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July 24, 2020 

 

D. Maurice Kreis  
Consumer Advocate  
Chair, EERS Committee  
Office of the Consumer Advocate  
Via Electronic Mail ‐ Donald.Kreis@oca.nh.gov 

Dear Chairman Kreis, 

GDS Associates, Inc. (GDS)1 appreciates the opportunity to submit written comments on the draft Energy 

Efficiency Resource Standard (EERS) plan submitted by the NHSaves Program Administrators on July 1, 

2020.  These written comments build upon the verbal comments offered at the July 20th EERS committee 

meeting and address two key focus areas; codes & standards and workforce development. 

Codes and Standards 

Adopting and enforcing modern energy codes  is one of  the cost‐effective energy efficiency  resources 

available to the state.  Incorporating energy efficiency practices at the time of construction is well known 

to represent a lower incremental cost and burden on customers than retrofitting inefficient equipment in 

existing buildings.  Also, given the long lifetime of buildings, the benefits of incorporating energy efficiency 

at the time of construction will be realized over many years.   

As has been discussed throughout this EERS process, many challenges to the adoption and enforcement 

of modern energy  codes exist  in New Hampshire.   During  this next  triennium,  the NHSaves Program 

Administrators are uniquely able to address and overcome these challenges in three key areas: 

1. Code  Adoption:    Supporting  the  adoption  of  modern  energy  codes  without  weakening 

amendments through technical assistance and engagement.   

2. Code Training:  Expand current code trainings to address the realities of a work from home culture 

(i.e. more web based, virtual training) and focus trainings on more targeted end user segments 

such as building officials, architects, engineers, contractors, and the design building community. 

3. Code Enforcement:   Provide  technical  support and  resources  to code enforcement officials  to 

support  plan  reviews,  technical  interpretation  of  code  requirements,  inspections,  or  similar 

activities that will increase overall compliance with current and future energy code provisions. 

The  recently  re‐formed  New  Hampshire  Code  Collaborative  (NHCC)  can  be  a  useful  conduit  for  the 

planning and delivery of these services as it represents a diverse group of knowledgeable stakeholders.   

GDS is supportive of the comments and outline plan submitted by the NH Department of Environmental 

Services  and  applauds  the  NHSaves  program  administrators  for  their  efforts  to  explore  these 

opportunities.  We look forward to seeing the final proposal in the September 1st plan and are available 

 
1 The comments presented are offered by Matthew Siska, Principal of GDS Associate’s Manchester NH office, and 
do not necessarily represent the view of other GDS Principals or GDS’ Board of Directors. 
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to provide any support towards that draft as may be beneficial.  GDS also supports the NHSaves Program 

Administrator’s  ability  to  claim  savings  from  these  enhanced  efforts,  provided  a  clear mechanism  is 

identified in the plan for measuring baseline and the incremental impact of these efforts over the course 

of the triennium.   

Workforce Development 

Throughout this EERS planning process, there has been widespread acknowledgement of the need for 

investment in workforce development to support the ambitious targets set forth in this plan.  We 

commend and support the NHSaves Program Administrators’ focus on workforce development in the 

July 1st plan.   

The current plan commits to selecting a lead vendor who will conduct the needs assessment and 

subsequently design and implement a coordinated workforce development program under the direction 

of the program administrators.  There is also discussion of embracing a regional approach that will 

leverage best practices in surrounding states.   

Our position is that the final plan would benefit from more specificity in terms of the overarching 

objectives and key components of the proposed workforce strategy.  Including more specific objectives 

and desired outcomes would help to frame the solicitation for the lead vendor and guide the resulting 

plan.  It is also an opportunity to ensure that considerations and challenges specific to New Hampshire 

are reflected in the plan.  Potential enhancements that could be included in a final plan are presented 

below for consideration.   

‐ Distinguishing between supporting the technical, sales and managerial growth of existing 

business partners, versus supporting new entrants to the workforce.  Targets for new entrants 

could include focus on the disadvantaged or high unemployment communities.   

‐ Highlighting goals by segment of talent sources because each will have unique needs that can be 

fleshed out through the assessment process.  These could include: 

o Existing trade allies 

o Incumbent workers 

o New entrants  

o New/prospective trade allies 

‐ Defining key workforce education and training metrics that will be tracked 

o # of workforce partnerships 

o Penetration – total number of training participants by building type (or sector) 

o Number of individuals from disadvantaged communities participating in training 

o Number of trainees working on ratepayer funded projects 

o Number of new entrants to the workforce 

‐ Enhanced focus on work‐based learning.  One aspect of a robust workforce development 

strategy that has been discussed previously in this committee is the importance of work‐based 

learning.  There is an existing infrastructure in NH that could be leveraged and further 

emphasized in the plan.   
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‐ Including targets for supplier diversity.  The plan could further address tapping into previously 

untapped reservoirs of talent in disadvantaged communities, demographic groups including 

women and people of color, poor rural communities and opportunity youth. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this draft plan and to participate in the EERS 

process.   

Best regards, 

 
Matthew J. Siska, PE, CEM 
Principal 
GDS Associates, Inc. 
Matt.Siska@gdsassociates.com 
(603) 391‐0035 



 

July 1, 2020 Draft 2021-2023 New Hampshire Statewide Energy Efficiency Plan 

NH PUC Staff Comments/Questions  
July 24, 2020 

 

1. General   
a. Please refer to our comments on the April draft because we did not repeat those 

comments here.  
b. Many areas of the plan mention new or expanded programs or approaches, but more 

detailed and granular explanations and examples in the plan are needed. 
c. The document needs to be more transparent about details and methodologies and be 

more specific.  For example, if an approach is revised from the previous 3 year plan, 
then the past approach should be explained and a detailed explanation of the new 
approach and the reason for such a change should be included.   

d. Approaches and methodologies should be consistent among the utilities.  If the utilities 
are not consistent, then the reason for the inconsistency must be explained and 
justified.   

2. Planning Structure 
a. Mid-Term Modifications – All parties in addition to utilities should be able to petition for 

a mid-term modification.  Certain modifications should be made regardless of the 
magnitude of the impacts, including updating for the recent AESC study.   

b. Annual Reporting – Annual reports need to be expanded, templates agreed to, and 
many more details provided on the programs, including narrative descriptions. Staff 
proposes a June 1 submittal date for the annual reports.   

c. Consistent Reporting – All reporting templates and methodologies need to be consistent 
among the utilities.   

d. Reporting after completion of 3-year plan – A submittal date of June 1 (instead of 
August 1) is more appropriate so that the results of the 3-year plan can be reviewed and 
considered for the next 3-year plan.  

e. Pilot to Full Program Implementation – The purpose, goals, and assumptions related to a 
pilot must clearly be stated.  An evaluation study must be conducted to determine the 
results of the pilot, to determine if the goals were achieved, and to recommend any 
modifications to the structure of the program and/or savings assumptions.  Then, if the 
pilot is successful, the utilities can seek approval for a full program.  A pilot cannot 
proceed to a full program without prior Commission approval.  Pilots shall represent no 
more than 10% of portfolio budget in any given year.   

f. Application of Evaluation Studies – For purposes of LBR, the studies are applied 
retroactively. For example, if a measure has been installed for 3 years, and the measure 
life decreases from ten years to five years, then the measure will be retired at year five 
for the purposes of calculating the LBR instead of continuing for 10 years.  For 
calculation of PI, the studies are applied prospectively.   



g. Notification - If a utility needs to shift more than 20% of an annual estimated budget 
from one program to another (within a sector), then notification shall be provided to the 
Commission.  Utilities should provide notification and explanation of the situation if the 
annual estimated goals are under/over achieved or annual estimated budget are 
under/over spent. 

h. Submittal Deadlines – If any changes requiring approval are to be incorporated by 
January 1 of the following year, the filing must be made by September 1. 

3. Budgets and Goals - While the state energy strategy1 is to prioritize cost-effective energy 
efficiency in all sectors, the principles of ratemaking must also be taken into consideration, 
particularly gradualism related to the increase in rates.  While the increased savings goals may 
seem reasonable in general, the associated rate impacts are too great in most cases.   

4. Active Demand Reduction Program – The active demand reduction program needs to be 
discussed further, including the goals, participant incentives, and utility performance incentive.  
If certain technologies are treated differently than others for the purposes of participant 
incentives, it must be explained and adequately justified.  For energy storage, the plan should 
explain whether its treatment of this technology is consistent with the Commission’s obligation 
pursuant to HB715 to open an investigation to examine appropriate compensation structures 
for energy storage technologies.     

5. Behavioral Programs 
a. How will the utilities ensure that double counting is not occurring? 
b. For the HERs programs, please compare and contrast the differences of the programs by 

utility and explain why they are different. 
c. Staff does not support EE expenditures for Eversource’s Customer Engagement 

Platform/Initiatives unless it achieves energy savings and has a benefit/cost ratio greater 
than 1.  

d. For the Liberty’s Aerial Infrared Mapping program, Staff is concerned with privacy 
issues, measure life estimates, and double counting with other programs.   

6. Energy Optimization Pilot – The pilot details should be discussed further at the Benefit/Cost 
Workgroup meeting. 

7. Participant Incentives 
a. Lighting - How are last-to-adopt and hard-to-reach customer identified and targeted? 

What incentives are the last-to-adopt and hard-to-reach customers given? Isn’t the 
residential lighting market basically transformed?   

b. C&I Tiered Incentive – Please provide the details of these proposed incentives.   
c. Footnote 15 on Bates p. 33 says that some rebates are determined on a case-by-case 

basis.  Please provide a list of the incentives that are provided on a case-by-case basis 
and justify why a prescriptive incentive level is not defined.   

d. SBC funded incentives can only be for EE, not renewable energy, electric vehicles, health 
and safety, etc.   

e. More prescriptive incentives should be provided for customers to provide for more 
certainty and transparency for the customer and contractors.  Custom incentives should 

                                                           
1 New Hampshire Office of Strategic Initiatives. New Hampshire 10-Year State Energy Strategy. April 2018. Available at: 
https://www.nh.gov/osi/energy/programs/documents/2018-10-year-state-energy-strategy.pdf.   



be the exception, not the norm.  Many of the custom measures proposed could easily 
be turned into prescriptive measures, such as a $/sq ft of insulation installed, etc.   

f. Staff encourages the use of pay for performance incentives. 
g. To ensure more realization of savings, certain incentives could be received only if certain 

conditions are met, such as building commissioning with verification of proper 
installation and compliance with codes and standards, meeting or exceeding certain 
codes, etc.  

8. Lost Base Revenue (LBR) 
a. Utilities should address the considerations outlined by Staff in the LBR working group 

report, such as the better alignment of the rates with the customer classes.   
b. As shown in the bill and rate impact model, the distribution related benefits of the 

programs potentially offset lost revenue, so the lost revenue calculation should take 
into account any distribution savings and benefits achieved through the programs by 
subtracting out the distribution benefits from the lost base revenue.  If such savings are 
not taken into consideration, then the lost base revenue is overestimated.   

c. Please provide LBR for Northern Utilities for all 3 years.   
9. SBC/LDAC Rates 

a. The proposed increase in many of the SBC rates is too great, especially given the current 
economic situation.  Is the SBC rate correct for Eversource in that the C&I EE portion of 
the SBC rate goes from 0.528 cents/kWh in 2020 for the EE to 1.512 cents/kWh in 
2023?  All in with LBR (0.065 cents/kWh) and EAP (0.150 cents/kWh) that means that 
2020 SBC rate is 0.743 cents/kWh with an increase to 1.818 cents/kWh in 2023 (with 
LBR of 0.156 cents/kWh and EAP) for C&I.  This is too great of an increase in these 
economic times. 

b. The rates for the natural gas utilities were not provided so it is unclear of their projected 
increase and impacts.  Please provide the rates for the gas utilities for all 3 years.   

c. Why is Liberty Electric’s residential SBC rate so much higher than all of the other 
proposed SBC rates?  Liberty-Electric’s residential SBC rate associated with just the 
energy efficiency programs (excluding LBR) is an increase from $0.00528/kWh (the 
current EE SBC rate, not 0.00535 as listed in plan on Bates p. 653) to $0.00936/kWh, 
which is a rate increase of over 77%.  The LBR estimate provided after the plan was 
provided includes different SBC rates, so it is unclear which rates are accurate for 
Liberty.  Please clarify which rates are correct and provided revised data if the 
associated plan data is not correct.   

d. Please provide an explanation for decreases in the SBC in the Unitil residential sector 
and Liberty C&I sector.   

e. Annual SBC rate filings should occur in one EERS docket for all utilities at the same time.  
10. Performance Incentives 

a. ADR PI is based on a sharing of the achieved savings between the utilities and the 
customers. 

b. Even though the PI is based on a portfolio basis, the percentage of electric savings 
required should be implemented on a sector level basis to ensure that each sector is 
achieving an adequate level of electric savings.   



11. B/C Model  
a. Why are some customer costs negative? 
b. Why aren’t the assumptions consistent from utility to utility?   
c. Detailed tables of the itemized measures, quantities, costs, and associated assumptions 

should be included as appendices of the plan in total and for each utility.   
12. Multifamily Approach – As suggested in the TRC comments, the utilities should take a more 

comprehensive approach in addressing multifamily units for this plan and include such an 
approach in this plan.     

13. Technical Reference Manual (TRM) – The TRM should be fully vetted by the EM&V Working 
Group.  If parties cannot agree, Staff supports elevating the decision to the Commission.   

14. Funding – Utilities need to continue to explore and report on all funding opportunities that have 
been investigated.  If the utilities choose not to apply for grants or loans, then justification must 
be provided.  Utilities should explore Federal government programs, such as REAP, and other 
private grants or loans.  In addition, the utilities should create more partnerships and be sure to 
include such partnerships on the NHSaves website so that customers can also reach out to the 
partners for assistance.   

15. Finance – Utilities should continue to explore methods for encouraging low/no interest loans 
through banks by establishing a loan loss reserve instead of buying down the interest rate. 
Utilities should also explore how to provide on-bill financing for loans provided by others or how 
to provide interest on utility-provided loans, so that the utilities are not carrying no interest 
loans. The financing program offerings should be more consistent among the utilities with the 
same maximum loan amounts and terms.   

16. C&I programs 
a. CHP – An explanation of what has occurred during the 2018-2020 plan and how the 

utilities are following up on this plan should be included.  The plan should include any 
coordination that has and will occur with UNH’s CHP program.  More specifics regarding 
a proposed CHP program must be detailed.   

b. The C&I programs should provide for more prescriptive measures.  Custom measures 
should only be considered if a prescriptive measure is not offered.   

17. Residential programs 
a. HEA and HPwES programs should take a more holistic approach with either a utility 

representative alongside the contractor or the contractor alone encouraging all energy 
efficient offerings, including appliances and products.   

b. Incentives can only be provided for energy efficiency measures, not renewable energy, 
electric vehicle chargers, etc.   

c. Any incentive for above code must be above the current (new) energy codes even if a 
home was grandfathered to an old code.   

d. The HEA implementation manual should be provided on the NHSaves website for 
transparency and assistance for contractors and potential participants. 

 



 

 

 

 

July 24, 2020 

 

Mr. D. Maurice Kreis 

EERS Committee Chair 

Office of the Consumer Advocate 

21 S. Fruit St., Ste. 18 

Concord, NH 03301 

Donald.Kreis@oca.nh.gov 

 

 

Dear Mr. Kreis, 

 

Conservation Law Foundation (CLF) offers the following comments in response to the Second 

Draft of the 2021-2023 New Hampshire Statewide Energy Efficiency Plan (Second Draft Plan), 

jointly submitted by New Hampshire’s Electric and Natural Gas Utilities (Utilities) on July 1, 

2020. 

 

 

1. Climate Change and Cost Savings Necessitate Increased Energy Efficiency 

 

Given the ongoing crisis of climate change, it is imperative that New Hampshire significantly 

increase its energy efficiency resources for the 2021-2023 triennium.  It is beyond cavil that vast 

potential exists in New Hampshire for its untapped and cost-effective energy efficiency resources.  

Energy efficiency resources remain the cleanest and lowest cost energy resources and their use 

provides a myriad of benefits to New Hampshire’s environment and economy.  Investments in 

energy efficiency offer benefits to all customers, not just participants, through avoided 

transmission and distribution costs, price suppression on wholesale electric markets, additional 

avoided environmental impacts, and local job creation. 

   

While the energy efficiency savings goals contained in the Second Draft Plan are encouraging, as 

they constitute a meaningful increase from the previous triennium, more ambitious targets are 

needed due to the climate crisis.  As observed by the Hopkinton Students for 100 members who 

participated in the EERS public hearing on July 13, 2020, climate change is already dramatically 

affecting New Hampshire and increased energy efficiency is a critical tool in addressing this 

challenge.  In particular, energy efficiency reduces energy consumption, which in turn reduces 

dependency on fossil fuels and greenhouse gas emissions.  

   

Thus, instead of cumulative savings of 4.2% for electric and 2.8% for natural gas, the Utilities 

should set a more aggressive goal of achieving cumulative savings of 5% for electric and 3% for 

natural gas.  Such energy efficiency savings are feasible, as several New England states, including 

Vermont, Massachusetts, and Rhode Island, have recently achieved annual electric savings of 
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2.3% or greater, and both Massachusetts and Rhode Island have recently achieved annual natural 

gas savings of 1.17% or greater.1  Comparatively, for New Hampshire to reach a cumulative three-

year savings goal of 5% for electric and 3% for natural gas, it would only need to obtain average 

annual savings of 1.67% for electric and 1% for natural gas.  One way that the Utilities could 

achieve these higher cumulative savings targets would be to increase savings during the first two 

years of the plan, as discussed in the following section.  To the extent that additional funding is 

needed for such an increase in savings goals, CLF urges the Utilities to pursue further increases to 

the System Benefits Charge (SBC) and Local Distribution Adjustment Charge (LDAC).  Although 

an increase to the SBC and/or LDAC could result in higher electricity rates, increased energy 

efficiency would reduce consumers’ overall electricity bills.    

 

 

2. The Utilities Should Increase Their Savings Targets During the First Two Years of 

the Plan 

 

In general, CLF is supportive of the Utilities’ proposal to transition to a three-year operating 

structure for the next triennium that provides budget flexibility and focuses on a cumulative three-

year savings target, rather than separate savings targets for each year.  Yet, as noted in the Second 

Draft Plan, despite adopting a three-year cumulative approach, the Utilities will provide a savings 

target for each program year of the three-year term, which shall be considered a directional 

indicator.2  Similarly, the Utilities intend to develop estimates for annual budgets. 

 

CLF believes that the annual savings targets and budgets proposed in the Second Draft Plan are 

skewed too heavily to the second half of the triennium and that the Utilities should also pursue 

higher savings during the first half of the plan.  Pursuant to the Second Draft Plan, the Utilities 

propose electric program annual savings of 124,014 MWh in 2021, 142,258 MWh in 2022, and 

170,334 MWh in 2023.3  The Utilities propose natural gas program annual savings of 198,268 

MMBtu in 2021, 238,721 MMBtu in 2022, and 264,895 MMBtu in 2023.4  Thus, the annual 

electric savings under the plan are 1.2% in 2021, 1.4% in 2022, and 1.6% in 2023, and the annual 

natural gas savings are 0.8% in 2021, 0.9% in 2022, and 1.1% in 2023.5  In fact, the proposed 

savings for 2021 are lower than or equal to the assumed savings for 2020—1.3% for electric and 

0.8% for natural gas.6  Moreover, as expected based on the annual savings targets for the three-

 
1 ACEEE 2019 State Scorecard at 29, 32. 
2 Second Draft Plan at 26. 
3 Second Draft Plan at 25. 
4 Id.  Under this scenario, the annual electric savings, as a percentage of total savings under the three-year 

plan, would be as follows:  28.4% for 2021; 32.6% for 2022; and 39% for 2023.  Likewise, the annual natural gas 

savings, as a percentage of total savings under the three-year plan, would be as follows:  29.2% for 2021, 33.3% for 

2022; and 37.5% for 2023.  See id.   
5 See VEIC Presentation to EERS Committee, July 20, 2020, at 3-4.  
6 2018-2020 New Hampshire Statewide Energy Efficiency Plan at 15. 
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year period, the Utilities’ budgets for energy efficiency programs are weighted in favor of the 

second half of the triennium, to the detriment of the first half. 

The Utilities’ proposed annual savings targets disproportionately concentrate savings in the third 

and, to a lesser extent, second year of the triennium.  Due to not achieving higher energy efficiency 

savings in the first half of the triennium, New Hampshire would experience higher overall energy 

demand and costs, as well as greater consumption of fossil fuels, in the long run.  As energy 

efficiency is the least cost energy resource available and is the most direct way to reduce the use 

of fossil fuels, New Hampshire must maximize energy efficiency savings immediately, instead of 

waiting until the second half of the triennium, to take greater advantage of such savings 

opportunities.  Accordingly, in order to avoid leaving significant energy efficiency savings on the 

table, CLF urges the Utilities to increase their energy efficiency savings targets and investments 

during the first two years of the triennium.  Increasing the annual savings in the first half of the 

triennium would also enable the Utilities to achieve the more ambitious cumulative savings targets 

that were recommended in the preceding section. 

 

 

3. Both the Funding and Number of Participants Should be Increased for the Income 

Eligible Program 

 

While the COVID-19 pandemic has resulted in far-reaching economic and health effects, it has 

had a disproportionate impact on marginalized and low-income communities.  Specifically, such 

communities are more likely to face serious health issues, experience unemployment, and struggle 

to pay rent and energy bills.  These challenges necessitate that New Hampshire prioritize programs 

that reduce energy burdens for low-income communities.  Energy efficiency has consistently 

delivered savings and lowered energy bills for customers, and New Hampshire’s energy efficiency 

program already includes an “income eligible” program that aims to reduce “energy poverty.”7 

Accordingly, the 2021-2023 New Hampshire Statewide Energy Efficiency Plan can play a key 

role in alleviating the high energy burdens faced by low-income communities in the wake of the 

pandemic.           

 

Pursuant to RSA 374-F:3(VI), “no less than 20 percent of the portion of the [ SBC] funds collected 

for energy efficiency shall be expended on low-income energy efficiency programs.”  The Second 

Draft Plan only proposes to allocate the minimum required percentage to low-income energy 

efficiency programs, i.e. the “income-eligible” or “Home Energy Assistance (HEA)” program.8  

Although the HEA program may not achieve the same level of MWh or MMBtu savings as the 

commercial and industrial (C&I) program, the HEA program achieves broader societal benefits 

 
7 The Second Draft Plan defines “energy poverty” as occurring when a household spends ten percent or 

more of its income on energy-related expenses.  See Second Draft Plan at 115. 
8 Second Draft Plan at 22, 29. 
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than the C&I program and is still cost effective pursuant to the Granite State Test, as reflected in 

the attachments to the Second Draft. 

 

Due to the far-reaching effects of COVID-19, the HEA program should be expanded for the 2021-

2023 triennium beyond what has been proposed in the Second Draft Plan.  Rather than spending 

only 20 percent of SBC funds on the HEA program, CLF urges the Utilities to spend at least 25 

percent of the SBC funds on the program.  The Utilities could potentially accomplish such an 

enlargement of the HEA program by significantly increasing the number of participating 

households from the 6,894 total households that are currently proposed.9    

 

CLF appreciates the EERS Committee’s consideration of its comments and looks forward to 

receiving feedback from the other Committee members. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

/s/ Nick Krakoff 

 

Nick Krakoff 

Staff Attorney 

Conservation Law Foundation 

27 N. Main St. 

Concord, NH 03301 

nkrakoff@clf.org  

 

 
9 See Second Draft Plan at 124.  
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