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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

The California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) should address data
gaps that prevent community choice aggregators and investor-owned utilities
from taking complementary actions that yield the greatest customer and grid
benefits.

The Commission should reject the Joint Ratepayer Parties’ recommendation
against expansion of any existing dynamic rate pilot.

The Commission should ensure terms in the electric rate design and demand
flexibility design principles are clearly defined.
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Advance
Demand Flexibility Through Electric Rates. R.22-07-005

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S REPLY COMMENTS ON
ASSIGNED COMMISSIONER’S PHASE 1 SCOPING MEMO AND RULING

The California Community Choice Association! (CalCCA) submits these Reply
Comments in response to the Assigned Commissioner’s Phase 1 Scoping Memo and Ruling
(Ruling), issued November 2, 2022.

L. INTRODUCTION

These comments reply to:

e The California Environmental Justice Alliance’s (CEJA) recommendation to
expand the residential Emergency Load Reduction Program (ELRP) pilot;

e The Joint Ratepayer Parties’? opposition to expansion of any dynamic rate pilot;
and

e Pacific Gas & Electric Company’s (PG&E’s) emphasis on stakeholder consensus
for terms used in the Energy Division (ED) Staff proposed electric rate design
principles (ERPs) and demand flexibility design principles (DFPs).

! California Community Choice Association represents the interests of 24 community choice
electricity providers in California: Apple Valley Choice Energy, Central Coast Community Energy, Clean
Energy Alliance, Clean Power Alliance, CleanPowerSF, Desert Community Energy, East Bay Community
Energy, Energy For Palmdale’s Independent Choice; Lancaster Choice Energy, Marin Clean Energy,
Orange County Power Authority, Peninsula Clean Energy, Pico Rivera Innovative Municipal Energy,
Pioneer Community Energy, Pomona Choice Energy, Rancho Mirage Energy Authority, Redwood Coast
Energy Authority, San Diego Community Power, San Jacinto Power, San José Clean Energy, Santa Barbara
Clean Energy, Silicon Valley Clean Energy, Sonoma Clean Power, and Valley Clean Energy.

2 The Joint Ratepayer Parties consist of the California Farm Bureau Federation, the California
Large Energy Consumers Association, the Energy Producers and Users Coalition, California
Manufacturers & Technology Association, Energy Users Forum, and Federal Executive Agencies.



CEJA recommends an expansion of the residential ELRP pilot as a strategy to help reach
state reliability goals and simultaneously reach more low-income customers. The residential
ELRP pilot is another example showing the need for upgraded systems to allow better data
access and sharing between community choice aggregators (CCAs) and investor-owned utilities
(IOUs). CCAs are unable to determine in a timely manner the load modifications of programs
like the residential ELRP pilot nor the level of customer engagement with current data sharing.
For both implementing demand flexibility and expanding grid-benefiting programs such as the
residential ELRP pilot, system upgrades and CCA data access improvements are necessary.

In Opening Comments?, the Joint Ratepayer Parties recommend against expansion of any
existing dynamic rate pilot in response to Question 4 of the Ruling. CalCCA included in Opening
Comments support for expansion of Valley Clean Energy’s (VCE) dynamic rate pilot (AgFIT),
which has already demonstrated participants shifting load away from ramp and peak hours.
These Reply Comments provide responses to each of the Joint Ratepayer Parties’ arguments
against expansion of existing pilots and continue support for the expansion of AgFIT for meeting
state reliability goals.

PG&E proposed revisions to ED Staff’s proposed modifications of ERPs and new DFPs
in Opening Comments. PG&E also suggests a final workshop on ERPs and DFPs to attempt to
clarify and build consensus around the terms used in the principles. This additional stakeholder
consensus building would provide benefits to all stakeholders by clarifying intent of the

principles foundational to the rest of this proceeding.

3 Opening Comments refer to Opening Comments filed in Rulemaking (R.) 22-07-005, in response

to the Ruling, on or about December 2, 2022:
https://apps.cpuc.ca.gov/apex/f?p=401:56:0::NO:RP,57,.RIR:P5S_PROCEEDING SELECT:R2207005.



https://apps.cpuc.ca.gov/apex/f?p=401:56:0::NO:RP,57,RIR:P5_PROCEEDING_SELECT:R2207005

II. THE COMMISSION SHOULD ADDRESS DATA GAPS THAT PREVENT CCAS
AND IOUS FROM TAKING COMPLEMENTARY ACTIONS THAT YIELD THE
GREATEST CUSTOMER AND GRID BENEFITS

As the Commission explores the expansion of grid benefitting pilots or the
implementation of demand flexibility, the Commission should address the data accessibility gaps
that prevent CCAs and IOUs from taking complementary actions to design and implement
programs and rates that may yield the greatest benefits to customers and the grid. CEJA
recommended in its Opening Comments that the residential ELRP pilot adopted in R.20-11-003
be “expand[ed] to test a more targeted implementation for low-income households” and help
overcome some of the barriers to participating in real-time pricing that vulnerable communities
face.* CEJA concedes the residential ELRP pilot does not include a dynamic rate, but points out
that it allows low-income customers to reduce demand during hours of greatest benefit to the
grid.” If the Commission expands the residential ELRP pilot to benefit system reliability in the
near term, any expansion effort should be accompanied by requirements for IOUs to provide
timely access to enrollment and hourly (or sub-hourly) usage data of unbundled customers with
CCAs. CalCCA described some of the limitations with the data received by CCAs from the IOUs
in its opening comments. The data received does not provide timely access to billing quality
interval data to view CCA load.® Thus, the impacts of demand-side programs such as the
residential ELRP on load are not known in a timely manner. This data gap prevents a CCA from

understanding any load shift or load shed due to the program’s intervention, how unbundled

4 See CEJA Opening Comments at 5-6.
5 See CEJA Opening Comments at 6 (clarifying the reasons behind expanding the residential ELRP

pilot).

6 See CalCCA Opening Comments at 3-4 (providing details about the systems and processes

needed to calculate the dynamic price signal for bundled and unbundled rate components).



https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M499/K458/499458306.PDF
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M499/K458/499458306.PDF
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M499/K659/499659049.PDF

customers are responding to emergency events, or if other pilot designs could yield better results
within an appropriate timeframe.
III. THE COMMISSION SHOULD REJECT THE JOINT RATEPAYER PARTIES’

RECOMMENDATION AGAINST EXPANSION OF ANY EXISTING DYNAMIC
RATE PILOT

The expansion of VCE’s AgFIT pilot should be pursued because of its success in shifting
agricultural pumping load away from ramp and peak hours during extreme heat in the Summer
of 2022. Extreme weather conditions are possible in 2023 and the Commission recognized the
need for more demand response measures to prevent service interruptions as seen during the
August 2020 rotating outages.’ Maximizing the accessibility of a demonstrated pilot like AgFIT
for more agricultural customers in California will directly address the Commission’s call for
immediate strategies to maintain grid reliability in the face of extreme weather.

The Joint Ratepayer Parties oppose expansion of any dynamic rate pilot for three reasons.
First, they claim it is unclear whether the pilots will provide near-term grid reliability benefits.?
On the contrary, CalCCA included in its Opening Comments evidence in the form of data
gathered from VCE’s AgFIT pilot showing success in shifting agricultural pumping load away
from both ramp and peak hours.’ The pilot incentivized participating customers to act in a
manner that contributed to grid reliability even during extended, high temperatures that occurred

in September 2022. Expansion of AgFIT would provide more agricultural customers throughout

7 See Decision (D.) 21-12-015 Phase 2 Decision Directing Pacific Gas and Electric Company,
Southern California Edison Company, and San Diego Gas & Electric Company to Take Actions to
Prepare for Potential Extreme Weather in the Summers of 2022 and 2023, R.20-11-003 (Dec. 2, 2021), at
8-9 (Detailing the scope of Phase 2 to include reducing peak and net peak demand in 2022 and 2023), and
Findings of Fact (FoF) 6-7.

8 See Joint Ratepayer Parties’ Opening Comments at 22.

? See CalCCA Opening Comments at 8 (Figures 1 & 2).



https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M499/K457/499457598.PDF
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M499/K659/499659049.PDF

California the option to opt-in and contribute to shifting load to times of the day when electricity
is less expensive, and the grid is not strained.

The Joint Ratepayer Parties then argue that it would be inappropriate for the Commission
to alter dynamic rate pilots because it would modify mutually agreed-upon terms litigated in
other proceedings.!’ VCE’s proposal for AgFIT was approved in D.21-12-015!! and details of
the pilot subsequently approved through the Commission’s approval of VCE Advice Letter 11-E,
dated January 5, 2022, PG&E’s Advice Letter 6495-E, dated February 4, 2022, and
Supplemental Advice Letter 6495-E-A, dated April 7, 2022. It is reasonable for the Commission
to call for a modification of an existing pilot when the data suggests such change is warranted,
especially given the urgency of implementing strategies to address reliability.

Finally, the Joint Ratepayer Parties cite the risk of corrupting data if a pilot is expanded. !?
However, expansion of AgFIT would not affect how the pilot incentivizes participants, it would
simply allow more customers to participate. VCE can distinguish between a customer
participating pre- and post-expansion if the Commission authorizes an increase in the megawatt
capacity of the pilot. Therefore, data collection for currently participating customers would not
be affected by data collection of any newly participating customer. Additionally, expansion to
other load-serving entity service areas allows for more data collection throughout California to
demonstrate what factors of the pilot are most effective to increase benefits to grid reliability.

Given the potential for weather events such as the heatwave in September 2022 that threaten

10 See Joint Ratepayer Parties” Opening Comments at 22.

1 See D.21-12-015 at Ordering Paragraph 50.
12 See Joint Ratepayer Parties’ Opening Comments at 22.



https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M499/K457/499457598.PDF
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M499/K457/499457598.PDF

California’s grid, the Commission should pursue multiple strategies to improve reliability,
including expansion of the AgFIT pilot as proposed in CalCCA’s Opening Comments. '?
IV.  THE COMMISSION SHOULD ENSURE TERMS IN THE ELECTRIC RATE

DESIGN AND DEMAND FLEXIBILITY DESIGN PRINCIPLES ARE CLEARLY
DEFINED

The Commission should provide stakeholders a list of definitions of key terms used in
both the ERPs and DFPs to ensure clarity. Currently, there is ambiguity within the ERPs and
DFPs. At the November 17, 2022, workshop on ERPs and DFPs, many stakeholders asked for
clarity from ED Staff on terms used in the principles. Additionally, many parties submitted
recommended revisions to ERPs and DFPs in Opening Comments providing alternate wording
for both sets of principles. Vital to the success of the proceeding is a clear understanding of the
foundational principles guiding the development of demand flexibility rates. PG&E raised a
similar point in Opening Comments and suggested that it may be beneficial to gather
stakeholders one more time to seek consensus on a single set of agreed terms and definitions. '
PG&E’s proposal to hold a final workshop on the terms used in the ERPs and DFPs should be
adopted. However, ED Staff should first publish a list of terms and definitions for the principles.
ED Staff should then take feedback on those published definitions at the final workshop before
publishing a finalized version of the terms and definitions. Full consensus across all parties may
not be possible on each and every term, however, minimizing ambiguity is important to ensuring

every party’s understanding of terms is the same.

13 See CalCCA Opening Comments at 9-10 (Section 4B discussing how the AgFIT pilot should be
expanded).

14 See PG&E Opening Comments at 4 (introducing ambiguity of terms and the benefit of attempting
to seek consensus on terms and definitions before kicking off Track B of the proceeding).



https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M499/K659/499659049.PDF
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M499/K470/499470641.PDF
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Consider
Distributed Energy Resource Program Cost- Rulemaking 22-11-013
Effectiveness Issues, Data Access and Use, and (Filed November 17, 2022)

Equipment Performance Standards.

OPENING COMMENTS OF SILICON VALLEY CLEAN ENERGY AUTHORITY,
PENINSULA CLEAN ENERGY AUTHORITY, MARIN CLEAN ENERGY, EAST BAY
COMMUNITY ENERGY AUTHORITY, AND SAN DIEGO COMMUNITY POWER ON

THE ORDER INSTITUTING RULEMAKING

Pursuant to Ordering Paragraph 7 of the Order Instituting Rulemaking to Consider
Distributed Energy Resource Program Cost-Effectiveness Issues, Data Use and Access, and
Equipment Performance Standards (“OIR”) issued November 23, 2022 and consistent with Rule
6.2 of the California Public Utilities Commission’s (“Commission”) Rules of Practice and
Procedure, Silicon Valley Clean Energy Authority, Peninsula Clean Energy Authority, Marin Clean
Energy, East Bay Community Energy Authority, and San Diego Community Power (collectively,
the “Joint CCAs”) respectfully submit these opening comments on the OIR.

I. DESCRIPTION OF EACH OF THE JOINT COMMUNITY CHOICE
AGGREGATORS AND THEIR DER PROGRAMS

Each of the Joint CCAs operates customer facing distributed energy resource programs.
Below is a brief description of each of the Joint CCAs and their customer-oriented distributed
generation programs.

Silicon Valley Clean Energy (“SVCE”) is a not-for-profit, community-owned agency

providing clean electricity from renewable and carbon-free sources to more than 270,000



residential and commercial customer accounts in 13 Santa Clara County jurisdictions. SVCE is
advancing solutions to fight climate change by decarbonizing the grid, transportation, and
buildings. The SVCE Board of Directors has committed more than $1.8 billion for new renewable
projects as well as innovative programs to expand customer awareness and demand for advanced
electric technologies that provide both customer and grid benefits. These innovative programs have
increased reliable access to EV charging, facilitated access to customers’ utility data for clean
energy projects, and enhanced community and household resilience through the installation of solar
and battery systems.

Peninsula Clean Energy Authority (“PCE”) operates the fifth Community Choice
Aggregation (“CCA”) program formed in California and serves the communities of San Mateo
County and the City of Los Banos in Merced County. Peninsula Clean Energy Authority serves
more than 290,000 customer accounts providing electricity that is 100 percent carbon-free. In
addition to our Community Choice Aggregation program, which is working to site in-front-of-the-
meter local generation including our Disadvantaged Communities Green Tariff (“DAC-GT”) and
Community Solar Green Tariff (“CSGT”) programs, Peninsula Clean Energy also provides our
communities with several DER programs, including programs to provide solar and storage systems
to customers, a program to manage peak evening load through the deployment and operation of
behind-the-meter storage, pilots of managed EV Charging Infrastructure, building decarbonization
efforts, which may ultimately support flexible load in future, and a program to deploy solar and

storage resources on public buildings.

Marin Clean Energy (“MCE”), California’s first CCA, is a not-for-profit public agency that
began service in 2010 with the goals of providing cleaner power at stable rates to its customers,
reducing greenhouse emissions, and investing in energy programs that support communities’

energy needs. MCE serves more than 540,000 residential and business customer accounts in 36



member communities across Contra Costa, Marin, Napa and Solano counties. MCE has extensive
experience in running customer programs that span the entire breadth of distributed energy
resources (“DERs”) from Energy Efficiency (“EE”) and Energy Storage to Demand Response
(“DR) and Transportation Electrification (“TE”). MCE was the first CCA to become a program
administrator of ratepayer-funded EE programs in 2013.! Since 2017, MCE has been working on
several TE initiatives, including demand response-enabled charging devices, equity-centered
incentives for electric vehicles,? and funding for charging stations.> In 2020, MCE launched its
Energy Storage Program to deploy customer-sited battery storage systems capable of providing
both backup power and behind-the-meter dispatch, driving decarbonization, lowering utility costs
for program participants, and enabling local grid management through load shaping. MCE has
built upon these efforts by launching its Peak FLEXMarket* program, a DR program that focuses
on reducing customer load during summer peak hours to support grid reliability. The Peak
FLEXMarket program is a technology-neutral marketplace program platform that enables
customers and third-party DR providers to receive a payment for measured energy reduction at
their meter during peak demand hours. Finally, MCE is also an administrator of the DAC-GT and
CS-GT programs, providing 100% solar energy to over 3000 of its low-income customers while

also providing a 20% bill discount.

East Bay Community Energy (“EBCE”) is a not-for-profit public agency launched in 2018 by
Alameda County and 11 of its cities to provide more renewable energy at competitive rates. EBCE

has since expanded to cover more than 640,000 residential, commercial, and industrial customers

! MCE currently administers programs in multifamily, single family, commercial, agriculture, and
industrial sectors. Furthermore, MCE administers the Low-Income Families and Tenants (LIFT)
program under the umbrella of the state’s Energy Saving Assistance (“ESA”) program.

2 See https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/ev-drivers/

3 See https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/ev-charging/

4 See https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/news/press-releases/mee-launches-new-grid-responsive-
demand-flexmarket/




across 19 cities, with plans to extend service to the city of Stockton in 2024. In addition to
procuring renewable power for customers at discounted rates, EBCE runs a variety of energy
efficiency, demand response, building decarbonization, and transportation electrification customer
programs. For example, in the Resilient Home Program, EBCE partners with solar company
Sunrun to assist customers with installing and financing behind-the-meter battery systems, which
provide customers with energy during outages and can be discharged in coordination during times
of peak electricity usage. Through the DAC-GT program, EBCE utilizes funds from California's
Cap and Trade program to procure 100% solar energy for low-income customers living in
disadvantaged communities (DAC) at a 20% discount. EBCE is also currently soliciting proposals
to site a renewable project in a DAC, outfit critical municipal facilities with solar and battery
systems, and to implement a commercial energy efficiency program. With these programs, among
others, EBCE is implementing a variety of distributed solutions to equitably support grid

decarbonization, reliability, and efficiency.

San Diego Community Power (“SDCP”) is a not-for-profit public agency formed by the
cities of Chula Vista, Encinitas, Imperial Beach, La Mesa, and San Diego in October 2019, and
joined by National City and the unincorporated areas of San Diego County in November 2021, with
the goals of reducing energy-related greenhouse gas emissions, promoting electrical rate price
stability and affordability, and fostering local economic benefits while prioritizing equity.
Following the completion of expansion activities in 2023, SDCP expects to serve approximately
930,000 service accounts. In addition to its commitment to procuring cleaner energy, SDCP’s
formational document includes a prioritization of distributed energy resources and recently adopted
a goal for 15% of SDCP’s energy to be sourced from new, distributed infill storage/solar plus
storage resources within SDCP’s member agencies by 2035. SDCP currently implements a feed-in-

tariff (“FIT”) program to help facilitate the development of local qualifying, small-scale, distributed



renewable generating and energy systems less than 1 MW in size and recently filed its
implementation advice letter to become a program administrator of the DAC-GT and CSGT
programs. Moreover, SDCP has launched a Community Power Plan (“CPP”) to develop a
framework for community investment decisions and will inform programmatic investments,

including potential DER and transportation electrification programs.

II. OPENING COMMENTS REGARDING SCOPE

The Joint CCAs appreciate the opportunity to comment on the OIR. As a general matter,
The Joint CCAs believe the OIR is appropriately scoped in order to meet the OIR’s goal to
“achieve consistency of cost effectiveness assessments, improve data collection and use, and
consider equipment performance standards for distributed energy resource (“DER”) customer
programs.” As the OIR discusses, this OIR is a continuation of past efforts to develop cost
effectiveness metrics while also focusing on improving the use of DER customer program data to
support the customer experience especially for customers living in Environmental and Social
Justice communities.® The Joint CCAs support efforts to ensure cost effectiveness evaluations for
DERs are undertaken with consistency and accuracy as our communities are keenly interested in
supporting the deployment of behind-the-meter (“BTM”’) DERs through a variety of means,
including innovative CCA-led customer programs, building electrification codes and standards,
accelerated procurement of renewable energy resources above state requirements, and numerous
other activities as outlined in Section I above.

A critical component of supporting our communities’ efforts to combat climate change
revolves around better access to data. We look forward to working with the Commission and

stakeholders to build upon the foundations laid by prior Commission decisions to increase customer

3 OIR at pg. 2.
6 See Id.



participation in DER programs. As part of that effort, we fully support initiatives to arrive at
consistent, accessible data requirements and reporting tools, clear guidelines for data access, and
updating customer privacy requirements with the goal of substantially expanding the use of data to
support increased participation rates in customer programs offered by CCAs and the investor-
owned utilities (“IOUs”).

A. Comments on Questions Presented in the OIR

Response to Track 1, Questions 1 and 2:” The Joint CCAs generally support the idea that
there needs to be consistent cost-effectiveness methods across DERs and also support developing
cost-effectiveness methodologies for emerging and bundled technologies. The ability to compare
the cost-effectiveness of various DERs against each other is integral to inform stakeholder decision
making. However, care should be taken to avoid establishing cost-effectiveness thresholds for new
or emerging technologies. New and emerging technologies are often worthy of support given
longer-term benefits these technologies may bring to energy consumers through fundamental
market transformation, even if the initial iterations of technologies might not be strictly cost
effective. For example, market transformation was a key pillar of the Commission’s support for
BTM distributed generation through a variety of efforts, such as the establishment of net energy
metering (“NEM”) and the California Solar Initiative (“CSI”) to drive customer-sited solar
generation in California, as well as the Commission’s long-term support for transforming the
energy efficiency market. The Commission’s steady vision supporting BTM resources has resulted

in a thriving and robust marketplace for rooftop solar, energy efficiency, and other technologies that

7 Question 1: R.14-10-003 focused on making cost-effectiveness methods more consistent across DERs. To
accomplish this, D.16-06-007 adopted a universal ACC which is updated annually and required for use by all
DER proceedings. What other aspects of cost-effectiveness should also be made more consistent across DERs,
and which of those are priorities? Question 2:  Should the Commission develop cost-effectiveness methods
for emerging and bundled technologies? Which technologies, or combinations of technologies, should we
prioritize, and what are the most important considerations?



have benefited energy consumers by allowing them to control their energy costs and green their
energy supply faster than state requirements while providing customers with choices in suppliers of
these services that they did not have before.

Track 1, Question 3:® Providing load serving entities (“LSEs”) with the ability to
incorporate DERSs as candidate resources in the Integrated Resource Planning process (“IRP”)
provides LSE with flexibility to pursue the energy resource mix that will meet their energy supply
needs and community goals. As the OIR recognizes, state law requires resource needs to first be
met by energy efficiency and demand reduction which can be accomplished via distributed energy
resources. This statutory framework is reflected in the Commission’s Loading Order adopted in
2003. Not only is customer investment in DERs bringing significant generation capacity to the grid
with little or no increase in transmission costs, but load shifting and load shedding DR can also
improve cost effectiveness by obviating the need for LSEs to build new generation and
transmission resources and by shifting load to hours when less expensive resources are available to
serve customer loads. In addition to including a range of DER as candidate resources in IRP
modeling, LSEs should have the option of either explicitly incorporating DER as candidate
resources in the IRP process or continuing to forecast DER growth and applying DER as load
modifiers. Allowing LSEs to have the option of incorporating DER as candidate resources will
allow IRP modeling to more explicitly evaluate the relative cost effectiveness of DER deployment
compared to utility scale generation and transmission build. Allowing this flexibility would permit
analysis that can better indicate the approximate optimal level of DER deployment in the state

which can inform policy and program efforts to promote DER.

8 Question 3: How important is it to fully incorporate DERs into the IRP process? What kinds of tools, data,
models, or processes would we need? How can the resource proceedings best provide data to the IRP process,
and how can they best use IRP output data?



At minimum, DER candidate resources should include BTM renewables, BTM storage,
load shed resources, and load shifting resources. CalCCA has proposed an option for directly
incorporating these DERs into the IRP planning process called the “CalCCA Option.” The
CalCCA Option was offered in response to a Staff Options Paper contained in a ruling by the
Assigned Administrative Law Judge dated September 8, 2022. Within the CalCCA Option,
resources eligible to meet the Net Clean Capacity Need include...demand side resources (including
demand response), behind-the-meter renewables, and behind-the-meter storage...”.!® Allowing
LSEs flexibility in incorporating DERs as candidate resources will allow the models utilized in the
IRP to more accurately consider how DER resources can be utilized to meet reliability
requirements. The specific characteristics for DER candidate resources should be developed in
coordination with the IRP team and the IRP Modeling Advisory Group. A joint workshop between
the IRP docket and this docket could provide an efficient forum to further develop the types of data
and changes to models as well as changes that will be needed to allow LSEs flexibility to
incorporate DERs into their IRP efforts.

Track 2, Question 1:!' The Joint CCAs fully support forming a Data Working Group
consisting of the Commission, CEC, CARB staff, utilities, and other interested stakeholders,
including the Joint CCAs. Working groups have proven to be efficient forums to discuss issues in a
collaborative fashion and they engender robust outcomes when properly scoped and guided by the
Commission. In response to Track 2, Question 4, the Joint CCAs discuss several areas where more

accurate and timely data is needed, and these issues should be included into the Working Group’s

? See California Community Choice Association’s Comments on Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Seeking
Comments on Staff Paper on Procurement Program, R.20-05-003, filed December 12, 2022, at pgs. 4-17.
10'See 1d, Section I1.A.1.a.2.b.i.1, at pg. 6.

"' Question 1: Should the Commission create a Data Working Group consisting of Commission, CEC and
CARB Staff, as well as utilities, and interested stakeholders? If so, what should be the scope and timeline for
the working group?



scope. Given the CCAs experience working on data issues, CCAs should have direct
representation in the Working Group.

At present, the Commission’s Demand Flexibility and Affordability dockets have working
groups that will address data issues, as does the Commission’s Energy Efficiency docket.
Moreover, the CEC has a data working group for the Load Management Standards effort. Because
many overlapping issues regarding data access are concurrently being discussed in these
proceedings, coordination between these various working groups at the Commission and the CEC
would be useful.

Track 2, Question 3:!> The Joint CCAs support increasing access to energy consumption
data for customers, LSEs, and DER aggregators to facilitate DER deployment under clear rules and
parameters that safeguard customer information. Simplified and timely access to energy
consumption data is a critical tool to allow individual energy consumers, and with customer
consent, to developers and contractors to determine which DER options are likely to provide them
or their customers with the most benefits. Access to energy consumption data allows consumers
and contractors to calculate savings scenarios and compare the benefits and costs of installing
DERs or participate in DER programs.

From a CCA perspective, a CCA can implement innovative customer programs that benefit
both its customers and the State when getting streamlined and timely access to interval data. One
example of such a program is MCE’s Peak FLEXmarket program. MCE’s Peak Flexmarket allows
MCE to compensate customers for energy savings provided during peak demand hours as measured
at the customer’s meter. This program is designed to be technology neutral so that technologies

beyond energy efficiency, such as demand response or energy storage systems, can be combined to

12 Question 3: How can the Commission, utilities, DER providers, and customers better use Smart Meter data?
How can Smart Meter data help individual ratepayers, developers, and contractors determine which DER
programs are likely to provide the most benefits?



create a flexible resource that meets grid needs which benefits all customers while also providing
direct savings based on measured reductions in use at the customer’s meter during the relevant
TOU period. These types of load management programs with verified load reductions at the meter
are growing increasingly important considering California’s grid reliability challenges during peak
times. Streamlined and timely access to smart meter data is integral for the success of such
programs and must therefore be a priority for the Commission, the utilities, LSEs, and other
stakeholders to foster further deployment of BTM resources.

Track 2, Question 4 and Question 8:'3 Barriers preventing CCAs from using energy
consumption data to increase adoption of DERs and develop innovative programs are multifaceted.
First, data latency and quality of data issues undermine efforts to promote DER adoption and
develop innovative programs. Increasing the quality and timeliness of customer consumption data
will support further innovation that benefits all energy consumers. Presently, the Joint CCAs
receive billing quality data in aggregated TOU periods for the billing month. Thus, it appears that
the utility’s AMI systems interval data exchange process was set up for billing purposes, not load
management purposes. This basic framework results in data being available approximately 48
hours after the meter registers the consumption. While this delay was reasonable given the original
use case for AMI at the time it was authorized, the lag in consumption data makes this system
unable to robustly support moving towards more innovative rate designs such as dynamic rates and
responsive load management programs. Immediate access to low latency interval data (within 48
hours of power flow) would enable CCAs to conduct short term load forecasting and better

coordinate load shifting in response to emergency events. Finally, access to hourly or sub-hourly

13 Question 4: What barriers (legal, regulatory, technological capacity, etc.) exist for load-serving entities and
DER providers that prevent the greater use of energy consumption data to increase customer awareness and
adoption of DERs? Question 8: How can existing data reporting and data collection processes be improved to
make them more consistent across resources and more accessible by users?
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billing quality interval data at the end of each billing period is necessary for the development of
dynamic rates initiatives by CCAs that drive cost reductions for the individual customer and the
broader body of energy consumers. The Joint CCAs strongly support a discussion in the Demand
Flexibility docket (R.22-07-005), about what modifications to IOU AMI systems are necessary to
provide the data necessary to support innovative rate designs and program offerings through timely
access to sub-hourly data. As part of this discussion, development of standards for data quality and
accessibility across all IOU territories is a core need.

In addition to data latency and quality issues, there appear to be technical barriers for third
parties accessing utility data portals as the portals were designed for small on-off requests rather
than larger requests for multiple customers who have provided authorization to a particular
provider. Thus, the portals are underpowered and generally unsuitable to supporting robust access
needed by third parties to efficiently access data to provide customers with service. The systems
also appear to be unable to accommodate multiple users, targeted queries, and contain significant
data gaps which results in the need to scale data by account type to correct for missing data.
Finally, the customer experience accessing and utilizing portals is dated and cumbersome which
may prevent effective use of the IOUs “share my data” portals by individual customers. For
example, SCE requires a customer to fill out a Customer Information Standardized Request
(“CISR”) form and pay a fee. The customer then shares that form with their third-party provider so
that the third party can access the customer’s data. The data is not always complete and, each time
a customer fills out the form, they must pay the fee again. This process can be streamlined and the
Joint CCAs encourage the Commission to revisit the need for any fees for accessing data given the
general recognition in state policy that more innovation in rates and program offerings are

necessary to meet our climate objectives quickly and affordably.
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SVCE recognized the need for free, authorized, instant access to standardized and
automated energy usage data to accelerate the deployment of clean energy projects. For that
reason, it created the SVCE Data Hive, which proves interval and bill data to customers and
authorized third parties such as solar and energy storage installers, demand response providers, and
energy service companies. The SVCE Data Hive cuts down the data access journey time to 30-90
seconds because it has 1) eliminated the need for authorization forms to be filled out and entered
into a lengthy approval process and 2) eliminated the need for technical integration in order to
access customer data, expanding access for small businesses that may have less technical resources.
Customers in SVCE’s territory can now more easily and quickly receive accurate estimates for
DER installation savings based on their energy usage because third parties can gain authorized
access to customers’ data through the Data Hive.

A workshop focused on data portals and assessing current capacities with robust discussion
of best practices from a variety of stakeholders would prove fruitful in illuminating possible ways
forward to standardize access to customer smart meter data. As part of this discussion, exploring
the creation of a statewide “data hive” to ease access to customer data has merit.

Track 2, Question 9:'* The Joint CCAs strongly support efforts to develop quantitative
and qualitative data to support uptake of DERs in Environmental and Social Justice communities.
The Commission’s ongoing efforts to assess affordability with new metrics can be built upon to
develop metrics in ESJ communities to better understand program uptake: what uptake is occurring,

what uptake is not occurring, and what are the benefits of uptake or harms from lack of uptake.

14 Question 9: What types of quantitative and qualitative data do we need to support equity customers’
awareness of and participation in DER programs? Should the Commission collect data to measure to the
impact on and the benefits of DER programs for ESJ communities? Is the Commission currently collecting
this data? If not, what additional mechanisms do we need to do so?
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Developing a set of metrics will support ongoing assessment of program approaches and
incentive structures. One helpful data point would be to know whether a customer meter is within
an ESJ community or affordability community of concern which could provide a better
understanding of whether and where uptake and benefits are occurring, and which communities
need a different approach, program, or incentive structure to be able to participate. It would also be
useful to have a holistic understanding of various non-CPUC jurisdictional DER programs that
support ESJ communities at the CEC, California Department of Community Services, and other
state agencies.

Data collection of non-energy benefits and methods to quantify those benefits either
qualitatively or quantitatively is also an important aspect of developing data to support participation
in DER programs by ESJ communities.!> DER projects in ESJ communities often require
additional retrofits, such as a panel upgrade or new roof, which results in comparatively higher
costs for these programs — but once undertaken can result in profound improvement in health,
safety, and comfort, among other benefits. Evaluation methodologies that do not include non-
energy benefits can result in underinvestment in ESJ communities because of structural barriers
(i.e. older housing stock which is more likely to need panel upgrades) that raise costs which widens
existing disparities in the ability of ESJ communities to benefit from programs they support in their
rates.

Under the current EE Application proceeding (A.22-02-005), stakeholders have been
discussing the development of metrics to evaluate Equity focused EE programs. Under this
umbrella, the California Energy Efficiency Coordinating Committee (“CAEECC”), a stakeholder

venue for EE ratepayer-funded programs, has recommended the development of metrics to assess

15 Non-energy benefits can include health benefits, safety benefits, comfort benefits, lower disconnection risk,
and reduced energy burden.
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non-energy benefits for EE programs!'® The SB 350 Disadvantaged Communities Advisory Group
(“DACAG”) has also highlighted the need to incorporate non-energy benefits noting that one of the
Principle Recommendations from the CEC’s Low- Income Barriers Study (2016) is to “[e]stablish
common definitions of non-energy benefits, develop standards to measure them, and attempt to
determine consistent values for use in all energy programs.” The Joint CCAs fully support the
development of a consistent framework to assess and incorporate non-energy benefits into cost
effectiveness methodologies and program review for all DER programs that will be considered in
this docket.
III. CONCLUSION

The Joint CCAs appreciate the opportunity to comment on the scope of this OIR. The Joint

CCAs look forward to participating in the ongoing discussion of cost effectiveness metrics, ways to

improve access to data, and avenues to support the development of DERs among ESJ communities.

DATED: January 9, 2023 Respectfully submitted,

By:__/s/ Joseph F. Wiedman

Joseph. F. Wiedman

LAW OFFICE OF JOSEPH F. WIEDMAN
115 Broad St. #157

Cloverdale, CA 95425

E-mail: joe@jfwiedman.com

Telephone: 510-219-6925

Attorney for Silicon Valley Clean Energy
Authority, Peninsula Clean Energy Authority,
Marin Clean Energy, East Bay Community Energy
Authority, and San Diego Community Power

16 See CAEECC Equity Metrics Working Group, October 2021, Report and Recommendations to the
California Public Utilities Commission and the Energy Efficiency Program Administrators Equity Working
Group Final Report, at 19-20, available at: https://www.caeecc.org/equity-metrics-working- group-meeting.
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking Concerning Rulemaking 13-11-005
Energy Efficiency Rolling Portfolios, (Filed November 14, 2013)
Policies, Programs, Evaluation, and Related

Issues.

OPENING COMMENTS OF MARIN CLEAN ENERGY ON PROPOSED DECISION
ADDRESSING ENERGY EFFICIENCY THIRD-PARTY PROCESSES AND OTHER
ISSUES

I. Introduction
Pursuant to Rule 14.3 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the California Public
Utilities Commission (“Commission” or “CPUC”), Marin Clean Energy (“MCE”), respectfully
submit these Opening Comments on the Proposed Decision Addressing Energy Efficiency Third-
Party Process and Other Issues (“Proposed Decision” or “PD”’) mailed on December 20, 2022.
MCE supports the Commission adopting the Proposed Decision. MCE specifically supports the
beneficial recognition of Strategic Energy Management (“SEM”) programs in non-industrial
sectors. MCE appreciates the Commission’s thoughtful consideration of party comments
documenting the successful implementation and meaningful opportunities of non-industrial SEM
programs to advance California’s energy efficiency and climate goals. MCE looks forward to
collaborating with the Commission, program administrators and stakeholders on the outlined

implementation steps.

Opening PD Comments of MCE
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II. MCE Supports Strategic Energy Management in Non-Industrial Sectors.

MCE strongly supports the Commission recognizing SEM programs in non-industrial
sectors. MCE agrees with the Commission and most commenting parties that SEM programs can
be very effective in non-industrial sectors.! MCE agrees with the Commission and parties that “the
SEM holistic approach is more important than the sector to which it is being applied.”?> MCE
agrees with the Commission that the existing net-to-gross ratio (“NTGR”) assumption of 1.0 and
the existing longer effective useful life (“EUL”) assumptions are justified for use in non-industrial
sector SEM programs under the outlined conditions.> MCE thanks the Commission for its
willingness to research SEM issues, meaningfully engage with parties and prudently resolve them
in this PD.

III.  Conclusion

MCE thanks Commissioner Shiroma, Administrative Law Judge Fitch, Administrative

Law Judge Kao and all parties for the cogent discussion on SEM, database tools data sharing and

the commitment to advancing beneficial energy savings in this PD.

Dated: January 12, 2023. Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Wade Stano

Wade Stano

Policy Counsel

MARIN CLEAN ENERGY

1125 Tamalpais Avenue

San Rafael, CA 94901

Telephone: (415) 464-6024

Email: mstano@mcecleanenergy.org

I'PD at p. 39.
2PD at p. 41.
3PD at pp. 41-42.

Opening PD Comments of MCE
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Empowering
Our Clean
Energy Future

CONTRA COSTA | MARIN | NAPA | SOLANO

January 20, 2023

California Energy Commission
Docket Office

715 P Street

Sacramento, CA 95814-5512
Docket@energy.ca.gov

RE: Marin Clean Energy on the Request for Information RE: Equitable Building
Decarbonization Program (DOCKET NO. 22-DECARB-03)

Dear Commissioners, Board Members and Staff,

Marin Clean Energy (“MCE”) strongly supports the goals of the California Energy
Commission’s (“CEC”) Equitable Building Decarbonization program to prioritize beneficial
low-carbon investments for low-to-moderate-income families and under-resourced communities.
MCE sees equitable building decarbonization as a crucial opportunity to improve public health,
reduce greenhouse gas emissions, strengthen energy affordability, support high-road workforce
development, and advance equitable outcomes especially for individuals and communities facing
historic barriers to clean energy programs and technologies.

MCE provides clean electricity service and cutting-edge energy programs to more than 1.5
million residents and businesses in 37 member communities across Contra Costa, Marin, Napa,
and Solano counties. MCE’s mission is to confront the climate crisis by eliminating fossil fuel
greenhouse gas emissions, producing renewable energy, and creating equitable community
benefits. By buying and building more clean energy, MCE is fighting climate change while
saving customers $68 million in energy costs to date.

MCE is a committed program administrator (“PA”) of ratepayer-funded energy efficiency
(“EE”) programs under the auspices of the California Public Utilities Commission (“CPUC”)
alongside the California investor-owned utilities (“IOUs”). Under its EE portfolio, MCE offers a
variety of innovative, decarbonization-focused EE and demand response (“DR”) programs
serving residential, commercial, agricultural and industrial customers. MCE also administers
direct-install programs as part of its EE portfolio including, but not limited to, its Multifamily


mailto:Docket@energy.ca.gov
https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/multifamily-savings/

Energy Savings (“MFES”) Program,' Low-Income Families and Tenants (“LIFT”) pilot
program? and Home Energy Savings (“HES”) program.?

MCE’s experience successfully administering EE funds under California Public Utilities Code
(“Code”) Section 381.1(a)-(d) since 2013 informs its comments. MCE offers substantive
comments on several questions on the Direct Install Program Criteria, Direct Install Third-Party
Implementers and Solicitation Scoring, and Direct Install Eligible Equipment and Measures
sections of the Request for Information. MCE submits Attachment A -- the results of DNV’s
evaluation of MCE’s Low-Income Families and Tenants (“LIFT”) pilot program for 2017-2020.
The LIFT Pilot aimed to reduce the energy burden and improve the quality of life of residents in
income qualified multifamily properties in MCE’s service territory through energy efficiency,
electrification, and health, safety and comfort upgrades.

I Direct Install Program Criteria

1) AB 209 directs CEC to establish a direct install program that shall be “at minimal or no cost for
low to moderate income residents” and defines direct install program as an “energy efficiency,
decarbonization, or load flexible solution provided directly to a consumer at minimal or no cost
through a third-party implementer.” “Low-to-moderate income” is defined in section 50093 of
the Health and Safety Code as persons and families whose income does not exceed 120 percent
of area median income, adjusted for family size and amended from time to time by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development.1 The CEC is considering segmenting the state
into different regions for the purposes of this program and requesting proposals from program
implementers to implement the program across these regions. The CEC is preliminarily planning
to allocate 66 percent of total budget funds — up to approximately $610 million — to the direct
install program. While this is a significant amount of funding relative to previous
decarbonization investments in existing buildings in California, it is a small amount relative to
the need in the sector. The program will be able to cover only a small fraction of the millions of
potentially eligible households. Program criteria used to prioritize and score proposals will need
to be both flexible enough to meet the needs of the different regions of the state and sufficiently
uniform to establish appropriate baselines and metrics for implementation.

a. What criteria should be weighed more heavily or prioritized when scoring program
proposals?

! The Multifamily Energy Savings Program (“MFES”) provides residential energy efficiency and
electrification improvements to affordable multifamily properties in the MCE service area.

2 The Low-Income Families and Tenants (“LIFT”) program, launched as a pilot in 2018, reduces
energy burden and improves the quality of life of residents in income-qualified multifamily
properties in MCE’s service area. The Program offers energy efficiency, electrification, and
health, safety, and comfort upgrades through a grant from the California Public Utilities
Commission (“CPUC”).

> MCE’s Home Energy Savings (“HES”) is a direct install program that provides energy
efficiency and building electrification ready home assessments, and home upgrades to eligible
single-family (up to 4 attached units) homeowners and renters in MCE’s service area. This
program targets customers in Disadvantaged Communities whose household income falls
between 200-400% of the Federal Poverty Guidelines (“FPG”).
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MCE supports the CEC prioritizing program proposals that leverage existing, complementary
programs and include a meaningful community engagement strategy.

1. MCE strongly supports leveraging existing direct install programs to deliver greater
benefits to participants with reduced administrative costs and a significantly
reduced timeline for program launch. The CEC will benefit from prioritizing projects
that leverage both the vast administration experience and existing administrative
infrastructure of related programs in support of the Equitable Building Decarbonization
program’s goals. Leveraging and working to integrate the Equitable Building
Decarbonization program within the ecosystem of state and local EE and decarbonization
programs also eliminates the risk of potential confusion for participants and
implementers. Similarly, reducing administrative costs by integrating proposed projects
with existing administrative infrastructures allows the CEC to deliver deeper benefits to
potentially more participants. Finally, leveraging existing programs also significantly
reduces the timeline of delivering benefits to participants as existing programs can be
modified much quicker to meet the goals and requirements of the new direct install
program than establishing new program rules, requirements and procedures.

2. Meaningful community engagement is a vital strategy to achieve the statutory goals
of the Equitable Building Decarbonization program. Meaningful community
engagement helps ensure that the potential benefits of the programs align with the actual
self-defined needs of low-to-moderate income families and under-resourced
communities. This information will be relevant to both ensuring the functional success of
programs and for mitigating known barriers for low-to-moderate income families and
under-resourced communities accessing clean energy programs and decarbonization
measures specifically. These barriers vary significantly regionally and across different
populations.* Meaningful community engagement can involve partnerships with trusted
community-based organizations (“CBOs”).> Proposals should include specifics of how
the implementers will engage potential participants and communities with respect,
dignity, and build knowledge of their varying and diverse interests.

* BEEP Coalition, Community Priorities for Equitable Building Decarbonization Report (March
2022), available at: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-
03/BEEP%?20Letter%20and%20Report_Equitable%20Decarb%20March%202022.pdf at 1 (“Our
energy system is incredibly complex. There are no two regions in California that experience
energy the same way, so our approach to transitioning our energy system needs to create space
for local leadership and community-based pilots.”).

> California Energy Commission, SB 350 Barriers Study, available at:
https://assets.ctfassets.net/ntcnl7ss1o0w9/3SqKkJoNIvts2nY VPAOmMGH/{fe590149¢3e39e515932
31dc60eeeeff/TN214830 20161215T184655 SB_350_LowlIncome Barriers Study Part A C
ommission_Final Report.pdf, p. 9 (The Legislature should direct funding for all state programs
to collaborate with trusted and qualified community-based organizations in community-centric
delivery of clean energy programs, in coordination with local governments...”).
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c¢. Should low-income and moderate-income households be incentivized at different levels? If so,
how should that be approached?

MCE’s EE and decarbonization programs serve both low- and moderate-income households.
MCE submits, consistent with Assembly Bill 209,° that both low- and moderate-income
households face significant barriers to electrification and decarbonization measures. Many
“general market”’ energy programs functionally serve only higher income households, and
homeowners specifically. Low- and moderate-income households face many barriers to access,
including the high cost of participant payments required for most general market energy
programs. In some instances, moderate income households do not qualify for designated low-
income energy programs such as the Low-Income Weatherization Program (“LIWP”), the Low-
Income Home Energy Assistance Program (“LIHEAP”), the Energy Savings Assistance (“ESA”)
program or the Family Energy Rate Assistance (“FERA”) program, but still require financial and
technical assistance for the upfront costs of decarbonization measures and upgrades. Hence,
MCE recommends the CEC serve both low-income and moderate-income families at the same
incentive level. In addition to the Equity issues outlined above, MCE also fears that incentivizing
low- and moderate-income households at different levels would increase the administrative costs
and complexity of eligibility analysis for a PA. These administrative costs may limit the number
of participants served and the depth of the benefits they may receive.

2) To optimize program funds, CEC may offer preference for proposals that layer incentives or
leverage other programs

a. What best practices, program elements, or state actions would facilitate layering or
leveraging different program offerings?

As a starting point, MCE recommends the CEC work with stakeholders to develop a list of
current and potentially complementary direct install programs. The list should include relevant
information on each program including, but not limited to, geographic reach of program, PA,
measures, historic outcomes such as electricity savings and greenhouse gas emissions reductions,
administrative structures, known equity barriers and existing community partnerships.

Additionally, MCE strongly recommends the CEC stack the incentives, measures, and potential
benefits of other programs with the Equitable Building Decarbonization program offerings to
allow greater delivery of benefits. MCE discourages the CEC from layering complementary
programs in a manner that reduces the eligibility or level of participation of a potential
participant. Decarbonization measures for low-income and under-resourced communities often
require a host of related upgrades with significant upfront capital costs.® The Equitable Building

6 Assembly Bill 209 (2022), section 25665.

7 For the purposes of this filing, MCE defines “general market” programs as programs that do
not have income restrictions.

8 The Greenlining Institute, Equitable Electrification Report (2019), available at:
https://greenlining.org/wp-
content/uploads/2019/10/Greenlining_EquitableElectrification_Report 2019 WEB.pdf p. 1 (“In
addition to the high upfront costs of electrification, ESJ community members often live in old
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Decarbonization program should maximize the opportunities of complementary programs so
potential participants may receive the holistic offerings necessary for program success. The CEC
should work with PAs of existing programs through public workshops to generate specific
process recommendations for layering programs.

MCE offers a detailed description of how it coordinates participation in two of its
complementary programs, the Home Energy Savings (“HES”) and the Multifamily Energy
Savings (“MFES”) programs, in response to Question 7.

b. Should layering or leveraging other programs be a requirement for proposals or a
prioritization when scoring proposals?

Yes, as stated above in response to Question (1a.), MCE recommends the CEC prioritize
projects that layer or leverage other complementary programs and program offerings. The CEC
should require that project proponents demonstrate their process for layering or leveraging
existing programs in their proposals. This is particularly important for program proposals that
cover a geographic area in which a decarbonization-focused direct install program already exists.
In such a case, project proponents must describe in their proposal how they will integrate
complementary measures, funding sources, implementation strategies, administration activities,
and community engagement. The CEC should prioritize proposals that maximize the potential
benefits of layering programs not only to reduce administrative burdens, but also to limit
potential customer confusion and reduce program costs.

3) The inclusion of both low-income and moderate-income households allows flexibility for
proposals that want to electrify specific neighborhoods or communities.

a. What program elements, geographic targeting, or state actions would facilitate this
approach?

MCE recommends the CEC use geographic hotspots to reach low-to-moderate income customers
and under-resourced communities. The CEC should prioritize neighborhoods that have a higher
density of low-to-moderate income households and under-resourced communities. The CEC may
also leverage knowledge from existing programs focused on serving similar low-to-moderate-
income households and under-resourced communities. The CEC should partner with PAs of
existing direct install programs who could share their local delivery channels, as well as
marketing and engagement lists. This process would allow the CEC to avoid replicating existing
knowledge and support neighborhood or community-level projects.

For example, MCE leverages focused word-of-mouth referrals in its Home Energy Savings
(“HES”) program. The HES implementer focuses on serving one neighborhood at a time under

houses or apartment buildings that face structural and maintenance issues, which require separate
investment for home repairs before installing new energy equipment. Existing policy is not
capable of addressing energy and housing interventions holistically, which could otherwise help
bridge the gap between household budgets and the high cost to upgrading these older and under-
maintained buildings.”).



this strategy. MCE prioritizes neighborhoods with higher density of lower-to-moderate income
customers. The implementer then uses word-of-mouth and door-to-door canvassing strategies to
engage with customers on their needs and program opportunities. This has proven to be a
successful outreach and customer recruitment strategy for MCE’s direct install program.

1L Direct Install Third-Party Implementers and Solicitation Scoring

5) AB 209 defines “third-party implementer” as “non-commission staff under contract to the
commission who propose, design, implement or deliver Equitable Building Decarbonization
Program activities.” Proposals from third-party implementers that include at least one
community-based organization and employ workers from local communities shall be prioritized.

a. How should the CEC segment the state for a multiple-implementer solicitation (e.g., by
climate assessment regions, climate zone, groupings of air districts, counties, etc.)? Are there
other ways to segment the state to provide geographic diversity and advance equity?

MCE suggests the CEC segment the state by counties to ensure geographic diversity and advance
equitable outcomes. MCE views local leadership as essential to the success of the Equitable
Building Decarbonization program.’ As described in response to Question (3a.) above, MCE has
been successful in implementing direct install programs at the hyper-local level, i.e. by
conducting neighborhood-based outreach and engagement strategies. Furthermore, many of
MCE’s CBO partners are organized at the local or county level. The diversity of regional
barriers and opportunities related to equitable decarbonization efforts are tremendous. The CEC
must solicit meaningful leadership from the local level to overcome regional barriers and expand
existing opportunities.

MCE, at times, also implements county segmentation in its own EE and decarbonization
programs. For example, MCE adopted county segmentation in administering its Green &
Healthy Homes Initiative across multiple counties.!® This segmentation allows MCE to serve the
distinct local needs of many populations in each county. In Marin County, similar MCE
programs focused on supporting ageing in place while in Contra Costa County, MCE focuses on
mitigating the impacts of asthma.

* BEEP Coalition, Community Priorities for Equitable Building Decarbonization Report (March
2022), available at: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-
03/BEEP%20Letter%20and%20Report Equitable%20Decarb%20March%202022.pdf at p. ii
(“Statewide rebate or incentive programs will continue to fail to reach those communities
without significant investment in community-led efforts to engage communities that are being
left behind.”)

YYMCE, MCE Expands Green & Healthy Homes Efforts National Program Works Locally to
Reduce In-Home Asthma Triggers, available at: https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/mce-
news/mce-ghhi/.
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b. What opportunities for workforce development should be considered, encouraged, or
leveraged?

The CEC should consider and leverage existing electrification workforce development programs
such as the workforce development components of the Technology and Equipment for Clean
Heating (“TECH”) program, the High Road Training Partnerships program including, but not
limited to, the High Road to Building Decarbonization in the San Francisco Bay Area Project,'!
as well as workforce development programs under the CPUC’s EE portfolios.

For example, MCE ofters a Workforce Education & Training (“WE&T”) program under its EE
portfolio'? that focuses on electrification-specific education and training to interested contractors.
MCE recommends the CEC support programs like MCE’s WE&T program that already provide
direct access to electrification-specific trainings, connections with active job seekers, and
technical mentorship to participants. These strategies grant more contractors and workers access
to relevant electrification best practices and resources.

Similar to the recommendation made in response to Question (2a.) above, MCE recommends
that the CEC compile a list of existing workforce development programs and initiatives that are
focused on electrification before developing any new programs that may be duplicative with
existing initiatives.

7) While designing the criteria and solicitations for the regional decarbonization programs,

CEC is considering offering an initial phase of the Equitable Building Decarbonization Program
to support or expand currently active decarbonization programs with established infrastructure
and demand. These programs may be more limited in geographic scope or decarbonization
activities than what is expected from the regional programs.

a. Should other currently active building decarbonization programs be allowed to compete for
funding from the Equitable Building Decarbonization Program?

Yes, MCE strongly supports the CEC allowing existing building decarbonization programs that
meet the goals of the CEC’s Equitable Building Decarbonization Program to compete for
funding in the forthcoming request for proposal (“RFP”’). MCE believes this is crucial for two
main reasons. First, as stated above in response to Question 1 and Question 2, leveraging
existing programs’ administrative infrastructure and outreach strategies is an effective and
efficient use of funds. Second, this approach also enables a quick deployment of the program,
thereby enhancing the program’s impact and delivering equitable benefits sooner to a potentially
greater number of participants. The health, safety, comfort and affordability improvements

' High Road Training Partnerships Projects — High Road to Building Decarbonization in the San
Francisco Bay Area, available at: https://cwdb.ca.gov/initiatives/high-road-training-partnerships/.
The program provides regional partners a platform to collectively identify specific workforce
barriers and recommendations for successful career development.

2 MCE, WE&T available at: https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/contractors/#WET. Green
Workforce Pathways.
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possible through community-led equitable building decarbonization programs are a matter for
urgent action.

For example, MCE currently administers three direct install programs that could be modified and
scaled rapidly to meet the goals of the Equitable Building Decarbonization program. These
programs are MCE’s Home Energy Savings Program (“HES”) the Multifamily Energy Savings
(“MFES”) program (both run under MCE’s ratepayer-funded EE portfolio) and the Low-Income
Families and Tenants (“LIFT”) pilot program (run under the ratepayer-funded Energy Savings
Assistance (“ESA”) program). All three programs are successful and could be scaled easily to
engage a broader set of customers on an expedited timeline. MCE’s HES program, for example,
was fully subscribed in 2022 and was not able to work with all interested customers due to
budgetary limits. If the program were to receive additional funding through the CEC’s Equitable
Building Decarbonization Program, MCE could easily scale the program and reach additional
customers effectively and efficiently.

Furthermore, MCE could strengthen its electrification offerings under its direct install programs
if it were to receive additional funding from the CEC. As currently designed, MCE’s direct
install programs mostly focus on EE measures such as insulation, duct sealing, ENERGY
STAR® appliances and lighting. MCE is currently able to offer electrification measures such as
heat pump water heaters and heat pump HVACs under its direct install programs but only to a
small number of program participants due to budgetary constraints. If MCE were to be granted
additional funding for electrification measures through the CEC’s program, it could leverage its
existing program infrastructure to quickly and efficiently bring electrification measures to
additional participants in its direct install programs. With additional CEC funding, MCE would
request to consider the expansion of eligible measures such as the potential inclusion of
induction cooktops and electric ovens under all of its direct install programs, and/or the inclusion
of smart thermostat under its multifamily direct install programs.

In the following sections, MCE provides a brief description of each of its current
decarbonization-focused direct install programs. MCE hopes to provide additional details about
how it could modify its programs to meet the goals of the CEC’s Equitable Building
Decarbonization Program in response to the forthcoming RFP.

HES Program

MCE’s HES program is a direct install program that provides moderate-income single-family
homeowners and renters a home energy assessment and no-cost home energy upgrades,
including electrification measures. HES currently serves customers that fall between 200 and 400
percent of the federal poverty limit.'

The HES program offering includes, but is not limited to:
e No Cost Home Energy Assessment;
e Heat Pump Water Heaters and HVAC systems, based on availability and best-fit;

13 MCE recommends reevaluating eligibility criteria for its direct install programs if it were to be
granted funding under the CEC’s Equitable Building Decarbonization Program to meet program
goals and requirements and enable the greatest number of participants in the programs.
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Attic insulation;

Duct sealing;

Pipe insulation;

Smart thermostat;

Water-saving shower head;
Water-saving kitchen faucet aerator;
Bathroom faucet aerators.

MCE recently received sub-granted funds under the Transformative Climate Communities
program, City of Richmond: Richmond Rising grant to support and expand the HES program’s
delivery of electrification measures that improve health and safety in the City of Richmond.

MFES Program

MCE’s MFES program serves low-income customers in deed-restricted multi-family properties
with direct install energy efficiency and electrification measures. The program provides both
rebates for tenant units and whole building upgrades. The MFES program complements MCE’s
LIFT program (see more details below).

The MFES program provides:
e No-cost comprehensive energy efficiency assessments;
e Assistance with contractor solicitations and project planning;
o Energy and water efficiency upgrades including:
ENERGY STAR® appliances;
Insulation;
Lighting;
Water fixtures;
Heat pump water heaters and HVAC system;
Windows.

O O O O O O

The MFES program has improved the efficiency of over 4,700 multifamily units over the past 9
years (from 2013-2022), saving participants 1,407,572 kWh (equivalent to the total electricity
used in 230 homes a year), over 108,000 therms, and nearly $1.2 million.

LIFT Program

MCE’s LIFT program offers energy efficiency upgrades to hard-to-reach, low-income
multifamily property owners whose renters have a household income at or below 250% of the
federal poverty level.'* The LIFT program works to address the many barriers to decarbonization
low-income tenants experience by providing incentives exclusively for tenant units and working
directly with property owners and managers to minimize the potential administrative burden on
the tenants.

“ MCE recommends reevaluating eligibility criteria for its direct install programs if it were to be
granted funding under the CEC’s Equitable Building Decarbonization Program to meet program
goals and requirements and enable the greatest number of participants in the programs.
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The LIFT program provides upgrades for energy efficiency, electrification, and health, safety,
and comfort including:

e High-efficiency HVAC;

o High efficiency refrigerators;

e Smart thermostats;

¢ Faucet aerators;

e LED lighting;

o Low-flow showerheads;

e Pipe insulation;

o Heat hump water heaters and HVAC systems;

o Electrical upgrades.

The LIFT Program distributed over $1 million in incentives to 680 qualifying households
between 2018 and 2021 and successfully reached underserved customers with 95% of
participants residing outside of a DAC. Participants collectively saved over 7,800 kilowatt-hours
annually and individually, an average of $192 per year on their electricity bill. MCE submits
additional information on the LIFT program and its electrification measures in Attachment A to
this filing.

b. Should the CEC fund decarbonization programs that have existing infrastructure in an initial
phase to allow for the Program to quickly decarbonize homes and provide benefits to residents?

Yes, MCE supports the CEC funding existing decarbonization programs in an initial phase to
deliver benefits to residents as quickly as possible. Low-to-moderate-income families and under-
resourced communities are seriously and disproportionately overburdened by the varied public
health impacts of fossil fuel appliances.'> MCE supports urgently and thoughtfully administering
Equitable Building Decarbonization program funds to expand the benefits received and
participants served by successful programs with aligned goals. MCE sees tremendous
opportunity to readily deliver meaningful health, safety, and comfort benefits, as well as
greenhouse gas reductions, through support and expansion of existing programs.

As stated above in response to Question (7a.), MCE could easily and quickly modify and scale
its existing direct install programs to meet the goals of the CEC’s Equitable Building
Decarbonization Program. The following specific program components enable MCE to quickly
provide impactful customer benefits in an initial phase:

1. Existing administrative structure: MCE already works with experienced program
implementers and can use existing administrative structures (such as program
management and budgeting procedures) to quickly modify and (re-) launch Equitable
Building Decarbonization programs.

S UCLA Fielding School of Public Health Department of Environmental Health Sciences (April
2020), Effects of Residential Gas Appliances on Indoor and Outdoor Air Quality and Public
Health in California, available at: https://coeh.ph.ucla.edu/effects-of-residential-gas-appliances-
on-indoor-and-outdoor-air-quality-and-public-health-in-california/.
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2. Existing community engagement and outreach strategies: MCE uses meaningful
community engagement and community outreach strategies for its programs such as the
neighborhood-level recruitment strategy for its HES program and CBO partnerships.

3. Experience with the installation of electrification measures: MCE partners with
knowledgeable implementers with significant experience successfully installing
electrification measures for low-to-moderate income customers and in building of older
housing stock.

4. Experience with quickly, efficiently and effectively launching programs: MCE
demonstrated it can quickly, efficiently and effectively launch programs in response to
policy and customers’ needs. In the winter of 2021, MCE proposed the scaling of its
innovative, DR-focused Peak FLEXmarket program to the CPUC in response to the
Governor’s Grid Reliability Emergency Proclamation in the summer of 2021. Upon
approval by the CPUC, MCE quickly modified its program rules and requirements and
re-launched the pilot as a full fledge program in less than 5 months. MCE would similarly
modify and expand its related decarbonization programs if awarded additional funding
from the CEC.

III.  Direct Install Eligible Equipment and Measures

8) The statutory direction on eligible measures is broad: “Projects eligible to be funded through
the direct install program include installation of energy efficient electric appliances, energy
efficient measures, demand flexibility measures, wiring and panel upgrades, building
infrastructure upgrades, efficient air conditioning systems, ceiling fans, and other measures to
protect against extreme heat, where appropriate, and remediation and safety measures to
facilitate the installation of new equipment.” The CEC plans to require the use of meter data
driven analytical tools to inform what measures should be prioritized based on GHG reduction,
energy reduction, and bill impacts.

a. What specific equipment and measures should be prioritized?

MCE’s experience administering low-to-moderate-income EE programs designed to advance
equitable decarbonization informs its understanding of existing barriers for specific equipment
and measures. Existing federal, state and local decarbonization programs often do not cover all
the supporting upfront capital costs required to decarbonize a household. MCE correspondingly
recommends the CEC design the Equitable Building Decarbonization Program to mitigate these
barriers and prioritize the following measures:

e Electric panel upgrades;

e 120-volt heat pump water heaters (“HPWH”). These may also be used for emergency
replacements;

e Construction activities required to create the necessary physical space for decarbonization
measures (e.g. HPWH are typically larger than their natural gas counterparts);

e Low global warming potential (“GWP”) technologies approved in existing programs (e.g.
by TECH, and SGIP);
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e Energy efficiency measures that effectively lower kWh energy load, e.g. insulation, air
and duct sealing;

e Health and safety upgrades required for the permitting to complete decarbonization
measures;

e Measures that improve the health, safety and comfort of the residence or unit;

e Measures that improve energy affordability.

Additionally, MCE encourages the CEC to permit including to be identified measures acting as
local barriers to decarbonization efforts identified by meaningful community engagement efforts.
As stated throughout these comments, meaningful community engagement is required to identify
all the relevant barriers and opportunities associated with equitable building decarbonization
projects.

d. How should the CEC consider equipment and measures that mitigate impacts from extreme
heat, wildfires, or local air pollution but increase individual energy use (e.g., installing a heat
pump heating and cooling system in a home that previously did not have an air conditioner)?
How does this align with the legislative direction that the program shall “reduce the emissions
of greenhouse gases”?

MCE recommends the CEC consider the non-energy benefits (“NEBs) of equipment and
measures. Traditional energy efficiency and clean energy program’s evaluation of NEBs has
been identified as a key barrier to decarbonization investments in low-to-moderate-income
households and under-resourced communities.

MCE recommends further that the CEC consider program and portfolio wide greenhouse gas
reductions (instead of project-specific ones) to satisfy its statutory requirements.

9) This program offers a significant opportunity to advance load flexibility in the residential
sector and across the state. Load flexibility or load management provides residents with the
ability to shift their energy usage in response to hourly energy prices, GHG emissions, or grid
conditions. This can provide savings on consumer bills, as well as provide grid reliability
support.

a. What load flexibility requirements should be included in the direct install program, and which
load flexibility measures should be prioritized?

The CEC should encourage programmable or connected devices and enrollment in a demand
response (“DR”) program. However, the equity goals of this program should be retained in
designing corresponding program rules. MCE recommends against requiring participating
customers to install programmable or connected devices and to participate in DR programs as
they may be facing related barriers to implementation that are presently unforeseeable.

MCE recommends that the CEC should prioritize the following load flexibility measures:

e Smart thermostats;
e Heat pump water heaters and HVAC systems;
e Load tracking devices (e.g. Emporia Vue home energy monitor).
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IV. Conclusion

MCE looks forward to ongoing collaborations with the CEC and stakeholders to ensure affordable
access to building decarbonization and clean energy technologies in our service area and across
California. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

/s/
Wade Stano
wstano@mececleanenergy.org

Policy Counsel
MCE
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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report provides the results of DNV’s evaluation of Marin Clean Energy’s (MCE) Low-
Income Families and Tenants (LIFT) pilot program for 2017-2020. This includes results
across the key performance metrics of the program, focusing on successes and challenges.
The conclusions are drawn from participant surveys, program records, and interviews for
insights on program delivery and participant experience. Insights on initial program
performance were also obtained from site visits and field measurements for a sample of
participant heat pump projects.

1.1 Background

MCE is California’s first Community Choice Aggregation program. MCE focuses on addressing
climate change by reducing energy related greenhouse gas emissions through renewable
energy supply and energy efficiency. MCE serves residents in Marin and Napa Counties,
unincorporated Contra Costa and Solano Counties, and the Cities and Towns of Benicia,
Concord, Danville, El Cerrito, Lafayette, Martinez, Moraga, Oakley, Pinole, Pittsburg,
Pleasant Hill, Richmond, San Pablo, San Ramon, Vallejo and Walnut Creek.

In November of 2016, California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) Decision (D.) 16-11-022
approved MCE’s LIFT pilot program under the investor-owned utilities’ (IOU) Energy Savings
Assistance (ESA) and California Alternate Rates for Energy (CARE) Programs and Budget
Applications.! The LIFT Pilot aimed to reduce the energy burden and improve the quality of
life of residents in income qualified multifamily properties in MCE’s service territory through
energy efficiency, electrification, and health, safety and comfort upgrades. The CPUC
granted MCE $3.5 million over two years to deliver the LIFT pilot program. The pilot
launched on October 31, 2017. In October 2019, LIFT was granted an initial timeline
extension, which ended on May 31, 2021.2

Residents of income-qualified multifamily housing face multiple barriers to participating in
energy efficiency programs, including fear of property owner retaliation, lack of control over
any significant upgrades made to their units, concerns about sharing personal information,
immigration enforcement actions, and financial constraints. MCE developed the LIFT
program to better serve income-qualified multifamily property owners and tenants who are
not currently benefiting from other low-income energy efficiency and decarbonization
programs. The program aimed to incentivize switching gas and propane heating equipment
to high-efficiency electric heat pumps to help decarbonize space and water heating loads.

In addition to heat pump incentives, the pilot program provided up to $1,200 per unit for
energy efficiency improvements that could be layered with MCE's existing Multifamily
Energy Savings (MFES) program. With the additional incentives, LIFT covered a significant
portion of total project costs (up to 80% if customers participated in both the LIFT and
MFES programs).

1 D.16-11-022, Decision of Large Investor-Owned Utilities’ California Alternate Rates for Energy ("CARE”) and
Energy Savings Assistance ("ESA”) Program Applications, Ordering Paragraph 148.

2 D.21-06-015, issued June 7, 2021, authorized an extension of the LIFT pilot through 2023. Projects completed in
the second phase of the pilot will be included in a future evaluation.

www.dnv.com MCE Page 1



EVALUATION REPORT FOR MCE LOW-INCOME FAMILIES AND TENANTS PILOT PROGRAM DNV Energy Systems

LIFT aimed to serve 1,482 dwelling units with energy efficiency measures and install 125
heat pumps serving 215 units.

1.2 Program Summary

MCE reported the following program expenses, savings, and households treated by the LIFT
program for the period from 2017 - 2020.

MCE LIFT program period 2017 - 2020 ‘

Program Expenses $1,083,482
Estimated kW Savings 0.94
Estimated kWh Savings 7,818
Estimated Therms Savings 669
Treated households 682

1.3 Research objectives and approach

MCE set DNV'’s objectives for the evaluation, which were to:

= Estimate LIFT’s energy impacts (site and source)

= Estimate emissions reductions

= Calculate energy bill impacts of switching from furnaces to heat pumps
= Determine heat pump installation costs

= Gain insights into the enablers and barriers to program participation

= Measure participant satisfaction and ease of program participation

= Assess the program’s non-energy impacts and tenant experience

To assess performance against the program theory and logic model, DNV conducted
interviews with six contractors and 14 property managers, representing over half of all LIFT
tenant units. DNV also designed an occupant survey administered to 128 participating
tenants to measure their satisfaction and perceived impacts of the upgrades.

DNV's approach to Measurement and Verification (M&V) focused on five project sites that
received heat pump upgrades, representing over half of the LIFT heat pump tenant units.
DNV’s M&V approach combines on-site data collection, equipment data logging, and utility
meter data analysis to determine pre- and post-retrofit energy consumption and costs. DNV
worked with MCE to develop and apply alternative source energy values that are specific to
MCE.3

1.4 Findings and recommendations

MCE established 13 specific program metrics for LIFT. The evaluation key findings and
implications for each metric are summarized in Table 1-1, followed by recommendations.
Table rows are hyperlinked to the respective sections.

3 MCE offers customers rates that correspond to options ranging from 60% to 100% renewable energy content. The PG&E rate
option corresponds to 29% renewable energy content.
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Table 1-1. LIFT program performance metrics

Metric

Residents received
program information

in language other
than English

LIFT residences are
occupied by extended

or multiple families

Residents outside of
disadvantaged
communities as

defined by
CalEnviroScreen 2.0

Goal

40% meeting one
or more of these
three
characteristics of
“hidden
communities”

Results

42%

Data Source ‘

Occupant
surveys

1.5%

Occupant
surveys

95%

Program
tracking data

DNV Energy Systems

Implications

Surpassed goal - LIFT
program is effectively
reaching the “hidden
communities” it seeks to
serve. Per the Center for
American Progress report
on extended families,
17% of all households in
the nation fit this
descriptor.

The program included
several senior housing
participants, that
comprise of smaller single
or two-person
households.

Given the program
requirement of reaching
tenants residing in
multifamily properties,
the number of extended
families that fit this
descriptor available to the
program is reduced.

Furthermore, the program
seeks to serve those
outside CalEnviroScreen
2.0. The intersection of
these requirements
further reduces the total
number of extended
families that fit this
descriptor and are
available to the program.

The two households that
participated in the survey
and fit the extended
family descriptor also
stated that the primary
language spoken in the
home was Spanish. The
results indicate the
intersectional
characteristics of “hidden
communities”.

Percent of units
receiving
comprehensive
upgrades using both
MCE's Energy

Savings and LIFT
program offerings

60%

76% units
receiving
comprehensive
upgrades

Program
tracking data

Surpassed goal - LIFT
program is well integrated
with other energy
efficiency programs

Percent of eligible
households that
install efficiency
measures through
the LIFT program

1,482/56,087 -
3%

842/56,087 - 1.5%

Program
tracking data

Short of goal on income
eligible energy efficiency
installations
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Metric

Goal

Results

On average,
Central heat pump
water heater -

Data Source ‘

DNV Energy Systems

Implications

Current heat pump
incentives cover

Savings per unit for
LIFT program

Pacific Gas &
Electric’s (PG&E)
Energy Savings
Assistance (ESA)
program per unit

reported 96 kWh
and 9 therms. This
translates to 3,404
kBtu for LIFT EE
and HP versus
1,227 kBtu for
multifamily projects
in PG&E's ESA
program.

Procurement and $2,760 (5 invoices) | AEA pass - o _
installation costs of In-unit heat pump through of g[igroxflmaiell}/ 30 %o ¢
heat pumps including | Track, no goal set | water heater - contractor L /o OF Installation cos
. . - . with some costs shared
costs of bulk $3,420 (1 invoice), invoices and . .
purchase Ductless space bids across projects with
heat pump - mL:::tlpIe mﬁasu_res (space
$10,902 and water heating).
(10 invoices)
Overall, LIFT EE
and HP measures
saved 50 kWh and
32 therms per
Average per unit dwelling units
LIFT savings is compared to The program achieved its
greater than PG&E’s ESA M&V sample, goal of higher per unit

tracking data &
PG&E ESA data

savings due to the
contribution of significant
gas savings from heat
pump installations.

The impacts of fuel
switching on bill
savings and net costs
to the customers

Track, no goal set

On average, fuel
substitution
customers save
$128 per year and
fuel switching
customers save
$1,123 per year.
Overall, average
bill savings from
heat pumps
measures are
estimated at $192
per year.

Site-level billing
analysis, rates

There is strong evidence
that fuel substitution
customers are realizing
bill savings from heat
pump installations. It is
likely that savings
estimates for fuel
switching are higher due
to installation of solar at
the sites concurrent with
the program.

Reduction in
greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions,
nitrogen oxides,
(NOx)

Track, no goal set

Heat pump fuel
savings overall:
1.09 tons CO2
annually per unit;
site savings 2.08
Ibs. CO, 0.99 Ib.
NOx

Heat pump fuel
substitution
savings: 0.91 tons
CO:z annually per
unit; site savings
2.22 Ibs. CO, 0.87
Ib. NOx

Heat pump fuel
switching savings:
3.69 tons CO2
annually per unit;
site savings 0.10
Ibs. CO, 2.80 Ib.
NOXx

MCE and CAISO
generation mix;
CPUC gas
assumptions;
DNV Spot
Measurements

The MCE Light Green
generation mix (60%
renewable) plus heat
pump retrofit saves
significant COz annually.

CO: savings increase for
Deep Green (100%
renewable) customers.

All on-site customers
(tenants and employees)
experience a reduction in
toxic on-site CO and NOx
emissions.
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Metric

Source British
thermal units (Btu)
savings impact

Goal

Average savings
per unit for LIFT is
more than the
average savings
per unit for
PG&E's ESA
program’s 3.32
MMBtu saved per
unit (baseline)

Results

Savings per unit for
LIFT HPs was 9.4
MMBtu annually.

Note the evaluation
of PG&E’s ESA
program showed
savings of 1.5
MMBtu annually
overall and 1.2
MMBtu annually for
multifamily
projects.

Data Source ‘

Source energy
savings are
calculated
based on-site
savings and
CEC or MCE
specific values
reflecting
generation
power mixes.

DNV Energy Systems

Implications

The source Btu savings
per unit are much higher
than the reported and
evaluated PG&E ESA
savings and those savings
include a majority single-
family homes.

Surpassed goal, some

80% of !
canersimansgers. | participants rate it Property imorovement on program
that rate the ease of is easy to 90% (n=10) manager reguirements relaptedgto

P - participate in the interviews e
participation as high rogram verification and
ke documentation
0,
Percent of residents 84% very/ - Customers are satisfied
who report comfort sqmewhat satisfied with the heat pumps they
and satisfaction with | 80% W't(!.' heat pumps, Occupant received, and reviews of
the heat pump 82% very/ . survey the LIFT program are
technolo somewhat satisfied ositive
Lecnnology with LIFT (n=38) P
Some evidence of .
. , ; Evidence of non-energy
Impacts on residents increased comfort, Occupant benefits of heat puMDS
health, comfort, and Track, no goal set | improved air P pump
survey strengthens value offered

quality, and
reduced noise

safety by technology

Overall, LIFT succeeded in its goals to overcome key barriers to installing heat pumps that
reduce customer energy use, energy bills, and associated emissions. The tenants receiving
measures cannot afford discounted equipment or are underserved by general market
programs, and are multifamily renters who have not been served by Pacific Gas & Electric’s
Energy Savings Assistance (ESA) program.* Many of the sites met MCE’s initial target of
small affordable housing areas within larger zip codes and census tracts that do not qualify
for CalEnviroScreen disadvantaged communities (DAC) designation.

1.4.1 Key recommendations

Improve program tracking and record keeping requirements. Through the course of
conducting the evaluation, DNV identified inconsistencies in program tracking data that
required the implementer to rectify and reissue. Access to consumption data was a
challenge due to issues with timeliness and completeness that required several iterative
discussions and were ultimately only resolved partially.> DNV found gaps in the occupant
survey data that were missing some months of survey responses and had to be appended
upon discovery. Not all contractor invoices included the details that could improve the

4 PG&E’s Energy Savings Assistance Program provides qualified customers with energy-saving improvements at no charge.
Participants must live in a house, mobile home, or apartment that is at least five years old. Income guidelines for the ESA
program are same as those for CARE, the California Alternative Rates for Energy Program.

5 At one sampled project, three analyzed electric accounts had 1-2 months of post-retrofit meter data that the evaluation team was
unable to obtain via the data requests made to MCE. For these missing data points, the analysis substitutes the average
consumption across the remaining analyzed accounts (n=17) at that project as a proxy for the actual consumption that
occurred.
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usability of the data therein. As recommended in DNV’s mid-term report, the program
should also clarify expectations regarding contractor requirements for detailed cost
information that breaks down hidden/soft costs such as for electrical panel upgrades.

Recognizing that the pilot was being developed and implemented simultaneously, DNV
recommends that MCE address these gaps to improve data quality and evaluability of the
program as it scales up. The program should develop and maintain a central,
comprehensive, and compiled database that supports evaluability of key program metrics.
The database should include granular information associated with each project site
including, but not limited to: a unique identifier, building classification, project name,
primary owner level contact (decision maker), site address, specific units treated, project
status, measures installed, contractor information, incentives provided, equipment costs,
labor costs, and survey responses etc. The data should be organized at the measure level
with one measure per row, this is especially helpful to include as some measures have
different number of units effected (e.g., central water heater boiler may serve multiple units
in a building and may also include a mini-split which serves only a room within a unit.)

Continue with successful program elements. The LIFT program integrated well with the
Multifamily Energy Savings (MFES) program and other program offerings. The program is
reaching “hidden communities” of low-income tenants outside of designated DACs, those
residing in extended families, and/or those who are in non-English/limited English-speaking
households. The program is achieving most of its goals, the one exception being that the
program is short of its goal to serve 1,482 income-eligible households at the current
number of 842 income-eligible households served by the LIFT program. DNV recommends
the program experiment further to increase the percentage of eligible customers who install
measures by working with community organizations and deploying non-traditional
marketing and enrollment methods. DNV also believes the program could leverage some of
the techniques used by the investor-owned utility (IOU) programs, focusing on direct install
and other® methods to increase in-unit energy-efficiency measure installations.

Continue studying impacts because savings goals were met on average but were
highly variable.

Highly variable savings are common for pilots due to the limited cases available and
studied. Because of the variability in project scope and pre-existing conditions for
multifamily properties, the variability in savings may remain high even after additional
M&V. More stable per-unit energy savings may emerge after more projects are
completed, specifically mini-split heat pumps or central heat-pump water heaters
(HPWHSs).

The two M&V projects for central HPWHs showed high potential to produce consistent
savings and were less complex. Notably, the sites also have on-site solar power
generation, which further reduces carbon emissions and costs based on thermal storage
potential. The mini-split heat pump M&V projects were more varied in scope. For
example, the existing technologies within the unit showed variation and the condition of

6 COVID related constraints may necessitate the use of virtual assistants that coach tenants and property
managers on do-it-yourself measure installations.
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the units varied as well, contributing to variability in savings. Therefore, future project
evaluations will need to isolate heating system upgrades.
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2 INTRODUCTION

Marin Clean Energy (MCE), California’s first community choice aggregator (CCA), is a not-
for-profit public agency that began service in 2010 with the goals of providing cleaner power
at stable rates to its customers, reducing greenhouse emissions, and investing in energy
programs that support communities’ energy needs. MCE serves approximately 1,200 MW of
peak load and provides generation services to more than 1.1 million people in 36
communities across Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, and Solano Counties.

On November 21, 2016, the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) granted MCE $3.5
million to deliver the Low-Income Families and Tenants (LIFT) program, originally scheduled
as a two-year pilot program.” MCE developed the LIFT Program to better serve income-
qualified multifamily properties and tenants who are not currently benefiting from other low-
income programs. The pilot was originally scheduled to run until October 31, 2019. In
October 2019, MCE was granted an extension of the pilot to the end of the then-current
program cycle, with no additional funding, to meet the extended timelines of implementing
energy efficiency upgrades in multifamily settings.

In addition to energy efficiency measures, the LIFT pilot offered additional incentives to
encourage switching gas and propane heating equipment to high-efficiency electric heat
pumps. Evaluating the performance of heat pumps in the low-income multifamily sector is a
key research question for the LIFT pilot. MCE contracted with DNV to conduct this
evaluation, and this report presents DNV'’s findings.

2.1 Background

MCE's LIFT pilot aimed to better serve income-qualified multifamily properties with
additional incentives that would allow for deeper energy savings. The pilot program
provided up to $1,200 per unit for energy efficiency improvements that could be layered
with MCE’s existing MFES program offerings. When properties participated in both MFES and
LIFT, the incentives and savings were tracked separately for each program. While a
property may receive funding from both programs, each individual measure was funded
through only one program and the savings were tracked to the program that funded the
measure. With the additional incentives, the LIFT pilot covered a significant portion of total
project costs (up to 80% if customers participated in both the LIFT and MFES programs).
The three-year LIFT pilot program aimed to serve 1,482 dwelling units with energy
efficiency measures and also aimed to install 125 heat-pump units.

The pilot included additional incentives to encourage switching gas and propane heating
equipment to high-efficiency electric heat pumps to help decarbonize space and water
heating loads. Heat pumps can also offer additional non-energy benefits related to increased
comfort (and possibly improved health) for customers by adding cooling, while switching to
a zero-emission and more efficient heating source.

The pilot was administered and implemented by the following entities:

7 D.16-11-022.
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MCE was responsible for program design, goal setting, preparing program materials,
verifying income eligibility for LIFT measures, delivering incentives, and managing
implementers. MCE also supported the pre- and post-occupant survey data collection
efforts.

Association for Energy Affordability (AEA) was the prime implementation contractor
delivering both MFES and LIFT measures. For the LIFT pilot, AEA was responsible for

daily operations, including but not limited to: identifying properties, pre-screening for
eligibility, maintaining the database for all implementation data collected, vetting the
measure selection, offering contractor support, technical assistance, day-to-day property
manager interactions, project quality assurance and quality control, supporting project
evaluation, measurement, and verification (EM&V) objectives and reporting progress to
MCE.

Conservation Corps North Bay (CCNB) for the first two years of the pilot, offered
direct measure installations and supported the EM&V process with tenant surveying.

Franklin Energy In 2020, Franklin took over the direct install® and tenant surveying
responsibilities for the LIFT program.

2.2 Research objectives

DNV's research objectives for MCE’s LIFT pilot program evaluation were to:

Estimate energy impacts (site and source), emissions reductions, and energy bill
impacts of switching from furnaces to heat pumps

Determine the potential impacts of alternative MCE rate structures that would encourage
the use of heat pumps

Determine the installation costs of heat pumps

Measure the non-energy impacts such as improved health, increased comfort, reduced
noise, etc. resulting from fuel switching and added cooling from electric heat pump;

Measure the ease of program participation and participant satisfaction
Provide insights on the program factors that drive increased interest in and purchase of

heat pumps

2.3 Evaluation methodology

This section provides a high-level summary of the M&V methodology used for the impact
evaluation and the primary research methodology used for the process evaluation.
Appendices A-E include further details on the survey guides for the property managers,
contractors, and participants, and details of the M&V site visit sample plan.

8 Measures direct installed under LIFT include low-flow showerheads and faucet aerators, LED bulbs and lighting
fixtures, building insulation, Title-24 compliant windows, and Energy Star™ refrigerators.
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DNV employed multiple data collection methods across the various delivery touchpoints to
assess the pilot’s progress and address the study objectives.

Program delivery. DNV conducted program staff and implementer interviews, contractor
interviews, and property manager surveys across the various program touchpoints to assess
program delivery.

Program performance. DNV's approach to M&V of energy and cost savings from heat
pump retrofits involved combining on-site data collection, equipment data logging, and
utility meter data analysis to determine pre- and post-retrofit energy consumption and costs
at the point of consumption. DNV worked with MCE to develop and apply alternative source
energy values that are specific to MCE.® DNV performed spot measurements, short-term
data logging, and collected utility meter data to quantify energy, cost, and emissions
reductions resulting from natural gas- or propane-fueled heating, ventilation, and air
conditioning (HVAC) and domestic hot water (DHW) equipment retrofits to electric heat
pump equipment. DNV used this data collection on existing and retrofitted equipment to
develop robust M&V results. DNV also performed pre-retrofit spot emissions testing on
existing equipment to quantify in situ emissions and assess the applicability of established
findings of emission. Section 0 below provides further detail on the sampling plan for the
study.

Program experience. DNV analyzed responses from the pre- and post-occupant surveys,
property manager surveys, and contractor interviews to gauge the program participant and
provider experience. Table 2-1 summarizes the topics and research efforts undertaken to
assess LIFT program delivery and program experience.

Table 2-1. Topics by research effort to assess program experience
Property

. Occupants Owners/ Contractors
Research Topic (n=128) ERET S (GELD)

Sources of program awareness | [ |
Effectiveness of marketing and

| |
outreach
Enablers of participation | [ |
Barriers to participation | [ |
Referrals to other income-qualified - -
programs (MFES, ESA, GHHI)
Satisfaction with program | | |
Perceptions regarding bill savings | | [ |
Non-energy impacts (safety, air
quality, noise, comfort)
Program recommendations | |
Demographics/firmographics | | [ |

9 MCE offers customers rates that correspond to options ranging from 60% to 100% renewable energy content.
The PG&E rate option corresponds to 29% renewable energy content.
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2.3.1 Sampling

In order to produce results that would be available by the end of the pilot period, the LIFT
impact evaluation assumed concurrent implementation and evaluation. Only the heat pump
installations were targeted for on-site M&V and billing analysis as the EE measures were all
well-established measures reported in other utility direct install programs in California.
Because projects for on-site M&V needed to be selected before the pilot had concluded,
there was not a fixed population sampled from and extrapolated to. All projects eligible for
EM&V were targeted as a certainty sample given the time to enroll participants. Dwelling
units within projects were sampled to conserve budget for sites enrolled later in the
program’s cycle. Table 2-2 shows the LIFT pilot program population and characteristics such
as program year (PY), location, project scope, and number of LIFT impacted dwelling units.
Only sites with heat pump scopes were sampled.

Table 2-2. Program population characteristics

Heat Pump

Project Rebate - - Energy Efficiency # of Dwelling
Approval Date o BrojectiiD socation Mse:::e"e Measure Name(s) Units
Dec-18 2018 5 Larkspur - Title 24 compliant 12
windows
Dec-18 2018 7 Richmond - Title 24 compliant 4
windows
Dec-18 2018 8 Richmond - Title 24 compliant 4
windows
Dec-18 2018 4 San Rafael - Title 24 compliant 12
windows
Ductless
Jan-19 2019 6 San Rafael HVAC ENEROY STAR® 1
(substitution) 9
Ductless Low-flow kitchen/bath
aerators and
Mar-19 2019 2 Napa (sungajct:ion) showerheads, unit 56
lighting
Low-flow kitchen/bath
Jun-19 2019 3 Mill Valley - aerators and 24
showerheads, LED Bulbs
Ductless
Jul-19 2019 22 Belvedere HVAC A19/21 LED bulbs 1110

(substitution)

Nov-19 2020 26 Mill Valley - V\I:('jeofv‘; Cf&‘)pt';a{gs 1

Central
domestic hot Package terminal heat
- 11
Jun-20 2020 29 Oakley water (DHW) pump 24
(substitution)
Low-flow kitchen/bath
Central DHW aerators and
- 12
Jun-20 2020 ° Rodeo (substitution) showerheads, unit >0
lighting
Ductless
Jan-20 2020 4 Napa HVAC - 40

(substitution)

10 10 of 11 dwelling units received HP fuel substitution retrofits at this project.
11 The M&V analysis recognizes a heat pump installation date of December 2019 for this project.
12 The M&V analysis recognizes a heat pump installation date of December 2019 for this project.
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- Heat Pump . o -
Project Rebate PY Project ID oo Measure Energy Efficiency # of Dv_velllng
Approval Date Scope Measure Name(s) Units

Ductless
. HVAC &
Feb-20 2020 11 Bolinas Central DHW - 6
(switching)
Ductless
. HVAC &
Feb-20 2020 13 Bolinas Central DHW 7
(switching)
. Title 24 compliant
Jul-20 2020 26 Mill Valley - windows 1
Point Title 24 compliant
Aug-20 2020 20 Reyes - windows, R-19 2
Station crawlspace insulation
Ductless
_ San HVAC & ENERGY STAR®
Nov-20 2020 10 Geronimo Central DHW refrigerator, LED Bulbs 6
(switching)
. Central DHW
Nov-20 2020 33 Richmond (substitution) - 23
Ductless . .
Dec-20 2020 38 San Rafael HVAC Title 24 compliant 2
i windows
(substitution)
Jan-21 2021 36 Napa - Title 24 compliant 57
windows
Title 24 compliant
Mar-21 2021 34 San Rafael - windows 97
Ductless Low-flow kitchen/bath
Mar-21 2021 16 Fairfax HVAC aerators and 70
(substitution) showerheads, unit
substitution lighting
- 2021 30 Napa - LED Fixtures 146
- 2021 31 Napa - LED Fixtures 209

Since the program developed as the evaluation progressed, the tracking of project
installations varied such that it caused some uncertainty in the identifying EM&V eligibility,
i.e. whether sufficient time passed to allow for post measure installation measurement
through utility meter data analysis, and lead to a recommendation to improve the
consistency of the program’s tracking. The overall sampling approach could not estimate
precision prior to starting. The sampling focused on meeting a fixed humber of heat pump
units evaluated at all properties with heat pump scope if possible, to provide ex post rigor
and insights on the pre-retrofit conditions, installation itself, and early feedback post
installations from owners and tenants. Representation of space heating and water heating
were factors as well as knowing many projects were underway but did not meet the timing
for EM&V for the reporting schedule. Table 2-3 presents the subset of the overall pilot
program population that benefitted from heat pump retrofits as well as details pertaining to
each project’s eligibility for and inclusion in the analysis for this report.
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Table 2-3. Heat 