Workgroup 5: 

Task 5:  Program Policies - There are a number of program policies and criteria that are commonly used in the planning and implementation of energy efficiency programs.  Many were developed over 20 years ago when energy efficiency was in its infancy.  This task would be to review those policies and criteria to determine their applicability in today's energy efficiency market.  Examples of such policies would include the various cost effectiveness tests (for
planning and implementation), the free rider/driver policies, the extent of necessary measurement and evaluation and what "counts" as energy efficiency. 

1) Free-riders and free-drivers (or better conceptualized as participant and nonparticipant spillover).  For purposes of meeting regional goals and planning for power needs, the region (NPCC) has never considered it important who paid for the efficiency improvements.  The forecasts and the targets are aligned, and the TRC test captures it all, regardless of who pays or who benefits.  Acquisition programs, education induced decisions, market transformation programs, NEW codes and standards, and whatever goes on in the market outside any of our strategic activities all counts, and all reduces the need for power plants.  Free-ridership is worth looking at, because it informs decisions about the prudency of how limited ratepayer dollars are used -- permitting program design changes based on field data.

 

2.  The use of the TRC test has been the anchor of EE through good political times and bad, when prices were high or low.  Without such a well-established economic test, we would be spending or not spending ratepayer money subject to the whims of the time, whether it was the impetus to build load when we have surplus capacity or the desire to save the polar bears when we have global warming.  It is the fundamental test used by almost every jurisdiction in the country, often aided by the utility cost test, and is capable of including monetized values for any costs and resource -- but not for the emotion of the month.  It is a tested policy tool that can be tinkered with by policymakers, but includes an internal consistency and discipline.

 

The other two questions are more difficult and contentious.

 

1.  How is energy efficiency defined?  The Act is clear but restrictive.  Whether to include fuel switching, or to include curtailment, loss of level of service or even altruistic sacrifice as part of the efficiency picture is a policy decision that can be made outside of the Act.  

 

2. How necessary are measurement and evaluation?  It depends upon what you use it for.  If EE is a resource why wouldn't you want to meter it like a power plant?  Don't policymakers care about what they are getting for the investment?  Yes, conservation is a feel-good and moral thing to do and has all kinds of benefits to the world, but if it is a serious resource we need to make sure we know what we are getting.  We don't "deem" the output of coal plants -- deeming doesn't keep the lights on.  It keeps M&V costs down, but if you are not getting something, getting it cheap is not a success.  

 

What is entailed by EM&V is another issue.  As I wrote in the original paper, if you know enough about the measure and the participants you can deem a lot of things and not be very wrong "on average."  (The RTF just approved a deemed value for VFDs in potato sheds because the median and the average were close across 45 fully metered plants -- yet everyone was below or above average.)  With a rigorous effort at deeming, evaluation costs can be reduced through Verification, as I wrote:

 

"Verification is a minimal level of impact evaluation that leverages the results from other research.  Through repeated, high-quality evaluations and technology assessments, some savings are reliable enough that they can be “deemed” if the measure is found to be in place and operating appropriately.  This is usually a local utility effort, but the credibility of the savings values often depends on regional consensus.  Simple verification is an extremely important way to reduce the cost of evaluation, while providing assurances of savings to the region.  It only works well if the quality control is present.  The RTF publishes a large list of measures whose savings values (at least on average) have been rigorously vetted and updated, such as CFLs, window upgrades, new manufactured housing, some irrigation measures, and many heat pumps in specified circumstances."

 

However rigor is important if you are to avoid massive, cumulative overestimates of savings.  The RTF just approved some values for door gaskets in grocery cases based on extensive testing Compare in the attachment how our rigorously tested numbers compare to "deemed" numbers used in CA in my attachment.  You will also note the change in SCE numbers after adjustment for the evaluation of the Express Efficiency Program.  A little evaluation goes a long way.

 

The common question of program managers is "How wrong can we be really?  We understand the physics."  Where shall I begin?

 

The SHLM predicted 4000 kWh per home, we did a 100,000 homes and found that is was closer to 2000 kWh.

PSE used 92 kWh per CFL for years after most everyone else moved to less than 50 kWh.

Pre-rinse spray valves were "too cheap to meter," but the CA evaluation found that they were only saving 12% of claimed savings.

It took ten years of negative evaluations to get clock thermostats off the Energy Star list and out of underperforming utility programs. (The RTF never approved them as a measure).

Boiler controls on gas furnaces and water heaters should work fine, but as delivered by the program, So Cal Gas was getting 15% of expected savings.

Express Efficiency lighting got 70% of expected commercial gross savings (for measures metered);

    25% of upstream motor savings

    39% of HVAC

 37% of the first year savings for the grocery store programs in CA depended on door gaskets and strip curtains -- see attachment on gaskets, and be aware that metering by BPA and billing analysis in CA are showing zero to negative savings for strip curtains.

Without constant evaluation findings on underperformance of HPs, the discovery of ducts as the weak link may have taken years more.

Without field evaluations, it may have been years before engineers realized that static pressure in pumps and air systems means that it isn't possible for a VFD to go to zero loading.

