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1:00 – Agenda and Introductions  

• Attendees (17 in person and 16 virtual) were welcomed. 

• All attendees were welcomed on behalf of the Commission, thanked for their continued 
participation, and asked that they share their ideas and questions.  

• The Energy Efficiency Manager (EEM) provided an overview of the meeting agenda and 
objectives. Each attendee introduced themselves by name and organization.  

 
1:10 – EEPS Legislation  

• Debrief on EEPS extension legislation 
o All 2024 EEPS Bills that would have extended the EEPS goal to 6,000 GWh of 

cumulative savings by 2045 have died in conference committee or never been 
heard. 

o Discussed political strategies for 2025 legislative session including bill mechanics, 
and bill language. 

o Reviewed EEPS Bill Language Draft 
▪ Propose to remove cumulative persisting savings (CPS) metric, 

maintaining the original, non-specific language and maintain the 4,300 
GWh value as an interim 2030 target. 

▪ Discussion: 

• 6,000 GWh target is undefined 

• Maintaining the 4,300 GWh value for 2030 alleviates one 
legislator concern but is this a good solution? 

 
▪ Question: Do we know what the number is if we’re not using CPS? Is it 

6,000? 

• Answer: It’s less than 6,000 GWh, but I don’t have that number off 
hand. That number comes from the MPS. We won’t have a new 
MPS ready before the next session. 

▪ Question: Was there specific feedback around the target itself, as one of 
the reasons for the bill not passing? 

• Answer: The only questions we received in committee was based 
on language in that last report that said we need to take more 



aggressive measures. There was back and forth about whether 
targets were obtainable: if low hanging fruit has been covered 
doesn’t that mean you’ll need more resources to meet the target. 
But I don’t think that is what stopped the bill, but it was brought 
up.  

▪ Question: Could legislators be afraid it’s going to cost us more? 

• Answer: That’s not something we put in the language, it’s 
something we communicate separately to them. 

▪ Comment: If CPS and higher cost is a concern, want to know that.  
▪ Question: CPS is a higher number than the first-year savings? 

• Answer: Yes, after measures reach their EUL, the savings drop off; 
i.e. everything you installed in 2015 won’t be in place by 2030, etc.  

▪ Question: Then wouldn’t it be lower? 

• Answer: We have to keep adding, some savings you have to get 
twice. 

▪ Question: After a measure reaches its EUL, for the proposed metrics, is it 
first year savings from program start or lifetime savings? 

• Answer: CPS is not quite lifetime savings, it is savings in each 
individual year. To get 6,000, if savings are dropping off, you have 
to replace those savings and they have to still be in place in 2045 
to count. You use first year savings and then you don’t worry 
about measure life. 

▪ Question: The proposed metric is first year only, correct? 
▪ Comment: For CPS you take 1st year savings in 2024 and add it to 1st year 

savings in 2025; add all the years in that period. It’s a cumulative amount 
of first year savings from each year in the period. The lifetime savings is 
different than that. 

▪ Comment: We want to make sure we build in flexibility to define it. 
▪ Question/Comment: For simplicity, is one possible approach to just again 

have language be intentionally broad in the description of the metric? But 
as a team we understand the 6,000 is in first year terms and we also 
determine what the CPS metric should be. Is 6,000 just the internal 
target? Do we keep it broad for legislators? Make sure there is an 
understanding and simplicity of the language and have flexibility. 

▪ Question: When the bill is introduced in 2025, do we have to use the same 
language? Could we say 5,700?  

• Answer: I think yes, we could change the number 
▪ Question: Is conducting a working session helpful? Maybe in December. 

• Answer: We do have another TWG meeting planned in October, 
before next legislative session. I’m hearing it would be helpful to 
look at the numbers side by side. 

▪ Question: I’m hearing two different topics. First is what should the target 
be in terms of GWh, basically what is the measurement and what is the 



number? Second topic is what metric we’re using. Right now sounds like 
both are overlapping. Is that correct? 

• Answer: I think that’s right, but I don’t have your analysis. Putting 
in a different number could be confusing; I think we can work with 
the 6,000 GWh. It will be challenging, because that MPS was done 
before the pandemic, so doesn’t reflect some lean years during the 
pandemic. In first year savings I think we’re in good shape, easier 
to reach the target if in terms of first year savings. I think this 
revised language would work well, but want to make sure that 
TWG understands that 6,000 was CPS number. 

▪ Comment: Regardless of metric, it would be based off the stock that 
we’ve developed as part of the MPS, most measures are longer life. 

• Response: Ensuring measures have longer life, we need to spend 
some time talking about the points made regarding advocacy. 

▪ Question: Once we determine the bill language, who on TWG is interested 
in doing a briefing with legislators? 

▪ Comment: A good way to communicate clearly is graphs, show the 
savings graphically. 

▪ Question: Who’s interested in working on the advocacy piece? Looking for 
three to four organizations. Reach out to the EEM if interest. 

▪ Question: Is a joint letter preferable to individual letters of support? 

• Answer: Joint letter from TWG would be fine, you can always send 
individual letters as well 

▪ Question: If there’s a TWG letter with stakeholders, what do letters from 
other organizations look like? Need to think about who would have 
influence. 

• Answer: TWG would have to determine if they do an internal sign-
on letter or something broader first; this is not a controversial bill; 
focus on affordability. Could be a letter and a one page fact sheet 
to skim with main points. Need to figure out who will distribute 
them. It’s up to TWG for how they want to advocate for the bill. 
The earlier the better to start the conversation and setup meeting 
for January. 

▪ Question: When you talked about the feedback about it being too 
expensive, what was the source of the concern? Societal, etc.? 

• Answer: It was about rates and to rate payers. 
▪ Question: Every time this bill gets killed in the finance committee and it’s 

not a budget bill, should we not go through that committee next time? 

• Answer: On the senate side they were referred to finance, but not 
on the house side. Need to work on leadership to get a good 
referral. 

▪ Question: Why were these directed to fiscal committees?  

• Answer: That’s just how it goes. 



▪ Question: Getting that request to go through the advantageous 
committee, will that be challenging? 

• Answer: I don’t think we spoke to the senate president about 
committee referrals. Last session was challenging for lots of other 
bills. Prioritizing bills in House and Senate. 

▪ Question: What does this look like for commitment of time?  

• Answer: Between now and October doing more planning and 
getting something on paper, key message. Reach out before 
December to schedule meetings, but meeting wouldn’t be until 
January. 

• Answer: Legislators will be emailing in Oct/Nov about bills for next 
session. 

▪ Comment: I will take action items to start laying out plan and who should 
contribute to those. Reach out if your organization wants to help, even 
with just planning, even if it’s not signing a letter. This will be on the 
October TWG meeting agenda as well. 

 
2:10 EEPS 

o Explore counting naturally occurring savings towards EEPS 
 

▪ Comment: Since we are running short on time, we’ll cover this topic in a 
future meeting 

 
2:35 IRA Funding Update  

o Hawaii State Energy Office, HSEO, gave an update on the status of the 
development of the Inflation Reduction Act, IRA, funded Home Energy Rebate 
Programs. 

▪ Two Programs: Home Efficiency Rebate Program (HER or HOMES) and 
Home Electrification and Appliance Rebate Program (HEAR) with total 
Hawai’i award allocation of 69.8 Million to be split between the 
programs. 

▪ Each state must adhere to low-income eligibility considerations for both 
programs. 

▪ HSEO must submit implementation plans to DOE for approval 60 days 
prior to program launch 

▪ Hawai’i is one of four states to submit early applications for HEAR 
program – funding approved June 2024. 

▪ HOMES program application is underway. 
▪ Developing the implementation plans. Seeing program “implementer” 

through a competitive solicitation with anticipated contract signed 
September 2024. 

▪ HEAR Program “rapid rollout” of point-of-sale limited rebates beginning 
late 2024. 

▪ Reviewed Hawai’i Proposed rebates on qualified projects by AMI. 



▪ Reviewed rules for multifamily and tenant-occupied properties. 
▪ Reviewed proposed contractor/EER incentives and training for residential 

energy contractors. 
▪ The programs will be available for six years or until funding is 

extinguished.  
 

▪ Question: For each program, are they structured as rebate programs and 
one is contractor focused?  

• Answer: Generally speaking, there are rebates to the general 
public, but there are also contractor incentives. 

▪ Question: How does point-of-sale rebate work if it’s income-restricted? 

• Answer: Although they’re called point-of-sale rebates, the DOE 
tool is under development at PNNL and will function as the 
interface to query different databases so reservations are taken, it 
will process the rebate, validate income, and then the rebate gets 
in the hands of the retailer. We don’t see a path for the consumer 
to receive the rebate directly, they would receive a coupon to take 
to the retailer to redeem if eligible. The way it is structured no 
money will change hands with the consumer (no need to put 
money down and get rebate after the fact). Other similar 
programs had an infrastructure already (New York). The income 
qualification piece is not something the retailer will do, it will be 
the state or implementer. Someone would apply for the program 
online, generate a coupon, they take it to retailer—that is one 
path. 

▪ Question: What’s an electrical service center? 

• Answer: A box, the electrical panel. One of IRA’s interests was a 
smart panel, can use an app to see circuits, turn on/off. And it 
serves as an opportunity to make other upgrades 

▪ Question: It says 100% of project cost, will that vary depending on how 
much the contractor is charging, or will an amount be set that you think is 
equal to 100%? 

• Answer: Asterisk on this slide shows there is statutory limit for all 
of these things. So, 100% of cost up to statutory limit. All of this is 
subject to change; DOE just dropped new guidance last week, so 
still moving targets.  

▪ Question: Do you have a vision for how rebates on the Hawaii Energy side 
would coordinate with this? They focus on regular income? Or what 
interaction?  

• Answer: Would love proactive interaction; knowing that all utility 
customers benefit from these activities, how can we serve them. 

▪ Question: How does braiding affect the incentives?  

• Answer: The rebate covers the amount up to the whole project 



▪ Question: Is Hawaii Energy the only one you’ll need to coordinate 
incentives?  

• Answer: Yes, and there may be other incentives out there, other 
federal programs, and new programs coming. We’re still keeping 
an eye on it. There are some rules that they can’t get a rebate for 
the same appliance across multiple programs. 

▪ Question: Is the statutory limit the same across all states? Or does it vary 
(e.g., for higher priced markets like HI)? 

• Answer: Not sure, will get the answer. 
▪ Comment: PNNL tool is being designed to prevent rebates for the same 

appliance. A lot of complexity going into developing the tool. States don’t 
have to use that tool if they have something else available to them, but it 
can see more broadly across all states. 

▪ Question: Market rate versus low income: the bigger challenge is more 
market rate participation than low income, so there needs to be more 
than incentives, it would need to be more like no-cost; Hawaii Energy 
might be able to help with non-incentive things to make it easy and 
simple for low income participants. 

• Answer: Yes, we see that. What we’re working on right now is to 
set expectations, this will not look like other programs. 

▪ Question: Not program specific, but on the mainland especially in 
California, these programs drive electrification; my understanding for the 
electrical upgrade and even smart panels is because homes don’t have 
the electrical capacity to handle electrification—is that a challenge here in 
Hawaii? 

• Answer: It’s something we’ve been asked, with heat pump water 
heaters. They don’t have a fuel switching plan, we are allowed to 
do electric to electric. For cookstoves that is going to be a fuel 
switching measure (non-electric to electric) or first time electric. 

▪ Question: Are you expecting a lot of uptake on induction cooking? 

• Answer: We don’t know, but induction was when we were looking 
at electric to electric; there are some non-induction high efficiency 
electric options available. 

▪ Question: Is there a cooking bucket? 

• Answer: We are required to hit targets for low-income, 
disadvantaged, but not cooking specifically. 

▪ Comment: From my perspective, there’s a lot of potential in low income to 
move from resistance heating. 

▪ Question: What if a customer says, I’m in this zip code? 

• Answer: They will verify, everything will be geocoded. 
▪ Question: Can customers outside this area participate?  



• Answer: Yes, anyone income qualified. They will confirm 
disadvantaged community areas, based on census tracts and we 
are able to recommend future changes. 

▪ Question: If we have to hit thresholds in areas identified in the map, is 
there plan for additional incentives to do that? 

• Answer: That’s part of the package; bonus incentives for 
contractors that do installs in this area. 

▪ Question: What if they do an install, but they’re not low income? 

• Answer: Not eligible, everything is income qualified. 
▪ Comment: The training I received from EPA, contractors would see an 

electric resistance water heater is out and contractors would replace with 
the same; so they emphasized educating contractors. 

• Answer: Exactly, that’s why we have those contractor incentives. 
But there is a max incentive for contractors, there is a limit. 

▪ Question: In a perfect world, assuming we get all projects in those areas – 
is bonus a separate bucket? How is that budgeted for? 

• Answer: We budget for rebates and we budget for bonus. 
Excellent point though, part of the objective allows us to track 
contractors that live in these areas. How many of these 
contractors can we train that come into these communities. 

▪ Question: Is contractor bonus part of the national framework? 

• Answer: Yes 
▪ Question: It must be challenging keeping all this straight. Do you do 

follow up and how do you track that? 

• Answer: There’s a lot of follow-up to do, there will be tracking and 
there will be compliance. They have to demonstrate that they’re 
going to comply with the requirements. 

▪ Question: The assessors will be contractors that you train and approve? Is 
there compensation for the auditor? 

• Answer: That part is a little undefined, we’re not saying we’re 
going to pay for that; ideally it would be the installation 
contractor. 

▪ Question: I see overlap between this work and Hawaii Energy’s work? 

• Answer: Yes, that’s why we’ve talked about the best approach and 
make this easily accessible. 

• Answer: We’re not guaranteeing any performance 
▪ Question: Any thought about workforce labor and additional resources to 

bring in contractors? 

• Answer: Contractor training is another program they are working 
on supporting. Workforce development is make or break, we need 
a work force. Training up a well-qualified work force and give 
them enough to do so they don’t go elsewhere. 

▪ Question: Are we hoping this brings capacity? From the mainland? 



• Answer: The labor force has to be shored up here, since Covid, 
we’ve been hearing this from contractors. Where are we going to 
get them? I think this is well thought out, I just have a concern 
because we’re already facing this problem. 

• Answer: We’ve been in conversation with other states, maybe get 
people out of high school and train them up (even train in high 
school), get people in the pipeline quickly. 

• Answer: Will have to pay better than another option; whether it’s 
adding more funds on the PBFA side, it’s going to be a $10k heat 
pump, and it needs to pay better than the alternatives like 
bartending. 

▪ Question: Statutory limit on 100% of cost, does that vary by region? 

• Answer: I think it’s across the country. 
 

2:55 Wrap Up 
o Next Steps 

▪ EEM to sketch framework for how to approach the EEPS extension and 
will reach out to others for support or input. 
 

3:00 Adjourn 
 


