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The Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) appreciates the opportunity to offer these comments on the California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC) energy efficiency goals, potential, and targets workplan prepared by Navigant. NRDC is a non-profit membership organization with a long-standing interest in minimizing the societal costs and impacts of the reliable energy services that Californians demand. We focus on representing our approximately 90,000 California members’ interest in receiving affordable energy services and reducing the environmental impact of California’s energy consumption.

Answers to select Commission questions:
Q1. What should be the primary objectives of the Potential and Goals study?
The primary objectives of the Potential and Goals study should be two-fold: 
· Develop all inputs required by the Integrated Resources Planning (IRP) process to integrate resource energy efficiency programs into the Commission’s electric system wide analysis to determine the right mix of energy efficiency required to meet our future energy needs and climate goals in a least-cost best-fit manner.
· In addition to the above, the study should continue to also develop technical potential estimates, and energy efficiency supply curves (i.e., the cost to implement each marginal savings measure) for the low-income sector in California. These data will enable low-income sector specific processes to develop robust goals.

Q3. Overall Methodology:
Q3a. 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.
A top-down methodology[footnoteRef:1], if structured correctly, could help the Commission better understand the aggregate energy savings feasible in a given building type in two ways. First, as measures interact with each other, the sum of the savings of individual measures do not equal the total measure savings of a multi-measure project. A top-down methodology would provide a better estimate of these aggregate savings. Secondly, the top-down methodology will help the Commission understand the completeness of the measure-set being analyzed. The engineering communities understanding of forecasting measure-interaction of multiple measures is limited. Especially when measures implemented include a mix of traditional energy efficiency and behavioral measures. [1:  NRDC’s understanding of a top-down methodology is that this methodology entails comparing energy use in a robust sample of a single building type (e.g., single family homes) to identify the lowest energy intensity buildings in that cohort. The difference in energy consumption intensity between the lowest energy intensity building and the rest of the population would then represent an estimate of total possible energy savings that could be achieved in that building type.] 

There are three main challenges in implementing this strategy. Firstly, to implement a top-down potential development strategy analysts need robust and complete data on energy use of buildings. These data need to be available for each building type to be able to determine the total top-down savings potential for each building type. Analysts may also want data at a level of detail that accounts for differences in climate for each building’s location. Finally, analysts need to have enough data to determine savings load-shapes as well as annual energy savings to be able to integrate the potential study with the IRP analysis.
The second challenge is estimating the cost of achieving savings. A top-down method aims to estimate total a total energy savings potential for a cohort of buildings independent of the measures that would make up this savings potential. Analysts need to identify the costs associated with these energy savings to determine cost-effectiveness of achieving said savings. 
The third challenge is understanding what this top-down energy savings estimate represents. In the absence of detailed knowledge on the characteristics of the buildings being analyzed whether this savings estimate represents total technical savings potential, or an estimate of savings potential economically feasible from a customer’s point of view, or something else.

Q3b. 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.
NRDC recommends if staff apply a top-down analysis, they apply the analysis to benchmark and improve the accuracy of the total technical and/or economic potential estimates developed by the model. How staff apply the top-down data is predicated on the characteristics of the top-down data available for this comparison.

Q4. Energy Efficiency – Integrated Resource Planning Incorporation Opportunities:
Q4a. 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?
Staff should consider optimizing resource energy efficiency programs in the IRP process in the 2021 Potential and Goals study. The Staff Proposal for Incorporating Energy Efficiency into the SB 350 Integrated Resource Planning Process clearly outlines a clear path to accomplish this.

Q4b. 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?
NRDC generally agrees with Commission staff’s proposal. 

Q4c. What role should IRP optimization of energy efficiency resources play in the development of the Study and energy efficiency goal setting? 
IPR optimization of energy efficiency resources should set the goals for resource efficiency programs. This concept is further explained in the answer to Q5.

Q5. The Evolving Energy Efficiency Portfolio:
Q5a. 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? 
Q5b. What processes should the CPUC use to explore these changes?
Over time, California investor owned utility (IOU) energy efficiency portfolios have acquired multiple objectives that can be broadly categorized as (1) serving as a least-cost short term energy resource, (2) market transformation of energy end-use technologies to develop longer-term energy efficiency resources, and (3) equity related goals to ensure that all Californians have the opportunity to avail of the benefit from ratepayer funded energy efficiency programs. Achieving California’s clean energy future in a just manner requires that energy efficiency be valued and targeted for each of these goals. To this end, the Commission needs to work with stakeholders to construct three energy efficiency portfolios: (1) an energy efficiency resource portfolio, (2) a market transformation portfolio, and (3) an equity portfolio.
Existing Commission policy is best suited to develop energy efficiency goals for the first category: energy efficiency as a least-cost short term energy resource. The Commission needs to start take the following actions to align energy efficiency programs with the needs of California’s clean energy future:
· The existing efficiency goal setting process should be integrated with the IRP in order to determine goals for energy efficiency resource programs.
· The Commission is in the process of developing a robust process to encourage longer-term market transformation initiatives. The Commission should work with program administrators (PAs) and stakeholders to critically examine the existing energy efficiency portfolio to identify those existing programs that have a market transformation component that better fits under the Commission’s market transformation framework.
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Similarly, the Commission should identify those existing programs (or parts of existing programs) whose objective is to enhance equity among electric sector customers. These programs, along with existing Energy Savings Assistance programs, would form the basis of a future energy efficiency equity focused portfolio. NRDC does not yet know how the Commission should manage and administer this portfolio, what a dedicated process for energy efficiency equity programs would look like. NRDC will provide some additional thought to this issue and communicate any insight to the Commission.
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