
M E M O R A N D U M

TO:

Administrative Law Judge Linda R. Bytof



CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION



505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 5007



San Francisco, CA  94102

FROM:
 Scott Wentworth, Energy Engineer



Public Works Department



THE CITY OF OAKLAND



7101 Edgewater Drive



Oakland, CA  94621-3001

RE:

A.99-09-049/ -050/ -057/ -058



Summer 2000 Energy Efficiency Initiative Program

DATE:
July 21, 2000


Pursuant to D.00-07-017, Ordering Paragraph 86, The City of Oakland submits this new proposal for electric demand and electric energy usage reduction.  The City of Oakland was not a party to the underlying proceeding leading to D.00-07-017.  It is our understanding that proposals from entities will be received and accepted for consideration by the California Public Utilities Commission at this time without a formal motion to intervene.  We would be happy to submit a formal motion to intervene in any proceeding established to consider the new proposals should such a motion be required.

Please include the following individual on behalf of The City of Oakland on any new Service List established for consideration of the new proposals:

Scott Wentworth, Energy Engineer

Public Works Department





THE CITY OF OAKLAND





7101 Edgewater Drive





Oakland, CA  94621-3001





Telephone:
(510) 615-5421





Facsimile:
(510) 615-5411





E-Mail:
swentworth@oaklandnet.com


If you have any questions regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to contact me.

PROPOSAL OF

THE CITY OF OAKLAND

FOR ENERGY AND DEMAND REDUCTION PROGRAMS

IN RESPONSE TO

THE COMMISSION’S SUMMER 2000 ENERGY EFFICIENCY INITIATIVE

JULY 21, 2000

I.
INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

The City of Oakland (“Oakland”) is pleased to present this response to the California Public Utilities Commission’s (“Commission”) direction in D.00-07-017 for parties to provide the Commission with plans that can achieve significant demand and energy reductions by summer 2001 (the “Summer Initiative”). Oakland appreciates the Commission’s leadership in addressing this important problem, and looks forward to doing its part to help ease the electric reliability problems expected for next summer. 

Mayor Jerry Brown has dramatically increased Oakland’s visibility as a leader in environmental responsibility, especially in the energy arena.  Oakland recently issued a request for proposals to power its entire municipal load, approximately 47,000 Megawatt hours/year, from renewable energy.  The City is in final negotiations with an energy service provider.  To complement this supply-side initiative, Oakland is identifying and, where funding is available, implementing demand-side programs, using City staff including a full-time engineer in its Facility Management Group. The Summer Initiative provides Oakland with an excellent opportunity to move ahead with several of its demand-side initiatives, which are described in greater detail in the attachment, and which otherwise would not be implemented.


The projects Oakland proposes for the Summer Initiative will not only reduce demand, but increase public awareness of energy efficiency.  The projects will be installed or occur (in the case of peak shaving) in public buildings, including City offices and the Oakland Museum, where the City can highlight their existence for the public.  

Oakland requests that the Assigned Administrative Law Judge and Assigned Commissioner approve, by August 21, 2000: (1) the projects included in this proposal and (2) the requested funding levels
.  Oakland recognizes that the Commission has many options for using the Summer Initiative funds. The projects Oakland proposes will provide demand reductions in both the short and long-run.  


In aggregate, Oakland estimates it could contribute 399-459 kW and 3,218,125 – 3,368,125 kWh of savings by summer 2001. If approved, Oakland’s proposal will help produce measurable kW and kWh savings for summer 2001, as sought by the Summer Initiative.

Historically, Oakland has not been an active participant in energy efficiency proceedings before the Commission.  However, the Summer Initiative provides Oakland with opportunities to further help reduce demand for electricity and thus Oakland has decided to request funding directly from the Commission.

II.
THE COMMISSION SHOULD MOVE QUICKLY TO ENSURE SAVINGS FOR NEXT SUMMER 

In the restructured electric industry, the Commission can be tremendously effective in procuring demand reductions through energy efficiency. The Commission has the ability to cause significant kW and kWh of reductions by summer 2001, but only if it acts boldly and approves proposals such as that offered here.

Oakland is pleased the Commission has established a rapid response procedure for the Summer Initiative.  The Commission should avoid the pitfall of treating the Initiative programs with the same level of regulatory oversight given to other energy efficiency programs.  While it is necessary to ensure that ratepayers receive benefits from public-goods-charge funds, the Commission must act in a fashion that allows program implementors, such as Oakland, the ability to install projects and begin measuring demand and energy savings within a few short months.  

Oakland opposes hearings on the Summer Initiative. First is the practical reason that Oakland does not have the resources to participate in such hearings.  Second, the Commission must keep in mind that these projects have lead times of 6-12 months.  Any delay beyond the August 21 approval date promised in D.00-07-017 will seriously jeopardize the realization of actual demand and energy reductions by summer 2001.

III.
OAKLAND’S PROPOSAL 

Oakland requests that the Commission approve the projects listed in the attachment to this filing. The projects listed in the attachment to this filing are all projects that are not currently participating in utility programs and that will not go forward without Summer Initiative funds. The Commission has requested, in D.00-07-017, mimeo at p. 203, that parties provide concrete plans for program administration, implementation, measurement and verification (“M&V”), and budgets, and describe the cost-effectiveness methodology. On these topics, Oakland has reviewed and endorses the proposals being made by UC/CSU today in their filing, and refers the Commission to that filing for details.  

Oakland has two minor alterations to the UC/CSU approach to fit the specifics of Oakland’s proposal.  First, where the UC/CSU proposal refers to “campus energy managers” (for point of contact with independent consultant for measurement and verification), Oakland would substitute its Energy Engineer.  Second, the incentives Oakland is requesting are tailored to individual projects, based on the barriers to each project. Oakland recommends that this incentive be paid to Oakland upon Commission approval of the attached projects on August 21, 2000. 

Oakland’s proposal is based on seven premises:

1.
For various reasons, these projects have not received funding from public-goods-charge monies and will not be completed without Summer Initiative funds. 

2.
Currently available incremental incentives are insufficient to encourage aggressive projects with long simple payback periods.  As the City spends more to maximize avoided energy consumption, each project’s incremental cost effectiveness is reduced.  As a project’s cost effectiveness is reduced, our risk is increased.  This is a particularly important point because we finance our projects with loans and must use avoided energy cost to repay the loans.  Increased risk slows the pace of implementation and reduces its scope.

3.
Incentive amounts are based on reducing the City’s risk and implementation cost to a point where the project can be constructed with confidence and without negatively impacting other City activities.

4.
The City’s primary goal for energy efficiency projects is to reduce demand and avoid energy consumption, followed very closely by our secondary goal of avoiding cost.  As a direct result of our focus on life-cycle results, we routinely build projects with five to seven-year simple payback periods.  Recent projects with long payback periods have reduced our ability to fund similarly aggressive efforts.  Without Summer Initiative funds, the City of Oakland’s projects cannot be as aggressive as we prefer.

5.
The City would continue to use PG&E’s Savings by Design program for technical assistance, but would not accept rebate money for City buildings that receive Summer Initiative funds.

6.
The City would continue to collaborate extensively with PG&E’s Savings by Design Program in efforts serving the Oakland community.  Members of the community would have full access to services and rebates associated with all existing energy efficiency incentive programs.

7.
Estimates are rough due to time constraints.  Additional projects may be identified which could be completed by summer 2001.

IV.
CONCLUSION  

Oakland commends the Commission for exercising leadership in the important energy efficiency area, and for providing an opportunity for customers to obtain funding for projects that otherwise would not occur.  Oakland urges the Commission to quickly adopt its proposal, as described in this filing, and the proposals of other parties, in order to assure demand reductions for next summer, and to avoid delay or burdensome oversight. 

July 21, 2000







Submitted by:







Scott Wentworth, Energy Engineer







Public Works Department







THE CITY OF OAKLAND







7101 Edgewater Drive







Oakland, CA  94621-3001







Telephone:
(510) 615-5421







Facsimile:
(510) 615-5411







E-Mail:
swentworth@oaklandnet.com
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� Oakland has reviewed the administrative processes proposed by the separate filing today by the University of California and California State University (“UC/CSU”) and endorses them.






