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In accordance with Ordering Paragraph 86 of Decision 00-07-017, issued July 11, 2000, Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) submits these comments on program proposals submitted on July 21, 2000 by other parties in response to the Commission’s Summer 2000 Energy Efficiency Initiative (Summer Initiative).

PG&E commends the Commission on this initiative and agrees that energy efficiency and conservation measures can play a crucial role in mitigating the effects of the peak generation shortage being experienced in California.   In order to achieve the maximum benefits of the proposals submitted on July 21, and obtain those demand reductions in the shortest feasible time, PG&E recommends the following:

 The Commission should immediately approve the programs proposed by PG&E on July 21 – these programs are cost effective and since they build on existing programs can be implemented very rapidly.  This is discussed further in section I below.

 For program proposals not already included in PG&E’s July 21 filing, the Commission should utilize the expertise and experience of the utilities as administrators of energy efficiency programs to ensure that third-party proposals that achieve the greatest kW savings are selected and implemented as discussed in more detail below under section II.  

In section III  PG&E submits preliminary comments on key aspects of certain of the proposals submitted to the Commission on July 21.

I. the commisison should immediatELy approve the energy efficiency and conservation programs proposed by PG&E on july 21

The Commission should immediately approve the energy efficiency programs proposed by PG&E in its July 21 filing.   Since many of these are new components of existing programs, the Commission can build on the existing infrastructure to acquire energy and demand reduction early. The programs proposed by PG&E provide the Commission with the opportunity to immediately begin operation of programs to reduce energy and demand.    PG&E has a record for effective, efficient implementation and has shown that it can provide the Commission with thorough, responsive accountability for program accomplishment and expenditures.

These proposals include elements added to existing programs to capture peak demand reductions.  In the non-residential area, PG&E proposed additional incentives for peak reduction in the Large and Small Business Standard Performance Contract programs, the Express Efficiency program, and Savings By Design for New Construction.  New programs include a program for LED Traffic Lights.  Many of PG&E’s current programs also provide peak reduction.  

In addition, PG&E also proposed several load management programs that could appropriately be funded with PG&E’s remaining uncommitted and unspent pre-1998 Demand-Side Management funds that would not be subject to PG&E’s understanding of AB 1890’s strictures limiting use of Public Goods Charge (PGC) dollars to energy efficiency programs.  These programs should also be approved immediately. These include a Voluntary Load Curtailment program for Nonresidential customers and a Residential Pool Pump program part of which would be funded with pre-1998 funds.  

II. the commission should immediately authorize increased funding for PG&E’s “cross Cutting Demand Reduction solicitation”


Evaluating the July 21 proposals on their merits in terms of what can actually be put in place prior to next summer will be a daunting task to complete in a very short time period.  The only realistic way that this could be accomplished is to fold these proposals into PG&E’s RFP (being issued today) under its “Cross Cutting Demand Reduction Solicitation.”  This approach would allow the Commission to use the expertise and experience of the utilities as administrators of energy efficiency programs to ensure that the proposals with the greatest kW savings are implemented. 

 To accomplish this, the Commission should authorize an additional $11.3 million in funding for PG&E’s “Cross-Cutting Solicitation for Demand Reduction,” as requested in PG&E’s July 21 filing.  PG&E is issuing this solicitation today, Friday, August 4 under existing regulatory authority conferred by the Commission’s decision approving PG&E’s Program Year 2000 plans.  PG&E plans to finalize all contracts resulting from the RFP by early October.
  PG&E is funding this solicitation with currently authorized Program Year (PY) 2000 energy efficiency funds.  This solicitation is designed to accommodate expansion as authorized by the CPUC.   

PG&E’s RFP requires that bidders submit detailed information on proposed kW reductions, cost-effectiveness, and other criteria, which will permit PG&E to compare proposals using consistent criteria for cost effectiveness, technical viability, implementation speed and reliability.  In this respect, the RFP process will be helpful to the Commission’s objectives since many of the proposals that parties filed at the Commission on July 21 omitted key details about cost-effectiveness, and assumptions and calculations underlying proposed kW savings, which would make it difficult for the Commission to compare submitted proposals.

PG&E would also point out that it is not soliciting generation-related and load management proposals in its RFP.  Numerous parties on July 21 proposed that generation-related and load management demand reductions be funded by the PGC.  PG&E did not propose supply-side or load management alternatives for PGC funding, since PG&E’s understanding is that the Commission’s current policy is that these funds are to be used purely for “cost-effective energy efficiency and conservation activities”  (AB 1890, Public Utilities Code Section 381(b)(1)).   PG&E and other stakeholders are already in the process of evaluating and addressing load management and generation-related proposals in a variety of other forums.  PG&E is hopeful that programs will emerge from these efforts that will help alleviate the current supply situation.

III. comments on specific proposals

A. Generation-related demand reduction proposals


Several proposals
 identify generation for demand reduction.  These proposals raise several issues.  First, PG&E has always understood that PGC funds are not to be used for load management or generation projects.  If the Commission chooses to pursue these options, the Commission should work with stakeholders to identify appropriate funding sources, the activities promising the most success in reducing load during peak situations, and move foreward with the utilities to implement those activities, perhaps through an open solicitation in parallel to the utilities’ energy efficiency solicitation.  Indeed such an effort is already underway in several other forums.

Back up generators are a potential source of additional supply that is worth pursuing.  PG&E has already tapped this source to some extent via its non-firm/interruptible and E-BID programs.  PG&E continues to investigate and develop other ways to fully utilize these resources.  Any proposal to utilize these generators would have to be coordinated by PG&E since PG&E has records of customer back up generation in its service territory (which is confidential customer information) and PG&E is responsible for interconnection and the related safety and reliability issues involved with back up generation on its system.

B. Proposals by Cities


Several cities (Oakland, Concord, Santa Monica) submitted proposals and one (Global Green USA with DFA Associates) proposal focused effort on cities.  To the extent that these proposals are cost-effective energy efficiency projects, the best way to evaluate them is to fold them into PG&E’s RFP process.  The utilities’ expertise and resources for evaluating, selecting and administering these programs are already in place and should be utilized rather than setting up potentially duplicative projects.

C. Increased Funding for Existing Programs


The CEC proposes to increase funding for several Residential and Commercial New Construction programs.   Simply increasing funding, however, is unlikely to create the megawatt benefits the CEC estimates in their filing.  Market studies have demonstrated numerous barriers to expanding builder supply and owner demand for these program services.  Instead, the proposed short-term funding increases may reduce these programs' cost effectiveness relative to other peak demand reduction strategies that provide near-term relief.  

D. The CEC’s Cool Communities/White Roofs Program May Be Superceded By Legislation


The CEC proposes a Cool Communities / White Roofs program, which PG&E has actively supported for several years.  This program area is currently the subject of legislation which may supersede the CEC filing.  CEC has an important role in transitioning all of these programs from voluntary, incentive-based mechanisms into enforceable code requirements, and has partnered with the other utilities to further this goal.

E. Public Education Proposals


The CEC proposes a public awareness campaign which it claims could result in 300 MW demand reduction in 2001.  The funding sought is $2.5 to 3.5 million.  The CEC provided no evidence to support this claimed saving.  PG&E believes any public awareness campaign realistically expected to achieve such levels of demand reduction would require a considerably higher budget.

IV. Conclusion

The events of the last few months require a quick response.  PG&E’s July 21 proposals provide expeditious, cost-effective measures that will help alleviate the situation.  Those proposals should be approved by August 21, without hearings.  With respect to third-party proposals tendered 

on July 21, the Commission should utilize the utilities’ expertise to evaluating and administer these programs and any other proposals offered by third parties. 
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� PG&E has identified some funding and authority in D. 00-07-017 that allows it to begin this process now.  In its July 21 Compliance Application, PG&E proposed additional funding and authorization.


�  E.g., DCPA (distributed generation); EPRI (emergency generators);  Nurseryman’s Power Cooperative (Cogeneration).
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