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Marin Clean Energy, Southern California Regional Energy Network, Bay Area Regional Energy Network, and Tri-County Regional Energy Network (Joint Non-IOU PAs) appreciate the opportunity to submit comments following the two-day workshop for the 2021 Energy Efficiency Potential and Goals Study (P&G study).
Central Issues
· The P&G study is currently disconnected from informing the gap between market potential and energy savings needed to meet State goals (SB 350). Even if the P&G study only identifies a range of technical, economic and market potential, how can the study be used to inform the needed policy and regulatory changes to double energy efficiency (EE), integrate DR and all IDSM resources as well as decarbonizing the State?  Knowing what is needed to achieve State goals needs to go beyond knowing what can be cost-effectively implemented; it needs to inform the potential that could be served by alternative channels outside of the strict cost-effective EE paradigm. 
· The Commission should first build a fundamental understanding of the market (i.e. a market characterization) before attempting to conduct new types of analysis that direct $1B/year investments.
Identify all energy savings potential at the sector level inclusive of cost-effectiveness screens along with the stranded potential and interventions that do not meet screening criteria but still can contribute to State goals. How can the Potential and Goals study identify the gap, Hard-to-Reach and underserved, Disadvantaged Communities (DACs) etc.? How can it inform outside funding if ratepayer funds cannot immediately address the gap?

1. What should be the primary objectives of the Potential and Goals study?
The current goals of the P&G study include:
· To provide guidance for the utilities’ next energy efficiency portfolios
· To update the forecast for energy procurement planning
· To inform strategic contributions to California’s greenhouse gas reduction targets
· To set benchmarks for shareholder incentives
While the current intent of the P&G study dates back to D.07-09-043, the complexity of the energy market in California merits a broad re-examination of the goals of the P&G study. Therefore, the Joint Non-IOU PAs recommend the following to be added and clarified as goals:
· Report the gap between CPUC funded programs and SB 350 goals so that a joint agency effort can address the remaining market need
· Serve as an accessible source of information for all Program Administrators’ (IOU and Non-IOU) planning efforts
· Serve as a flexible study to understand the local impacts (including those by city CCAs, County CCAs, and RENs) of EE in a changing energy supply system, electrification, and grid infrastructure connectivity and inform serving Hard-to-Reach (HTR) and Disadvantaged Communities (DACs).
The above approach differs from the current narrowly defined set of goals for the P&G study. These goals intend to address the legislative mandates that should guide EE investment, rather than be constrained by regulatory interpretations. The non-IOU Joint Parties recommend that the Commission identify where it can best invest ratepayer funds and additionally report to the joint agencies where it recommends additional support to meet decarbonization and EE goals. Furthermore, the study is widely used for related proceedings and the CEC’s Integrated Energy Policy Report (IEPR); therefore, the study should build a fundamental understanding of the market, so that it can continually be updated in an expeditious manner as decarbonization, market transformation, load-serving entity and program administrator activities develop.
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.
a. Energy efficiency-demand response analysis

The Commission is faced with a complex challenge: evaluating DR’s impact on EE in the current market, while forecasting its potential into the future. In the presence of a diverse Load Serving Entities’ Renewable Portfolio Standards across the State, there is no single solution to forecasting these impacts. Furthermore, in the presence of local energy generation behind and in front of the meter, or even microgrids, the duck curve may become less relevant at the local level. Avoided energy and cost curves may not reflect a single statewide scenario. Therefore, the Commission must consider a flexible, robust and durable method to better understand a wide range of scenarios of EE and DR integration that can easily be updated over time as new data becomes available and as the market evolves.

b. Fuel Substitution

Additionally, electrification of buildings represents an important strategy to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Understanding and planning for this big shift will be important. How can PAs integrate electrification and EE as the market evolves? The Commission needs to consider non-energy benefits and impacts in the short and long term to inform interactivity between fuel substitution and EE. Different scenarios of EE, fuel substitution and decarbonization integration would be helpful and informative. 

c. Data and analysis for RENs and CCAs (including which items are critical to be included in the Potential and Goals Study itself)

It was discussed at the workshop to assess the EE potential for an IOU and then carve out REN/CCA potential. We are not confident that scaling down or providing a percent allocation of IOU goals or potential to a CCA or REN service area under the current methods would yield actionable insights to Commission guidance and PA program design. REN and CCA service areas are composed of a different mix of demographics, climate zones, and building characteristics compared to their respective IOU territories as a whole. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]The Joint Non-IOU PAs believe it is necessary to conduct more detailed locational analysis, preferably at the county level, in the P&G study through bottom-up methodologies. We are particularly interested in how locational analysis at a more granular level could:
· Lead to smarter or more targeted energy efficiency program design and investment
· Lower costs to ratepayers
· Ensure energy system and behind the meter reliability and equal access to program interventions for our customers
· Optimize planning/program designs both in terms of location targeting and incentives

d. Industrial and/or agricultural market sector characterization and analysis

No comment.

3. Overall Methodology:

a. 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.

[bookmark: _Hlk26430469]A top down assessment would be helpful to identify gaps between technical potential and SB 350 or Decarbonization goals. This is because specific measures may not exist today that can be evaluated from a bottom up approach that contribute to doubling EE or decarbonization. However, many advances have been made at the Department of Energy and National Labs on bottom up approaches that are radically different than the current P&G methodology. Recently presented at a California Technical Forum (CalTF) meeting, LADWP and NREL presented a bottom up analysis intended to serve as their P&G study. The benefits of the study highlight the ability to conduct a large-scale energy efficiency analysis that is flexible and robust enough to account for DR integration and serve as a reliable forecast for long term procurement and supply side considerations. Additionally, National Grid and Xcel Energy have both used such methodologies as U.S. load serving entities when evaluating their EE potential. These are examples of how bottom up approaches can meet the suggested goals of the P&G study which the Commission envisions in a complex energy market. We urge the Commission to explore these methodologies in dedicated workshops.

b. 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.

No comment.

c. Are there process changes or any additional rule-setting the CPUC must consider in order to support this transition?


d. 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.

No comment.


4. Energy Efficiency – Integrated Resource Planning Incorporation Opportunities:

a. 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?

No comment.

b. 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?

No comment.

c. 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:

0. 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?

[bookmark: _Hlk26431282]No comment.

0. What processes should the CPUC use to explore these changes?

No comment.

6. What other topics related to the Potential and Goals Study need consideration leading to the 2021 P&G Study, aside from those discussed at the October workshop and in the Navigant abstracts?  Would you prioritize those topics above those discussed at the workshop? If yes, why?

Actively solicit feedback and working groups from subject matter experts involved in these efforts from a wide array of stakeholders. Notably, the collaboration between Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP), the Department of Energy (DOE) and National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL) is one area where the Commission and stakeholders can understand how new approaches to bottom up analysis are bridging the gap between demand and supply side planning from policy and technical perspectives. 

