
 

 

 
  
 
 
 
 
 September 10, 2018 
Michael Stoddard 
Efficiency Maine Trust 
151 Capitol Street, Suite 1 
Augusta, ME 04330-6262 
 
 
NRCM Comments on Efficiency Maine Trust Draft Triennial Plan IV (FY2020-22) 
 
Mr. Stoddard, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the draft Triennial Plan IV (“draft plan”). 
At the highest level, we believe the draft plan has many positive elements but lacks sufficient 
ambition with regard to maximizing savings for Maine energy consumers. We appreciate some 
substantive new strategies—such as the increased use of mid-stream/distributor channels for 
heating equipment—but feel the draft plan is in most ways a continuation of existing efforts. We 
feel Maine can achieve more. 
 
 
I. Maximum Achievable, Cost-Effective (MACE) Energy Efficiency 
 
We find the discussion of MACE inadequate and, in places, out of alignment with the guiding 
statutes for the Efficiency Maine Trust (“Trust”). In section 4.2.1, the draft plan lists the limiting 
“considerations” for MACE, which include market barriers for customers to adopt efficient 
technologies. The existence of market barriers is the very rationale for the existence of the Trust, 
and therefore the need for an independent analysis of economic optimization, i.e. MACE. If 
market barriers generally limit MACE, that is inconsistent with the Trust’s need to capture 
savings that will not be achieved under the status quo. Furthermore, “non-measure costs of 
delivering programs” cannot be said to limit MACE any more than the measure costs; both are 
simply inputs to cost-effectiveness. 
 
In our view, the amount of cost-effective savings that are “achievable” is limited in two ways. 
First, there is some amount of savings that can never be realistically achieved because of 
structural limitations or the absolute boundaries of customer adoption. (Some customers will 
never be persuaded to make all cost-effective improvements to their home or business no matter 
what, for example.) A second type of limitation has to do with pace of change, not rather than 
absolute limits; what can be achieved over time cannot be achieved instantaneously. This second 
category requires the Trust to consider its level of efforts against things like contractor capacity 
or an ephemeral optimal pace of customer adoption of alternative technology. But it is not a 
simple balancing test; the Trust needs to identify the maximum achievable pace possible. It is 
also important to recognize that these external factors are not independent from the Trust’s level 
of effort, whether that effort is measured by marketing, incentive levels, or other activities. 
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In general the Trust has not done an adequate job of justifying the proposed pace of adoption of 
cost-effective measures. With regard to electrical and gas savings, the law requires the Trust to 
do everything that is achievable, which directly implies capturing savings at the greatest pace 
that the Trust can realistically achieve. The Trust’s continued use of past performance to gauge 
achievability is increasingly troubling and will result in a circularity of analysis that is counter to 
law. Where there are specific examples, based on the draft of the plan available at this time, of 
how MACE can be better characterized, I have identified them below. 
 
The MACE definition in the draft plan erroneously identifies dehumidifiers as outside of MACE 
because of the very small cost difference between efficient and inefficient models. That alone is 
not sufficient basis to claim those savings are not achievable. If the Trust found that only a small 
number of inefficient dehumidifiers was being purchased and there was not a realistic way to 
reduce that number further, then it would properly be among the first category of structurally 
unachievable savings described above. However, if the Trust learned that substantial volumes of 
inefficient dehumidifiers were being purchased by Maine consumers, it would have an obligation 
to intervene. If upfront cost is not the barrier, then the Trust should investigate what the barrier is 
and pursue a solution. Free-ridership needs to minimized and managed, and cannot be mitigated. 
There is nothing in law to suggest that net savings (taking into account free-ridership) trumps 
gross savings.  
 
With regard to measuring cost-effectiveness, we observe that the Trust continues to include and 
calculate a much narrower set of benefits (or costs) than is allowed under its recently re-adopted 
rules. The inclusion of operations and maintenance costs and benefits is a small but positive step. 
 
 
II. Commercial & Industrial Custom and Prescriptive Programs 
 
NRCM supports the re-orientation toward retrofits to replace functional lighting with more 
efficient LED lights. We recommend two broad changes to the plan. 
 
First, this is an area where the pace of achieving savings is too slow and unsupported. The Trust 
has stated that a 10-year pace to achieve cost-effective lighting retrofits would result in annual 
sales roughly commensurate with past performance. We believe a faster pace is achievable and 
the Trust has an obligation to pursue the fastest pace achievable. 
 
Furthermore, we are not persuaded—and fear the Public Utilities Commission will not be 
persuaded—that lighting upgrades 10 years from now can be characterized as “retrofits” at the 
same volume as one year from now. “Early retirement” of less efficient lighting cannot take so 
long, given measure lives and the baseline turnover of lighting technology. 
 
We recommend a six-year pace be considered. While still somewhat arbitrary, this term would 
be more appropriate for a retrofit strategy. Probably the greatest limitation to the pace of 
achieving savings is the capacity of contractors and distributors to execute lighting retrofits. 
Based on conversations with qualified partners, we believe it is possible for the Trust to increase 
the pace of LED adoption by streamlining the ability of distributors and contractors to complete 
jobs in a timely fashion. This includes faster project approvals and less frequent changes to 
programs (including measures and incentives). Contracts for program delivery should be 
structured to ensure that delivery teams have an incentive to accelerate the sales cycle. 
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Our second recommendation with regard to lighting is a greater emphasis on deeper savings. 
There is nothing in the draft plan to suggest how or whether the Trust will encourage more 
complete lighting improvements, e.g. with new fixtures and controls, rather than the cheapest 
projects, e.g. replacement bulbs. Of course the Trust should ensure that replacement bulbs are 
eligible, however in a retrofit strategy, the Trust has a greater obligation—and opportunity—to 
make it more attractive for customers to achieve all cost-effective savings if they are motivated 
to participate. A massive, multi-year initiative that results primarily in bulb replacements will 
leave savings un-captured and potentially render more comprehensive improvements not cost-
effective for the future. 
 
We recommend that the Trust instate an explicit sub-program focus on multifamily housing. 
Although all building categories and sub-sectors of the C&I sector have individual challenges 
and opportunities, multifamily housing continues to represent a unique blend of residential and 
commercial aspects. The split incentive between landlords and renters is well documented and 
needs to be tackled aggressively and with creativity. (We recognize that the split incentive 
applies to strictly commercial buildings that are leased, as well. The Trust might want to consider 
a broader “rented/leased property” program that includes but is not limited to housing.) 
 
One strategy for multifamily housing is for the Trust to work more proactively with state or local 
agencies to establish better standards and benchmarking for publically financed new construction 
and renovation of multifamily housing. These projects are driven primarily by the standards and 
benchmarks for evaluating competing bids. While they sometimes include energy efficiency 
considerations, they are often not structured to properly value cost-effective energy efficiency 
measures. This kind strategy relies less on extensive incentive programs, although it would 
require a real allocation of Trust resources to be successful. (It might be considered akin to an 
upstream approach for new construction.) 
 
Finally, we recommend that the Trust put a greater emphasis on small and medium-sized custom 
projects. The Trust has observed that savings potential for very large projects in the 
manufacturing sector (e.g. pulp and paper) may not be as great in the future. The Trust may have 
become too focused on these very large projects. Smaller custom projects require different tools 
and strategies. Even in a custom context it is important to streamline project identification, 
implementation and verification. 
 
The draft plan includes roughly $200,000 for unregulated fuel-saving projects in the custom 
program in FY20 and more than $2,000,000 the next year. This dramatic increase suggests that 
the Trust expects this demand to be met by very large projects, which can be assembled more 
quickly than a broader increase in market demand/capacity for smaller oil-saving projects. 
However, it is important to build broader market demand for custom commercial projects in 
order to achieve greater overall savings. As described in the RGGI section below, there should 
be greater emphasis on continuity and steady increases. Increasing the focus and capacity to 
deliver smaller custom projects (both electric and fuel-saving) is one way to do that. 
 
 
III. Small Business Initiative 

 
NRCM strongly recommends that the Trust increase eligibility for the Small Business Direct 
Install program to businesses with peak demand up to 100 KW. Our review of program literature 
suggests that no other program administrator limits eligibility as much as the Trust (i.e. below 



Page 4 
 
 
20-25 KW) and many include businesses up to 200 KW. The current limitation is not consistent 
with the Trust’s obligation to maximize energy savings. There are more than 10,000 businesses 
in the medium service rate classes in Maine. Based on anecdotal experience, we believe the 
majority of businesses with demand between 25-100 KW face very similar barriers to energy 
efficiency as do businesses with demand between 10-25 KW. 
 
We appreciate the fact that the Trust just adopted an electric conservation rule which generally 
defines “small businesses” as those in the small and medium non-residential rate classes. As the 
Trust is aware, the medium rate class include businesses up to 400-500 KW. We do not believe 
the Trust needs to include all of these businesses in its Small Business Direct Install program. 
While rate classes provide a convenient way for utilities to group businesses, utilities keep 
careful track of peak demand for all commercial accounts. We are not aware of any reason that 
utilities cannot provide the Trust with information about businesses up to any particular size. 
 
We also strongly recommend that the Trust act now to include non-electrical measures in the 
direct install program. The Trust identified this possibility three years ago but has not acted on it. 
On a national level, incorporation of non-lighting measures in direct install programs has become 
a hallmark of the more advanced and mature program administrators, among which we would 
like to consider Efficiency Maine. 
 
Furthermore, in its previous Triennial Plan, the Trust laid out a 3-phase (9-year) approach for the 
small business program, beginning with more rural geographies in Triennial Plan III, more 
populated areas in Triennial Plan IV, and returning to less populated areas in Triennial Plan V to 
achieve deeper savings or implement newer technology. The Trust has identified the fact that 
businesses in more populated areas may have been better served by larger markets of qualified 
partners, or participate more in core C&I programs. As it moves to more densely populated 
areas, the Trust should be more aggressive in helping small businesses achieve deeper, more 
comprehensive savings. The trust should consider including ductless heat pumps (and heat pump 
hot water heaters), as well as all other HVAC measures which are no more complex logistically 
than installation of a heat pump.  
 
 
IV. Heat Pumps (incl. Heat Pump Hot Water Heaters) 
 
We strongly support the significant inclusion of heat pump technology across multiple program 
channels, including Distributor, Retail and Low-income. (As recommended above, we would 
include the Small Business program.) Efficiency Maine has made significant progress in 
exposing Maine people, businesses and the installation community to high-efficiency cold-
climate heat pumps. The Trust’s focus on the most efficient heat pumps possible demonstrates 
important leadership and continues to be the right approach. 
 
As the Trust continues this strategy, it should aim for a steady increase in annual installations (as 
proposed) and increase the focus on the quality of installations and ongoing usage to maximize 
savings (also as proposed.) NRCM is discouraged that some businesses in the heating oil 
industry are sewing misinformation about heat pump use that is robbing customers of their full 
savings potential. We welcome the opportunity to work cooperatively with the Trust to help 
educate the public (including our members and supporters) about using heat pumps to the 
greatest effect. 
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V. RGGI Allocation 
 
NRCM appreciates the generally thoughtful approach the Trust has taken with regard to its draft 
allocation of RGGI funds. We think the Trust should make adjustments to put a greater emphasis 
on year-to-year continuity, which is one of the most critical ingredients to maximizing energy 
efficiency adoption over time. Across all program areas, the Trust’s proposed budgets send a 
critical message to the installation and contracting community that inform their plans to expand, 
contract or maintain their capacity. Ideally Maine should send market signals that allow 
businesses to steadily increase capacity, and at a minimum, should avoid contraction signals. 
Disruptions to that continuity result in businesses being much less likely to expand capacity, 
even in the face of increased short-term demand. We appreciate that the statutory requirements 
for allocating RGGI funds change part way through the next 3-year period; however the Trust 
should use the flexibility it has to make smaller year-to-year changes. 
 
As such, we recommend that the Trust spread its RGGI funds less thinly across the residential 
sector, and allocate a higher proportion to the commercial sector in FY20. 
 
Toward the latter, funding a heat pump retrofit element for the small business program would be 
an appropriate use of RGGI funds. Increasing the custom budget in FY20, by targeting 
small/medium sized projects, would also help.  
 
Toward the former, the Trust should re-examine the balance between some heating systems and 
building measures. NRCM has supported the inclusion of wood pellet boilers and stoves in Trust 
programs for many years as examples of high-efficiency, low [net] greenhouse gas heating 
technologies. However, we have always maintained that increasing the energy efficiency of 
buildings themselves should be the foundation of our residential efficiency strategies. As such, 
the proposed FY22 budget of $1.1 million for building envelopes and $0.8 million for pellet 
heating is out of proportion. The Low-Income project may be less susceptible to disruptions from 
year-to-year changes, and therefore the FY20 budget could probably be increased slightly as 
HESP is decreased. 
 
 
VI. HESP and Low-Income Programs 

 
As stated above, we believe some adjustments to RGGI allocation can be made to increase year-
to-year continuity in the HESP program. Taking a longer-term perspective, it would be far better 
for the HESP weatherization program (and Maine households) to have a budget of $1.8-2.2 
million/year rather than $3 million one year followed by $1 million the next. 
 
NRCM also recommends that the Trust take a more active role in helping communities pursue 
bulk-purchasing and other community-based initiatives. Several non-profit organizations have 
worked with Maine communities to launch such efforts. More analysis is required, but it is likely 
that these efforts are providing real value by increasing participation levels, akin to the value 
added by the concentrated duration and geography used by the Small Business Direct Install 
program. 
 
While helpful from a piloting perspective, the non-profit driven approach is likely not sustainable 
across the state and likely has a higher overall costs than a unified Trust-based approach. Trust 
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staff or delivery teams could play a more active role in helping municipalities launch initiatives 
using best practices. The trust might be better positioned than others to evaluate places in Maine 
that might most need or benefit from a concentrated community-based approach. It is possible 
that the Trust could allocate incentives differently in such instances, but even without that 
change, the Trust could help with planning, marketing, outreach and logistics. 
 
VII. Retail Program 
 
We recommend adding measures to the retail program. Specifically we enocurage the Trust to 
follow a recommendation made by the Energy Futures Group in 2016 in its “Review of the Third 
Triennial Plan” prepared for the Public Utilities Commission. That was to include some internet-
connected appliance measures that are not yet cost-effective alone, but have clear potential to 
become so as markets develop to capture savings. 
 
VIII. Innovation 
 
We recommend that the Trust devote a meaningful proportion of its innovation funds for the next 
plan period in evaluating different approaches to measuring more of the benefits and costs that 
can be included in cost-effectiveness screening under its rules. The rule rightly limits the 
inclusion to those benefits and costs which can be quantified. Across the region and nationally, 
there has been significant advancement in quantifying non-energy (and even some indirect 
energy) benefits and costs. The Trust should develop a stronger analytical basis for estimating 
spillover effects and the programmatic level, for example. There are also ways to evaluate 
avoided costs such as avoided arrearage or acute public health costs. Each of these would need 
study and consideration to best apply them to Maine. 
 
 
Thank you, 
 
Dylan Voorhees 
Clean Energy Director 
 
 
 


