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The RES-Team filed its proposal on July 21, 2000.  Due to the short time allowed for comments on other proposals, each member of the RES-Team hereby offers its own comments on the other the programs, as well as suggested improvements for the Res-SPC.  Our comments are necessarily brief; unlike the utilities, we do not have staffs of analysts and attorneys funded with ratepayer-provided PGC energy efficiency funds to use for the purpose of participating in this proceeding, creating proposals, or commenting on the proposals of others.


All members of the RES-Team are prepared to work closely with the Commission's staff, with the individual utilities and/or other interested parties to explore any of the suggestions we respectfully submit to the Commission for its consideration.

I.
COMMENTS OF SESCO.

The Summer Initiative presents an unusual opportunity for non-utility parties to recommend and/or implement programs that will result in immediate, demonstrable savings to California's ratepayers.


SESCO has previously joined in an ad hoc consortium of experienced residential contractors (The RES-Team) under the leadership of UCONS-California to submit a proposal for renewing the very successful Residential Standard Performance Contracting programs.  We support that recommendation and believe that it will form the backbone of the Commission's efforts to assure that actual energy and capacity savings are delivered to California's residential ratepayers.


A.
Save or "Park" Some of the Funds for Later Suggestions.

There is no reason to believe that the utilities will suddenly begin to use all of the funds currently available in their EE budgets.  To the extent that the Commission sees fit to approve some of the utility-designed and implemented programs, these should be funded first from their existing budgets, especially with respect to what the utilities refer to as "improvements" or "expansions" of their already existing programs.  Let us first see if they will work under the utilities' regular budgets before we waste Summer Initiative funds on approaches that do not meet their already existing goals.


We recommend that the Commission take an aggressive approach in accepting independent proposals, offering additional assistance to help those which have some problems to possibly resolve or eliminate those.  The funds left over should be reserved for later solicitations or for expansions of proposed programs, should they prove more successful than originally projected.


An option if this is not feasible is to "park" the funding in two standard performance contracting programs (i.e., the Non-residential and the Residential SPC).  Pre-determined prices per unit of demand reduction and energy reduction would be established, and any program that would deliver demonstrated savings would be able to be automatically funded upon delivery of the results.  This would minimize the perceived "risk" to developers that they would expend serious energies and significant funds (not reimbursed by PGC funding, of course) on developing a concept and its details that is later rejected due to utility inertia, lack of an existing program to accept the project or the uncertainties of a bidding situation (such as that now suddenly proposed by PG&E).  Moreover, the developers would know exactly the price to design toward to make the program worthwhile.


The SPC programs could become a "Resource Bank" to act as a "placeholder" for any new projects that may come along during the next 6-10 months.  Even the utilities could tap into this fund, if they came up with an idea that delivered actual demonstrated savings prior to next summer.  The one aspect of the SPC program is that the utilities should not be allowed to micro-manage the programs, determining which specific programs and procedures and technologies are allowed.  As long as the contractor can deliver demonstrated savings at or below the prices offered for each type of customer, any reasonable EE program should be allowed.


B.
Give Significant Preference to Non-Utility Recommendations.

For the past several years, utility-designed programs have overwhelmingly dominated the use of PGC funds.  Even during the two years in which the $67 million Summer Initiative will be underway, utility-designed programs will outspend  anything offered here by a factor of at least 6 to 1.  If the utilities believe that their ideas are so strong, they should incorporate them into their own much larger programs.


Moreover, since restructuring, utilities have resisted and de-emphasized programs that deliver immediate energy savings through measure installations in favor of "soft" programs featuring so-called "awareness" efforts.  Even when expenditures are made, they go overwhelmingly to appliance manufacturers and distributors in the hope that the marketplace prices of the high efficiency units will be reduced and residential customers will be encouraged to buy them.  This "trickle down DSM" concept has yet to be proven successful.  It is contradicted by economic theory, which suggests that the price reductions resulting from payments to the manufacturers or distributors will be significantly less in the aggregate that the amount of PGC funds used to make those payments.  Payments to the manufacturers or distributors merely shifts the supply curve downward; any reduction in retail prices depends upon the price-elasticity of demand.


Even if successful, these programs are available only to those with the money to be buying new appliances and to those who already have an interest in energy efficiency.  The average existing residential customer receives no opportunity for energy efficiency from such programs.


Independent proposals should be give preferences so as to encourage a more active participation by non-utility entities in the EE design and delivery process.  A goal of the Commission has been to overcome the potential conflicts of interest by having non-utility entities administering and/or designing and implementing EE programs.  Considering the large number of independent suggestions made in a very short time, this presents the Commission with an excellent opportunity to encourage this approach.


Finally, if there was anyone that should have long known about and acted upon the potential for T&D and generation capacity shortfalls, it is the utilities.  As a group, they were either derelict in their planning to not have foreseen these problems or negligent in their implementation of their $225 million EE budgets not to have designed their programs to directly deal with the current problems.


C.
All Residential A/C Cycling Should Be Rejected.

We commend PG&E for its rejection of residential a/c cycling as ineffectual.  CEC also reached a similar conclusion in its concern about increased discomfort resulting from this.  However, neither explained the underlying reasons why this approach does not work and why it should be rejected across the board.


Depending upon the circumstances, utility a/c cycling programs have normally sought to mandate a cycling so as to turn off the a/c about a third of the time, then moving on to another group to turn off the next third of the time, etc.  Despite the apparent rationality of "cycling" the residential a/c off every so many minutes, it provides no net benefit -- unless the customer is discomforted!


The a/c high energy use component (compressor) maintains a lower temperature by turning itself on whenever the inside customer's thermostat indicates that cooling is required.  When the correct temperature is reached, it "cycles" itself off until the temperature rises and it must "cycle" itself on.  Many a/c units also have automatic internal cyclers to reduce wear and tear and prevent "freeze-up.


If the a/c has, on average, been cycling itself off more than a third of the time (very common during normal summer periods), then the utility program achieves zero net savings by "forcing" the a/c to do something that it was doing already (at no cost to the ratepayers).


During heat waves, residential air conditioners are seldom able to keep up with the cooling requirements of their residences.  This is partly the result of industry and utility practices which have frequently undersized the units compared to the hottest expected days, partly the result of poor a/c maintenance practices, and partly the result of inadequate insulation and infiltration reduction in the residence.  Consequently, during the expected summer peaks, the a/c is normally operating 90% to 100% of the time to keep up.  A/c cycling at this time to shut off the a/c will assure that the a/c cannot maintain the already below standard cooling levels.  This will result in higher interior temperatures than what the customer has selected.


Thus, a/c cycling will not save energy or peak under normal operating circumstances.  While it might shave some peak during heat waves, it will be able to do only if and to the extent that it discomforts the families signed up in the program.  It is not a good idea to aggravate in the name of energy efficiency programs those very energy-conscious families that were willing to get involved with such a program.


Residential a/c cycling programs should not be a part of the Summer Initiative.


D.
Eliminate Residential "Demand-only" Programs As Unfair and Doomed.

Several proposals inappropriately plan to use residential appliance cycling programs or load shifting programs to help alleviate the problem.


We agree with TURN and others that the use of PGC funds to deal with a generation and T&D problems that should be and should have been dealt with by the utilities using non-PGC funds is at best problematic.  When used for residential interruption, it is also unfair and self-defeating.


The reason is that, unlike other customers, residential customers do not benefit in the form of lower utility bills from load shifts from peak to off-peak.  Thus, a commercial customer receives very significant direct benefits in the form of much lower electric bills if that customer takes advantage of peak load shifting, while residential customers get the inconvenience and disruptions and discomfort, but do not get the benefits of lower utility bills.


Thus, programs that look at residential load reduction and load shifting without commensurate levels of energy efficiency will never succeed.  Even short-term successes may well result in a "poisoning of the EE well" by making those willing to do the load reduction programs soon realize that they are being taken advantage of by a system that offers lower bills to the "big boys" who do this, while offering platitudes and peanuts to the residential "little guys".


We are not opposed to residential load shifting/reduction.  However, it is vital that these be included in a larger program of energy efficiency measures.  Pool timer trippers should go hand-in-hand with more efficient pumps and outdoor lighting.  Water heater timers should be a part of a comprehensive package of showerheads, aerators, tank and pipe insulation, etc.  A/C load shifting (if attempted) must be part of a package of shell measures such as infiltration reduction, ductwork sealing and insulation, and insulation.


By far the most effective and efficient approach is to combine all cost-effective measures into a program of comprehensive residential retrofit, which is what the RES-Team has offered.  This could easily include recycling of second refrigerators, as proposed by ARCA.  ARCA itself has been a subcontractor to SESCO since 1998 in the PG&E low-income energy efficiency (LIEE) program, performing the refrigerator recycling requirements of that program.  The key to efficiency, effectiveness, and consumer convenience is to combine the measures into a single visit to the home or to as few visits as necessary.


E.
Do Not Fund Generation, Co-generation, Distributed Generation, Renewable Energy From Energy Efficiency Funding.

Several proposals, including several with serious merit, have incorrectly sought to use energy efficiency funding to support generation and renewables alternatives such as distributed generation, solar photovoltaic, etc.


These programs should be supported from the PGC funds devoted to renewable energy or those devoted to R&D efforts.  The current legislation and the Commission's orders implementing it foresaw the need for funding of these alternatives and provided funding specifically dedicated to those alternatives.  But the energy efficiency funding was dedicated under AB 1890 to the specific task of achieving cost-effective energy conservation.  We oppose any effort to further divert the funds that were to be used for energy efficiency to some other purpose.


Certainly, this is a "slippery slope" in which a good concept (accelerated efforts to implement distributed generation and renewables) is used to divert needed energy efficiency funds.


SESCO recommends that the Commission (perhaps in concert with the California Energy Commission) open a separate docket to support a much more rapid deployment of such generation and renewables concepts from the funds that were dedicated to that purpose.  Those funds should be kept separate from the funds which are used to implement the Summer Initiative.


F.
Reject Utility-Sponsored Fuel Switching, Load Building.

At least one major utility (SoCalGas) has recommended massive fuel-switching (from electric to gas) as its innovative plan proposal for the Summer Initiative.  To date, the Commission has rejected all requests to allow fuel switching as an energy efficiency measure.  This is true despite the very significant savings in BTUs, avoided costs and customer costs that fuel switching may have.  For example, SESCO-administered programs have not been allowed to change out electric resistance space heated residences to much less expensive gas systems.  Even where such an action would provide serious financial relief to low income families, this was not allowed as a DSM measure.


SESCO would support an investigation into how fuel switching should be allowed as an alternative.  Furthermore, we would support it as a positive alternative for electric DSM programs under many circumstances, especially for residential customers.  However, we do not believe that the circumstances under which it should be used have been adequately explored to make such a massive policy change at this time.


In any event, reducing electric demand through fuel switching is an energy efficiency program to be sponsored by electric customers, not by gas customers.  Gas Customers should expect that their gas PGC funds will be used to improve gas energy efficiency, not for load building alternatives for their gas utility.


If SoCalGas wants to build load using fuel switching it has long been allowed to do so -- just not with gas energy efficiency funds.


SESCO also has a major concern with the SoCalGas proposal to dedicate its Summer Initiative funds ($7.1 million) almost exclusively and discriminatorily to non-residential customers.


It is estimated that about 65% or more of the PGC funds for SoCalGas come from its residential customers.  However, only a tiny portion of the funds are even potentially to go to residential customers.  Even there, they are discriminated against in the rates offered.  For example, almost every single instance of fuel switching, SoCalGas offers an incentive equal to $500 per KW -- with the exception of the residential program, which get only $330 per KW.  There is no explanation as to why residential customer (a) get so much less funding overall, or (b) why they get only two thirds as much per unit of savings.


This program should be rejected in its entirety.


The key to use of SoCalGas Summer Initiative funds should be the same as has been used for much of its residential DSM budget, including its LIEE funds -- set it up so that it is coordinated with electric savings programs.  For example, in the DSM bidding program, Winegard Energy and SESCO provide whole house weatherization to about 10,000 homes with gas heat and electric central air conditioning under a contract the Commission required to be a joint project of SoCalGas and Southern California Edison Co. (SCE).  The payments for the combined savings were sufficient to justify the comprehensive, whole house treatments, but payment for one fuel alone would not.  The results (from Winegard only, since SESCO's measurement period is still underway) show that each home is saving about 140 therms and 1,900 kWh per year.  Since the work was coordinated so as to weatherize gas heat and electric a/c homes in this fashion, SESCO believes that most of the savings came during the peak seasons of each of the utilities:  winter heating period for the gas savings and summer a/c period for the electric savings.


SoCalGas should be instructed to develop a residential SPC program with at least 65% of the funds (about $4.6 million) targeted to residences with central a/c (or in combination with some other electric peak period savings measures).  This will encourage contractors and other providers to treat such customers, since they can now combine the gas funds with the electric funds (primarily administered by SCE but could also use PG&E and SDG&E electric funds) to deal with air conditioned homes.


In fact, SESCO recommends that SDG&E and PG&E also be instructed to use their gas Summer Initiative funds to set up a similar program that targets gas services at air conditioned homes or at least in combination with some other electric energy efficiency measure so as to assure that a more comprehensive package can be offered to reduce the participant's total utility bills and provide a greater incentive for these services.  If, as PG&E plans, the combination utilities use the gas EE funds to pay for electric savings, this will set a bad precedent of allowing commingling of funds.  Even worse, it will discourage the treatment of electric a/c homes that need the gas savings contribution to be justifiable.  In the end, there might be more money budgeted for electric savings, but there will be fewer homes to actually benefit from the programs.


G.
Fully Support Residential SPC Program.

While utilities and their consultants and various idealogues that find something objectionable in providing energy efficiency services to residential customers have first ignored, then denigrated and then cancelled the ReSPC programs, the facts remain.  Since deregulation began, the ReSPC is the ONLY EE program that has been successful in achieving demonstrable energy savings in the homes of California's families.


While the Residential Contractor Program and others are suffering and consultants are running around trying to figure out how to get contractors involved, they have conveniently forgotten that the ReSPC, with almost no utility support, consistently received 4-5 times as many proposals as the utilities were willing to accept.


While residential customers are storming the gates of the Commissioners' offices over the lack of attention they have received to deal with their high utility bills, utilities have ignored that the ReSPC provided direct assistance and help to 150,000 California residential customers in the one year that it was allowed to function. 


Unfortunately, the strength of the program's success securing demonstrable energy savings with little control and oversight by the utilities or their consultants was the program's downfall in terms of gathering future support from those same utilities and their consultants.


A market-driven program to deliver energy and capacity savings to residential customers was tried, found successful and abandoned.


It is time to recognize that the the child abandoned by the utilities is now the best (perhaps) the only tested and proven option to secure significant participation by residential customers by next summer in reducing energy needs.


SESCO, Inc. strongly supports the RES-Team SPC proposal drafted by UCONS.  With more time to develop some of the details, we do suggest some concepts for the Commission's consideration:



1.
The program should include gas savings measures to allow a more comprehensive program than could be justified by only one service.  The pricing for these are adequate at the levels previously used as demonstrated by the fact that SoCalGas was able to deliver all of the gas savings expected.



2.
The higher payments provided for peak-reducing savings will assure that contractors actively target those.  However, customers will not participate and will not be happy unless there are significant energy savings that will reduce their own bills.  For that reason, we encourage that measures which save significant energy, even if primarily off-peak, be included.  These will receive lower payments and still be cost-effective.



3.
SESCO is comfortable that the target savings can be reached with the measures offered.  However, there should be no restriction on the measures or the technologies used to install them.  For example, after approval of the RSPC by the Commission, several utilities mandated use of blower doors and "duct-blasters" for installing infiltration reductions and sealing ducts.  Many contractors neither use nor trust these systems to deliver savings, relying instead on a more comprehensive approach.  However, utility insistence on these intrusive, untested and expensive procedures greatly reduced the use of such measures.



4.
While the program suggested was targeted at "hard-to-reach" customers, especially renters and apartment dwellers, recent events indicate that all residential customers may need equal targeting.



5.
To achieve the levels of residential participation desired by the Commissioners, it will be necessary to assure that there are no interruptions or breaks in the contractors ability to offer the program on a continuous basis.  We support the cap on any one contract at roughly $300,000, but would allow any contractor which has begun installations in one contract to be tentatively approved for the next, which approval would become permanent once at least 50% of the contract was reached.  This will allow contractors to have the next steps "lined up" without monopolizing the entire program.



6.
The deposits should be refundable in proportion to the portion of the contract completed.  If a contractor is unlikely to complete the entire program, then there is no incentive to try harder, since 100% of the deposit is lost if the target was missed by even a tiny amount.


The most important consideration is that the RSPC Contractors be given the flexibility to design and implement the programs to actually deliver the demonstrated savings without being micro-managed and nit-picked.  For example, one utility withheld all contractor payments if the participating customer did not provide their account number; another utility withheld payment because they felt a form requesting prior approval was not given although the work itself passed inspection.)


Residential contractors may or may not be very bright.  However, we tend to understand our own small specialty area pretty well.  Given the opportunity to undertake the work that we know best (securing acceptance of residential customers of energy efficiency programs and installing them properly), residential contractors will assure that the families are solicited and secured, that the measures are installed, and that the savings are realized.


H.seq level2 \h \r0 
Conclusion.


SESCO and all members of the Res-TEAM stand ready to work with the Commission, its staff, the utilities, other residential contractors and consumer advocates, to make this Summer Initiative the success it so deserves to be. 


We believe in this approach.  If we are given the opportunity to deliver the savings desired, we promise you that we will make it a success.

II.seq level1 \h \r0 
COMMENTS OF CAL-UCONS.

Cal-UCONS, Inc., has previously participated in this proceeding as a member of  the RES-Team. In our filing of July 21, 2000, we advocated specific  proposals to achieve EQUITY ON BEHALF OF HARD-TO-REACH CUSTOMERS by:



1.
identifying customers which can be treated in the next 10 months;



2.
identifying proven programs which can be delivered in 10 months; and



3.
identifying proven contract terms for delivering programs promptly.


We have read the proposals we have received and find some that are solid, proven concepts but DON'T address the under-served sector. Some of the utilities have addressed the hard-to-reach sector by proposing refrigerator recycling (or rebates). However, property managers and owners have previously elected to not participate in these programs (except in the HUD housing or low-income sectors). We know this, as we have worked with more property management firms (in treating 300,000 multi-family tenants the past 10 years) than any utility or contractor in the U.S.  This information has been shared with the utilities.


For the most part, each of the utilities filings do NOT address:


>
significant dollars being returned to the sector which contributed to the $67 million in carryover funds;


>
programs which will deliver substantial peak load reductions in the under-served sector; or


>
contract terms which work.

One utility (SCE) has proposed water heat timers and a separate capacity price for such measures.  This is helpful.


Unless the utilities dramatically alter their current filings, residential and small commercial customers (in particular the hard-to-reach sector) will continue to be under-served.  We stand ready to collaborate with parties to bring programs to the sector which continues to be ignored, but the filings submitted to date will not accomplish this objective in any large measure.


In summary, we urge the commission to:


>
assure that dollars be returned to the customers who have paid public goods charges (if a means for finding such customers can be assured);


>
require specific program types which have been implemented elsewhere; and


>
require the return of the standard offer contracting offer for the residential sector.

III.seq level1 \h \r0 
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COMMENTS OF RESCUE.


With California power grid straining, officials urge "rebellion"
SAN FRANCISCO (AP) August 4, 2000 ‑‑ With California's power grid strained to the breaking point and customers outraged over soaring bills, angry officials Thursday urged a ``ratepayer rebellion'' to challenge the industry in the nation's first deregulated electric market.

California's top utility regulators, after hearing the complaints of consumers whose bills have doubled and even tripled this year, approved a $100 million rebate for electricity consumers in San Diego, the city worst hit by the state's power crisis.

The commission's unanimous vote followed a two‑hour hearing before more than 300 people in a jammed auditorium, in which deregulation was denounced as a human and fiscal disaster. Nobody spoke in support of deregulation.

Moments after the vote, officials who had come to the meeting from San Diego said the action by the Public Utilities Commission was too little, too late, and urged customers to refuse to pay more than what they paid a year ago.

"It is starting here, it is starting now. It is a ratepayer rebellion," said San Diego Supervisor Dianne Jacob.  "We're telling people to go back to paying what they did in July 1999. What can they do? There are 3 million of us."

She added: `"We are on the brink of disaster."


Having for several years underspent their allocated budgets for residential energy conservation efforts, and having focused on programs not to "acquire resources" through cost-effective and demonstrable residential DSM but instead to "transform the market" primarily through public relations, "education efforts (brochures, web sites, call centers, etc.), and direct payments to appliance manufacturers that supposedly reduce the price of efficient new appliances, the utilities now offer as their primary Summer Initiative program for residential customers a plan to install radios in homes to allow them to shut off residential air conditioners when it gets too hot outside.  This will go over with the public like a lead balloon.


The CEC proposal recognizes that residential a/c cycling does not work without raising the temperature inside the residences.
  To counter this necessary result of having utilities trip off air conditioners in hot weather via radio, CEC proposes the use of 2-way radios to allow each customer to override the switch-off and resume use of air conditioning on demand.  This has the salutory effect of allowing the customer to determine usage of her own air conditioner.  But, wait a minute, every customer can already do that, without any radio system at all, using the air conditioner's thermostat or its "on" and "off" switches.  If a customer is unwilling to have higher interior temperatures, then the customer will override the utility switch-off, and the radios are ineffective.  If the customer is willing to have higher interior temperatures, she does not need a 2-way radio system to set the thermostat to a higher temperature.


The CEC further proposes that a/c interruption schemes be accompanied by improvements to residential HVAC duct systems.  First, there is no reason to limit the eligible improvements to duct systems, when it is far more cost-effective to improve the building shell through insulation and infiltration reduction measures.  Second, there is no reason to avoid comprehensive treatment of each residence, including both shell measures, HVAC measures, water heating measures, and lighting measures.  The major cost of any residential program is getting the contractor into the house.  Once there, the contractor should install as many cost-effective measures as possible.  That is the proposal of the RES-Team (but of no other party).  Third, treating only HVAC ducting systems would skew expenditures to the affluent residences having central air conditioning.  Most residences with air conditioning do not have ductwork for it; they have window units.


Interruption of residential air conditioners is a technology in search of a purpose.  In reality, it would serve no purpose except to further alienate the customers whose comfort would be compromised and whose control of their comfort would be placed in the hands of the utilities.


The utility-proposed programs do not address the basic barriers to implementation of cost-effective EE in the residential sector, which we have presented on several occasions to the Commission.
  In the Comprehensive Residential Efficiency and Transformation Effort (CREATE) we proposed in 1998, PGC funds would be used for comprehensive residential retrofit in a sustainable manner.  All of the utilities opposed this approach, saying that it reflected the obsolete "resource acquisition" approach to energy conservation.  We have always believed that PGC funds should be used for demonstrable, concrete energy savings.

IV.
COMMENTS OF INSULATION CONTRACTORS ASSOCIATION.

As noted in the RES-Team proposal, most of the funding available for the Summer Initiative is derived from underspent residential EE funds.  It is simply not fair to residential customers to divert these funds into the commercial, industrial, and agricultural sectors.


In addition, these funds should be made available for residential projects that are not under the control of the utilities.  The reason that a significant portion of the residential EE funds have not been put to use is that the utilities have designed those programs with very low financial incentives for contractors to achieve actual energy savings.


Much higher incentives are now justified by the huge price increases for wholesale power.  These prices went up dramatically and quickly.  There is no reason to think they will come down quickly.  The Commission should return to the "resource acquisition" approach, in which the funds are used to obtain demonstrated, actual, measured energy savings.  With the much higher incentives now justified, contractors can resume a whole-house, comprehensive approach to residential retrofit instead of the piecemeal approach the utilities have preferred.
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__________________________

�.	This is further documented in the comments of SESCO, Inc., that accompany these comments.


�.	See, for example, the Comprehensive Residential Efficiency And Transformation Effort (CREATE), submitted to the Commission August 18, 1998 (available at http://www.files.net/rescue/create.doc, http://www.files.net/rescue/create.rtf, and http://www.files.net/rescue/create.wp5.
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