Designing Pilots and Acceptance Criteria for
EM&V2.0 Tools

Jessica Granderson

Team:
Samuel Fernandes, Samir Touzani
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory

BERKELEY LAB
Lawrence Berkeley MNational Labor atory



The Purpose of Pilots: Testing the EM&V2.0
Value Proposition




What did participants in the June Forum webinar say about EM&V2.0?

s it clear how EM&YV 2.0 tools can support evaluation?

—21 vyes, 3 no

Are you interested in exploring 2.0 tools and methods in your
work?

— 12 yes, 2 maybe

Are you interested in participating in commercial pilot design
or implementation?

— 7 yes, 4 maybe

Are you involved in, or going to be involved in any programs
that rely on an existing use baseline?

— 6yes, 2 maybe, 4 no
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What are the potential benefits of M&V2.0? What is the value
proposition?

* Increase visibility, quickly obtain ongoing m
and interim savings feedback
— Increase savings and enhance customer ACTION  EFFECT
experience I\/
FeeogacK

 Automate parts of the process that
computers do well, streamline data

acquisition and processing ‘
— Target and segment customers U
— Reduce time and cost to quantify savings S C A L E U P

— Maintain/improve accuracy in final savings
— Increase throughput, number of projects going

through the pipeline
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What are the biggest [potential] benefits of EM&V2.0 tools? Results

from June Forum webinar poll:
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What do we know based on research, industry work to date?

* Proprietary commercial tools are generally as accurate (or more so) as industry standard models for
existing use baselines

* (Case studies are beginning to provide some evidence for some elements of the value proposition
— Often focus on benefits to program administrators
— Often not addressing use of tools to claim/evaluate savings
— May or may not be public, difficult to synthesize across cases

* Encouraging results when commercial 2.0 tools applied to historic program data for gross savings
estimation
— Low levels of uncertainty at building and aggregate level
— Generalizations still premature, different info available in each case
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What additional value might pilots provide?

* Does value proposition prove out?
 Whether multiple pilots give consistent results

e Where 2.0 methods work well, do not work

)
well, and associated project characteristics Y\\

* How practitioners can use 2.0 tools to -’
complement professional expertise, maintain
accuracy, speed results, with fewer resources
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Residential vs commercial 2.0 tools

* Currently more market offerings for commercial, industrial than for
residential

— M&YV often bundled with analytics for site operational efficiency
 C&I-whole building and submeter-based, also calibrated simulation
* Residential — comparison group and building-level

* NEEA published inventories on tools for commercial, indystrial,
however market constantly evolvina ‘

me
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Group prainstorm actuvity

Based on what you know and would like to know
about M&V2.0 tools, what questions should a pilot
answer?

Assume:
1. Audience and pilot partners = program
Implementation, administration, evaluation, and regulation

2. Pilots are conducted in real-world commercial or
residential buildings

Specify:
Applicability to commercial, residential, or both
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What should commercial pilots aim to evaluate? Results from June
Forum webinar poll:
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Notes from the Field

Residential Case Studies and Pilots

Tim Guiterman, Director of Quantify Scluticns

EMERGYS v vy
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EnergySavvy at a glance

Cloud software for the utility industry
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Quick Facts

30+ utility/DSM clients
100% cloud software
Seattle & Boston offices
Founded in 2008

M&V 2.0: 6 clients (8
programs)

ENERGYSAVVY 2
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M&V 2.0: How it Works
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EnergySavvy's M&V 2.0 / Program Optimization in Action

Utility Location Program Type Objectives

M&V 2,0
Program
Optimization

AFPS
APS

Midwest

Midwest

Ameren Migsouri

Homheast

Hortheast #2

PSEG Long
island

EMERGYSAV VY 4

Res Wesatherization
Ras HVAL

Res Bahawioral

R HVAC and waber
heating

Res HVAL

Ris HWAL {gas-anly)

Ras HVAL,
waathanzahan and

kghling

Ras HYAL and
kghting

Cantractor Scoracard’ inkaligant QAN

Filct ta detammine ability 1o enhance tha effactivaness af anergy
efficancy programs by incraa=sng tha timainass and acoracy of
impact astimales while reducing the cost of impact evaluaban

Filal 1o dateimire iT MW 2.0 goftwarne Saukd {1) @nhanca
ewvaluafion troagh Grmedy ingights, and (2) drive progranm
improvement through tarpeted QATC
ErmargySavey and raditional EMEY firm collabarating an mul-
vaar evakation effort

Pikat o as=ass vake b0 (1] manapa conlracior pafamanca
trrough metarad savings scoracards and gramular insghts, and
(21 inform planning and evaluahan

Pilct o determing if (1) MAY 2.0 software could provide
indicativa results comparad to known cutcomas utiblzing
birnorthly consumgtion data, and (2) provide quicker irsight inta
prgram achvity and anakze custamar data in new ways
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Q aps Case Study: Arizona Public Utilities

Challenge
Managing a large
network of contractors

@) DRV
& SRR

=olution
Monitor performance of
individual contractors

60+ Continuous monitoring of
independent programs and contractor
contractors performance

ENERGYSAW VY "
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Q apS Case Study: Contractor Scorecard

0 SO YUTILITY dcres Erasgy

Challenge
Contractors are unaware

T of their project

a v parformance

i it Solution

[ o Issue scorecards to

o awm B contractors to
communicate

— performance of projects
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7Y aps Case Study: Attic Inspections

Challenge
Reduce costs and
intrusiveness of

40% 20%
’ QAQC process
’ ' =olution

10%

LIse intelligent
monitaring to reduce

and target # of
QA/QC inspections

2015 2016 2017 Goal

AP35 shifted approximately 25% of the overall inspection budget to directly

improve the program.
*A)l peroardapss e e percent of falal annoal pryects fasswmes 2 000 projecisisarn)

ENERGYSAVVY 7

17



(% PSEG |35, Case Study: PSEG Long Island

Can M&Y 2.0 match the existing results in less time w/ bimonthly data?

[51) (51
ROEE O Reproduce evaluat Enfl Reliable estimate of
IR Rl results with M&V 2.0 Tl ormance 7 months
PAAPaNPLN I QEIRELIEY info program
3 (31) (31 6%
1,100 Homes in margin of error
HPD program
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An Example of Integrated Evaluation

EnergySavvy & EMEVY firm jointly evaluating Res HVAC program

o @A v C

supplemantal
evaluator
Work

Collaboration on Continuous
models reporting

Early insights
and teedback
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Thank You

ENERGYSAVVY

Tim Guiterman
Director of Quantify Solutions

tim@E@energysavvy.com
BO2-557-4755




