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Introduction
Home Energy Analytics provides residential energy analysis software and EE program management.  HEA is the program implementer for PG&E’s first residential P4P program, HomeIntel. 
HEA was founded out of our deep concern over climate change. Reducing GHG emissions is absolutely critical to the health and well-being of all humanity. Energy use reduction is one piece of the GHG reduction effort. The following comments are based on the importance we place on accelerating energy use reduction and highlight ways we believe the process can be improved.
The following comments apply to resource EE as presented by Mohit Chhabra of the NRDC at the 10/30 workshop, and in particular to residential EE. If we assume the overarching State goal is to reduce GHG emissions as quickly and inexpensively as possible, resource EE must become cost competitive with new zero emission grid resources. This implies we need a process that enable new resource EE programs to come online quickly and to also be accurately and quickly evaluated. 
Currently, EE programs are required to support more than energy reduction at the lowest possible price. EE programs are also used to address social inequality and support market transformation. While important, both of these goals work against maximizing energy reduction for the lowest cost. To become a true grid resource, EE needs to be achieved at a cost equivalent to or lower than other grid resources. This is why HEA support the NRDC’s proposal to split EE into the 3 separate functions: resource, social good and market transformation. The following comments apply to resource EE.

1. What should be the primary objectives of the Potential and Goals study?
The primary objective should be to translate state energy and GHG reduction goals into specific kWh and therm targets for entities receiving state funds for resource EE.  In other words, PG&E would have energy reduction targets of XkWh and Ytherms across their portfolio, as would SCE, SDG&E, SoCal Gas, MCE, BayRen, etc. In theory, other entities such as SMUD, LADWP should contribute a proportional amount of energy reduction to the state goal, but we are not aware of how goals for those entities are set. A price on kWhs and therms can be set by dividing the kWh/therms goals by the total budget for energy reduction. These prices should be lower than the cost of adding new zero emission energy generation to the grid. If not, the value of paying for energy efficiency should be examined as a viable grid resource. If resource EE is more expensive than, say solar plus storage, resource EE may not be money well spent in reaching GHG reduction goals. HEA believes that resource EE is cost competitive but the regulatory structure does not support the NMEC paradigm which is the most promising path to encouraging innovation in the resource EE market and accurately tracking energy savings in close to real time.
We question the value of conducting a extensive potentials study. The potential study is informed by past programs and ex-post program analysis, and in general older EE programs have not cost-effective. So at the worst case we are projecting potential savings using techniques that have not proven effective. New programs and approaches are needed to achieve greater energy savings and a lower price point. Instead of doing potential studies, we should focus on more accurately setting prices for kWh and therms to accurately reflect their value to the grid. Based on a known price, implementers have the ability to determine potential, and will be the most diligent party in seeking out cost effective solutions because they can achieve higher profitability by achieving energy reductions for less than the value to the grid.  But since implementers will be paid only for kWhs and therms saved rate payer funds are protected. This is the promise of P4P, but to be realized the regulatory system needs to change to support the P4P model. 

2. Topic-specific considerations: Do you agree with the considerations discussed at the workshop regarding the issues below? Why or why not? Please propose specific methodological improvements if you feel any are needed.  Please refer to the Navigant-produced abstracts including the methodological considerations, key questions and data needs described for each topic.
· Energy efficiency-demand response analysis
There may be economies to be realized by combining EE and DR in a single program but the goals of each are different. The suggestion above implies the goal/value of EE applies equally to DR. DR has a grid value in some locations at some time. The price for DR should be set to reflect those. Implementers can determine if they can propose a program to deliver both cost-effectively.
· Fuel Substitution
FS is a new technology with little market acceptance so the goals are not similar to resource EE.  
· Data and analysis for RENs and CCAs (including which items are critical to be included in the Potential and Goals Study itself).
If REN sand CCAs are managing rate-payer-funded resource EE programs they should operate under the same guidelines as IOUs resource. If they are managing social good or market transformation EE programs their goals should be set to achieve those outcomes, and those goal will not be drive by $/kWh or $/therm.
· Industrial and/or agricultural market sector characterization and analysis
No comment.

3. Overall Methodology:
· What are the opportunities and challenges of a “top down” assessment of energy efficiency in comparison to the current “bottom up” widget-based approach? Please provide evidence to support your answer.
Our comments above support a “top down” assessment and we strongly support moving away from any “bottom up” approach. A “bottom up” approach constrains resource EE program innovation at a time when the value of widget-based resource EE programs is diminishing. The HomeIntel program has been successful because each home is unique and the energy saving actions most cost-effective for that home are also unique. If we were constrained to specific widgets to deliver energy savings, HomeIntel would not be successful. We rely on energy consumption analysis of the home and then tailor recommendations based on that analysis. The rate payer is protected because we are only paid on measured savings. There is no need or benefit to tallying widgets so a “bottom up” analysis would never have captured the potential of HomeIntel. We believe all resource EE programs should follow this paradigm. 
· If staff were to consider using “top down” methods to assess energy efficiency savings potential, how could the study transition? Please identify areas/topics that could be incorporated in the 2021 study and areas/topics that may need further study and data collection.
I assume the goal of the potentials study is to give some insight into the likelihood of actually achieving the energy reduction goals. If this is indeed the goal, I would argue the assessing the potential of a market would be better served by launching innovative pilot programs with an quick, ongoing method for tracking savings, such as CalTRACK. Is there a reasonable potential for a pool pump replacement program? Launch the program and track savings monthly via NMEC utilizing CalTRACK. This will be an excellent indicator of larger market potential. 
· Are there process changes or any additional rule-setting the CPUC must consider in order to support this transition?
[bookmark: _GoBack]All participants must build an ecosystem for trying resource EE ideas quickly and just a quickly assessing the results. This is a more complex concept than can be adequately addressed here, but includes: reforming the bidding process for resource EE programs, measuring the efficacy of the program on a shorter time scale, tuning to increase efficacy and then scaling promising programs.
· Please identify any specific data sources that should be considered for incorporation into future potential and goals studies, and explain the value of incorporating each data source, either in addition to or as a replacement to an existing data source.
For setting goals, I believe I addressed the data sources above.

4. Energy Efficiency – Integrated Resource Planning Incorporation Opportunities:
In general, I agree resource EE should be included in the IRP process. I have not had the opportunity to delve into the specifics below to provide more detailed answers.  The important distinction is between resource EE, and social benefit EE and market transformation EE as presented by Mr. Chhabra. These other 2 forms of EE do not necessarily belong in the IRP.
· Should staff consider optimization of energy efficiency in the Integrated Resources Planning (IRP) process in the 2021 Potential and Goals study? If yes, how? If not, why not?
· The EE-IRP Staff Whitepaper identified areas where process modifications and further rule development may be necessary for optimization of energy efficiency in the IRP. Do you agree with staff’s proposal? Why or why not?
· What role should IRP optimization of energy efficiency resources play in the development of the Study and energy efficiency goal setting?
5. The Evolving Energy Efficiency Portfolio:
· What policy-level changes (if any) should the CPUC begin to consider related to energy efficiency goal setting, to best align energy efficiency programs with the needs of California's clean energy future?
The most important policy change is to transfer resource EE from a widget based paradigm to an NMEC based paradigm. This would align resource EE more closely with other grid resources. 
6. What processes should the CPUC use to explore these changes?
No comment
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