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Water has several unique characteristics that
make its provision and energy use intensive. In
particular, water is heavy. It also has a high heat
capacity, meaning that it requires a lot of energy
to raise its temperature. These characteristics
are particularly significant in the West, where
water supplies are scarce and population centers
are often separated by hundreds of miles and
thousands of feet in elevation. In California, for
example, an estimated 19% of electricity use, 32%
of all natural gas consumption, and 88 million
gallons of diesel fuel consumption each year are
related to water (CEC 2005). To put these
numbers in perspective, consider that leaving the
hot water running for 5 minutes uses as much
energy as operating a 60-W light bulb for 14
hours.

California has improved the efficiency of its
water use substantially over the past 25 years.
Despite these improvements, current water use
remains wasteful. Even today, millions of old
inefficient toilets and household fixtures remain
in use. California businesses still rely on wasteful
equipment and practices. Nearly 60% of all
cropland in California still uses inefficient flood
irrigation (Orang et al. 2005). Widespread
conservation and efficiency improvements are
possible in every sector - in our homes,
businesses, and on our farms (Gleick et al. 2003,
2005; Cooley et al. 2008, 2009; Christian-Smith et
al. 2010; CALFED 2006; DWR 2005). In many
cases, these savings can be captured at lower
cost than building new, or expanding existing,

Introduction

supply (Gleick et al. 2003, Cooley et al. 2010,
Equinox Center 2010).

Several studies have demonstrated that saving
water saves energy and that these savings can be
highly cost effective. The California Energy
Commission, for example, found that water-
efficiency improvements could save as much
energy as some of the existing energy efficiency
programs in California but at about half the cost
(CEC 2005), suggesting it is cheaper to save
energy through water conservation and efficiency
measures than through current and planned
energy efficiency programs. A 2010 Pacific
Institute analysis found that implementing a set
of water conservation and efficiency measures
that could reduce annual water use by 320,000
acre-feet could also save 2.3 billion kwh of
electricity and 87 million therms of natural gas
each year. The electricity savings alone are
equivalent to the annual use of 309,000 average
California households. Additionally, research
supported by the California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC) also found significant energy
savings that could be achieved through water-
efficiency improvements (GEI Consultants/
Navigant Consulting, Inc., 2010a and 2010b,
ECONorthwest 2010).

Indeed, energy savings, and the associated cost
savings, can make many water efficiency
measures cost effective. The classic example is
the front-loading clothes washer. Front-loading
clothes washers use about 35% less water than
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new, conventional washers (EPA 2013). However,
the water savings - and the associated cost
savings - alone may not be large enough to cover
the higher cost of these machines (although this
is increasingly less true, as their costs come down
and water costs rise). Yet, front-loading clothes
washers also have major energy savings because
reducing water use means that less energy is
needed to heat that water. The cost savings from
the reduction in energy use makes front-loading
clothes washers highly cost-effective.

Coordinating water and energy efficiency
programs may also help California meet several
statewide policy objectives. In 2006, for example,
the California legislature passed Assembly Bill 32,
the Global Warming Solutions Act, requiring the
state to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 1990
levels by 2020. This law committed the state to a
program of steadily reducing greenhouse gas
emissions by cutting current emissions and
preventing future emissions associated with
growth. Additionally, the California legislature
passed SBx7-7, the Water Conservation Act of
2009, to address persistent concerns about water
availability. The law sets an overall goal of
reducing urban per capita water use by 20% by
December 31, 2020. Coordinating water and
energy efficiency efforts provides an opportunity
to leverage the efforts of local, regional, and
state entities to achieve these goals.

In recent years, several organizations have
demonstrated interest in improving coordination
among the water and energy sectors to capture
these efficiencies. For example, the American
Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy (ACEEE)
and the Alliance for Water Efficiency (AWE)
brought together key people from the water and
energy efficiency fields to develop a blueprint for
future joint efforts and to envision a policy
agenda that could drive actions at the federal,
state, local, and watershed levels. One of the
recommendations of the blueprint, released in
2011, was to promote collaboration among groups
interested in furthering water and energy

efficiency (ACEEE and AWE 2011). Likewise, the
California Urban Water Conservation Council
(CUWCC), in its most recent Strategic Plan, noted
that a key priority for their work is to assist
members in identifying opportunities to partner
with energy utilities on programs that save both
water and energy (CUWCC 2011). Additionally, in
2011, the Water Research Foundation launched
the California Water and Energy Coalition
(CalWEC) to promote collaboration between
water, wastewater, and energy utilities in
California.

Despite these efforts, coordinated water and
energy efficiency programs are still fairly
uncommon. Several studies have identified some
of the barriers to developing and implementing
these programs. For example, a recent ACEEE and
AWE report highlights some of the challenges of
coordinated programs, including limited funding,
challenges coordinating with different entities,
and difficulty identifying metrics and quantifying
savings (Young and Mackres 2013). A recent
report from CPUC staff identified problems with
program evaluation and embedded energy metrics
(White and zZafar 2013). The California
Sustainability Alliance (2013) finds that one of the
barriers to better coordination is the physical
disconnect between where water is conserved
and where energy is reduced - e.g., because
water is imported over long distances, water
savings in one region can save energy at pumps in
another region. Thus, they note that “it’s unclear
which energy utility should fund water
conservation or gets credit for associated energy
savings.”

The Pacific Institute initiated a survey of water
and energy managers to better understand
barriers to coordinated programs in California.
The results of the survey are included here. In
addition, we provide several case studies to
highlight examples of how coordinated programs
are being implemented around the state. These
case studies capture a diverse set of efficiency
measures in both Southern and Northern
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California and include indoor and outdoor
measures in residential and commercial settings.
Based on the surveys and case studies, we
conclude with a set of recommendations for
overcoming barriers to coordinated programs. We
note that the focus of this report is on programs
that address customer end-use efficiencies, not
energy and water savings within utility
operations.
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To develop the survey, we conducted a literature
review of studies on the energy-water nexus to
identify barriers to coordinated water and energy
conservation and efficiency programs. Although
this paper focuses on California, the literature
review included studies from across the United
States. In total, several dozen studies were
reviewed.

We also conducted in-depth interviews with
water and energy efficiency experts and
practitioners, including representatives from
water utilities, energy utilities, state agencies,
consulting firms, academic institutions, and non-
governmental organizations (NGOs). In total, nine
people were interviewed, all of whom were
selected based on experience working in
California. Interviewees were asked to speak
generally about barriers they have encountered.
The objective of the interviews was to try to
identify barriers that may not have been captured
in the literature. Through the interviews and
literature review, we identified a total of nearly
50 barriers. Because there was considerable
overlap among these barriers, we were able to
narrow them down to a total of 15.

We then developed an online survey to better
understand the relative importance of these
barriers (see Appendix A). The survey asked
participants to rank each potential barrier
according to the respondent’s perception of its
significance: “not a barrier,” “slight barrier,”
“moderate barrier,” and “significant barrier.”
Each ranking was then assigned a numerical

Barriers Survey Methods

value, ranging from 1 for “not a barrier” to 4 for
“significant barrier.” A weighted average score
was then calculated for each barrier. Participants
were also allowed to select “not applicable” for a
particular barrier. These responses were ignored
when calculating the weighted average. We
included an open-ended question for respondents
to note whether there were any other barriers
not captured in the survey. Finally, the survey
asked respondents for other basic information,
including his/her employer’s location and
whether he/she works primarily in the water
and/or energy sector.

One objective of the survey was to evaluate
whether there were any differences in the
ranking of barriers among survey respondents. We
grouped survey respondents by region (Northern
or Southern California) and by sector (i.e., those
working primarily in water, those working
primarily in energy, and those working in both
water and energy).! To evaluate regional
differences, we used a standard t-test. To
evaluate differences by sector, we used an
analysis of variance (ANOVA), which is useful in
comparing three or more means (groups or
variables) for statistical significance. For both the
ANOVA and t-test, the means were statistically
different if the p-value was less than or equal to
0.05.

! Here, the water sector refers to those working in both
water and wastewater.
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The online survey was active for approximately 10
weeks, from 3 May 2013 to 10 July 2013. It was
widely distributed through several avenues,
including personal e-mail and the Pacific
Institute’s website and social media accounts.
The survey was also distributed to members of
the CUWCC and CalWEC.

In addition to the survey, we developed four case
studies of coordinated programs in California.
These cases were selected to demonstrate
programs targeting customer end-use efficiencies
and represent a diverse set of efficiency
measures in both Southern and Northern
California. For these case studies, we conducted
detailed interviews with program partners. In
total, 13 people were interviewed for the case
studies.
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Survey Results and Discussion

There were a total of 76 respondents to the
survey, representing a diverse mix of water and
energy professionals (Figure 1). Fifty-five percent
of respondents work for a utility; of those, the
majority (69%) work for a water utility, while 24%
work for a utility that provides both water and
energy service, and only 7% work for an energy
utility. About 11% of those that responded work
for a private consultant, and 10% work for a state
or federal agency. Those working for non-profit
organizations and in academia accounted for 9%
and 7% of survey respondents, respectively.
Figure 2 shows that the majority of respondents
(73%) work with urban systems, although 24%
work with both urban and agricultural systems
and only 3% work exclusively with agricultural
systems.

Federal
agency
1%

9%

Water utility
Non-profit 38%
~ Academia
7%

Water &

energy

utility

13% Energy

utility

4%

Consultancy
11%

Figure 2. Respondent’s Organizational
Identity, by Percent

Agricultural
systems
3%

Urban
systems

73%

Figure 1. Respondent's Primary Area of Work, by
Percent

Most Significant Barriers

As described above, the survey asked participants
to rank each potential barrier, and each ranking
was assigned a numerical value, ranging from 1
for “not a barrier” to 4 for “significant barrier.”
The weighted average response for each of the
barriers ranged from 2.3 to 3.1. As shown in Table
1, however, opinions were varied. All barriers
included in the survey were rated as a significant
barrier by at least 11 respondents. Likewise, at
least four respondents replied “not a barrier” for
each of the potential barriers. These findings
suggest that the relative importance of these
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Table 1. Survey Results

Nota  Slight  Moderate  Significant Total Mean

N/A

Barrier . . . )
Barrier Barrier Barrier Barrier Responses  Response

Water sector h_as limited or inconsistent funding available to 8% (6) 17% (13) 24% (18) 47% (35) 2% (2) 74 3.14
invest in combined programs

Limited staff time 5% (4) 15% (11) 36% (26) 38% (28) 4% (3) 72 3.13
Insufﬂmem guidance ab_out how to equitably allocate costs 5% (4) 16% (12) 34% (25) 40% (29) 2% (2) 72 3.13
and benefits among project partners

Water-related pricing policies (e.g., few mgchanlsms for cost % (5) 18% (13) 32% (23) 42% (30) 0% (0) 71 3.10
recovery and concern about revenue stability)

Lack of established relationship between potential water and 6% (5) 22% (17) 25% (19) 39% (29) 5% (4) 74 3.03
energy partners

Insuff|0|§nt guidance on how to quantify water, energy, and 10% (8) 200 (15) 30% (22) 38% (28) 0% (0) 73 296
cost savings

Eg\z;g:allty or insufficient data to quantify water and energy 12% (9) 16% (12) 34% (25) 350 (26) 1% (1) 73 294
Inability to share customer data/customer privacy concerns 16% (12) 17% (13) 32% (24) 30% (22) 2% (2) 73 2.79
Significant temporal and spatial variability in determining 0 0 0 q 0

water, energy, and cost savings 9% (7) 24% (18) 38% (28) 23% (17) 4% (3) 73 2.79
Too r_nuch emphasis on getting perfect information before 17% (13) 250 (19) 21% (16) 32% (24) 2% (2) 74 271
starting programs

!Energy_sector has limited or inconsistent funding available to 16% (12) 20% (15) 20% (22) 250 (19) 8% (6) 74 271
invest in combined programs

Difficult to account for trade-offs that may occur (e.g.,

choosing between programs that save 10 kwh/1 gallon and 1 9% (7) 34% (25) 28% (21) 20% (15) 6% (5) 73 2.65
kwh/10 gallons)

Customgrs are unaware or do not care that there is a 15% (11) 30% (22) 26% (19) 24% (18) 4% (3) 73 263
connection between water and energy

Large number of water utilities within the energy utility’s 0 . . 0 0

service boundaries make it difficult to coordinate activities 18% (14) 29% (22) 27% (20) 18% (14) 5% (4) 4 2.49
Service area boundaries do not match up 27% (20) 24% (18) 28% (21) 15% (11) 4% (3) 73 2.33

Note: Number in parentheses indicates the number of respondents. In order to create the weighted average, each ranking was assigned a numerical value,
ranging from 1 for “not a barrier” to 4 for “significant barrier.”
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barriers is likely to vary depending on a wide
variety of potential factors. This study was not
designed to identify these factors, although
future work may be needed in this area.

Five barriers scored higher than 3.0, indicating a
moderate to significant barrier using our scoring
method (see Figure 3). These include (ranked
from highest to lowest score):

1. Water sector has limited or inconsistent
funding available to invest in combined
programs (score of 3.14).

2. Limited staff time (score of 3.13).

3. Insufficient guidance about how to
equitably allocate costs and benefits
among project partners (score of 3.13).

4. Water-related pricing policies, e.g., few
mechanisms for cost recovery and concern
about revenue stability (score of 3.10).

5. Lack of established relationship between
potential water and energy partners
(score of 3.0).

Barriers one and two are related to the
availability of financial resources for efficiency
programs. This may, however, reflect a failure to
prioritize and invest resources in conservation
and efficiency programs. Water conservation and
efficiency typically represent a small percentage
of the water utility’s budget. An analysis of eight
large utilities in the western United States found
that, on average, conservation and efficiency
expenditures represent about 1 percent of total
water budgets (WRA 2003). A detailed analysis of
water efficiency expenditures in California has
not been conducted. However, the Metropolitan
Water District of Southern California (MWD),
which delivers an estimated 1.7 million acre-feet
of water per year to member agencies serving 19
million people in Southern California, budgeted
$20.0 million per year for water conservation
programs in fiscal years 2012/2013 and 2013/2014
(MWD 2012), or about 1 percent of total annual

expenditures.? MWD members also invest in
efficiency programs, although these expenditures
have not been compiled. Efficiency expenditures
by energy utilities in California are considerably
higher. In 2012, for example, efficiency
expenditures by California’s energy utilities
exceeded $1 billion (EEGA 2013, CMUA 2013).
Decisions about budget allocations among utility
programs are driven largely by internal processes
and reflect utility policies and priorities.
Therefore, these barriers can be overcome by
realigning utility budgets to support greater
investment, in both staff time and money, in
water conservation and efficiency programs.
Additionally, as will be highlighted in the case
studies, partnerships between and among water
and energy utilities can reduce costs by
streamlining program offerings, eliminating
redundancy, and capturing economies of scale.

The third barrier is related to allocating costs and
benefits among project partners. In California,
energy investor-owned utilities (I0Us) submit
efficiency budgets that must be approved by the
California Public Utilities Program (CPUC). Once
the efficiency programs have been implemented
and energy savings verified, these savings are
then compared to energy efficiency targets for
each of the utilities. Because of spatial and even
temporal variability in the energy intensity of
water systems, there is some uncertainty about
the energy savings associated with water
conservation and efficiency programs and no
agreed upon methodology to estimate these
savings.

Furthermore, CPUC regulations are such that
ratepayer funds, e.g., efficiency funds, can only
be used to fund programs that benefit those
ratepayers. Water in California, however, travels
long distances, in some cases crossing multiple
utility service areas. As a result, the energy
savings from water conservation and efficiency

2 This estimate doesn't include the administrative costs for
the program, including outside service, vendor fees,
marketing, and staff time.
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Water sector has limited or inconsistent funding available
for combined programs

Limited staff time

Insufficient guidance about how to equitably allocate costs
and benefits among project partners

Water related pricing policies

Lack of established relationship between potential partners

Insufficient guidance on how to quantify water, energy,
and cost savings

Poor quality or insufficient data to quantify water and
energy savings

Inability to share customer data/customer provacy concerns
Significant temporal and spatial variability in determining

water, energy, and cost savings

Too much emphasis on getting perfect information before
starting programs

Energy sector has limited or inconsistent funding available
for combined programs

Difficult to account for trade-offs that may occur
Customers are unaware or do not care about water-
energy connection

Large number of water utilities within the energy utility’s
service area

Service area boundaries do not match
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Figure 3. Barriers Survey, Mean Response
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Note: Each response was assigned a numerical value; a value of 1 indicates the respondents did not think the issue was a barrier, while a value of 4

indicates that respondents thought the barrier was significant.

measures may occur outside of the energy
utility’s service area. Under current regulations,
an energy utility cannot pay or claim credit for
savings outside of its service area. For example,
Southern California Edison cannot claim credit for
energy savings that may accrue to the
Department of Water Resources (DWR) because
less water is pumped through DWR facilities. To
overcome this barrier, state agencies, including
the CPUC and CEC, should develop guidelines for
allocating water, energy, and cost savings among
project partners.

Finally, water-related pricing policies were
identified as a significant barrier. The overriding
issue is that conservation and efficiency can

reduce water demand, thereby reducing revenue
and contributing to revenue instability. This is a
growing concern in California in light of factors
that have reduced water demand (the economic
downturn, ongoing conservation and efficiency
efforts, and recent drought) in combination with
factors that have increased cost (rising energy
costs, the need to repair and replace aging
infrastructure, and stricter water quality
requirements). While it is unclear whether and to
what degree these trends will continue, some
water managers are beginning to refer to this as
the “new norm” (Donnelly and Christian-Smith
2013). Several rate experts point out that
properly designed rate structures can promote
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revenue stability while also providing an incentive
to use water efficiently. This, however, is an
important and evolving topic in California and
across the United States, and one for which there
remains room for more innovation and discussion.

Least Significant Barriers

While looking at the most significant barriers can
be informative, it is also useful to look at the
least significant barriers. The two barriers with
the lowest scores were:

1. Large number of water utilities within the
energy utilities’ service boundaries makes
it difficult to coordinate activities (score
of 2.49).

2. Service area boundaries do no match up
(score of 2.33).

The weighted average for each of these barriers
was less than 2.5, indicating a slight-to-moderate
barrier. However, while these barriers had the
lowest overall scores, several respondents ranked
them as significant barriers. We note that these
may be less of a barrier in California than in other
regions because of the presence of wholesale
water utilities that can represent the interests of
its members, especially in Southern California
where the Metropolitan Water District of
Southern California delivers water to member
serving 19 million people.

Regional and Sectoral Differences
in Barrier Rankings

One objective of the survey was to evaluate
whether there were any differences in the
ranking of barriers by sector or by region. Nearly
two-thirds of survey respondents worked
primarily in water, while 10% of survey
respondents worked primarily in energy. The
remainder worked in both water and energy

(Figure 4). The ANOVA suggested that for all but
two of the barriers, there was no statistically
significant difference among the three groups.
There were, however, significant differences on
the following barriers: (1) poor quality or
insufficient data to quantify water and energy
savings and (2) water-related pricing policies. In
both cases, respondents from the energy sector
viewed these as larger barriers than did those
that work in the water sector.

Energy
10%

Figure 4. Percent of Respondents Working in
Water, Energy, or Both

Respondents were divided nearly equally by
region, with 55% from Southern California and
45% from Northern California (Figure 5). Using a
statistical t-test to compare regional responses,
we found that there was a statistically significant
difference by region as to the significance of
water-related pricing policies. In particular,
respondents from Northern California felt that
water-related pricing policies were a larger
barrier than respondents from Southern
California. This may be due, in part, to the fact
that water prices in Northern California are
considerably lower than those in Southern
California. Additionally, respondents from
Southern California thought that the lack of
established relationships between the water and
energy sector was a larger barrier than those in
Northern California.
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Northern
California
45%

Southern

California
55%

Figure 5. Percent of Respondents by Region

Other Barriers

Respondents were also asked to identify any
additional barriers not captured in the survey. We
received nearly 30 responses, all of which are
shown in Appendix B.® The majority of these
responses were already included in the survey.
For example, several responses focused on
difficulties with allocating costs and benefits
among project partners. Several responses,
however, highlighted issues not included in the
survey. Respondents noted that fragmentation
both within and across sectors is a major barrier.
Specifically, fragmentation, or the lack of
integration, prevents utilities from
communicating with one another about their
program offerings and potential overlap.
Additionally, it makes planning and coordinating
activities difficult because, for example, project
partners may be operating on differing reporting
and funding cycles (this, in particular, can make
developing multi-year projects difficult) or be
using different standards and guidelines.
Furthermore, it raises issues about how to
allocate costs and benefits among project

® Note that the names of individuals and local/regional
agencies were removed from these responses. We have,
however, retained the names of state agencies.

partners, although this barrier was addressed in
the online survey.

Other barriers include:

e Lack of appetite for innovation and risk-
taking within the water sector.

e Lack of directive by the CPUC and/or CEC
to develop coordinated programs and
accept the associated energy savings for
meeting resource efficiency targets.

e Lack of awareness about water-energy
connections within the utility, which
makes it difficult to “embed” water-
energy concerns into relevant activities.

Additionally, several respondents raised concerns
about the ability to create a demand for these
types of program, or for efficiency programs in
general. These include split incentives between
those paying the bill and those benefiting from
the program; lack of innovative financing
mechanisms to encourage efficiency measures
(e.g., on-bill financing, Property Assessed Clean
Energy [PACE] programs); and difficulty in
engaging business and corporate decision makers
in resource conservation initiatives. While these
types of barriers were somewhat captured in the
online survey,4 barriers related to customer
participation were not the primary focus of this
survey. Additional work may be needed in this area.

* See, for example, “Customers are unaware or do not care
that there is a connection between water and energy.”
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Although there are significant barriers to
implementing coordinated water and energy
efficiency programs, many utilities are finding
ways to overcome these barriers. Below, we
highlight four water and energy efficiency
programs in California: a landscape efficiency
program; a commercial kitchen audit program; a
master inter-utility agreement to facilitate
efficiency programs; and a clothes washer rebate
program. The case studies, which were selected
to demonstrate the diversity of programs being
implemented, show that these barriers can be
overcome. However, additional effort is needed
to expand these efforts.

PG&E and Bay Area Water
Agencies: High-Efficiency Clothes
Washer Rebate Program

High-efficiency clothes washers (HECW) save
large amounts of both water and energy. A
number of water agencies in the San Francisco
Bay Area have been offering their customers
rebates for HECW since the late 1990s. Each of
these programs was individually managed by the
local water agency. In 2001, however, several
water utilities developed a regional rebate
program, administered by a third party (the
Electric & Gas Industries Association, or EGIA),
with a single application form for customers and
agreement on the terms and conditions of the
program. At around the same time, PG&E
administered a separate, parallel HECW rebate
program with different rules and conditions. In
2006, PG&E and several Bay Area water utilities

Case Studies:
Overcoming Barriers

collaborated to develop a single, coordinated
HECW rebate program for residential customers.
Today, 27 Bay Area water utilities, the Bay Area
Water Supply and Conservation Agency (BAWSCA),
and PG&E participate in the joint program.

The utilities note that the program has been very
successful and is extremely popular with their
customers. Prior to the development of the joint
program, a customer would have to fill out two
rebate applications: one for the water utility and
the other for PG&E. The customer would then
receive two separate rebate checks. Today, the
customer fills out a single application online or in
the store. Once approved, the customer receives
one rebate check, which ranges from $100 to
$125. The rebates and all of the program
materials identify the project sponsors as PG&E
and “Your Local Water Agency.” Between 2008
and the end of 2011, nearly 182,000 rebates for
HECW were provided throughout the region.

The joint program has largely been administered
by PG&E, although a third-party contractor
recently took over program administration. Each
year, the water utilities sign a contract with
PG&E, approving that year’s product
specifications and the total rebate amount. Every
week, PG&E sends a list of applicants to the
utility partner.® The water utility staff then
verifies that the applicant lives within their
service and is eligible for the program. Once
approved, the customer receives a rebate check
generally within two-to-three weeks. PG&E pays
for the initial rebate and then invoices the

® For BAWSCA members, the list goes to BAWSCA first, which
then forwards the information to the appropriate agency.
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project partners on a monthly basis. In addition
to administering the program, PG&E is also
responsible for advertising, marketing, and
communicating with local appliance outlets.
PG&E’s management of the program has been
beneficial for the water utilities, which are able
to take advantage of PG&E’s institutional and
financial capacity, while the energy utility
benefits by increasing the value of services
offered to their customers.

In addition to expanding the reach of the program
and making it easier for customer participation,
the joint water and energy rebate program is
more cost effective than the regional water
rebate program. For example, before the joint
effort was implemented, one utility had been
paying approximately $18 per rebate for
processing and administrative costs. Under the
joint program, PG&E splits the administrative
costs with its partners, charging the water
utilities $10 per application. In addition, because
the check is issued as a lump sum from both
utilities, some of the water utilities were able to
lower their individual rebates and still offer their
customers a rebate of between $100 and $125.

Despite the program’s success, interviewees
suggest it may soon end. Some believe that the
market for HECW is near saturation and thus a
rebate is no longer necessary. Others, however,
suggest that there may still be large numbers of
inefficient appliances in use. A saturation study,
which has not yet been conducted, would help
resolve this issue. Project partners are exploring
new coordinated programs across the region,
although nothing has yet been developed.

SDG&E and SDCWA: WaterSmart
Landscape Efficiency Program
The San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA)

and San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) have
collaborated on water and energy efficiency

programs for more than 20 years. Past programs
include distributing showerheads, installing pre-
rinse spray valves, performing energy efficiency
audits at water agency facilities, and providing
rebates for high-efficiency clothes washers. In
2006, the CPUC issued a decision (R. 06-04-010)
requiring investor-owned utilities (IOUs) to
examine embedded energy savings associated
with water efficiency. As a result of this decision,
energy utilities were directed to partner with one
large water service provider to implement pilot
programs that save both water and energy. At
around the same time, the SDCWA Board, in its
2007 “Blueprint for Water Conservation,”
recommended that the utility coordinate with
state agencies, SDG&E, and others to implement
regional water efficiency programs, especially for
landscape conservation. Together, these actions
prompted SDG&E and SDCWA to develop three
new pilot water efficiency programs:
comprehensive water/energy audits, a landscape
irrigation management program, and a recycled
water program.

The landscape irrigation management program,
referred to as the Managed Landscapes Pilot
Program, applied both smart irrigation control
technology and professional irrigation
management services to save water at
conventionally managed large commercial
landscapes. Generally, climate-based smart
controllers rely on evapotranspiration (ET) and
other weather information to automatically
adjust the amount of water used for irrigation. In
contrast to stand-alone smart controllers, the
technology used in this pilot program included
communications devices that enabled offsite
professional irrigation managers to remotely
manage and control irrigation events.

Using a competitive bid solicitation process,
SDG&E selected a single water management
service company to market the program, assess
savings potential, enroll customers, and install
and monitor the systems at each site. The pilot
program was implemented at 13 sites within the
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SDCWA service area and was administered by
SDG&E, with SDCWA providing program design
and technical guidance. Although the contractor
was required to achieve a minimum 20% water
savings (Stephenson, pers. comm., 2013), the
actual savings at the pilot sites averaged 35%
(ECONorthwest 2010).

Despite its successes, however, the pilot program
encountered several challenges. For example,
both SDCWA and SDG&E were concerned if and to
what degree a third-party contractor could
override irrigation management decisions made
by an existing maintenance contractor. Scalability
was another concern: in order to expand the
program, multiple providers would be needed to
serve a region as large as San Diego. During the
pilot, some property owners also expressed
concern about the program and how the irrigation
management techniques would be integrated into
the service provided by their existing landscape
manager.

Based on the successes and challenges of
implementing the pilot program, SDG&E and
SDCWA are developing a new program: the
WaterSmart Landscape Efficiency Program
(WSLEP). WSLEP will be an industry-wide training
program that will enable contractors to
implement water budgeting techniques and
technologies to effectively reduce outdoor
irrigation. To address concerns about scalability,
WSLEP will be designed to accommodate
participation by multiple contractors. It is hoped
this approach will accelerate the recruitment
process for new participating sites by leveraging
existing accounts. As an example, WSLEP could
use an organization such as the California
Landscape Contractors Association (CLCA) as a
program administrator to coordinate with
participants and provide training on irrigation
efficiency techniques and technologies. CLCA
already maintains an online water savings data
reporting system, which could be adapted to
meet data reporting needs of WSLEP.

In order to participate in the new program,
contractors will be responsible for several tasks.
They must retrieve historical water use records to
calculate the baseline water use, establish a
water budget, identify and install hardware
upgrades for more efficient irrigation, and track
and report monthly water use (to determine
actual water savings) for one year using an online
reporting system. To increase awareness among
landscape contractors about the upcoming WSLEP
program, a training event was held to market the
WSLEP to interested parties and provide
contractors with strategies to effectively market
their services.

Some potential issues remain. One lingering
guestion is how energy savings will be calculated.
Currently, there is no approved or agreed upon
methodology for calculating and claiming energy
savings resulting from water conservation and
efficiency measures. As a result, SDG&E is still
unable to get credit for the energy savings,
limiting how much money they are able to spend
on the program. This is a major barrier to
developing and/or expanding these types of
programs, as was identified in the online survey.

Another key issue is finding a reliable funding
source, especially for the water utilities. SDG&E
is using ratepayer money to fund the program,
and these expenditures are approved by the
CPUC. SDCWA is primarily funding the majority
(91%) of the program through a Proposition 50
grant and the remainder (9%) from its operating
budget. The potential for continued program
funding is subject to program performance,
future water utility budgets, and availability of
grant funding.
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SoCalGas and West Basin: Cash
for Kitchens Program

West Basin Municipal Water District is a public
agency that wholesales drinking and recycled
water to cities and private companies in
southwest Los Angeles County. In 2009, West
Basin implemented a new water conservation and
efficiency program - the Cash for Kitchens (C4K)
program. C4K is an audit program for commercial
kitchens that seeks to increase water efficiency

in the more than 600 commercial kitchens in West
Basin’s service area.

West Basin uses the South Bay Environmental
Services Center (SBESC) to implement the
program. SBESC is a public/private partnership
that provides technical and program support for
Los Angeles area municipalities implementing
energy efficiency projects and connects regional
customers with water and energy efficiency
programs, rebates, and incentives. SBESC is
responsible for scheduling and conducting the C4K
audits and serves as the primary point of contact
for potential or existing participants. SBESC
identifies potential customers for the audits
through several avenues, including door-to-door
visits, outreach to local Chambers of Commerce,
and cold calls. C4K auditors identify inefficient
appliances; record information on installed water
appliances, flow rates, and leaks; create
customer reports; and summarize the
recommended water and energy-saving
techniques for kitchen staff and managers. West
Basin provides SBESC with water-saving devices
that can be distributed for free at the time of the
audit, e.g., pre-rinse spray valves, flow
restrictors, and waterbrooms. When devices are
not free, the auditor will provide information
about available rebates. To promote behavioral
change, the auditor also conducts a training
session for kitchen employees. Each year, 10-15%
of participating businesses receive a follow-up
visit from SBESC, during which installations are

verified and program participants can receive a
small display placard indicating they employ
environmentally sound business practices if they
implement the recommended efficiency
measures.

The program was initially funded with seed
money from Metropolitan Water District of
Southern California and a match from West Basin.
This grant paid for the water-saving devices as
well as the development of marketing and
outreach materials. Now that the materials are
created, the program is relatively inexpensive to
fund, as the only cost beyond the monthly fee to
SBESC is for the water-saving devices. The
program is currently funded by West Basin. West
Basin pays SBESC on a monthly basis for a variety
of tasks related to promoting water conservation
and efficiency, including administering various
aspects of West Basin’s efficiency programs,
organizing public outreach events, and running
social media campaigns. In 2012, West Basin paid
SBESC approximately $21,000 for the C4K
program. The devices and SBESC’s fee are
currently paid for using funds from West Basin’s
public information and conservation budget.

With the help of SBESC, West Basin began
partnering with SoCalGas on the C4K audits in
2011. At semi-regular meetings of the SBESC
partners, West Basin periodically updated the
group about their water efficiency activities.
Following one of the updates about the C4K
program, SoCalGas approached SBESC and West
Basin about a potential partnership. At the time,
SoCalGas operated a Commercial Service
Technician (CST) Program, a natural gas audit
program for commercial customers that was
designed to ensure natural gas fixtures are
operating properly and at maximum efficiency.
SoCalGas and West Basin thought conducting both
audits at the same time could provide mutual
benefits for the agencies and the customers.
SBESC also approached Southern California Edison
for a possible electricity efficiency component of
the C4K program; however, Edison felt they did
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not have the technical support available to
participate, nor did they believe the electricity-
saving potential was sufficient to justify their
participation. This may change in the future with
guidance from the CPUC encouraging partnerships
between water and energy utilities.

As of March 2013, more than 230 C4K audits have
been completed, and 70% of those have been
combined gas and water audits (Spasaro et al.
2013).° The program seeks to audit around 75
facilities per year and has so far been achieving
that goal. Program developers hope to eventually
install devices, rather than simply distribute
them; however, this would require additional
insurance for the installers and would therefore
increase the cost of the program. SBESC notes
that the majority of program participants have
installed the free water-saving devices, which
include pre-rinse spray valves, flow restrictors,
and waterbrooms. Where they have not been
installed, the most common reason is that the
device did not fit properly. While the program
initially focused on commercial kitchens with at
least 1,000 square feet of kitchen space, it has
expanded to any facility with a commercial
kitchen, including, for example, churches and
assisted living facilities. The partners -
particularly SoCalGas - hope to share their
materials and implementation strategy with other
water agencies interested in outreach to the food
service sector.

The new partnership provides several important
benefits. Through this new collaboration, the CST
Program is able to reach a larger number of
customers and has reduced the staff time needed
to identify facilities and schedule audits. At the
same time, these joint audits reduce the total
number of visits - and therefore business
disruptions - to the facility. Although there is no
formal documentation for the partnership, the

® For those that do not receive a combined visit, some are
able to schedule a follow-up visit from a Commercial Services
Technician within one week of the original C4K visit.

partners have agreed to a few conditions to
facilitate the joint audits. For example, when
SBESC makes the audit appointments, they
provide CST Program auditors with at least a
week’s notice of the date. Representatives from
the CST Program and SBESC meet at the facility
and conduct their respective audits in parallel.

One challenging aspect of the program stems
from limitations on SoCalGas’s role. Their
participation is currently free, and so the realized
benefits come at no cost. Because the water-
saving devices are only distributed rather than
directly installed, however, SoCalGas is not
allowed to claim the estimated energy savings
from those devices. As a result, the benefit of
their participation in the program is mostly
limited to increased customer satisfaction,
greater customer outreach, and reduced staff
time. Although the idea for the CST Program is to
take on responsibility for installing the devices,
union rules and regulations have so far precluded
that option. There has been discussion about
hiring a third party to install the devices,
although this has been cost prohibitive.

SoCalGas and LADWP: Master
Inter-Utility Agreement

The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
(LADWP) and Southern California Gas Company
(SoCalGas) recently embarked on a joint
implementation of energy and water efficiency
programs and services in their overlapping service
territories. SoCalGas is an investor-owned utility
that provides natural gas to nearly 21 million
consumers in more than 500 communities
throughout Central and Southern California.
LADWP provides electricity and water service to
more than 4 million consumers in the Los Angeles
area and is the largest municipal utility in the
SoCalGas service area, providing service to 20% of
SoCalGas’s customers. Over the years, the two
utilities have partnered on efficiency programs;
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however, until now, these programs were
opportunistic and limited in scale.

Several key events provided the initial incentive
for a new, formal utility partnership between
SoCalGas and LADWP. In 2005, new state
legislation (SB 1037) required California publicly-
owned utilities (POUs) to make energy efficiency
programs a priority before acquiring other sources
of electricity or building new transmission lines.
In addition, Assembly Bill 2021 (2006) required
POUs to determine the energy efficiency
potential within their service area and establish
annual savings targets in order to achieve a state-
wide target of 10% reduction in energy use over
10 years.7 In 2009, the CPUC directed California
IOUs to develop partnerships with local
governments and support their efforts to promote
energy efficiency at the local level. In 2010,
SoCalGas tried to partner with LADWP through
other local organizations (including the LA
Business Council and the SoCal Public Power
Association) that were engaged in energy
efficiency; however, those efforts were
unsuccessful due to their complexity and
expense, especially as LADWP did not have a
guaranteed funding source.

In 2012, LADWP began implementation of a new,
robust, and well-funded energy efficiency
portfolio. The LADWP Board of Commissioners
adopted an energy efficiency goal of 10% by 2020,
along with a “stretch” target of 15%, and
allocated $128 million and $139 million in FY
2012-2013 and 2013-2014, respectively, for
energy efficiency programs. LADWP will update
its energy efficiency potential study in mid-2013
in order to determine the feasibility of adopting
the 15% stretch target as a firm goal. To achieve
these new efficiency goals, LADWP proposed a
formal partnership with SoCalGas. LADWP
realized that a well-structured partnership could
not only help ramp the new programs up more
quickly, it could also increase customer

" These targets are to be updated every four years.

participation and ultimately energy savings.
Furthermore, a partnership could build the
capacity of both organizations by enabling an
exchange of information about best practices and
technologies.

Both utilities recognized that implementing
multiple inter-utility programs would require
significant staff time and resources. In particular,
entering into multiple single-program agreements
between the two utilities, each of which could
require approval of the LADWP Board of
Commissioners, could delay the process
significantly. As a result, the utilities streamlined
some aspects of the joint programs by using an
umbrella agreement, a process that goes well
beyond the single-program agreements typically
used between energy I0Us. Under this umbrella
agreement, individual program partnerships get
expedited legal review and can be approved by
SoCalGas and LADWP executives responsible for
the energy efficiency portfolio. Such an
arrangement allows the partnership to evolve
over time in order to meet the needs and
priorities of both utilities. Individual program
agreements, dubbed “Program Orders,” flow from
the Master agreement and do not require
separate Board approval.

The Director of Customer Programs and
Assistance at SoCalGas, Gillian Wright, is an
active proponent and supporter of working
collaboratively with regional municipalities to
maximize efficiency and customer satisfaction
with energy efficiency programs. Ms. Wright
recognized the need to encourage inter-
organizational collaboration within her
department, and she made it a priority for her
staff to find ways to work together with other
local and regional organizations, utilities or
otherwise. Ms. Wright also moved swiftly to
allocate resources to this effort, including
creating a new team that would serve as a liaison
between SoCalGas and LADWP, as well as other
municipal utilities down the road. Having a
centralized point of contact helps streamline the
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coordination process and allows program staff to
focus on their day-to-day responsibilities of
delivering the best programs and services to the
customers.

LADWP’s new Director of Energy Efficiency, David
Jacot, P.E., was well-versed in both energy
efficiency and issues with California IOUs. Mr.
Jacot had previously managed energy efficiency
programs at Southern California Edison, and his
familiarity with the structure of California 10Us,
the CPUC, and I0U efficiency programs was
instrumental in advancing the partnership. When
Mr. Jacot arrived in June 2012, LADWP and
SoCalGas were already talking about how to
develop a framework for collaboration. Mr. Jacot
kept the process moving using his contacts at
SoCalGas and other local stakeholder groups,
while his staff hammered out the details of the
agreement.

In September 2012, LADWP and SoCalGas signed a
Master Inter-Utility Agreement (MIUA), which
outlines the general terms and conditions under
which efficiency programs can be developed and
implemented. The agreement does not specify
the details of the joint programs, but instead
deals with implementation issues. In particular, it
establishes disclosure guidelines for customer
information and sets terms and conditions for
warranties, ownership of work/proprietary
information, reporting energy and water savings,
the measurement and verification of these
savings, and various administrative requirements.
The agreement also describes the kinds of
activities that would be allowed, as well as the
process for developing and implementing these
programs. The purpose of the MIUA is to enable
joint programs without having to reinvent the
management and implementation process for
each program.

In April 2013, LADWP and SoCalGas announced a
$440 million investment plan for joint energy
efficiency programs. To date, the utilities have
implemented nine joint programs and plan to

have 12 joint programs running by the end of
2013 (some of which are shown in Table 2).
Although many of the new programs focus on
energy, several programs also address water use
efficiency. For example, LADWP now shares in the
cost of an existing SoCalGas direct install program
for water-saving devices in multi-family
residences, such as low-flow showerheads, and
can now take credit for the water savings from
this program to achieve their water efficiency
goals. As a water utility, it was relatively easy for
LADWP to justify incorporating water into the
new energy efficiency programs. In addition, as a
power utility, LADWP is required to report
greenhouse gas emissions to the state, and so
LADWP could quickly measure the embedded
energy savings from these new joint programs.

As outlined by the MIUA, each program has a lead
utility responsible for coordinating with
customers, processing applications, and handling
the measurement and verification of savings. The
partner utility shares in the cost and assists in
program development and marketing. In most
cases, the lead utility has already been
implementing a version of the program, which is
then modified to incorporate the interests of the
partner utility. For example, one of the new joint
programs is based on the California Advanced
Homes Program, the 10U’s longstanding energy
efficiency program for new residential
construction. With electric and water incentive
funding from LADWP, this program is now being
implemented in the City of Los Angeles and has
been modified to include a new water efficiency
component. The Savings By Design (SBD) Program,
the commercial new construction program
offered by all California IOUs, also launched in
May 2013, marking the first time that electric
incentives and services are being made available
to new commercial construction projects within
LADWP’s territory in the well-received SBD
format. LADWP is in the process of including
natural gas measures, such as hot fluid pipe and
tank insulation, in the commercial direct install
programs that they are already implementing
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Table 2. LADWP and SoCalGas Joint Efficiency Programs

Program Name

Small Business Direct
Install

LAUSD Direct Install

Retrocommissioning
Express

Energy Upgrade
California

California Advanced
Homes

Savings by Design

Multi-Family Direct
Therm Savings
(Energy Smart)

with the Los Angeles Unified School District and
the small business segment. By sharing the
program leads, both utilities are able to gain
efficiency and deliver more savings without
having to invest heavily in the start-up costs.

Riding the wave of the success with LADWP,
SoCalGas is forging similar partnerships with other
municipal utilities in its territory. SoCalGas
expects two new partnerships to be launched in
2013, and it is currently in the planning phase
with several of these municipalities. Given that
program administrators recognize the benefits of

Program Description

Free direct-install program that targets small- to medium-sized
business for general lighting, water conservation measures, and
natural gas conservation measures

LADWP engineering and Integrated Support Staff provide the Los
Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) with technical design,
project management experience, and installation of lighting, water
and natural gas measures

Offers cash incentives to non-residential customers who undertake a

“tune-up” of their existing building system equipment to restore
equipment to its original performance level, as designed, if not
higher. Incentives are available for 13 measures, including lighting
sensors, fan and pump variable frequency drives, and chilled water
and condenser water

Offers incentives to homeowners who complete selected energy-
saving home improvements on single-family residences or 2-4 unit
buildings, such as a townhouses, condominiums, etc.

Provides an incentive (financial, technical assistance, etc.) to
primary decision-makers in residential new construction projects to
exceed Title 24 efficiency standards for new construction, including
single and multi-family high-rise buildings

Offers up-front design assistance, owner incentives, design team
incentives, and energy design resources to encourages energy-
efficient building design and construction practices for new non-
residential construction

Provides no-cost energy audits, products, and their installation for
multi-family buildings. No-cost products include: showerheads,
kitchen aerators, bathroom aerators, and pipe wrap for the hot
water distribution system

Lead Agency

LADWP

LADWP

LADWP

SoCalGas

SoCalGas

SoCalGas

SoCalGas

working together in delivering programs and
services to their customers, making the decision
to partner is usually an easy one. Creating the
platform from which both sides can work
together, however, is less so, but one that is far
from impossible if proper commitments and
resources are dedicated to it. LADWP recognizes
the value of supporting SoCalGas’s efforts to
extend the partnership model to other municipal
utilities, and to that end makes available both
the MIUA and all executed program agreements
for the other utilities to use as templates (see
Appendix C).
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The survey indicates that water and energy
efficiency practitioners consider all of the
barriers we identified from the literature and
interviews to be at least slightly significant. Five
barriers scored higher than 3.0, indicating that
survey participants considered them to be
moderate-to-significant barriers. The most
significant barriers were associated with funding,
water-related pricing policies, limited staff time,
and the allocation of costs and benefits among
the project partners. Additionally, potential
water and energy partners do not have
established relationships, making it difficult to
coordinate existing or develop new programs.
These results are consistent with some of the
challenges identified in the case studies.

There was no statistically significant difference
by sector or by region in the relative importance
of most of the barriers. That is, survey
respondents were in agreement on the ranking of
barriers. Respondents in Northern California,
however, felt that water-related pricing policies
were a larger barrier than respondents in
Southern California. This may be due, in part, to
the fact that water prices in Southern California
are considerably higher than those in Northern
California, and higher prices provide a stronger
incentive to purse efficiency programs.
Respondents in Southern California felt that the
lack of an established relationship was a larger
barrier than those in Northern California. In
addition, water-related pricing policies and poor
guality or insufficient data were considered more
significant barriers by respondents that work in
the energy sector than those who work in the
water sector.

Conclusions

Respondents were also asked to identify any
barriers not already captured in the survey.
Several respondents noted that fragmentation
both within and across sectors is a major barrier.
This fragmentation limits opportunities for
utilities to communicate with one another about
their program offerings and potential overlap.
Additionally, it can make planning and
coordinating activities difficult if, for example,
project partners are operating on differing
reporting and funding cycles or using different
standards and guidelines. Other barriers
identified by respondents included:

o lack of appetite for innovation and risk-
taking within the water sector;

e lack of directive by the CPUC and/or CEC
to develop coordinated programs and
accept the associated energy savings for
meeting resource efficiency targets; and

e lack of awareness about water-energy
connections within the utility, which
makes it difficult to “embed” water-
energy concerns into relevant activities.

Additionally, several respondents raised concerns
about the ability to create a demand for these
types of program, or for efficiency programs in
general. These include split incentives between
those paying the bill and those benefiting from
the program; lack of innovative financing
mechanisms to encourage efficiency measures
(e.g., on-bill financing, PACE programs); and
difficulty in engaging business and corporate
decision makers in resource conservation
initiatives. While these types of barriers were
somewhat captured in the online survey, barriers
to customer participation were not the primary
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focus of this survey. Additional work may be
needed in this area.

Additionally, the case studies demonstrate that
barriers can be overcome. Water and energy
utilities have been resourceful and innovative in
bringing these programs to fruition. Those
interviewed for the case studies noted that
obtaining funding for these programs was
challenging, but all were able to overcome this
challenge by pulling funding from multiple
sources, including from state grants, agency
operating budgets, a public goods charge, and
energy utility procurement funds. Some
programs, such as the West Basin/SoCalGas
commercial kitchen audit program and the
PG&E/Bay Area water utility clothes washer
rebate program were able to overcome the
funding barrier by structuring the program such
that there was no increase in costs or even a cost
savings. Likewise, the LADWP/SoCalGas
agreement focused on leveraging existing
offerings in order to improve customer
satisfaction and save money. Indeed, all of the
joint programs were able to offer customers new
or expanded services at costs in terms of both
time and money that were lower than what would
have been required to implement such programs
individually.

The case studies demonstrate that there are
many types of programs, ranging from those that
save hot water indoors (clothes washers) to those
that save cold water outdoors (efficient
landscape) that can jointly achieve water and
energy efficiency goals. These types of projects
should be funded and promoted cooperatively.
While it may require more work to coordinate
these activities, they can also yield higher
benefits and lower costs.

Several programs benefitted from establishing or
utilizing a third-party to administer the program.
All of the case studies noted that, while limited
staff time was an issue, engaging outside
partnerships helped ease the burden on their

staff. West Basin, for example, contracted with
SBESC to implement the kitchen audit program.
Likewise, SDG&E and SDCWA will partner with
organizations, such as the CLCA, to administer
the training program. Finally, PG&E and the Bay
Area water utilities are now working with a third-
party to administer the rebate program.

Any new program is likely to encounter barriers of
some kind, especially when it involves
coordination with outside entities. All of the
interviewees noted that a key factor in the
success of the program was having dedicated staff
members that actively sought ways to overcome
these barriers. Indeed, nearly everyone we
interviewed about these programs was passionate
about developing these partnerships and keen to
do more.

Numerous studies have demonstrated that saving
water saves energy. Water and energy utilities in
California, however, have implemented only a
limited number of coordinated programs that are
designed to capture these savings. This paper
identified key barriers to coordinated water and
energy efficiency programs, and discussed ways,
through case studies, that California utilities have
been able to move forward in spite of these
barriers. This work can serve as a testament to
the potential for more coordinated programs and
can help utilities preempt potential barriers and
understand what actions will be necessary for
programs to succeed.
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Recommendations

We conclude with a set of recommendations for

water and energy utilities to promote coordinated

programs that address customer end-use
efficiencies. These recommendations include the

following:

Utilities should consider designating
at least one staff member as the
lead for pursuing water-energy
program opportunities.

Water and energy utilities should
start by discussing how existing
programs and offerings might be
coordinated.

Water utilities should explore ways
to leverage some of the new
statewide energy efficiency
programs that are designed to
achieve deep, comprehensive
energy savings in California.

Utilities should seek ways to
streamline offerings to customers
through better coordination,
especially for audits.

Utilities should evaluate whether
using a third-party to administer the
program could reduce the burden on
staff time.

Water utilities should address long-
term water savings and revenue
stability as part of their best
management practices.

State agencies, including the CPUC
and CEC, should develop guidelines
for allocating water, energy, and
cost savings among project partners.

Utilities should consider adopting
standard agreements to facilitate
the coordination of existing
programs and the development of
new programs.

Utilities, trade organizations, and
non-governmental organizations
should help improve communication
and networking opportunities
between water and energy utilities
in the same region.
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i)

)

Program Evaluation — The SCG and LADWP shall determine appropriate program
evaluation methods as programs are developed and the data collection needs to support
energy and/or water savings, as described in the Program Order. Either Party may propose
inclusion of a Program Order in its own Evaluation, Measurement and Verification Program
(EM&V). Relevant results of this EM&V process shall be provided to the other participating
utility.

Program Modifications — Any Program Order may be modified as necessary through
written agreement by the LADWP, Director of Energy Efficiency and the Director, Customer
Programs and Assistance at SCG.
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