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AGENDA/MEETING NOTES 

Energy Efficiency Policy Committee 

May 9, 2013 

3:30 – 4:30 p.m. 

 

Attendees:  Jody London, Demetra McBride, Stephanie Stern; Jim Murphy; 

Charlie Buck; Elisabeth Russell 

 

I. Updates 

New information related, for the most part, to AGENDA items, so the group 

focused directly on the following issues: 

 

A. Energy Usage Data  

 

As part of the CPUC’s Smart Grid proceeding (R.0812-009), a subgroup of 

LGSEC members is participating in a working group process to develop 

guidelines and use cases so local governments and others can obtain energy usage 

data.  The subgroup is producing great models; and is currently working in 

partnership with academic research organizations at the UC Energy Institute at 

Berkeley and UCLA as well as other entities.  The Working Group has been 

directed to sit down with privacy experts (whose concerns/fears focus on a 

perceived threat of reverse engineering), to explain that the data level sought is 

not more granular than monthly (across a time metric).  A remaining open 

question involves the spatial data metric, or how geographically granular the data 

needs are, e.g., our ideal-world scenario of data that is single parcel-based.  Barry 

Hooper has developed a great demonstrative tool to illustrate what we want, and 

there is optimism that privacy experts’ objections will diminish once they are 

confident that the level of specific data sought is sufficiently precise to allow for 

strategic program design and responsible assessment, but not so detailed as to 

promote reconstruction of personal data. 

 

The CPUC has ruled that a report on this process is due June 10, with comments 

to follow later in the month. A Proposed Decision is expected in August, and if 

we are lucky there may be a final decision in September.  The Energy Data Center 

proposed by the CPUC will be considered at a later date.   

 

B. Cost-effectiveness 

Under commission by the CPUC, KEMA has produced a draft plan to evaluate 

the 2010-2012 cycle (Impact Evaluation Research Plan -04/26/2013).The draft 
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plan proposes to conduct a billing analysis to estimate savings and a self-report 

survey to estimate free-ridership from the 2010-12 program. The LGSEC is 

coordinating with NRDC and other parties on informal comments to the CPUC 

Energy Division regarding this.   

 

C. 2015 Program Cycle (Basis of the discussion below is the TURN-NRDC 

proposal and their specific enumerated points) 

 

1. Rolling Cycle.  Committee members agreed that the LGSEC strongly supports 

a rolling program cycle, a concept that the LGSEC has advocated since 2008.  

Members also expressed support for the Commission to consider a way to 

allow the programs to evolve with the market.  One of the problems the 

current model faces is that even in 2- or 3-year cycles, you get a program that 

has a budget, a goal and measures; but because of the EMV pressure, that 

becomes a static definition of the program for the entire cycle. This in turn 

leads to programs that are driven by measurement and evaluation instead of 

total performance, and compartmentalizes program by cycle.  Rolling cycles 

contribute to consistency and continuity of programs.   

 

The group discussed the status of Energy Watch Programs for the 2013-2014 

Transition Period. It sounds like some programs are active, while others are 

not.   

 

2.  Improve Upon Existing Evaluation Process.  The group discussed the 

opportunity for the CPUC Energy Division to engage implementers more 

often.  Even when they are strictly focused on developing methodology on 

how to measure something, they should engage implementers.  This will allow 

evaluators to understand what the implementation model and the parameters 

of measurement.  The group discussed the merits of a closed loop model that 

could be applied almost in the vein of QA in a product delivery.  If you want a 

rolling cycle, this is necessary. 

 

3. Improve Potential Study and Target Setting.  The group generally supported 

this point. 

4. Ensure cost-effectiveness methodologies accurately assess the costs and 

benefits of EE 

 

Net-to-Gross Calculation.  The group discussed the benefits of eliminating 

this calculation, and noted that under the current system it is lost in and is 

eclipsed by EMV. 

Non-Energy Cost/Benefits:  The group agreed in concept, but wondered how 
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this would play out?   Committee members on the call agreed that co-benefits 

are important, but under the current system it is not just that the non-energy 

benefits are not being counted; they’re actually counting against the TRC.  At 

present, the system basically claims co-benefits as free ridership.    

Question:  Would the customer have done it without the incentive?  They’re 

likely doing it because of the co-benefits AND the incentive.   

ACTION ITEM  Develop options or alternative testing models or 

propositions.  Other people have put a fair amount of work in this and it’s not 

necessary to invent a new wheel.  In particular, Bob Knight (BKi) has put a 

number of interesting ideas forward (which he submitted as comments to the 

October 2012 cost-effectiveness workshop). 

 

Estimated Useful Life Cap (20 years) The group discussed removing the EUL 

cap. 

 

5. Establish Improved Collaborative Efforts.  Supported by group; noted that this 

also cross-supports our points about the importance of having direct 

implementers at the table. 

 

6. Improve Upon Program Design and Implementation.  Noted that this presents 

a good opportunity to wedge in our agenda.  First, ensure truly statewide 

programs.  Presently, they’re just being called “statewide programs” but not 

even the IOUs are coordinating.   

7.  

D. AB 758 Implementation Jody – both RENs joined a call with Keith Roberts, who 

is overseeing the CEC’s work in this area.  The CEC staff appears to support a 

local government role and funding. 

 

E. AB 416  Demetra – the bill is currently in suspension, with strong support but the 

need for local governments to issue letters of support and LG outreach to their 

legislative and senate representatives (especially since the Governor does not 

appear inclined to allocate Prop 39 funding to LGs; and the current Draft Cap & 

Trade Revenue Investment Plan does not have a formal role for LGs. 

 

Next Meeting 

 Thursday, June 6, 3:30 – 4:30  


