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Pacific Gas and Electric developed Responses to Recommendations (RTR) contained in the evaluation studies of the 2013-2015 Energy Efficiency Program Cycle and beyond. This Appendix contains the Responses to 
Recommendations in the report: 

 

RTR for the Site-Level Normalized Metered Energy Consumption (NMEC) Impact and Net-to-Gross Evaluation, Program Years 2020-2022 (DNV, Calmac ID # CPU0377.01) 

 

The RTR reports demonstrate PG&E’s plans and activities to incorporate EM&V evaluation recommendations into programs to improve performance and operations, where applicable. PG&E’s approach is consistent 

with the CPUC Decision (D.) 07-09-0431 and the Energy Division-Investor Owned Utility Energy Efficiency Evaluation, Measurement and Verification (EM&V) Plan2 for 2013 and beyond. 

 

Individual RTR reports consist of a spreadsheet for each evaluation study. Recommendations were copied verbatim from each evaluation’s “Recommendations” section.3 In cases where reports do not contain a section 
for recommendations, the PG&E attempted to identify recommendations contained within the evaluation. Responses to the recommendations were made on a statewide basis when possible, and when that was not 
appropriate (e.g., due to utility-specific recommendations), the PG&E’s responded individually and clearly indicated the authorship of the response. 

 

The Joint IOUs are proud of this opportunity to publicly demonstrate how programs are taking advantage of evaluation recommendations, while providing transparency to stakeholders on the “positive feedback loop” 
between program design, implementation, and evaluation. This feedback loop can also provide guidance to the evaluation community on the types and structure of recommendations that are most relevant and helpful 
to program managers. PG&E believes this feedback will help improve both programs and future evaluation reports. 
 

 
 

1 
Attachment 7, page 4, “Within 60 days of public release, program administrators will respond in writing to the final report findings and recommendations indicating what action, if any, will be taken as a result of study findings as they relate to potential changes to the programs. Energy Division can choose to extend the 60 day 
limit if the administrator presents a compelling case that more time is needed and the delay will not cause any problems in the implementation schedule, and may shorten the time on a case-by-case basis if necessary to avoid delays in the schedule.” 

2 
Page 336, “Within 60 days of public release of a final report, the program administrators will respond in writing to the final report findings and recommendations indicating what action, if any, will be taken as a result of study findings. The IOU responses will be posted on the public document website.” The Plan is available at 
http://www.energydataweb.com/cpuc. 

3 
Recommendations may have also been made to the CPUC, the CEC, and evaluators. Responses to these recommendations will be made by Energy Division at a later time and posted separately. 
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If incorrect, please 
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in notes. 
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Accepted, Rejected, or 

Other 

Examples:  
Describe specific program change, give reason for rejection, or indicate that it's under further review. 

Gross and net savings findings and recommendations 

1 46 

Site-level NMEC gross realization rates compared positively 
to other programs in CIAC.  

Overall, both the site-level NMEC GRR and the DRR were sig-
nificantly higher than what is typically seen for similar cus-
tomers in other CIAC programs. For electric savings (kWh), 
site-level NMEC achieve a GRR of 71.5% that would have 
risen to 81.8% (DRR) if the savings claims had been made cor-
rectly by the PAs. Similarly, the program achieved lifecycle 
kWh savings GRR and DRR of 67.1% and 87.1%. The PY2020-
2021 CIAC programs electric first-year GRR was 59%, while 
the lifecycle GRR was 48%.74 Gas and kW results follow a 
similar pattern.  

The net-to-gross interviews found substantial program in-
fluence on project scope and timing, but these factors ac-
count for only part of the current NTGR methodology.  

NTGR methodology: The current methodology may not be 
well suited for measuring NMEC program influence. The well-
established NTG methodology that has been used for many 
years for custom evaluations includes three equally weighted 
program attribution indicators. Two are based on rating pro-
gram and non-program influences while only the third fo-
cuses on project scope and time. However, project timing 
and project scope are expected to be particularly important 
to NMEC program influence because of the objective of un-
locking the stranded savings in buildings that are otherwise 
able to maintain and repair below-code systems. Aligning the 
methodology with this intent would offer a better represen-
tation of the programs’ net impact.  

Project scope: Respondents indicated that without the pro-
grams, they would likely have implemented a more limited 
project scope. When asked to rate the likelihood of complet-
ing the exact same project without the program on a ten-

The CPUC should revisit the current NTGR methodology in-
strument and assess if the instrument and algorithm is in line 
with the actual NMEC program design and delivery. Opportu-
nities for improvement include more timely NTG surveys, 
new questions to determine whether projects address 
stranded potential and to consider re-weighting current NTG 
algorithms to give more weight to project timing and scope. 

All Accepted 

PG&E agrees that the CPUC should revisit the current NTGR methodology instrument and assess if the 
instrument and algorithm are in line with the actual NMEC program design and delivery. We would like 
to offer help and cooperation in reevaluating the NTGR methodology to customize it to SLNMEC. We 
recommend factoring in the SLNMEC project timing and the risk associated with the meter-based na-
ture of the projects when evaluating the program influence. By taking part in an EE project with no 
guaranteed incentive amount even after the installation of the measures as proposed, the customers 
are willing to take the risk that they would not have taken if the program did not have substantial 
technical influence. PG&E also encourages CPUC to consider the same reevaluation of NTGR method-
ology for population NMEC programs. 

https://www.calmac.org/publications/Site-level_NMEC_Evaluation_Final_Report_PY2020-2022.pdf
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point scale, 53% of respondents gave a rating of 3 or less, in-
dicating that it was unlikely that they would have completed 
the same scope without the program. For example, one re-
spondent said, “We wouldn’t have known about [the 
measures]. Their analysis helped us see what the change 
would be and without someone showing us that change we 
wouldn’t have done it.”  

Project timing: Additionally, respondents indicated that with-
out the program they would have implemented their projects 
multiple years later than they actually did or never have im-
plemented them at all. When asked how much later they 
would have implemented their projects without the program, 
33% of respondents, representing 23% of sites, said they 
would have never implemented the project (see Table 5-1). 
Another 40% of respondents, representing 64% of sites, said 
they would have implemented their projects two or three 
years later than they did. Only 20% of respondents, repre-
senting 11% of sites said they would have done that project 
at the same time or earlier. 

Documentation findings and recommendations 

2 47 

Incorrectly entered savings claims in the tracking database 
system were the largest source of savings discrepancies. 

The NMEC savings claim process is more complicated than 
the typical custom claim process to accommodate the final 
savings estimate calculated after performance period over a 
year after implementation. Engineering-based, forecasted 
savings are claimed the year the project is implemented. A 
year later, after the performance period, the meter-based 
normalized savings for the project are calculated. A true-up 
claim that represents the difference between the two values 
is entered into tracking the following year. The two claims 
should sum to the final meter-based savings estimate. The 
novel claims process for NMEC led to some reporting inaccu-
racies. 

Double claimed projects: Thirteen projects, three of which 
were sampled in the impact evaluation, effectively double 
claimed savings by reporting savings incorrectly. The initial 
claim used the engineering-based forecasted savings (the 
correct approach), and the true-up claim used the full meter-
based normalized savings (incorrect approach). Summing the 
two lines should adjust the initial claim to the final meter-
based result. With two full savings claims entered, rather 
than a delta, summing substantially over-claimed final sav-
ings. 

Double true-up: One project was trued-up twice, resulting in 
over-adjusting the initial claimed savings. In this case, the 
post-performance true-up was applied correctly after the 
performance period, but then repeated a second time the 
following year. This also resulted in too large of a savings 
claim. 

Projects claimed but not installed: Two gas projects included 
in the evaluation were claimed but the PA reported that they 

2A. Existing NMEC reporting guidance is clear that initial 
claims should be made in the year of installation and trued-
up the following year with a positive or negative value that, 
when summed with the initial claim, equals the final 
weather-normalized estimate of savings. All claims should 
follow this structure. 

2B. The PAs should develop data accuracy checks that assure 
total final claimed savings (the sum of preliminary and trued-
up claims) are consistent with final weather-normalized sav-
ings estimates. 

2C. All NMEC projects must be trued up during the first quar-
ter of the second year after installation. PAs should re-view 
all initial site-level NMEC claims to ensure they are trued-up 
on schedule. 

All Partially Accepted 

2A. PG&E agrees with reporting guidance of reporting initial claims in the same year of installation and 
trued-up in the following year after installation. PG&E has made efforts to complete initial estimates 
by instituting end-of-year project deadlines in order to comply with reporting guidance.  

2B. Data accuracy checks: PG&E agrees that data accuracy between the total final claimed savings and 
final weather normalized savings estimates are necessary to ensure accurate reporting. 

2C. Projects that are installed toward the end of a calendar year may result in true-up claims being re-
ported in the first quarter of the year following M&V due to time it takes for a Project Developer to 
complete M&V analysis and for the PA to complete the technical review. Occassionally, projects may 
not always be trued-up during the first quarter of the second year after installation due to delays in 
receiving and reviewing project M&V and close-out documents. 
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were never installed or trued-up. These projects have been 
zeroed out through the evaluation. 

Inaccurate savings claimed: One steam project claimed 
therms savings in the tracking database that were more than 
double the savings reported in the project documentation. 
The reason for the over-claimed savings is unknown. This re-
sulted in a large savings correction. 

3 48 

Project documentation was varied and inconsistent, which 
made it difficult to identify the final project characteristics 
and results as well as the reasoning behind key project deci-
sions.  

There was substantial variation in the type and thoroughness 
of the project documentation provided. Some projects had 
relatively clear documentation that explained what had been 
planned for the project, what was done for the project, and 
why anything changed. Other documentation was very diffi-
cult to follow and did not provide any reasoning for why sub-
stantial changes were made during implementation or the 
performance period modeling. This lack of clear documenta-
tion required additional data requests, increased review time 
during the evaluation, and increased the likelihood of misun-
derstanding the reasoning behind some project decisions.  

Most projects reviewed during the evaluation had insuffi-
cient documentation to explain why measure-level Measure 
application types (MATs)76 and effective useful life (EUL), 
were selected. Unlike an NMEC project’s savings, which are 
meter-based, the measures’ EUL, which indicates how long 
the first-year savings will persist, must be based on measure 
life studies and other documentation as with non-meter-
based custom projects. As a result, the EUL needs to be care-
ful reviewed by evaluators as the resulting lifetime savings 
are important for cost-effectiveness and total system benefit 
calculations. The lack of clear MAT and EUL documentation 
for many projects made this essential part of the evaluation 
more inefficient, time-consuming and, potentially, inaccu-
rate. 

3A. The PAs should provide an explanation of why each 
measure-level MAT was assigned. At a minimum, the expla-
nation should specify the type of equipment in-volved, such 
as lighting, heating, ventilation, air condi-tioning, refrigera-
tion, or water heating and whether the measure involves in-
stalling equipment in a new build-ing or new area of an exist-
ing building or in an existing building. The explanation should 
also indicate if the measure involves: a) replacing existing 
equipment with new energy efficient equipment, or b) add-
ing new equipment to existing equipment, or c) repairing or 
re-furbishing existing equipment, or d) changing settings in 
an existing control system. This clear explanation will help 
the evaluation team establish the appropriate MAT for each 
measure. 

3B. Measure-life documentation should include a descrip-
tion of the measure, EUL of the measure and it’s re-spective 
DEER EUL ID to explain why particular measure lives are as-
signed from DEER. 

All Accepted 

3A. MATs and associated EULs are checked by PG&E's technical review team The Technical Review 
uses an itemized checklist to ensure that MAT is correct and the associated EUL has a source refer-
ence. PG&E notes that checks should be added to ensure that the weighted EUL in the project docu-
mentation needs to match the reported weighted EUL. PG&E's practice had been to designate 
measures that replace existing equipment with new energy efficient equipment as AR as it has no 
bearing on the EUL within the current NMEC 2.0 ruleset. Based on CPUC feedback via ex-ante CPR dis-
positions to provide additional POE as described in E-5115 for project influence and in preparation for 
changes to the NMEC rulebook, PG&E has requested project developers to include documentation to 
support AR, otherwise use NR for equipment replacement measures. 

 

3B. PG&E will continue to make every effort to document measure life accurately per the NMEC Rule-
book 2.0. 

4 48 

Regression-based modeling is the core of NMEC methods, 
and projects do not consistently provide transparent, well-
documented models following standard practices. 

We identified multiple types of issues with the way regres-
sion models were specified or structured. These included us-
ing novel and inappropriate variable combinations, using dif-
ferent model specifications for the baseline and performance 
models, models not well aligned with the onsite project activ-
ities, and unexplained changes in model structure. This is not 
unexpected for a programmatic approach still under develop-
ment. However, for NMEC to evolve into a program approach 
that requires a light-touch evaluation, a greater level of con-
sistency is required.  

In addition, the pandemic put stress on basic site-level NMEC 
methods. Site-level NMEC methods measure change in con-
sumption between two periods and define the difference as 

4A. Continued communication between the CPUC and PAs will 
guide the basic expectations for acceptable model-ing prac-
tices and essential documentation to reduce un-certainty and 
project delays. This may be accomplished through rulebook 
updates, separate NMEC PFS/M&V template development, 
NMEC PCG discussions, and addi-tional guidance documenta-
tion. 

4B. Wherever possible, PAs should follow standard model 
structures (e.g. linear changepoint models or LBNL Time of 
week and temperature models) and provide engineer-ing-
based explanations for deviations to simplify the re-view pro-
cess. 

4C. The PAs should ensure that baseline model specification 
is set before project installation and applied consistently in 
the post period to comply with the NMEC Rulebook. 

All Accepted 

4A. PG&E agrees that continued communication is key to ensure reduce uncertainty and project de-
lays and we look forward to continuing our participation in statewide efforts such as the NMEC PCG 
and CalTF Site-level Working Group. PG&E encourages the CPUC to consider feedback from all stake-
holders on these crucial NMEC issues. 

4B. PG&E agrees and will continue to follow standard model structures and provide engineering-based 
explanations for deviations to simplify the review process.  

4C. PG&E will continue to ensure that baseline model specification is set before project installation 
and applied consistently in the post period whenever possible but notes that there are occasionally 
valid reasons to update a baseline model such as installation delays exceeding 18 months, or changes 
in occupancy requiring an additional independant variable. We will make all efforts to document any 
necessary baseline changes appropriately if and when they occur. 
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savings. COVID had substantial, variable impacts on energy 
consumption that were difficult to separate from program-
motivated changes. Many of the COVID-related challenges 
may become moot under typical conditions. For example, oc-
cupancy measures used to address COVID-related interrup-
tions were novel additions to models and may prove unnec-
essary in the future when occupancy changes are limited. 

5 49 

The maintenance plans provided varied substantially in 
terms of detail and completeness.  

Behavioral, Retro-commissioning, and Operational (BRO) 
measures were noted as important options for NMEC pro-
jects in early policy guidance. To extend the measure life of 
BRO measures to three years, the NMEC Rulebook states that 
“participant or project owners must commit to a repair and 
maintenance plan for a minimum of three years via a signed 
customer agreement under which the repair and mainte-
nance activities will continue.” Eight of the projects reviewed 
as part of the impact evaluation included BRO80 measures. 
The Rulebook states that maintenance plans should include 
“continuous feedback,” “Detailed documentation,” “a de-
tailed data tracking plan,” and should include training.81 
However, the maintenance plans developed for the evalu-
ated NMEC projects varied widely in their adherence to these 
guidelines. The two refrigerated warehouse projects did in-
clude detailed plans with clear data tracking plans but did not 
provide evidence that the plans were being followed. The 
large tech projects only provided an email from the customer 
stating, “we plan to have this program extended long term – 
there is no end [in] sight so keeping up with a 3+ year pro-
gram is exactly what we want to do.” Without the actual 
maintenance plan, we had no inkling whether the mainte-
nance and repair measures were maintained and providing 
savings. 

5A. PAs should provide maintenance plans that meet NMEC 
Rulebook requirements so that the BRO EUL can remain at 
three years. 

5B. The CPUC should consider amending BRO EUL rules so 
that BRO measures without maintenance plans receive a 
one-year EUL, capped at verified savings of the 12-month 
performance period. 

5C. Energy Division should facilitate the development of a 
maintenance plan template that is in-line with BRO measure 
program maintenance plan requirements. 

All Accepted 

5A. PG&E agrees with and will continue to comply with recommendations to provide maintenance 
plans to allow BRO EULs to remain at three years. PG&E also agrees that it is reasonable to reduce 
EULs to one year if no maintenance plan is provided. 

5B. PG&E has made great efforts to develop and expand on Site-level maintenance plans and has 
made significant progress in this effort.  

5C. PG&E looks forward to contributing to any stakeholder effort to facilitate the development of a 
maintenance plan template. 

6 50 

PAs did not address multiple key issues identified through 
Energy Division’s Project Review process.  

Site-specific NMEC projects go through a Project Review that 
is similar to the custom Project Review (CPR) process. How-
ever, a stark difference between CPR and NMEC Project Re-
views is that the NMEC Project Review is advisory only, and 
not binding. The PA may choose to continue with project im-
plementation regardless of the recommendations made fol-
lowing the NMEC Project Review process. The NMEC Project 
Review “does not restrict or delay project development or 
constitute an approval of related energy savings claims.”82 
Although the NMEC Project Reviews are advisory, the NMEC 
Rulebook83 states that these reviews should “be referenced 
during EM&V84 activities to assess how Commission feed-
back was incorporated.”  

Four out of the 20 projects included in the impact evaluation 
had been selected for Project Review prior to project installa-
tion. Of the four projects, two did not address key issues 

6A. The PAs should address issues identified through the 
NMEC Project Review process and should document the rea-
sons for making changes within the final savings re-port to 
improve project quality. 

6B. CPUC should consider making NMEC Project Reviews 
more than advisory so that issues are more likely to be ad-
dressed during the project implementation which will help 
PAs achieve more accurate savings claims. 

All Partially accepted 

6A. PG&E agrees that PAs should address issues identified through the NMEC Project Review process 
and should document the reasons for making changes within the final savings report to improve pro-
ject quality. PG&E will continue to diligently incorporate disposition and early opinion recommenda-
tions when appropriate and supported by existing regulations and/or NMEC rules. 

6B. PG&E disagrees with the recommendation to make NMEC Project Reviews “more than advisory,” 
the meaning of which is not clearly defined in the evaluation report. DNV notes in comments in the 
final report (pp. F-10) that "more than advisory does not intend to halt project implementation, but 
rather to ensure that the disposition recommendations are addressed as much as possible without 
withholding the project.” However, PG&E’s experience with disposition recommendations in SLNMEC 
indicates that dispositions being “more than advisory” would significantly impact project timing and 
throughput. PG&E received numerous dispositions during PY 2020-22 that stated that NMEC projects 
must adhere to certain requirements without citing applicable rules and regulations (e.g. projects 
must achieve Industry Standard Practice rather than Title 24 Code in contradiction to AB802 and the 
NMEC Rulebook 2.0, a stance that the CPR team later retracted). Following those erroneous disposi-
tions would have significantly delayed or terminated projects despite them following existing NMEC 
requirements.  

While we have seen improvement in recent months in the overall NMEC expertise of SLNMEC review-
ers, there is still an overarching trend within the CPR process of changes in policy interpretations re-
sults in PG&E and CPR team not sharing a common understanding of policies and rules that have had 
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identified during the Project Review. Additionally, one pro-
ject did not follow the requested Early Opinion.85 Issues that 
were not addressed despite being highlighted in Project Re-
view recommendations include an overlooked cogeneration 
system and mis-specified EULs. The lack of attention to these 
highlighted issues led to artificially increased and extended 
claimed savings. The overlooked cogeneration system re-
duced savings by 13% at what was the largest kWh saving 
project in the evaluation sample. The project for which an 
Early Opinion was requested installed a gas line in order to 
switch from electric to gas heating. The final savings ignored 
the increased gas use (from zero) and did not follow the Early 
Opinion guidance. With the inclusion of the gas consumption, 
expected savings did not occur and the project increased the 
overall consumption of energy at the site. 

significant negative impacts on Custom projects with compulsory dispositions, and spurred a major ef-
fort by CPUC and CalTF to address and improve the Custom Project Review Process. PG&E does not 
see a benefit in putting relatively nascent NMEC programs, that are already higher risk to implement-
ers, through a process that is already not functioning adequately for stakeholders. Furthermore, the 
draft NMEC Rulebook 2.1 adds ISP and NR requirements, two issues that have historically been subject 
to Reviewer discretion and seen many changes in interpretation over the years with negative effects 
on Custom project volumes and timelines. It stands to reason that adding a high level of uncertainty 
and reviewer discretion to SLNMEC would further exacerbate delays and disagreements within the 
CPR process to the detriment of projects, as we have seen happen in Custom. 

Finally, a change to “more than advisory” would also be counter to the recommendations of surveyed 
program participants to streamline programs and reducing administrative burden, and would likely 
negatively impact high customer satisfaction rate amongst SLNMEC program participants. 

Process findings and recommendations 

7 51 

Participants indicated high levels of satisfaction with the 
program, driven by the programs’ technical support and in-
centives.  

When asked to rate program satisfaction on a scale of zero to 
10, where zero is completely dissatisfied and 10 is completely 
satisfied, respondents gave an average rating of 8.1 which in-
dicates a high level of satisfaction. 

Eighty percent of respondents, representing 94% of sites, 
were “promoters,” providing a rating of 8 or above. In an 
open-ended question about the strengths of the program, re-
spondents indicated that their satisfaction was driven by the 
technical support and incentives provided by the program. 
Three respondents elaborated on the value of technical sup-
port provided by the program, indicating that the embedded 
engineering and technical support and the data shared were 
particularly helpful.  

Only one respondent was a detractor, providing a rating of 
3 or less. This respondent indicated their dissatisfaction was 
driven by the administrative burden required for participa-
tion, inconsistent messaging about what qualifies for partici-
pation, and long delays throughout the project. At the time 
of the interview, they had not yet received their incentives, 
saying, “we're waiting years to get the incentive.” This partic-
ipant started their project before 2022. 

While nearly half of respondents had no suggestions for 
program improvements, those that did most frequently rec-
ommended streamlining the program and reducing adminis-
trative burden.  

Twenty percent of respondents, representing 34% of sites, 
suggested shortening the delays for CPR review approval (Ta-
ble 5-3). One said, “when projects go in for submission there 
are long delays between when we submit to when its ap-
proved and therefore, we can’t implement it…Savings are sit-
ting on the table while we're waiting.” Twenty percent of re-
spondents, representing 8% of sites, also suggested reducing 

Improve alignment between program implementers, PA staff, 
and evaluators on program evaluation and qualification re-
quirements. Increasing clarity on data requirements among 
all parties and streamlining the process of data sharing across 
parties can reduce duplicative work and confusion. Follow-on 
work led by ED can facilitate this process. 

All Accepted 

PG&E agrees and recognizes that challenges with data sharing and the impact on program evaluability 
has been noted in multiple evaluations for both site and population NMEC programs. We intend to 
support any follow-on efforts by CPUC to facilitate increased clarity on data requirements among all 
parties and streamlining the process of data sharing across parties. 



 

7 

Item 
# 

Page 
# 

Findings Best Practice /  
Recommendations 

(Verbatim from  
Final Report) 

Recommendation  
Recipient 

Disposition PG&E Disposition Notes 

the admin burden. One said, “[Reduce] admin burden, paper-
work, or duplication of effort. [We have] too many people 
doing the same thing, sending the same data to multiple peo-
ple and repeated requests for information from the pro-
gram.” Request for information could come from either im-
plementer or PA and could reflect information needs of im-
plementer, PA, project reviewers or evaluators. 

Overarching NMEC findings and recommendations 

8 52 

Site-level NMEC shows possibility to address “stranded po-
tential” savings but is also being applied in a much wider 
range of projects. 

Our evaluation included multiple projects that may have ad-
dressed “stranded” savings, which is described in the March 
2016 AB802 Technical Analysis86 as follows. 

“Stranded potential exists because a subset of customers 
maintains certain types of equipment well beyond the equip-
ment’s expected useful life. Long lived measures exist for two 
reasons: 

1. The equipment is repairable and customers have been re-
pairing the equipment rather than replacing the equipment 
when it fails (examples include boilers and chillers). … 

2. There is no catastrophic system failure that triggers the 
customer to repair or replace the entire system (examples in-
clude insulation and commercial lighting fixtures)” 

Stranded savings have the potential to offer dramatic savings 
where out-of-date or poorly commissioned systems that fit 
the above criteria would legitimately take advantage of 
NMEC’s existing conditions baseline. In contrast, there are 
other NMEC projects that appear to have chosen NMEC as a 
path to claim greater savings than would be available via al-
ternative paths. 

During interviews with participating customers, multiple re-
spondents indicated that they considered both Custom and 
NMEC offerings when making decisions on how to implement 
projects and chose the offering that made the most sense for 
them. They said that Custom offerings were typically chosen 
when the project scope included discrete measures with de-
veloped evaluation methods, and NMEC was chosen when 
the project contained a more holistic approach that covered 
multiple building systems, or where the project included be-
havioral, retro-commissioning and/or operational measures 
(“BROs”). This comparison indicates a consideration, and ulti-
mate choice, of the NMEC approach for reasons that may not 
embrace the full purpose of measuring savings from the ex-
isting conditions baseline to access stranded potential. 

Consider, as part of future studies, 

8A. Assessing the volume of stranded savings potential. The 
2019 Energy Efficiency Potential and Goals Study by Navi-
gant/Guidehouse identified below code energy efficiency po-
tential as reflecting “additional claimable impacts allowed af-
ter the passing of AB802” and should represent the target 
population for NMEC pro-grams. 

8B. An exploration of PA and implementer efforts to identify 
and target “stranded potential” buildings for NMEC projects. 

All Accepted PG&E agrees that stranded savings potential should be addressed in future studies. 

9 53 

NMEC intends to move savings risk away from the rate-
payer to the PAs, implementers, and participants. While the 
PAs and implementers who engage in NMEC are aware of 
the risks, the PAs must manage the additional risk with par-
ticipants carefully.  

To protect participants, the implementer should ensure that 
equipment is operational and meets the functional needs of 
the building and that the 12 months of pre-installation data is 
an actual representation of baseline energy usage with func-
tional equipment. A simple functional check by the imple-
menter on the existing equipment during the investigation 

All Accepted  

While PG&E agrees that projects should ideally occur in buildings in which equipment is operational 
and meets the functional needs of the building, and that there are situations in which functional test-
ing is appropriate to ensure these conditions, required and extensive functional testing of all equip-
ment would not be simple or inexpensive to implement and would be a significant change to how site 
inspections and prescreens are performed. PG&E recommends discussing this recommendation in ei-
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Final Report) 

Recommendation  
Recipient 

Disposition PG&E Disposition Notes 

Site-level NMEC calculates savings from an existing condi-
tions baseline. Upgraded systems need to be functional in 
the baseline for improvements in the performance period to 
appear as savings. Program implementers that fail to perform 
basic functional testing on systems to be upgraded may im-
plement projects that will not provide the participant the ex-
pected reward under an NMEC approach. For example, one 
evaluated project had a 77% reduction from engineering-
based forecasted savings to meter-based realized savings. 
The engineering-based forecasted savings made assumptions 
about how the old equipment had been functioning which 
were not supported by the meter-based model. The old 
equipment had been functioning at a small fraction of its ca-
pacity, which immediately became clear based on the defi-
ciency report provided after the participant interview, show-
ing that one of the two compressors was down. The new sys-
tem is efficient but uses more energy than the existing sys-
tem at partial capacity which was likely not meeting the func-
tional needs of the space. The participant had not been made 
aware of the existing system’s limitations nor its implications 
on the building’s potential energy savings. The PAs and im-
plementers are in a position to manage their own added risk 
under NMEC, but the participant may not be. 

phase could eliminate this risk without adding additional bur-
den on the participants. 

ther NMEC PCG or Site-Level CalTF working group to explore how best to accommodate this recom-
mendation to ensure the customer is protected without adding significant burdens to project qualifica-
tion and development. Due to the performance-based nature of NMEC programs, it is not in the best 
interest of the PA, Implementer or customer involved in an SLNMEC project to implement measures 
that increase energy use. Therefore, performing functional testing and otherwise ensuring that exist-
ing equipment is meeting the functional needs of the building is in the best interest of all stakeholders 
and therefore probably does not need to be a requirement for all projects since implementers will uti-
lize functional testing when it is reasonable to do so. 


