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We appreciate the opportunity to provide informal comments on the analysis of potential savings from an existing conditions baseline. These comments are in response to the presentation of Navigant Consulting at the workshop and the ensuing discussion. Where, possible we provide references to specific slides in the presentation.

1. The presentation states that the “current thinking is to assume repair extends life by some fraction of the EUL.” (slide 32) In some cases this assumption is appropriate. However, the analysis should also account for “repair indefinitely” measures. These measures can remain in place for well beyond the EUL. The attached California Technical Forum paper provides an analysis of a set of measures that meet this criteria.
2. The structure of the potential model includes a very limited set of program options. While it is being used to estimate potential, we do not believe that it can or should be used to forecast the impact of the existing baselines policy on program budgets. Similarly, given the lack of information on the potential for cost-effective savings, it is premature and inappropriate to draw conclusions about likely changes to program incentives. (slide 34)
3. The limitation of the model to a rebate set at a fraction of incremental measure cost as the policy lever to determine potential, fails to account for the multiple program options that can be used to stimulate adoption in the real world. There are likely to be opportunities for reducing utility program costs relative to the constrained approach in the model, such including leveraging of private capital. As a result, the model is likely to overestimate the program cost required to obtain savings from existing conditions measures and underestimate the potential. (slide 36) As noted above, that means it is not a useful tool for forecasting changes to program budgets. 
4. Due to the same limitations in the potential model, the results are not a useful tool for assessing the impact on portfolio composition (slide 37). Instead, the potential study should focus on determining the potential for cost-effective savings and should not be used for evaluating changes to program approaches or budgets. 
5. (Slides 36 and 37) Regarding the proposed straw options to possibly replace the key driver in the consumer adoption model, “rebates as a percent of incremental measure cost”: whether this variable becomes a stronger or weaker driver of model result is not a reason to change the model. Shifting to existing baseline conditions increase the amount of savings assessed, which will make the model relatively less sensitive to changes in the variable “rebates as a percent of incremental measure cost.” That might be so, but that alone is not a justification to change the model.
6. (Slide 36 and 37) Regarding the need to develop some way to assign incentives to below code savings, we do not see why percent of incremental cost wouldn’t work. After switching to existing baseline, the measure still has a cost, the rebate still can be represented as a fraction of that cost, it is just the savings that have increased. (With implications to variable strength noted in section 5.) That percent should not be simply an arbitrary round number like 50%, but rather, the percent that identifies the maximum amount of cost-effective energy efficiency.  Additionally, we do not see how a “$ rebate/energy unit” is any better a predictor of consumer choice – which is the structure of this model -- than “$ rebate/inc. measure cost.”          
7. Generally, the potential study should not attempt to exclude savings from measures out of a concern that incentives will flow to projects that would have happened anyway. That is a legitimate concern – although secondary to the goal of obtaining all cost-effective savings – that should be addressed through program design and Commission review of portfolios. 
8. Some comments on the list of measure types:
a. Include residential windows - repair eligible
b. Multifamily boilers are repair eligible
9. The model should not assume that buildings receive standard maintenance or that repairs are made to existing equipment. Instead, the analysis needs to incorporate buildings and equipment as they actually exist and are operated. The failure to conduct standard maintenance and complete repairs in many buildings offers an opportunity for savings. This potential should be included in the estimate. 
10. We also recommend that the new potential model lower its TRC thresholds for all measures in all scenarios, and specifically in the mid scenario from 0.85 screen down to 0.5 screen. Given that the purpose of the potential study is to find all cost-effective energy efficiency, and that in a separate step the Commission will decide on a portfolio of programs that will meet cost-effectiveness tests; at this stage, we should not be eliminating measures at such a high TRC threshold. The problems with individual measure screening this early in the stage of development are well-documented in the literature (See, e.g.: http://www.raponline.org/document/download/id/6149). Particularly, in this era of searching for saving to reach a full doubling of energy savings, we should not limit ourselves unnecessarily up front.
