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REPLY COMMENTS BY MICHAEL KYES ON STAFF DRAFT PROPOSAL PHASE 1 FOR THE CALIFORNIA SOLAR INITIATIVE PROGRAM

INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to ALJ Duda’s April 25, 2006 Ruling, Michael Kyes
 submits the following reply comments on the various party’s comments as they apply to Sections 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 4 and 6.  The Parties are noted as appropriate in the responses.

COMMENTS

First, let me correct an error in my comments (May 2, 2006) referring to PG&E’s new E-6 rate structure.  My comments should have read “the E-6 tariff structure per Advice Letter 2764-E dated January 10, 2006, page 39”.  I apologize if this caused any inconvenience.  There are significant changes in the E-6 tariff as originally proposed and how it was finally adopted.  This makes no difference to my proposed time variant incentives for PBI, however, the E-6 tariff as adopted makes a huge difference to residential PV installations.  The new E-6 tariff structure will require 20% larger residential installations for customers of offset their electrical costs.  The payback time for smaller, under 2kW systems to increase from 15 to 20 years.  Without a significant increase in residential rebates the Commission will end up stifling small residential installations.

RESPONSES TO ITEMS IN SECTION 2

A number of parties have commented on the use of the software programs, in particular the programs Clean Power Estimator and PVWATTS as the basis for the EPPB incentives.  These Parties include PG&E, SCE, DRA, TURN and others.  In their comments TURN states “an accurate estimation tool such as PVWATTS or Clean Power Estimator” (pg 3).  I disagree with TURN on this assessment.  Clean Power Estimator is a clever little program that is relatively accurate (.5%~6%) at estimating the output of PVWATTS
.  Clean Power Estimator is in fact based on PVWATTS generated data and therefore may be less accurate than PVWATTS itself.  PVWATTS uses geographic data for its simulations.  It should be noted that PVWATTS is a simplified version of PVFORM.  Clean Power Markets, Inc. in its comments (pg 2) notes that they monitor installed PV systems in New Jersey and compare the actual generation to the PVWATTS simulation.  They note that for systems installed for greater than one year there is a discrepancy of 8% between actual generation and forecast generation.  The forecast was 8% greater.  While this may be a good result for a simulation, these software programs are not revenue quality and should not be the basis for the calculation of incentives.  PVWATTS 2 is also extremely cryptic to use and requires the user to enter arbitrary de-rating factors.  For EPPB to be successful, the program will need an estimation tool that is consistent and accurate.

In my comments I pointed out that the proposed standard for mounting of EPBB systems is facing due south at a 30 degree angle. This configuration does not optimize the PV system for maximum peak load production.  Sun Light and Power Company in their comments write (pg 20) “The key objective of the program is “to bring on line or displace 3,000 MW of power” (see Decision, p 5), and the first stated goal is to “add clean energy to peak demand resources” (see Decision, p 4,)” (emphasis added).  SCE also acknowledges this (Section D), “a system with a more westward orientation may produce more output in the mid-afternoon when utility demand is at its greatest.”  PG&E echoes this sentiment (pg 3), “The Orientation factor used in the EPBB should not discourage west-facing orientation that encourages on-peak deliveries.”  I reiterate my original comment; PV installations should be rewarded for optimization of peak demand period production.  Failure to do so wastes ratepayers’ monies.
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON SECTION 4

CALSEIA, PVNow and Vote Solar filed joint comments on Volume-Based Incentive Adjustment Triggers, i.e. ‘buckets”.  I support this strategy. The goal of CSI is to install 3000mW of PV and create a self-sustaining market.  This strategy creates a very predicable incentive schedule. .  I would also suggest that the Commission always keep the next bucket full, borrowing ahead as necessary.  By definition when the last bucket is empty the goals have been reached.  If the goal ten years is good, five years has to be twice as good.

RESPONSES TO ITEMS IN SECTION 6

The Staff report suggests that a third party administrator administer the smaller systems.  PG&E, SCE and SDG&E, the utilities, all propose that they administer all aspects of CSI.  Other Parties object to this and would prefer either a neutral private or non-profit organization.  It takes 8 to 9 weeks from when one submits a reservation request (R1) with the CEC’s ERP to receive an approval (R2).  With escalating module prices and uncertain delivery length of time means that the original sales proposals can become meaningless by the time approval is granted.  The process for approval is simple, it should be able to be accomplished on-line and interactively. The CEC takes 90 days to pay the incentive once the system is installed.  PG&E claims to average 12 days. This would reduce or eliminate the costs of financing the rebate saving consumers money.  The Utilities are also on site to commission the system, this would allow them to verify the installation at little or no extra cost.  Lastly, a single administrator for all size systems would greatly simplify the entire process.  There need be only one manual, one set of forms, one website, the whole process would just be easier. Although I would prefer to see a neutral party receive the funding and resources that it needs to run the program efficiently and with a minimum of delays, realistically I think that, at this time, the utilities need to run the program.

CONCLUSION
The Commission has embarked on an ambitious program to increase California’s energy resources while reducing its reliance on imported energy, reducing its global greenhouse gas emissions, pollution and a reliance on a centralized distribution system that is subject to natural and manmade disruptions.  The Commission should be careful not to create a program that negatively disrupts what is still an evolving marketplace.
Thank you for the opportunity to present these comments.  I hope they prove useful in enhancing the overall CSI program.
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� Michael Kyes has been in the software development business for thirty years and has managed all stages of the software development process.  He has produced products for Mattel, The Learning Company and Intuit, among others.  He holds copyrights on many programs which he developed for both business and consumer applications.  Mr. Kyes currently provides energy analysis for residential consumers and Title 24 analysis for contractors and developers.  He is on the design team for the first (maybe second) LEED Certified Custom Home in California. He also serves as Director of Marketing and Sales for a Residential Solar Energy System firm in Northern California. 


� Validation of a Simplified PV Simulation Engine, Perez, Reed and Tomas Hoff.





