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COMMENTS OF THE OFFICE OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES 

ON THE SUMMER 2000 ENERGY EFFICIENCY INITIATIVE PROPOSALS


In Decision (D.) 00-07-017, the Commission approved, with modifications, the utilities’ Program Year 2000 energy efficiency applications.  The decision also created a new program category, the “Summer 2000 Energy Efficiency Initiative”, in response to concerns that energy supply and demand in California may be chronically out of balance for the next few years.  The new program is intended to address these concerns by focusing on the immediate delivery of demand and energy use reductions.  (D.00-07-017, p. 199.)  The Commission directed the utilities and interested parties to file their proposals for the new program no later than July 21, 2000.  (Id., p. 203.)  Reply Comments were to be filed no later than July 31.  Twenty-five different entities filed proposals in response to the initiative.  On July 27, the Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) filed a motion requesting that the response period be extended to August 7.  On July 28, Administrative Law Judge Bytof issued a ruling extending the deadline for comments to August 4.  In accordance with the ALJ’s ruling, attached are the Comments of the Office of Ratepayer Advocates on the Summer 2000 Energy Efficiency Initiative Proposals.
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ATTACHMENT

ORA COMMENTS ON  THE 

SUMMER2000 ENERGY EFFICIENCY INITIATIVE PROPOSALS 

I. SUMMARY: THE VAST MAJORITY OF THE PROPOSALS SHOULD BE REJECTED BY THE COMMISSION AT THIS TIME, AND REDIRECTED TO THE PY2001 PLANNING PROCESS

ORA has reviewed the twenty-five (25) proposals submitted on July 21, 2000 in response to the Commission’s Summer2000 Energy Efficiency Initiative. Collectively, the number and scope of proposals represent a strong showing of awareness of the electric grid reliability problems, and a strong showing of interest by a highly diverse group of entities in developing demand-side solutions.  ORA is particularly pleased that a number of proposals incorporate demonstrations of how the internet can be used to the advantage of energy consumers, and the number of proposals that urge the use of Energy Efficiency Public Purpose Program (EEPPP) funds to help finance distributed generation technologies.
 

Approximately 16 of the 25 proposals submitted on July 21 involve a request for “direct access” to some or all of the $68 million reliability set aside established by the Summer2000 Energy Efficiency Initiative. Serious procedural problems, resulting in potential breaches in accountability, would attend a Commission decision to actually “adopt” some of the Direct Solicitation proposals and proceed to actually make payments to the sponsors of Direct Solicitation “bids”.

Instead, ORA recommends that the Commission direct the current EEPPP program administrators to immediately establish a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the public education systems of the University of California (UC) and the California State University (CSU) that will produce an accelerated installation of designated distributed generation technologies at multiple campus sites throughout California.     

The Direct Solicitation proposals other than the UC/CSU project can be directed to the PY2001 Planning Process, along with a directive that proposals that could take effect as mid-year PY2000 modifications should be considered along with UDC-proposed modifications to PY2000 activities.

Table 1 summarizes the expected effects (costs, MW reductions, and Mwh reductions) of the Direct Solicitation proposals, as reported by the project sponsors in their July 21 submittals.  Tables 2 , 3, and 4 provide a further summary of all proposals grouped by UDC (Table 2), Public Agency (Table 3), and Other (Table 4), with each table showing expected  market effects by program area (Load Management, Residential, Nonresidential, and New Construction).  

Table 1: Summary of Cost and Estimated Electric Load Impacts from Direct Solicitation Proposals for Summer2000 Energy Efficiency Initiative (1)

Sponsor
Request

Amount

($mill)*
Est. 

Mw 

Impact** 
Est. 

Mwh

Impact***

Univ of Cal.; Cal State Univ (UC/CSU)
$83.8
58.6
468,745

Appliance Recycling Centers of Amer., Inc (ARCA)
$43.5
55.6
NR

Calif Oil Producers Coop (COPE)
$27.3 
28.0
140,000

Silicon Energy (with Anderson and Carrier) (2)
$23.2
4.0
NA

Nurseryman’s Power Cooperative:
$15.2 
37.9
174,480

Global Green
$6.0 



Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI)
$2.4 
NR
NR

Presidio Trust
$1.2 
0.9
1,783

City of Concord
$1.1 
0.9
2,074

City of Oakland
$0.9
2.8
5,239

ECOS Consulting, Inc
$0.7
7.6
11,500

City of Santa Monica
$0.6 

187

Humboldt Creamery
$0.1



Total
$177.9
146
608,745

 (1)Derived from July 21, 2000 Proposals of identified sponsors; UC/CSU values represent the sum of UC and CSU proposals combined; COPE values represent the sum of two projects (pumping, and distributed generation);  and Silicon Energy represent the costs of the combined activities with Anderson and Carrier.

(2) Silicon Energy project costs represent costs over 4 yrs of both projects (Anderson and Carrier); costs of all other proposals would be incurred within one year (approx).

* Requested amounts represent amount of Summer2000 EEI funds requested, not necessarily the total costs of products to be purchased and installed with the EEI fund financial assistance (e.g., requests typically are for financial assistance levels that represent about 50% of estimated costs of the measures/products to be installed).   

** Estimated Impacts (reductions in peak demand) are presumably determined as customer peak during summer months, and may or may not correspond to system peak demands. 

*** NR (not reported) or NA (not applicable) typically means that products and services associated with the projects cannot be expected to reduce kwh at all or minimally (e.g., for a relatively few hours during summer months, or only during certain “curtailment conditions”) 

A. Summary of the Proposals of ORA, DPCA, NAESCO, and Res-Team and ORA Recommended Treatment: The proposals of some parties—ORA, the Distributed Power Coalition of America (DPCA), and the National Association of Energy Service Companies (NAESCO), and Res-Team (a group of residential energy efficiency service providers)—are not seeking “direct access” to the $68 million reliability set-aside funds established by the Commission’s Summer2000 Energy Efficiency Initiative.  Rather, ORA, DGCA, NAESCO,  and Res-Team provided recommendations on how the $68 million set-aside funds should be integrated into the current Energy Efficiency Public Purpose Program (EEPPP) program structure, currently being administered by the UDCs.   

ORA believes that the proposals of these entities, along with modifications associated with their responses to the July 21 filings, can be directed to the PY2001 Planning process for consideration.   ORA’s proposal for Summer 2000 Energy Efficiency Initiative, as described in its July 21 filing, is further modified in Part  III, below. 

B. Summary of the UDC Proposals and ORA Recommended Treatment: The July 21, 2000 submittals of the PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E represent an attempt to re-integrate portions of the $68 million electric grid reliability set-aside by making mid-year  program design changes to their PY2000 programs and changes for PY2001, through a mixture of:

· increasing financial assistance levels in rebates and Standard Performance Contract programs;

· re-establishing rebate programs for large non-residential customers;

· making new measures eligible for financial assistance; and (in the case of PG&E and SCE);

· re-activating and expanding various Load Management program activities.  

The July 21,2000 proposal of SoCalGas is similar to PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E in terms of requesting a portion of the $68 million set-aside to re-integrate a portion of the $68 million set-aside into mid-year PY2000 program design changes and changes for PY2001.  In contrast to the PG&E,  SCE, and SDG&E, however, SoCalGas is proposing to provide financial assistance (rebates) for gas-fueled appliances, new gas-fueled distributed generation technologies  (micro-turbines), and refurbishment of “older” (but currently not used) co-generation equipment.  

ORA recommends a rejection of the UDC July 21, 2000 proposals.  The $68 million reliability set-aside was created from EEPPP funds that the program administrators collected from 1-1-98 through December 31, 1999 but failed to “spend” on projects that would have reduced the need to purchase electricity from the electric grid. Approval of the UDC proposals would have the effect of giving the UDCs a “second chance” to regain control of the $68 million.  ORA believes that the proposals of the UDCs should be directed to the PY2001 Planning process for consideration, modified in scope and schedule to address the mid-year PY2000 modifications proposed by other parties.

C. Summary of “Direct Solicitation” Proposals and ORA Recommendation on the Treatment of these Proposals: 

In contrast to ORA, DPCA, NAESCO, Res-Team, and the four UDCs, the July 21, 2000 filings of other parties represent  requests for “direct access” to an identified amount of the $68 million reliability set-aside.  Table 1 provides a high level summary of these proposals “ranked” in terms of dollar amount requested, but including sponsor-estimated effects on the electric grid (reduced demand on peak  and reductions in purchased energy, either from energy efficiency or on-site generation technologies).

A total of approximately $178 million in funding requests are contained in the July 21, 2000, about $110 million more than the reliability set-aside.  In most cases the proposals are clearly put forth as a request for direct “grant,” meaning that the proposal is a request that the Commission select their “bid” and then make payments directly to the sponsor.  In some cases, some or all of the identified funds would be “managed” through or in conjunction with one or more UDC. 

ORA recommends a rejection of the Direct Solicitation July 21, 2000 proposals.  As with the proposals of the UDCs and others, the sponsors of Direct Solicitation proposals should be directed to further develop their initiatives in the context of the Commission-directed planning process for PY2001. 

ORA believes that the full reliability setaside amount of $68 million be committed to an accelerated installation of designated distribution technologies in buildings within the UC or CSU system.  This commitment should be executed through a Commission-directed  MOU between the UDCs and the energy facility managers at the UC/CSU systems.  

II.  ANALYSIS OF AND RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE DIRECT SOLICITATION PROPOSALS

The Direct Solicitation proposals represent a highly diverse set of requests in terms of:

· sponsor type (public agencies, non-profit associations of for-profit businesses, consulting firms, and individual consultant); 

· program area  (load management, residential, non-residential, new construction);

· type of service (information only, financial assistance); and,

· product type (customer-utility communications products, conventional energy efficiency products, and distributed generation products). 

In many cases, the products and services associated with the Direct Solicitation proposals are duplicative of either existing UDC programs, UDC-proposed program modifications for PY2000 and PY2001, or programs administered by the CEC.  (See and compare Tables 2,3,4).

ORA Recommended Treatment of the Direct Solicitation Proposals: The diversity and frequent overlap with other programs make it extremely difficult to compare the merits of the Direct Solicitation proposals.  The diversity makes it virtually impossible to make meaningful comparisons relative to each other and relative to the Commission-stated objectives and purposes of the Summer2000 EEI.  The frequent overlap of many elements of many of the Direct Solicitation proposals with UDC and/or CEC administered programs make it difficult to know if the asserted effects of the project proposals would not have happened anyway.

There are multiple, additional, potential problems associated with the Commission’s treatment of these “direct access bids” and the Summer2000 EEI process.  The problems range from the selection process through the administration/implementation process and measurement and verification process.

· Selection Process: the Commission has not made it clear who is going to select among the proposals; nor is it clear that the sponsors understand who will make the selection.  Will it be by vote of the five Commissioners?  One or more Commission offices?  The Assigned Administrative Law Judge?  One or more Energy Division Staff?  Some combination of the above?; 

· Selection Criteria:  the Commission has stated that it’s objective is to use the reliability set-aside funds, that it expects a compelling “showing” of cost-effectiveness, and “plans” for measurement and verification, but these potential “criteria” are clearly not uniformly understood or applied by the project sponsors.  Even a casual review of the project proposals make it clear that different methods and different “tests” of cost-effectiveness are employed, making it impossible to use cost-effectiveness.  Even if re-configured into one or more standard tests of cost-effectiveness used to assess UDC-administered programs, it is not clear whether—or how--an acceptance or rejection by the Commission based on cost-effectiveness should occur: should the “most cost-effective” proposal(s) be accepted?

· Administration/Implementation:  the Commission has not made it clear on critical process matters associated the process of selection to on-going project management through verification of actual results attributable to the $68 million reliability set-aside. Will there be an “appeal” process for “losing bidders.”  Will one or more Energy Division staff be assigned to the on-going project management requirements of working with selected  winners?  Who at the Commission will actually sign the check(s) and keep the books?  Who at the Commission will verify that the money awarded was actually spent, that actual load reducing effects occurred, and that these effects are “permanent.”?

Each of these basic questions pose potential breaches in accountability; any Commission “adoption” of any of the Direct Solicitation proposals through this process will be accompanied by protests and delays.

Given the inability to make meaningful comparisons, substantial overlap with other activities related to energy efficiency and grid reliability, and basic flaws in procedure, ORA recommends that the Commission not “adopt” any of the Direct Solicitation proposals identified in Table 1.  Rather than simply reject the Direct Solicitation proposals, however, ORA recommends that the Commission recommend to each sponsor of a Direct Solicitation proposal that they further develop their initiatives in the context of the Commission-directed planning process for PY2001. 

The UC/CSU Exception:

In the fast moving world of events attending the electric grid reliability problem lie the seeds of a specific opportunity for the Commission to embrace now that will make a meaningful, demand-side contribution to supply-side perturbations.  ORA recommends that the Commission commit all $68 million of the reliability set-aside to establish funding support for designated distributed generation projects at the campuses of UC and the CSU public education systems.  

This focused and decisive commitment can be justified in the context of events that have occurred subsequent to the establishment of the Summer2000 EEI, and subsequent to the July 21, 2000 proposals of the UDCs, and other parties.   More specifically, on August 2, 2000 Governor Davis issued a multi-faceted directive to deal with the worsening state of affairs with grid reliability.  One element of this directive was for state agencies to take aggressive measures to reduce electricity usage.
   

The UC/CSU systems represent, in aggregate, very large users of electricity.  Large amounts of reductions in the purchase of electricity from these large users can have a significant effect on the demand for electricity.  As noted in the July 21, 2000 comments of ORA and others, recent advances in distributed generation equipment in the form of photovoltaics, fuel cells, and micro-turbines represent viable, cost-competitive alternatives to grid-supplied electricity.   As noted in the BOA report referenced in ORA’s July 21, 2000 comments, PV, fuel cells, and micro-turbines are also integral to a reliable supply of power quality commensurate with the needs of ‘nine-nines” customers.  

A commitment by the Commission to use the $68 million reliability set-aside to support an accelerated pace of PV, fuel cell, and micro-turbines installations in buildings located within the UC/CSU system will have “indirect ” benefits well beyond the near, immediate, and longer term public interests directly associated with the grid reliability problems.  It is not necessary , or possible, to monetize these public interest benefits.  It is also not unreasonable to consider these benefits when  assessing the relative merits of competing options presented to the Commission in response to the Summer2000 EEI.

The UC/CSU proposal, for example, notes the value of its proposal in the form of “the ability of these projects to be used as demonstration projects in the training of California’s university students and the Universities’ efforts to bring public awareness to energy efficiency strategies.”  In addition, ORA notes that a UC/CSU focused and expansive effort to install and use PV, fuel cell, and micro-turbine equipment in public education facilities will produce a large scale network of operating equipment that can be monitored and analyzed in conjunction with the existing activities of the UC Irving National Fuel Cell Institute and adjacent facilities in the research park.  A byproduct of a fully integrated network of primary, web-enabled, ongoing, coordinated, distributed generation performance monitoring data relative to the “new economy” convergence of technology innovations attributable to the convergence of telecommunications and energy industries should be seen of significant public interest value.

If accepted by the Commission, it is important that the ORA-recommended use of the $68 million reliability set-aside move forward with an immediate directive to the UDCs to establish an MOU with the UC/CSU systems that contain the following features:

· the creation of a task force comprised of one representative from each UDC, serving as contract manager, one UC and one CSU member from each campus that is receiving payment for installed equipment, and a Commission-designated Energy Division staff person;

· the funds will be used to install PV, gas-fired fuel cells or gas-fired micro-turbines no later than the end of 2001 on UC/CSU buildings located in the service territories of either PG&E, SCE, or SDG&E, with maximum use of waste heat from the fuel cells and micro-turbines to provide on-site thermal loads;

· no UDC or a UDC affiliate will offer any form of assistance or advice to any aspect of this project in exchange for a commitment by UC or CSU for retaining or changing the terms and conditions for the purchase of electricity or natural gas; 

· no UDC will seek any form, type, or amount of shareholder incentives for performing its responsibilities as contract manager attributable to the costs, effects, measurement or evaluation or verification of any project associated with the MOU;

· UC/CSU will not seek additional financial assistance from EEPPP funds;

· UC/CSU may seek supplemental funding (e.g. for more conventional energy efficiency improvements and thermal energy storage equipment identified in their July 21 proposals) from other sources (e.g., the CEC’s energy efficiency programs); 

· Each installed piece of PV, fuel cell, or micro-turbine equipment installed with financial assistance from this MOU will also include web-enabled communications equipment necessary to provide real-time data to a centralized data base managed at the National Fuel Cell Institute at the UC Irvine campus;

· The effects on the consumption of electricity and natural gas of equipment installed by this project will be collected and reported to the task force on a quarterly basis, defined as 15 days after March 31st, June 30th, September 30th, and December 31st for the years 1999 through 2005;

· The UDCs will include the UC/CSU reported effects (lifecycle costs and lifecycle impacts on electric and natural gas consumption) on all equipment financed by EEPPP funds in any and all reporting requirements established by the CPUC.

If established with these features, the MOU should provide substantial assurances that the $68 million reliability set-aside funds will be used to permanently remove large amounts of electric load from grid from projects and activities that would probably not have occurred in the absence of the project.  It is always difficult to determine, a priori or ex post, what the true net effects of intervention are.   A UC/CSU project recommended by ORA will probably more truly incremental than the vast amounts of projects attributed to UDC-administered EEPPP activities.  

II.  ORA RECOMMENDATIONS FOR COMMISSION DIRECTION TO THE UDCs FOR PY2000 MODIFICATIONS AND PY2001 PLANS RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE DIRECT SOLICITATION PROPOSALS
The Commission can get much more out of the Summer2000 EEI than from establishing the Commission-directed MOU between the UDCs and the UC/CSU system.  This can be accomplished by providing direction to UDCs on modifications to PY2000 that can still occur, and direction for preparing budgets and forecasted costs and benefits for PY2001 EEPPP portfolios.  This can be accomplished by providing direction to what is currently described as the PY2001 workshop planning process.

In its July 21, 2000 proposals, ORA made specific recommendations for modifying PY2000 budgets and activities and for planning PY2001 budgets.  These included: (1) a recommended directive to the UDCs to substantially enhance the scope and functionality of the Joint Website;  (2) a determination that EEPPP funds should be made a permanent source of financial assistance for PV, fuel cell, and micro-turbine technologies; and, (3) program design changes to two specific programs---the Nonresidential Small/Medium SPC program and the multi-family element of the Residential RCP program—where fuel cell and micro-turbine technologies should be supported.  

ORA believes that the Commission can and should adopt these recommendations now by including in its response to the Summer2000 EEI process a directive to the UDCs to make those changes to their PY2000 and PY2001 budgets, program designs, estimates of costs and benefits, and measurement and verification plans and activities.  

Table 2 “New “ Technologies Proposed for Eligibility for Financial Assistance for PY2000+:

 Incumbent Program Administrator Proposals (1) 

Sponsor
Load Management
Res Program Area
Nonres Program Area
New Constr. Program Area

PG&E 
Cash/gifts: Pool Pump timers.

Comm. Equip: Pool Pump Direct load control

Voluntary Ld Curt (customers with TOU and GT 200Kw).

Interuptables (large):  
Rebates: Pool Pumps (conversion)

Rebates: 2nd Ref recycle
NRSPC (Large): refrigeration, process, bldg envelope.

Rebates: LED Traffic Light; Packaged AC


SCE


Res AC cycling:

Coop Demand Response (Large Cust):  Comm Equip for ISO Ancillary Services  
RCP (MF): TES, lighting and cooling system controls.

Rebates: 2nd Ref recycle and early replacement
Enhanced info services;

SPC (L/M/S): TES,pumped water storage, lighting and cooling system controls.

Rebates: LED Traffic Light; motors, refrig for large customers
Nonres:

lighting and HVAC 

SDG&E
Interval metering for pool pump owners

(additional LM under consideration)
Rebates: Wholehouse fans; pool pump replacement; 2nd refrig recycle; early replacement of refrig, room A/C; Halogen/CFL replacement; 
Rebates: LED traffic light;

High efficiency lighting package 

Upstream: Contractor Incentives for HVAC


SoCalGas

Rebates: Electric to gas conversion for space cooling appliances
Rebates: Electric to gas conversion for space cooling, refrigeration; manufacturing processes, pumping; gas engines, co-generation (new and refurbishment of existing) and micro-turbines.  


Table 3 “New “ Technologies Proposed for Eligibility for Financial Assistance for PY2000+:

 Public Agency Proposals  

Sponsor
Load Management
Res Program Area
Nonres Program Area
New Construction Program Area

ORA*  
 
RCP (SF): smart thermostats 

RCP (MF): integrated H2O, space conditioning, fuel cells and micro-turbine  
NRSPC: (Small/Medium)  integrated H2O, space conditioning, fuel cells and micro-turbine
Residential (SF): PV roofing in non-coastal development projects

CEC**
(similar to PG&E and SCE proposals)
RCP (SF): payments for A/C and Refrig tune up services
Rebates: HVAC re-commissioning; reflective roofing; LED traffic light; water and wastewater treatment energy efficiency improvements.
Residential: rebates for HVAC system commissioning.

Nonresidential: rebates for HVAC commissioning.

CSU/UC

($83.8 mill)


Payments for Cogeneration, TES and misc measures designated campus facilities


Presidio Trust

($1.2 mill)

Lighting ($760): CFLs and Induction Lamps
Lighting, Motors, EMS controls ($475): LEDs,HID,CFL,T8,Elect ballasts, motors 


Concord

($1.1 mill)
Daytime peak reduction at city facility




Oakland

($.9 mill)


Large/City owned facility participation in ISO Peak Shaving

Payment for chiller retrofit of city Museum; 

Payments for LED traffic signals
Design review assistance

Santa Monica

($0.7 mill)


PV  for existing, City-Owned buildings


* ORA proposal does not include per unit or aggregate level estimates of costs or benefits, but does reference two documents that do provide per unit estimates of the technologies recommended for inclusion in the RCP (MF) and Nonres SPC (Small/Medium) programs.  The two sources are the SMUD report of PV homes and the BOA report on fuel cells and micro-turbines.

** In most cases, the CEC proposal does not provide per unit estimates of costs or benefits, and rarely provides documentation of sources of estimates of aggregate-level costs or benefits.  

Table 4 “New “ Technologies Proposed for Eligibility for Financial Assistance for PY2000+:

 Other Proposals  

Sponsor
Load Management
Res Program Area
Nonres Program Area
New Construction Program Area

ARCA

($43.5 mill)

Rebates: 2nd Ref recycle statewide



CA Oil Producers Coop

($27.3 mill) 


Pumping efficiency for coop facilities; 

Cogen (waste heat use for elect gen) at coop facility) 


Nurseryman’s Power Coop***

($15.2 mill)


On-site electric generation and waste heat use
PV in Single family projects

Silicon Energy 

($23.2 mill)****
Infrastructure and 

HVAC Load Control




EPRI** ($2.4 mill)
Misc inform services “emergency fire drills) and products for SVMG member corps 




Global Green

($6 mill)
General information services (media campaign)




ECOS

($740 K)

Rebates: Halogen/CFL replacement;



Humboldt Creamery Assoc.($0.1 mill)


Water pump system devices;

Aeration device replacements.


DGCA

($ not specified)
 
fuel cells and micro-turbine in Multi-family buildings  
fuel cells and micro-turbine in small/medium commercial buildings


*DGCA proposal is to promote fuel cells, and micro-turbine in multi family buildings and small/commercial businesses, and new SF homes, but does not identify program design proposal for these products or per unit estimates of costs or benefits.

** EPRI: Various products (e.g., personal fans for Hewlett-Packard employees) and information services (alerts) for Silicon Valley Companies.

*** Includes request for payments to large customers (engines/turbines in 1-4 Mw range, including some how current participants in SCE’s Interruptible program, and co-generation for small customers (Greenhouse).

NAESCO and Res-Team July 21, 2000 proposals do not include dollar amounts or major changes in program design; Res-Team proposes adding additional hot water measures.
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Nancy Salyer
� ORA and the Distributed Power Coalition of America are proposing the use of EEPPP funds to remove large amounts of electric load from the grid as a matter of policy and practice. Several Direct Solicitation bids (the UC/CSU, the Nurseryman’s Power Cooperative, the California Oil Producers Electric Cooperative, and  the City of Santa Monica) include requests for funds to help finance distributed generation equipment.  Even one UDC, SoCalGas, is proposing the use of EEPPP funds for selected distributed generation projects. Unfortunately, the core group of entities that have blocked the use of EEPPP funds for distributed generation in the recent past (PG&E, SCE, SDG&E, the CEC and NRDC) did not propose any restructuring of EEPPP activities to provide assistance for distributed generation technologies. 


� The PY2001 planning process “officially” began with the August 2, 2000 workshop.  Numerous additional workshops will be held where each of the Direct Solicitation proposals can be considered in the context of restructuring the product and service offerings of the Portfolios of the UDCs.   


� On August 3, 2000, the Commission adopted resolutions to the PG&E and SCE load management Advice Letter filings. These AL’s will have the effect of using some portion of EEPPP funds for UDC-controlled services and products to shift electric load from peak to non-peak hours. The adoption of this restoration and expansion of a UDC role in the Load Management Program area will present new complications for reporting and assessing the cost-effectiveness of  the EEPPP portfolios of PG&E , SCE, and SDG&E for Program Years 2000, and 2001.  Commission adoption of the load management initiatives of the UDCs also reduces the ability to assess the July 21 proposals of some parties (such as the Silicon Energy, Anderson, Carrier proposals) that focus on techniques for “managing” the loads of the same appliances controlled by the UDCs load management programs that were re-established with the Advice Letter filings.


� According to an August 2, 2000 press release from the Office of the Governor, the Governor’s second Executive Order “directs state agencies to improve the energy efficiency in all state buildings.”  Assuming UC/CSU systems generally fall under the category of “state agencies”,  the use of the $68 million reliability set-aside for the purposes suggested by ORA would certainly be considered responsive to the notion that the public sector must play a leadership role in reducing the demand for electricity in California.   


� If the Commission wishes, this task force could include a staff person from ORA.


� The July 21 proposal identifies a set of identified, but not funded, projects to install a mixture of conventional energy efficiency measures as well as distributed generation equipment.  The proposal also states (page 7) that” … the specific projects in this proposal are only those projects that UC/CSU have been able to identify in the limited timeframe allowed for submission of proposals.  UC/CSU encourage the Commission to establish an administrative approach and funding that allow implementation of additional projects that can reduce demand by next summer.”
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