writing in the future.

Section 2:  Review of final Local Government Programs


D. 05-09-043, Section 4.1.6 Partnership Programs, pg 29.
“The utilities plan to continue their history of partnering with local governments and other entities in order to effectively tap the energy savings potential in local communities.  The partnerships are already defined in some instances, and in others they will be finalized once the competitive bid solicitations are completed.” 

Introduction 


This section provides the PRG review and assessment of SCE’s Compliance Filing for the Local Government Partnerships (LGP) for 2006-2008.  The PRG finds that SCE has done a reasonable job continuing existing, and expanding into new, partnerships.  SCE represents that for existing partnerships there will be no gaps in funding or disruption in services.  Likewise, new partnerships should be able begin in January 2006.  For these reasons, the PRG recommends that the Commission approve the partnership budgets as filed, after making the PRG suggested modification to establish energy savings targets for all partnerships.




Even though the 2004-2005 partnership programs appear as a whole to be successful, much could be done to strengthen and enhance local-level government partnerships in SCE’s territory.  Local governments are a key asset and integral component of California’s energy efficiency future that will benefit most from an ongoing public participatory process that fosters LGP’s regional and statewide coordination and sharing of “lessons learned” among partnerships and across third parties and the investor-owned utilities.  While periodic face-to-face meetings and workshops are important, other communication venues, such as a LGP best practices link on the Best Practices web site, along with LGP links with program details and contact information through the CA Energy Efficiency website, should also be developed by the IOUs. 

Overview of Existing and Proposed Partnerships

As shown in Table 2, SCE’s 2004-2005 LGP (state and local combined) appear to have exceeded their demand and energy targets ahead of schedule and under budget: $15 million budget to $11million spent, 36 Gwh and 9.4 MW target to 37 Gwh and 8.6 reported (see last row, bold font).

This is in large part due to the apparently very successful statewide UC/CSU Partnership which as of 9/30/05 had doubled its demand savings from 1 MW target to 2 MW reported, and almost doubled its annual energy savings from nearly 7 Gwh target to over 12 Gwh reported, while only at 75% of budget: $3.4 million spent to $4.5 million budget.  

Even so, it appears that as a whole SCE’s local partnerships are also likely to meet or exceed their overall savings targets for the LCP projects, on or under budget: $10.5 million budget to $7.3 million spent, 29 Gwh and 8.4 MW target to 24.5 Gwh and 6.6 reported (see second to last row, italics font).  To date, the Community Energy Partnership Program appears to be leading the charge with reported savings of 18 Gwh and 4.6 MW exceeding its targets of 15.3 Gwh and 4.3 MW, while still under budget ($3.4 million expenditures to $4 million budget).  Only the South Bay partnership is operating without savings targets.  All in all, with the exception of the Ventura County Partnership, the 2004-05 record is fairly impressive given the newness and late start of many of the LGPs.

As shown in Table 2 (the last three columns to the right), going forward SCE is doubling its commitment to, and expectations of, the partnerships.  The current 2-year budget of $15 million is being raised to a 3-year sum of $45.5 million, with the 2-year demand and energy targets of 36 Gwh and 9.4 Mw (18 Gwh and 4.7 Mw annual) raised to a 3-year target of 105 Gwh and 23 Mw.  However, this growth in funding and savings is fueled by a new partnership category “Local Government Energy Action Resources Program” (LGEAR)
 and two partnerships, statewide Community Colleges (CC) and Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDC).
  LGEAR, CC, and CDC account for $20 million in increased funds, with the two new local partnerships adding $2.3 million to SCE’s partnership budget.  Likewise, the CC and CDC partnerships are responsible for about 40 Gwh of the total additional 50 Gwh, and 8 MW of the total additional 11 MW.  

Two new local partnerships, Santa Barbara County and Riverside County, are slated to consume $2.3 million of SCE’s partnerships budget.  Santa Barbara is to contribute 2.4 Gwh and 0.5 MW to the partnerships savings targets, with no savings targets set for Riverside County.  


Table 3 provides a comparison of the existing partnerships current and proposed budgets and savings targets on annualized basis.  The data show that the UC/CSU partnership budget and savings targets are set to increase annually from $2.25 million to a $3.38 million, and 3.4 to 5.9 Gwh and 0.5 MW to 1.3 MW.  The local partnerships Community Energy and City of Bakersfield & Kern County are going forward essentially “steady state” -- with annual budgets constant and proposed energy and demand targets fluctuating around current.  Los Angeles County, also with the same proposed annual budget as current, shows its annual energy target increasing by 60% -- from 2.4 to 3.8 Gwh – with its annual demand target decreasing slightly.  San Gabriel Valley Cities (formally Pomona Inland Valley), while slated for a 50% increase in annual budget ($0.33 million to $0.50 million), is heading into a 500% increase in its annual energy target, from 0.24 to 1.47 Gwh, with a more modest increase in annual demand, from 0.25 to 0.32 MW.  South Bay Cities Partnership, with a 30% increase in its annual budget from $0.31 million to $0.40 million, is scheduled to continue without energy savings targets. 


SCE’s June Application with a projected 2006-2008 partnership budget of $44.5 million, and energy and demand savings of 132 Gwh and 28.64 MW, made a strong showing on cost effectiveness with a projected TRC of 3.15 and PAC of 2.49.  SCE’s increased Compliance Filing partnership budget of $45.5 million, and decreased energy and demand savings of 104.7 Gwh and 23.34 MW, should remain cost-effective. 

	Table 2: SCE LGPs Current 2004-2005 (9/30/05) and Proposed 2006-2008

	 
	 
	2004-2005
	2006-2008

	 
	 
	budget 
	recorded 
	Gwh 
	Gwh 
	Mw 
	MW  
	budget 
	Gwh 
	MW 

	Partnership Category 
	status 
	(millions)
	 goal 
	reported 
	 goal 
	reported 
	(millions)
	 goal 
	 goal 

	 Project Mgt/Addlt. Funding Source 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 

	Local Govt Energy Action Resources Program 
	new 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$4.84
	n/a
	n/a

	SCE Statewide 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	
	 

	UC/CSU Partnership 
	existing 
	$4.50
	$3.39
	6.82
	12.35
	1.00
	2.00
	$6.75
	17.61
	3.82

	CA Community Colleges (CCC)
	new 
	 
	
	
	
	
	 
	$9.00
	23.40
	5.20

	CA Depart. Corrections & Rehabilitation
	new 
	 
	
	
	
	
	 
	$6.00
	15.74
	3.40

	SCE Local 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	LA County Partnership 
	existing 
	$3.00
	$1.77
	4.72
	3.68
	1.9
	1.5
	$4.50
	11.46
	2.49

	Community Energy Partnership Program 
	existing 
	$4.00
	$3.40
	15.26
	18.18
	4.3
	4.6
	$6.00
	20.00
	6.00

	Bakersfield & Kern County Energy Watch 
	existing 
	$1.00
	$0.41
	2.08
	0.85
	0.52
	0.15
	$1.50
	4.40
	0.97

	San Gabriel Valley Cities,(Pomona Inland Valley) 
	existing 
	$0.65
	$0.42
	0.48
	0.28
	0.05
	0.03
	$1.50
	4.40
	0.97

	Ventura County Partnership 
	existing 
	$1.27
	$0.85
	6.43
	1.51
	1.6
	0.3
	$1.90
	5.30
	n/a

	South Bay Partnership 
	existing 
	$0.61
	$0.48
	n/a
	
	n/a
	 
	$1.20
	n/a
	n/a

	Santa Barbara Partnership 
	new 
	 
	
	
	
	
	 
	$0.30
	n/a
	n/a

	County of Riverside Partnership 
	new 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$2.00
	2.36
	0.51

	Subtotal Statewide 
	
	$4.50
	$3.39
	6.82
	12.35
	1.00
	2.00
	$21.75
	56.75
	12.42

	Subtotal Local 
	
	$10.53
	$7.33
	28.97
	24.50
	8.37
	6.58
	$18.90
	47.92
	10.94

	Total Project Mgt, Stwd,  & Local 
	 
	$15.03
	$10.72
	35.79
	36.85
	9.37
	8.58
	$45.49
	104.67
	23.36


	Table 3: SCE Existing LGPs: Comparison of Current & Proposed Budgets & Savings Targets,Annualized Basis 

	 
	2004-2005 ANNUALIZED 
	2006-2008 ANNUALIZED 

	 
	budget 
	Gwh 
	Mw 
	budget 
	Gwh 
	MW 

	 
	(millions)
	 goal 
	 goal 
	(millions)
	 goal 
	 goal 

	UC/CSU Partnership 
	$2.25
	3.41
	0.50
	$3.38
	5.87
	1.27

	LA County Partnership 
	$1.50
	2.4
	1
	$1.50
	3.82
	0.83

	Community Energy Partnership Program 
	$2.00
	7.63
	2.15
	$2.00
	6.67
	2.00

	Bakersfield & Kern County Energy Watch 
	$0.50
	1.04
	0.26
	$0.50
	1.47
	0.32

	San Gabriel Valley Cities,(Pomona Inland Valley) 
	$0.33
	0.24
	0.25
	$0.50
	1.47
	0.32

	Ventura County Partnership 
	$0.64
	3.22
	0.8
	$0.64
	1.77
	n/a

	South Bay Partnership 
	$0.31
	n/a
	n/a
	$0.40
	n/a
	n/a

	Total Local
	$5.28
	14.53
	4.46
	$5.54
	15.20
	3.47

	Total Statewide & Local 
	$7.53
	17.94
	4.96
	$8.92
	21.07
	4.74


Findings and Recommendations

1. Energy and demand targets should be set for all partnerships.  Recognizing the varying levels of partnership experience, skills, and resources, in some instances modest phased-in goals may be appropriate.

2. SCE’s proposed new $5 million entity to manage, oversee, and disperse additional LGP funds -- “Local Government Energy Action Resources Program” – should be coordinated with similar other entities proposed by the other IOUs.  These LGP management and oversight groups should be monitored by the PRGs with periodic reports on current activities and proposed next steps. 

3. Part of the LGEAR functions should be to develop a process/schedule for periodic LGP face-to-face meetings and workshops, along with other communication venues, such as a LGPs best practices link on the Best Practices website, and  LGPs links with program details and contact information through the CA Energy Efficiency web site. 

4. Given SCE’s (and the other IOUs’) recent decision to delay the implementation of the California Department of Corrections & Rehabilitation’s partnership until possibly 2007, SCE should consider applying a portion of the CDC’s redirected funds to existing very successful LGPs such as Los Angeles County and the Community Energy Partnership program. 

5. Information and data on the statewide partnerships should be provided on an aggregate basis with IOU-share breakout of budget, demand and energy savings. There needs to be a discussion of how the IOUs will manage and coordinate the statewide partnerships.  Also, distinct regional/local energy efficiency issues, including lessons learned, current activities, and proposed next steps should be described.

6. Similarly, information and data on the multi-IOU City of Bakersfield and Kern County Partnerships should be provided on an aggregate basis, along with the SCE, PG&E, and SoCalGas-specific breakout of budget, and demand and energy savings.  A discussion of how these three utilities will manage and coordinate this partnership should be provided, along with a description of utility-specific programs and activities. 

7. Also, all SCE-SoCalGas joint partnerships should be presented as such, with aggregate and IOU-specific breakout of budget, and demand and energy savings. As with the other joint partnerships, discussion of partnership management and coordination should be provided, along with a description of utility-specific programs and activities.  

8. All partnerships should include as part of the program description a more thorough discussion of market sectors, end-uses, and efficiency measures and services.  Partnership energy and demand savings data should also be tracked on a customer (or market segment) basis by key end uses.  Partnership delivery approach, such as outreach/marketing of SCE programs, and/or design/delivery distinct LGP programs, should also be more thoroughly described.

9. Breakout of partnership budgets and expenditures should be provided in enough detail to distinguish incentives and direct install costs from administrative and other cost categories.

10. Derivation of the local partnership budgets and savings goals should be explained. Providing a rationale for holding most of the local partnerships -- most particularly the apparently very successful Los Angeles County and Community Energy partnerships -- annual budgets constant would be useful.  Discussion on planned coordination and leveraging with SCE and third party programs and activities would also be helpful.
11. There are many numbers of “lessons learned” that should be shared across partnerships.  “Lessons learned” should be systematically tracked and monitored, with periodic follow-ups to ensure that the information is being fully disseminated.  Metrics should also be developed to assess the extent to which the “lessons learned” are taking hold.  A LGP link should be added to the “Best Practices” website. 

12. There are also new technologies that appear ripe for consideration in other efficiency programs and projects.  For example, UC/CSU partnership’s 2006-08 proposal to include monitoring-based commissioning (MBCx) equipment to insure a comprehensive built-in M&V capability, sounds like a real winner that should be considered as soon as possible for possible application in other commissioning projects (be it IOU, 3rd party, or LGP).  A “punch-list” of all potentially transferable measures should be developed.

13. Because the California Community College system is embarking on a major construction cycle, (with SCE’s $9 million share to the partnership representing 20% of its total LGP budget), additional statewide PRG review and discussion with the IOUs is warranted to ensure that there are sufficient technical and project management expertise (SCE and 3rd parties), and financial resources, real-time M&V, devoted to this new partnership.

Section 3: Statewide Marketing and Outreach 

I. INTRODUCTION

Marketing is a critical component to successful penetration of positive energy efficiency behavior statewide.  In this regard, the PRG has an interest in ensuring that statewide marketing and outreach programs determine goals and strategies for their campaigns that achieve this desired outcome.  Accordingly, the PRGs have been seeking details of such plans since the filing of the June 1 application (see attached history of marketing process) to understand:

· What vehicles and strategies marketers will use to influence positive behavioral change and/or investment in energy efficiency and the rationale behind those strategies.

· How marketers will reach out to a mass California market yet target and influence a varied consumer audience.

· How those varied messages will be shaped.

· How IOU Program Administrators will coordinate regional and statewide marketing efforts, including efforts related to Demand Response, Green Building Initiative, Greenhouse Gas, etc.

· Whether marketing budgets are being utilized in a reasonable and effective manner.

The Commission recognized the importance of these issues when it directed the IOUs in the formation of the administrative structure to form a sub-group of their PAGs to “closely collaborate and coordinate on statewide programs” including statewide marketing and outreach.
  Over the past several months, the PRG has encouraged the formation of such a sub-committee and has sought out details of marketing plans in order to understand how statewide marketers intend to support energy efficiency programs.  It has been difficult to get the marketers, and SCE as administrator of the statewide marketing programs, to engage in such a dialogue beyond high-level briefings such as their Program Implementation Plan (PIP) and a comparable power point presentation to the November 9 statewide PAG meeting.  Based on receiving only broad marketing materials from SCE, the PRG finds that in order to have confidence in the statewide marketing programs going forward, several key refinements need to be made regarding communication of plan details as well as in the approach to designing their overall marketing plans.  The PRG would like to ensure that the Efficiency Partnership (EP – which is comprised of all marketing organizations and the IOU administrators) work together to do the following:  

1. Articulate measurable goals that reflect the objective of influencing consumer behavior to invest in energy efficiency.

2. Implement strategies that promote the State’s larger goals of motivating action while clearly delineating sub-goals of education and awareness.

3. Identify sub-targets of the mass market and direct the appropriate strategies and messages to these target audiences.

4. Develop outreach strategies for the mass market beyond the traditional marketing vehicles of television, radio, and print to begin to reflect the changing trends in how people consume media.

5. Develop and evaluate marketing campaign messages and creative materials using research methods including surveys and focus groups, throughout the marketing process to promote campaign effectiveness (for example, building upon Flex Your Power’s initial plans for February focus groups for both pre- and post-measurement.

6. Energy Division/Joint Staff should implement objective EM&V studies that will set a current status baseline and then follow-up at regular intervals to clearly measure the changes in consumer behavior and provide feedback to marketing organizations and IOU Administrators to improve the success of programs.

7. Submit to the PRG a detailed marketing and outreach plan in response to previous data requests that addresses the above issues while working with an ongoing sub-committee of the PAG.

At present, the PRG can only make an assessment based upon the high-level proposal and background materials received to date.  These materials largely give the perception that because marketing programs are recognized as information-only programs, they need only build an advertising awareness campaign, and are not required to produce any actual measurable results demonstrating their programs have been effective in motivating consumer behavior.  The PRG finds that solely building energy efficiency awareness is not sufficient as the ultimate goal of the statewide marketing campaign.  Rather, the goal of statewide marketing must be to influence consumers to take energy efficiency action with the ultimate goal to encourage consumers to embrace energy efficiency through all of California.

II. DISCUSSION

For the purpose of this assessment, the PRG requested that all statewide marketing entities provide detailed marketing plans.  In our view, marketing plans need to include the following elements: goals, target audiences, sub-goals, schedule, budget, description of all activities including evaluation, rationale of those activities as they relate to reaching targets and achieving goals, and how those activities will be coordinated on a statewide basis.  Staples (targeted to the Hispanic population) and Runyon/Saltzman (targeted to rural communities) have essentially complied with the request to provide rationale and strategy that have been useful in making an assessment of their programs.  FYP (mass market campaign), however, has provided few details of its 2006–08 marketing and consequently the PRG assessment can only be based on materials that we’ve received.  These programs are addressed below individually.  

A.  Flex Your Power

SCE provided two FYP documents upon which this assessment is based:  1) the Program Implementation Plan (PIP) from its June Application with minimal December 2005 updates; and 2) a power point presentation to the statewide PAG on November 9, 2005 on “2006-08 Marketing, Outreach & Informational Programs.”   While the November 9 presentation did provide an educational overview of statewide marketing and FYP’s December 2005 PIP did contain a few updates based on input from the PAG meeting, both documents are very high level and often theoretical in nature providing no expected details of the 2006-08 campaign’s development, implementation, or a reasonable articulation of goals supported by strategy or rationale.  In our view, these documents are not responsive to the request for detailed marketing plan as outlined above.

 In these documents, FYP broadly addresses issues of both marketing and outreach and branding.

1. Marketing and Outreach
In both its PIP and its November 9 presentation to the PAG, FYP invokes as a goal the refrain “call to action”.
  The PAG presentation further states FYP’s intention of “motivating energy efficiency behavioral change.”
  However, in the same PAG presentation, FYP reverts to the notion that their goals are simply to implement a statewide awareness campaign.
   And in its PIP, FYP indicates that the marketing campaign seeks as program outcomes: consumer education, support of energy efficiency programs, and coordination with other marketing through the state.
  While the PRG supports building awareness as a sub-goal to achieve the larger goal of motivating behavior, FYP needs to ensure that its goals and sub-goals are not competing with one another and be able to articulate multiple goals as measurable objectives.  Creating awareness is merely a tool to achieve the goal of motivating consumers, not the goal itself and therefore implementation of advertising and outreach are not an acceptable program outcome.  On this point, the clear articulation of goals is confused with strategy and needs further refinement before implementation.  Accordingly, given the mixed messages on goals in these two documents, it is not clear to the PRG whether FYP is advocating increasing energy awareness as the sole program goal. 

Until goals and strategies are more clearly delineated, it is impractical to implement any promotional vehicles.  Once FYP refines its goals, it should then determine its sub-target audiences and use focus groups as a key part of understanding those target audiences to inform the development of messages and strategies.  FYP indicates its program strategy is based on flexibility in order to take advantage of new opportunities.
  While it is understandable that some flexibility is needed in order to take advantage of opportunistic events or to change-up a plan that is not working (and, hence, the need for ongoing evaluation), the PRG also expects that a majority of the campaign would be pre-planned with only a small percentage of the funds set aside for unknown opportunities that may arise.  Flexibility cannot be a substitute for developing a detailed marketing plan.  Conversely, during the statewide PAG meeting, FYP explained that many of its activities require long-lead times.  At a minimum, it is logical to assumer that there must be many events and programs that have been regularly planned in the past on an annual basis that have proven effective in recent campaigns and in which FYP intend to participate and can convey examples of such activities in their marketing plans.  The majority of the statewide marketing campaign cannot be unplanned and built around opportunistic events.
To summarize, the PRG expect FYP to articulate a detailed marketing plan for 2006-08 by first addressing the following issues:

a) Goals - broad goals should be more clearly articulated in the following manner:

· Motivation of California consumers to take action with energy efficiency either by 1) changing behavior or 2) investing in measures

· Determine measurable objectives, such as increasing penetration awareness and behavior by a given percentage per year (more on evaluation below)

b) Target - although this is a mass market statewide campaign, different groups of consumers will be motivated by different types of messages and strategies:

· Various target audiences should be determined based on motivations of finance, environment, geographic, etc. 

· Various target audiences should be arranged into focus groups to inform and determine effective messages and strategies for reaching for each target group in advance of developing messages or campaign and then evaluate again once messages and materials have been developed to ensure they are on target.

· Focus groups must be targeted and unbiased in order to be truly representative and effective.

c) Once the goals and target elements have been resolved, FYP should proceed with implementing strategic uses of media placement based on the results of its pre-production research  

In its PAG presentation, FYP displays a theoretical model of developing a marketing campaign, but has not correlated any actual campaign specifics for 2006 – 2008.  While the PAG presentation includes a schedule indicating focus groups planned for February, it is unclear what they plan to achieve with this research:  does FYP plan to test messages, creative materials, etc?  It also appears that FYP has made media buy commitments without having developed a strategy as outlined above.  Moreover, in its PIP, FYP simply lists the type of media vehicles that it will utilize, but does not provide any details or address how and why they expect those vehicles to best reach their various target audiences/markets.  The types of media FYP lists include traditional forms of outreach such as television, radio, and print, but these choices do not seem to reflect the changing trends in media toward new technologies or niche mediums.  For example, the PRG is concerned that at nearly 50% of the FYP budget, television advertising may be a very expensive statewide purchase given the relatively small marketing budget with mandate to reach the entire state.  Considering the generally accepted rule of thumb that a viewer must see an ad at least three times before it even registers and with increased technology that allows viewers to skip commercials, such a large expenditure on television is of great concern.  

In its updated PIP, FYP acknowledges this concern and indicates that it will re-visit the media mix.  The PRG strongly encourages FYP to review its media mix would like FYP to follow-up on this issue with the PAG statewide marketing sub-committee before finalization of a marketing plan.  Beyond television advertising, FYP should explore development of new and innovative approaches to its ad campaign beyond such standard mass market advertising vehicles including radio and print.  Consumers are increasingly receiving their media from niche media formats.  FYP should address this new trend in its media mix in recognition of such new technological developments of TIVO, podcasts, imbedded advertising, and the new internet trends.  Although other more traditional outlets should be explored as well that may reach niche targets including genre cable, billboards, various public transportation vehicles, and viral marketing.  These are advertising vehicles that may be more targeted, more cost-effective and reach a mass audience in a more effective way.
While FYP claims successful past campaigns, it did not provide specific marketing plan examples to explain why certain strategies have been or might be expected to be successful.  The PRG expects that a marketing plan must be able to link its chosen strategies back to the desired outcomes and to justify those strategies based on research and metrics.  For instance, simply achieving ”reach and frequency” through advertising placement cannot be a goal in and of itself, but is a strategic media buy to help achieve campaign goals.  

2. Branding

The PRG concurs with FYP that continuing to build a trusted statewide energy efficiency brand can be invaluable to promoting both awareness and behavioral change in California.  The intended coordination of the brand consistently across all partners is a positive step in maximizing awareness and promoting accessibility of energy efficiency.  With investment over time in FYP, the state of California will benefit from a well-defined brand for which value will increase with its visibility and statewide penetration.  To ensure that value and recognition in FYP continues to grow, the PRG recommends:


a) Energy Division should determine undertake a baseline survey using the EM&V protocols to ensure a scientific unbiased approach that measures the current level of recognition of FYP and other energy efficiency information programs with respect to awareness, perception, and brand influence.  This study should be updated on a regular basis to ascertain progress.  The studies of brand value presented to the PAG were dated and seemed mostly to benefit from recognition during the energy crisis.
 

b) FYP should develop a white paper discussing different ways to  enhance its FYP brand  and present it to the statewide PAG.  In that paper FYP should:

· Describe the brand and its elements and be more well-defined in terms of its intangible qualities beyond a “call to action,” invoking its more emotional qualities such as trust, quality, etc., as this is a typical and crucial element to brand image that should evoke a positive visceral response from consumers.  This was not addressed in the FYP PAG presentation on branding.

· Refine the use of brand tagline needs to remain consistent over a period of time in order to not be confusing and dilute the brand by appearing to lack consistency and focus in its message. To date, the brand taglines have apparently changed every year.
 

· Refine the new sub-brand of Flex Your Power Now!   It appears to be confusing in how it differs from its parent FYP brand.  More work is needed in defining individual brand attributes as well as when and how each will be utilized.

B. Staples

Staples manages a very targeted marketing and outreach program geared toward the Hispanic population in California.  Their PIP and campaign materials do a good job of describing their target audience and why it is a critical community to reach.  They have provided logical rationale as to why television and community marketing will best target and influence the Hispanic audience.  However, like FYP, Staples lists its program outcomes as placing advertising or holding events.  The PRG perceives such vehicles to be a means to an end – but not the end goal.  Going forward, the PRG would like the Staples goals revised and resubmitted to the PRG.  We expect that Staples would also participate in keeping a statewide marketing sub-committee of the PAG up-to-date on its marketing and outreach activities such as new developments and presenting samples of creative materials being used for its various campaigns.  

C. Runyon Saltzman

Runyon also manages a very targeted marketing and outreach program geared toward the rural/hard-to-reach population in California.  They have done a reasonable job of describing their target audience and provided logical rationale as to why radio, print, and community outreach will be effective in motivating this audience.  However, they have not provided a specific schedule of activities and like the other two statewide marketing entities lists its objectives as placing advertising which should be re-worked to describe a change in behavior as the achievable goal.  Runyon should make adjustments to its marketing plans accordingly and resubmit its plan to the PRG.

As energy efficiency programs have already entered the new funding round when the PRG expects that new statewide marketing campaigns would be up and running, the PRG would like to see revisions to marketing and outreach goals re-worked and resubmitted to the PRG in a timely manner as outlined in the recommendation section below.

D. Summary

While the PRG does not expect information-only programs to be directly linked to energy savings, the PRG does expect these marketing and outreach programs to have some element of measurability for influencing consumer behavior.  Statewide marketing groups should revise/communicate their program rationale to justify budget expenditures for the purpose of best meeting the objective of motivating consumers to take energy efficiency actions.  Accordingly, the PRG recommends that the following action be taken as outlined below.  

III. RECOMMENDATIONS

The PRG realizes that the marketing entities may find the collaborative process of the new administrative structure different from the manner in which they have conducted activities in the past.  Yet this is the benefit of the new structure that was designed to ensure that input from a wide variety of expert industry participants utilizing the PAG process would optimize and leverage elements of statewide programs.  The PRG expects that this assessment will serve as the foundation to continuing a dialogue that will implement ongoing communication for marketing and outreach issues.  Moving forward the PRG recommends: 

1) Implement a Statewide Marketing Sub-committee of the PAG
The statewide marketing groups and the IOU administrators should provide regular updates to a PAG sub-committee on statewide marketing to be formed by the IOU administrators with the goal of creating a two-way communication process on the development, coordination, and implementation of statewide marketing (to be formed and meet no later than the end of January 2006):

· Include knowledgeable industry participants in such coordinated efforts as demand response (DR), etc. 

· Develop best practices to optimize coordination and success of statewide marketing programs.

2) Submission of Detailed Marketing Plans to the PRGs
Each marketing organization should submit/resubmit detailed marketing plans to the PRG as outlined in their respective sections above articulating goals based upon measurable objectives (to be resubmitted no later than the end of January 2006):

· FYP should integrate forward thinking in advertising vehicles beyond traditional methods that reflect new trends in advertising.

· FYP should clearly articulate its research and evaluation processes with focus groups, surveys, etc. to indicate how these will be used throughout the marketing process to support campaign strategies delineating a schedule, methodologies, and the activities they support.

3)  Articulation of Statewide FYP Brand in White Paper
FYP should develop a brief white paper describing key elements to the “FYP” brand - and addressing, at a minimum, issues outlined above - to be presented to the PAG sub-committee (no later than end of February 2006).

4) ED to Implement EM&V Marketing Studies
Energy Division should implement an EM&V study that will determine certain baseline measurements regarding marketing impacts as recommended by their evaluator (to be implemented by March 15, 2006) putting plans in place for future evaluation to measure growth progress:

· These are data that will not only help to set and measure goals, but to support marketing and outreach programs in refining their strategies.  This is a study that should be undertaken by an objective third party hired by ED and not performed by marketing groups.  Not only will this give the data more authenticity through its independence, but will not tie-up marketing dollars better spent on actual marketing, whereas EM&V already has a budget set aside for this type of study.
In the private sector, marketing communications efforts that support business goals are required to produce metrics to ensure that marketing dollars are positively affecting a company’s messages and goals.  This is true whether either tangible results or intangible qualities of branding are being measured.  Likewise, statewide marketing and outreach programs for energy efficiency should have that same accountability.  The intention of ongoing analysis of marketing programs is to optimize their impacts and ensure their success in the same way that analysis of energy efficiency programs utilizes fund shifting to obtain the most successful programs.  Accordingly, it is critical that marketing set achievable goals and be given the tools to be successful in meeting those goals.

Section 4:  Review of Statewide Coordination Plans

Decision 05-09-043 directs the utilities to include in their compliance filings additional program detail to reflect statewide coordination efforts identified in the joint case management statement (CMS) as not complete.  Attachment 8 to the Decision provides a planning schedule for the coordination of the following six statewide activities: 

1. Marketing and outreach.

2. Manufacture/distribution/and retail programs and customer incentives.

3. Integration of energy efficiency/demand response/self generation-distributed generation (EE/DR/SGDG).

4. Emerging technology program planning.

5. Codes and standards, program participation agreements. 

6. Competitive solicitations. 

The Decision specifies the following five policy goals that are to guide the statewide coordination efforts: 

1. Ensure that all firms with a footprint or facilities in multiple service areas should have easy and consistent access to all statewide programs. 

2. Develop consistent rebate levels and participant rules for products promoted in statewide programs for use in negotiating with manufacturers and suppliers. 

3. Leverage private advertising dollars for more savings impact.

4. Reinforce energy efficiency investments with positive statewide message.

5. Protect the utilities’ abilities to reduce the competition among utility service territories or among programs within the same service territory.

Statewide coordination of marketing and outreach and competitive solicitations are addressed in earlier sections of this report.  Though the PRG has had only limited discussions with SCE and the other utilities on items 3 through 5, we make recommendations in the respective sections for how these matters can be addressed by the IOUs on a coordinated basis in the early part of 2006. 

The PRG believes that SCE and the other utilities are on the right track with some elements of addressing item 2 (statewide coordination of manufacture/distribution/and retail programs and customer incentives), and is less certain that the utilities are on track with other elements of item 2.  One of the most important elements of statewide coordination is to ensure that product specifications are consistent across territories (and in some cases, nationally) in order to most effectively influence manufacturers’ and suppliers’ production, stocking, and promotional decisions.  At the August 2005 statewide PAG meeting, the utilities demonstrated that they are working together effectively to make product specifications and rebate levels consistent across measures offered in statewide programs.  

Discussions and IOU written responses to questions from the August and November 2005 statewide PAG meetings indicate that home improvement and big box retailers interest and participation in point of sale or point of purchase (POS or POP) high efficiency equipment and appliance discounts and rebates is not consistent across service territories and somewhat spotty throughout the state.  It appears that each IOU employs a local level solo approach to discussions and contracts with home improvement and big box national retailers such as Sears, Home Depot, Lowe’s, Costco, Ace, Tru Value, and regional (or California-specific) Western and Howard’s Appliances, Orchard Supply, Dixieline, Pacific Sales, and Yardbirds. 

It is not clear to the PRG the extent to which statewide coordination and use of concerted/organized market leverage would foster a higher retailer participation rate. Because much of California’s mass market electric (and to a lesser extent natural gas) energy use is from off the shelf/out of the box equipment and appliances, it behooves the IOUs to develop a strategy and approach to determine the extent to which coordinated market leverage at the statewide level would improve retailer participation in the IOUs’ POS or POP mail-in and/register (check-out) rebate programs.  The PRG does note that working at minimum at the state level may be instrumental in getting certain retailers to modify registers to include mail-in or “instant” check-out rebates/discounts.  Working at the statewide level to develop better statewide coverage may also help to minimize current point of sale barriers such as reasonable assurance that rebates are going to customers of the IOU funding the rebate.  

The PRG recommends that during the first quarter of 2006, the IOUs should form a retailer-wholesaler coordinating committee that meets quarterly to discuss whether a local or statewide approach is more effective for specific incentive programs.  The IOUs should include interested PAG/PRG members on this committee.  The committee should gather information and investigate how to get the highest percentage of home improvement and big box retailers participating in the IOUs’ POS/POP programs.  Part of this research should analyze the extent to which upstream equipment and appliance discounts are being passed on in full or part to consumers.  This effort could also be handled as a higher priority M&V project to determine or demonstrate that the price a consumer pays for high efficiency equipment and appliances is equal (or near) the IOU upstream discount.  Given the PRG’s understanding that working with retail corporate offices at the state level is the preferred approach used by the Efficiency Partnership in its Flex Your Power marketing activities, the PRG also suggests that the IOUs collaborate with the EP on this matter. 

Section 5:  Review of changes made to utility programs since June 1st Application filing and resulting changes in energy savings and cost effectiveness of portfolio

The PRG compared SCE’s proposed compliance filing to its June 2005 Application to consider whether the compliance filing improves the likelihood that the 2006-2008 proposed portfolio will satisfy near-term savings targets and is cost-effective. 

Table 4 shows projected demand and energy savings for the 2006-2008 period. 

	Table 4: Comparison of SCE 2006-2008 EE Portfolio June 2005 Application and January 2006 Compliance Filing

	 
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2006-2008

	JUNE APPLICATION 
	Total
	% of  2006 Goal
	Total
	% of 2007 Goal
	Total
	% of 2008 Goal
	Total
	% of 2008 Goal

	Energy Savings – Electricity
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Annual Net Electricity Savings (GWh/yr)
	1,002
	109%
	1,121
	107%
	1,168
	100%
	3,292
	105%

	CPUC Electricity Target (GWh/yr)
	922
	 
	1,046
	 
	1,167
	 
	3,135
	 

	Annual Net Peak Demand Savings (MW)
	279
	135%
	282
	124%
	266
	105%
	828
	120%

	Annual Net Average Demand Savings ("CEC")
	218
	105%
	243
	107%
	253
	100%
	714
	104%

	CPUC Peak Demand Target (MW)
	207
	 
	227
	 
	253
	 
	687
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2006-2008

	JANUARY COMPLIANCE FILING 
	Total
	% of 2006 Goal
	Total
	% of 2007 Goal
	Total
	% of 2008 Goal
	Total
	% of 2008 Goal

	Energy Savings – Electricity
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Annual Net Electricity Savings (GWh/yr)
	809
	88%
	1,244
	119%
	1,394
	119%
	3,447
	110%

	CPUC Electricity Target (GWh/yr)
	922
	 
	1,046
	 
	1,167
	 
	3,135
	 

	Annual Net Peak Demand Savings (MW)
	210
	101%
	324
	143%
	358
	142%
	892
	130%

	CPUC Peak Demand Target (MW)
	207
	 
	227
	 
	253
	 
	687
	 


The data reflect that SCE continues to be generally on track to meet or exceed CPUC, but for shortfall in projected 2006 energy savings (88% of target) via the compliance filing.  Moving from June application to January compliance, the projected percentage of energy and demand savings above widens: 

· 2006 -2008 projected energy savings in the June Application are 105% of target, and 110% of target in the January compliance filing. Whether or not 10% is a reasonable margin will depend in large part on ex-post net to gross (NTG) ratios. 

· Similarly, 2006-2008 projected peak demand savings in the June Application are 120% of target, and 130% of target in the January Compliance filing. The PRG has provided for comparative purposes the projected demand savings via the average or “CEC” factor value as reflected in D05-09-043, Attachment 4.  This shows that comparing projected demand savings relative to the CPUC target based on average demand as was done in the June Application did not give SCE much margin or cushion with projected savings only 104% of target. 

The Table 5 shows projected portfolio cost-effectiveness via the June Application and January Compliance Filing.  The data indicate that the overall cost-effectiveness is decreasing somewhat, with the TRC ratio from Application to Compliance dropping from 2.76 to 2.42.  

	Table 5: Costs and Benefits*
	  APPLICATION 
	  COMPLIANCE

	Total costs to billpayers (TRC)
	       857,516,394 
	       857,710,059 

	Total savings to billpayers (TRC)
	   2,367,984,783 
	   2,049,772,931 

	Net benefits to billpayers (TRC)
	   1,150,468,390 
	   1,202,062,871 

	TRC Ratio
	                      2.76 
	                      2.42 

	PAC Ratio
	                      3.58 
	                      3.21 

	Cost per kWh saved (cents / kWh) (PAC)
	$0.0282
	$0.0304


The Table 6 shows that projected emission reductions of CO2, NOx, and PM10 decrease somewhat from application to compliance filing. 

	Table 6: Environmental Benefits
	 APPLICATION 
	 COMPLIANCE

	Lifecycle CO2 Emission Reductions (tons)
	21,499,570
	20,948,550

	Lifecycle NOx Emission Reductions (lbs)
	5,716,352
	5,702,692

	Lifecycle PM10 Emission Reductions (lbs)
	2,773,833
	2,686,005


Viewing Table 7 must be done with the understanding that the percentage end use allocations by MW demand in the June Application are based on projected demand savings via the average or “CEC” factor value, and peak demand in the January Compliance Filing. 

	 Table 7: Savings by End Uses
	June Application 
	January Compliance 

	 
	2006-08 Projected 
	2006-08 Projected 

	
	% Total 
	% Total 

	
	Mw
	Gwh
	Mw
	Gwh

	Total 
	
	 
	 
	 

	HVAC 
	17%
	16%
	21%
	16%

	Lighting 
	47%
	47%
	53%
	53%

	Refrigeration 
	15%
	14%
	6%
	10%

	Residential 
	35%
	33%
	21%
	34%

	HVAC 
	2%
	1%
	6%
	2%

	Lighting 
	27%
	26%
	11%
	27%

	Refrigeration 
	6%
	5%
	3%
	5%

	Commercial 
	55%
	54%
	68%
	56%

	HVAC 
	14%
	13%
	14%
	13%

	Lighting 
	21%
	21%
	39%
	23%

	Refrigeration 
	8%
	8%
	3%
	4%

	Note: does not include new construction savings.  
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Water heating end use category shows 0% in June Application
	
	
	
	 

	and January Compliance filing. 
	 
	 
	 
	 


This difference in demand values accounts for some of the more significant changes in projected demand savings by key end uses and between the residential and nonresidential categories overall. For instance: 

· The allocation of projected demand savings between residential and nonresidential appears to have widened from Application to Compliance, while remaining relatively the same for annual energy savings.  This is indicative of residential demand savings in the June Application being bolstered by off peak lighting savings; with nonresidential demand savings in the January Compliance filing increasing given commercial lighting’s coincidence with peak. 

· The portion of demand savings from space cooling appear to increase from Application to Compliance, 17% to 21%, with the HVAC demand gains attributable to the residential category.  This is also driven by the change in demand values from average peak to summer peak. 

· Also, the portion of energy and demand savings overall from lighting also appears to increase from Application to Compliance: 47% (energy & demand) to 53% (energy & demand) with the residential lighting savings decreasing while nonresidential lighting savings increase.  This again is in large part due to the change in demand values from average to peak. 
· The portion of energy and demand savings overall from the refrigeration end-use decreases from application to compliance: 14% energy and 15% demand to 10% energy and 6% demand, with decreases in both the residential and nonresidential categories.  Given the year-round baseload nature of refrigeration, the change in demand values from average to peak while having some effect, does not account for all of the change in percentage end use share of savings. 
· Water heating, though a separate end use category, does not have sufficient savings in either the Application or Compliance filing to register as even 1%. 

Appendix 1

PRG HISTORY WITH STATEWIDE MARKETING & OUTREACH PROCESS 

January 27, 2005 – The Commission published D.05-01-055 implementing the new administrative structure for energy efficiency programs and states that program administrators should create a process for statewide marketing:

We direct the IOUs and their PAGs to also address statewide programs and consistency issues, bringing in national expertise as appropriate to consider these issues.  For this purpose, the IOUs should form a subgroup of their PAG members who will closely collaborate and coordinate on statewide programs that cut across IOU service territories.
  

June 1, 2005  - SCE submitted to the Commission  a section on statewide marketing and outreach plans as part of its portfolio application filing.  The marketing section described a broad overview of statewide marketing, but provided no details of how the 2006-2008 marketing campaign would be implemented or coordinated with IOU programs, third parties, or local government.  In order to fully understand how statewide marketing would integrate and support energy efficiency programs throughout the state, the PRG requested a detailed 2006-08 marketing plan and budget that would provide such details and demonstrate how marketers planned to proceed in motivating California consumers to take action with energy efficiency.  

July 12 & 13, 2005  – As part of the planning process to resolve issues and outline the status of prioritized issues in phase 1, the IOUs convened a statewide PRG meeting in San Diego.  That meeting resulted in a Case Management Statement (CMS) that contained language for moving forward on the coordination of statewide activities. The joint IOUs submitted the following plan and timeline for statewide marketing:

[image: image1.emf]
August 2 & 3, 2005 – The IOUs held a statewide PAG meeting in San Diego in order for the Efficiency Partnership (EP) to provide details of its statewide marketing campaign, as noted above.  Instead, FYP, Staples, and Runyon/Saltzman presented examples of creative media from past 2004-05 marketing campaigns.  No 2006-08 marketing plans were presented.

August 2005 – PRG requests that SCE institute a PAG sub-committee to address issues of statewide marketing and outreach.  SCE doesn’t see the need for a sub-committee (but finally agrees to a single statewide PAG meeting the following November).

September 1, 2005 – The PAG submitted to the IOUs the following statement as part of its list of follow-up action items from the August PAG meeting:

Statewide Marketing Plans- The PAG members believed that the statewide marketing and outreach presentations provided by the three firms did not fulfill the tasks delineated under Item 1:  Statewide Marketing and Outreach” of the July 27, 2005 Statewide Planning Schedule. The presentations were an overview of past efforts and stated successes. The Program Administrators and the statewide marketing firms still need to develop and present a joint plan on statewide marketing and outreach initiatives per the statewide planning schedule. This should include budgets, timelines, delineation of tasks, etc. (Action item:  The Program Administrators and the Statewide marketing and outreach firms should begin now to develop statewide marketing plans, provide drafts to PAG members and schedule presentation, etc. allowing for modification and finalization in the late fall after third party programs are selected.)   

September 22, 2005 – The Commission published its interim opinion Decision 05-09-043 approving phase 1 for 2006 – 2008 portfolio plans and fund.  The decision contained direction for IOU administrators as they moved forward to complete their portfolios reflecting agreement that the PRG and IOUs had come to as part of the CMS process.
   The Decision contained the agreement, described in the above table and is listed as Attachment 8 in the decision.  Yet no marketing plans had been submitted to the PRG by the time of that decision.

October 4, 2005 – In order to fulfill its information needs to make a complete assessment of the SCE portfolio, the PRG submitted a detailed data request to SCE and the Efficiency Partnership requesting another statewide PAG meeting on statewide marketing that would address issues of the 2006-08 marketing plan including goals, targets, strategies, activities, schedule, and budget.  

November 9, 2005 – Statewide PAG meeting in San Francisco.  While the presentation was educational and provided a good deal of information and allowed a forum for dialogue, it was very high level and academic and did not provide any campaign or budget details for a specific implementation plans for 2006-08 that the PAGs and PRGs had requested.

November 17, 2005 - As SCE prepared to finalize its compliance filing, the PRG once again requested of SCE the same marketing materials as part of an overall list of clarifying questions in preparation to complete the PRG portfolio assessment.   The request was provided to SCE more than a month in advance of their original compliance deadline with a due date for the following materials by November 30:

A. Detailed marketing plan with specific list of marketing activities.

B. Detailed plan schedule with activity dates and milestones.

C. Proposed plan and draft schedule for working with PRG to keep apprised and get input on strategy and creative for future campaign(s).

D. Detailed Program Budget including all program budget lines including salaries Organizational chart showing coordination and integration with: Efficiency Partnership (EP) other marketing firms’ under contract with EP, staff, title, job responsibilities; utility staff; other key private and public sector market actors. 

E.  Statewide marketing and outreach plans for HVAC quality installation. 

December 2, 2005 – SCE provided Program Implementation Plans (PIPs) for each of the marketing entities, which were largely the same information that had been provided as part of the June 1 application. While the Staples and Runyon PIPs address some issue of targeting and strategy, their program outcomes don’t seem reasonable.  

December 15, 2005 – SCE submitted matrices from all marketing groups.  Staples matrix complied in being responsive, Runyon was somewhat responsive.  FYP was non-responsive to the request and basically re-submitted the same high-level information.  

� D.05-01-055, p. 110


� Ibid.


� D.05-09-043, p. 116


�  D 05-09-043, 9/22/05, Attachment 8 Planning Schedule for Coordination of Statewide Activities, Item 7: Competitive Solicitation. 





� D.05-09-043, Attachment 6, p. 6.  SCE’s approved criteria stated: “Targeted programs are managed in the pre-determined areas of the portfolio. Portfolio management for IDEEA and INDEE requires managers to look for programs that may target market and technology niches that the current portfolio programs, through its existing delivery channels, may not be able to penetrate. In addition a balance is sought for the following:


• Distribution of residential and nonresidential programs,


• Program delivery mechanism (incentive, direct install, etc.), and/or


• Customer education delivery mechanism.”


� See PRG finding/recommendation #1. 


� Note these are reported results that have not yet been verified by evaluation, measurement and verification studies.  


� As with IOU and third party programs, the LGP data cited here is self-reported and will benefit from EM&V. 


� Function:  project management and additional source of funds.


� SCE has just learned that the CDC will most likely pull its proposed 50% matching funds for energy efficiency.  SCE is considering postponing the implementation of the CDC partnership until possibly 2007, with a reallocation of a portion of the CDC funds redirected to LGEAR. 
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