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ABSTRACT

This consultant report was written for the California Energy Commission in response to the
requirements of Senate Bill 1 (Murray, Chapter 132, Statutes of 2006). The report provides
information about the cost-effectiveness of rooftop photovoltaic systems, including the analysis
approach and results. The report will be used to help the Energy Commission address the
requirement in SB 1 for determining when and under which conditions solar electric systems
should be required in the Building Energy Efficiency Standards. SB 1 guides the consideration
of cost-effectiveness in making this determination.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report was written for the California Energy Commission in response to the requirements
of Senate Bill 1 (Murray, Chapter 132, Statutes of 2006), which calls for an evaluation of
whether, and under what conditions, solar electric systems are cost-effective for inclusion in the
state’s Building Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 24, Part 6). The cost-effectiveness analysis,
which forms the basis for the conclusions of this report, is based on the Warren-Alquist Act
(1974), which requires the California Building Energy Efficiency Standards (“standards”) to be
cost-effective when taken in their entirety and when amortized over the economic life of the
structure compared with historical practice.

Using the input assumptions and method described in this report, which projects the current
trend in solar photovoltaic (PV) costs and maintains current rate structures and policies, we find
that rooftop solar electric systems will be cost-effective in 2020 for a large portion of California’s
commercial and residential electricity consumers. The scope of this study is narrowly defined,
with a particular focus on cost-effectiveness within the standards. Other factors besides cost-
effectiveness must also be considered before PV installations are required in the standards. This
report does not address any of the impacts of potential changes in practices within the
construction or PV industries, nor does it consider the impacts of rooftop PV on the reliable
operation of California’s electric grid.

The cost-effectiveness analysis detailed here relies on several important assumptions about
California’s solar energy landscape through 2020. These key assumptions are:

o Utility electricity rate structures and Net Energy Metering (NEM) rules do not change
significantly throughout the lifetime of rooftop PV systems installed through 2020.
Changes in those areas could have a dramatic impact on solar’s cost-effectiveness, but
due to the difficulty in predicting what form such changes may take, the research team’s
analysis relies on exisling rale structures and a continuation of the NEM policy.

e If rooftop PV systems are included in a Title 24 requirement, they will not be eligible for
existing incentives such as the California Solar Initiative (CSI) and the New Solar
Homes Partnership (NSHP).

o The federal investment tax credit (ITC) drops from 30 percent to 10 percent in 2017, as
called for in existing legislation.

o Utility electricity rates increase at 2.11 percent per year through 2020 and 1.42 percent
per year after 2020, in real terms. This is based on a forecast of retail rate escalation
under an “AB 32” compliant scenario, which accounts for the impact of California’s
greenhouse gas reduction policies on retail electricity rates.

e Rooftop PV system costs continue to decline through 2020. The research team’s PV cost
forecast begins with reported 2012 costs from the CSI project database and then assumes
that costs will drop significantly each year through 2020, continuing the trend in actual
PV cost reductions observed from 2007 to 2012. For California’s PV costs to meet this
forecast, both module and installation costs must decline consistently, driven by a robust
and competitive PV market.












could affect PV’s cost-effectiveness across California. Therefore, the results of the analysis
should be interpreted as broadly indicative of cost trends for PV across the state.

PV system costs and characteristics are one set of critical variables that affect the cost-
effectiveness analysis. The authors assume that the capital cost of PV will continue to decrease
over time, in line with historical trends that have shown significant cost reductions since 2007
and earlier. Because the expected electricity generation of a PV system varies by location based
on the solar resource available, the authors show PV cost-effectiveness results for each of
California’s 16 climate zones. PV system size is another important input; in this analysis, the
authors assume that all residential and small commercial systems are smaller than 10 kW in
size, while all large commercial PV installations are between 10 to 100 kW. The authors assume
that all PV systems are roof-mounted and do not evaluate the cost-effectiveness of ground-
mounted systems or larger “community solar” type installations.5 Throughout this analysis, the
authors assume that rooftop PV systems accrue benefits over a 25-year economic lifetime.

Another factor in this analysis is the forecast of electricity retail rate escalation. The research
team assumes that retail rates will increase by 2.11 percent per year through 2020 and 1.42
percent per year after 2020 (in real terms), as California replaces much of its electricity
generation with less-polluting resources and implements other greenhouse gas reduction
measures in compliance with the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32)¢.

E3’s analysis assumes that if PV were incorporated into the building code, installations would
not directly receive a financial credit for helping to meet the state’s Renewables Portfolio
Standard (RPS), nor would they be eligible for current state solar incentives such as the
California Solar Initiative (CSI) and the New Solar Homes Partnership (NSHP).”

The structure of electricity rates and the Net Energy Metering (NEM) program is also important
to the analysis. The authors assume that the structure of California utility rates will not change
dramatically before 2020. Changes to utility rates, such as increasing demand and/or service
charges while decreasing energy charges, could have a large effect on consumers’ utility bill
savings upon installing PV. Furthermore, the authors assume that California’s existing NEM
program will remain in place in its current form for the lifetime of systems installed through

5 Community solar projects are expected to show some cost benefits over rooftop-mounted PV systems
because the larger systems could achieve economies of scale. However, there are significant challenges to
widespread deployment of community solar including tariffs and interconnection rules that are beyond
the scope of this analysis.

6 For more information about AB 32, please see the California Environmental Protection Agency Air
Resources Board website at http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/ab32/ab32.htm.

7 Depending on how the Commission chooses to implement the updated Base Code and CALGreen Tiers
1 and 2, the NSHP incentive could continue to be available to new home construction. However, this
analysis does not predicate the cost-effectiveness results based on the presence of state solar incentives.




2020. In reality, there is a cap on the installed capacity of NEM generation, and the NEM rules
may change before 2020. The cost-effectiveness of rooftop PV could vary significantly
depending on the compensation to NEM generators for exports to the grid. For this analysis, the
authors rely on existing rate structures and NEM rules due to the large uncertainty in exactly
how they might change and what alternatives could replace them.

While the cost-effectiveness analysis accounts for the major costs and benefits of rooftop PV,
there are other less readily quantified attributes of solar that are not included. For example, in
comparison to other renewable resources, rooftop PV has the benefit of being relatively quick to
deploy and does not require additional land. Rooftop installations also have the potential to
avoid new long-line transmission to interconnect generation to loads. Furthermore, rooftop PV
does not use large quantities of water for thermal generation cooling. On the other hand, this
report does not address any potential distribution system costs that could arise from
introducing large quantities of behind-the-meter generation onto the grid.

Key Findings

Using an average consumer savings approach, rooftop PV installations are projected to be cost-
effective by 2020 in residential new construction and both large and small commercial
construction. While the degree of cost-effectiveness varies by climate zone, the average
consumer benefits of installing PV outweigh the costs across all climate zones. In contrast, the
market-segmented results indicate that rooftop PV will be cost-effective only for certain sectors
of consumers in 2020, depending on climate zone, utility rate, and annual electricity usage. The
central results of both the average consumer and market-segmented cost-effectiveness analysis
in 2020 are shown in Table 1 below, segregated by building type.

Table 1: Summary of Cost-Effectiveness Results of California Rooftop PV for Newly Constructed

Buildings, 2020

Average Consumer Market-Segmented Results, 2020

Results, 2020
Residential Cost-ettective Cost-effective in all climate zones only for
Consumers consumers with annual electricity usage above

5,000 kWh

Small Cost-effective Cost-effective in most climate zones/utility
Commercial service territories
Consumers
Large Cost-effective Not cost-effective in most climate zones/utility
Commercial service territories
Consumers

Source: Energy and Environmental Economics, Inc.




Ultimately, deciding whether to include PV in the California Building Energy Efficiency
Standards requires consideration of more than just the cost-effectiveness issues raised here. The
integration of PV into the energy code should happen in a well-planned and phased manner,
taking into account the state’s policy objectives, as well as the costs, benefits, and less tangible
attributes of PV. Any PV requirement would ideally be designed to ensure that the solar and
building industries in California are ready to meet the additional need for solar installations
with each successive building standard requirement. In addition, the code would need to
include provisions to handle locations that are not suitable for solar generation. These other
considerations are not addressed in this study.



CHAPTER 2:
Benefit—-Cost Analysis Approach

The research team evaluates the cost-effectiveness of PV using an approach that compares the
costs and benefits over the life of the system from the owner’s perspective. To calculate a
benefit-cost ratio, the life-cycle benefits of PV are divided by the life-cycle costs of PV. If the
ratio of benefits to costs is greater than one with reasonable certainty, then PV is determined to
be cost-effective.

The cost of electricity produced by a solar electric system depends on the installed capital cost,
financing costs, taxes, and federal incentives associated with PV, as well as the amount of
electricity generated by the PV system. The benefits of solar to the consumer (that is, building
owner) are the avoided utility bills. In the average consumer savings analysis, average
consumer savings are calculated using the hourly time dependent valuation (TDV) costs
adopted in the 2013 Title 24 proceeding. These TDV factors reflect the shape of the underlying
market value of electricity in each hour of the year, including avoided greenhouse gas
emissions, avoided energy and capacity costs, and avoided transmission and distribution costs.
In the market-segmented savings analysis, the current utility rates, such as tiered residential
retail rates and time-of-use commercial retail rates, are used to calculate the bill savings by
segmented customer class. Each component of these benefit-cost analyses is discussed in more
detail below.

Costs: PV Cost Assumptions
Installed System Cost and Progress Ratios

Installed PV system costs are based on the PowerClerk database? of California Solar Initiative
systems, with adjustments to create a forward-looking forecast of capital costs. The PowerClerk
data reflect the “self-reported” cost of more than 100,000 actual PV systems installed on
buildings between 2007 and 2012. This database was used because it is the most detailed
rooftop PV dataset available for actual California installations. Installed capital cost data from
the New Solar ITomes Parlnership program are used to benchmark capital cost data for rooftop
PV installations on newly constructed buildings.

8 The research team obtained data directly from the PowerClerk database manager, Clean Power
Research. The PowerClerk database holds solar system data from applicants who have participated
California Solar Initiative solar incentive program.The data are available online

at https://csi.powerclerk.com/CSIProgramData.aspx; however, some fields are not publicly available to
protect customer identities.




Table 2 shows the median cost, in $/watt, of CSI installed systems by size category for the years
2007 to 2012, based on the system reservation date.

Table 2: CSl Installed Systems, in $/Watt, From the PowerClerk Database

System Size
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Category (kW)
<10 $8.00 $7.95 $7.39 $6.55 $6.36 $5.38
10-100 $7.70 $7.68 $6.77 $5.89 $5.39 $4.52

Source: Energy and Environmental Economics, Inc.

Using data from the NSHP and CSI, the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory report Tracking
the Sun V° compares the cost of rooftop PV systems installed as a part of a residential retrofit to
those installed in residential new construction from 2007 to 2011. For new construction
installations, the report distinguishes between rack-mounted and building-integrated systems.
The comparison includes only systems between 2-3 kW, the most common size range for PV
systems installed in residential new construction. Between 2007 and 2009, rack-mounted PV
systems installed in newly constructed homes cost between $0.80-$1.20/watt less than those
installed as a retrofit on an existing home. In 2010 and 2011, the cost difference was much
smaller, possibly due to a reduced sample size driven by the slowdown in residential
construction during those years. In this analysis, the authors assume a $1.20/watt cost difference
for retrofit versus new construction rooftop PV systems. This cost difference represents some of
the uncertainty in the future capital costs of PV systems.

9 Barbose, Galen, Naim Darghouth, Ryan Wiser. December 2010. Tracking the Sun V: A Historical Summary
of the Installed Price of Photovoltaics in the United States From 1998-2011. Lawrence Berkeley National
Laboratory.



The research team developed two scenarios of PV capital costs to reflect the uncertainty of the
future cost of PV systems:

e InScenario 1, the authors use the 2012 CSI capital costs as the starting point for the
analysis. Since the CSI program provides incentives to retrofit installations, which are
historically more costly than installations in new construction, the authors use CSI
reported costs to represent a more conservative (higher) trajectory for solar capital costs.
They apply the progress ratio assumption described below to the 2012 costs to develop a
forecast through 2020.

* InScenario 2, the authors adjust the 2012 CSI PV capital costs downward by $1.20/watt
to reflect that PV systems on newly constructed buildings may cost less than
installations on existing buildings. They apply the same progress ratio assumption to
these costs to generate a lower cost forecast through 2020.

The authors use a “progress ratio” approach in their analysis to develop a forecast of PV system
costs through 2020. A progress ratio estimates the change in capital cost of solar after a doubling
in cumulative installed capacity. Based on evidence from the available literature, we apply an 80
percent progress ratio to 2012 installed system costs, meaning that for every doubling in
cumulative installed capacity after 2012, installed system cost declines by 20 percent.

While solar progress ratios generally apply to module cost, the research team applies the 80
percent progress ratio to the full installed system cost. A Lawrence Berkeley National
Laboratory study found that markets with large solar deployment programs tend to have lower
installed system costs, suggesting that balance-of-system costs (such as installation costs)
decline with market growth.!! Based on this evidence, the authors believe the simplifying
assumption of applying an 80 percent progress ratio to total installed cost is reasonable over the
period of this study. For more details about how the progress ratio is applied to PV costs, see
the CPUC California Solar Initiative Cost-Effectiveness Evaluation. 2

10 Surek, Thomas., 2007.National Renewable Energy Laboratory, Progress in U.S. Photovoltaics: Looking
Back 30 Years and Looking Ahead 20; and, Solar Energy Materials and Solar Cells Journal.

11 Wiser, Ryan, Galen Barbose, and Carla Peterman. February 2009. Tracking the Sun: The Installed Cost of
Photovoltaics in the U.S. from 1998-2007. Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory,

12 CPUC CSI Program Evaluation, see the CSI Cost Effectiveness Evaluation of April 2011:
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/energy/Solar/evaluation.htm

10










































Table 7: Investor-Owned Utility Retail Rates Used in the Market-Segmented Analysis

Residential Small Commercial Large Commercial
PG&E E-1 (tiered) A-1 (flat, seasonal) A108S (time of use)
SCE D (tiered) GS-1 (flat, seasonal) | GS-2 (time of use)
SDG&E DR (tiered) A (flat, seasonal) AB (time of use)

Source: Energy and Environmental Economics, Inc.

Figure 10 illustrates the difference between the residential tiered rate structures that are
common for residential customers in California and the small commercial rate structures. The
chart does not include the large commercial rates, which are time-of-use (TOU) rates. These
2011 retail rates are assumed to escalate at the same annual rate as in the average consumer
retail rate forecast.
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Input

Description

Real discount rate

Residential: 3.43%, reflective of a low interest rate
mortgage-style cost of borrowing
Nonresidential: 6.13%, reflective of the commercial cost of

borrowing
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CHAPTER 3:
Results

The cost-effectiveness of rooftop PV for newly constructed buildings is forecasted for 2014,
2017, and 2020. Cost-effectiveness results are shown using both Scenario 1 and Scenario 2
capital cost and solar capacity factor assumptions for both the average consumer analysis and
the market-segmented analysis.

Average Consumer Results

The benefit-cost ratio is a way to summarize the results of the cost-effectiveness analysis and is
calculated by dividing the benefits (levelized bill savings) by the cost (levelized cost of solar
electricity). If the value of the benefit-cost ratio is greater than one with a reasonable level of
certainty, then PV is determined to be cost-effective.

Figure 11 below shows the benefit-cost ratio for PV using the average consumer analysis for
2014. The bottom of the bars represents the results for Scenario 1 (higher cost solar); the top of
the bars represents the results for Scenario 2 (lower cost solar). As can be seen, solar is generally
cost-effective for both scenarios for residential customers and nonresidential customers
installing systems with capacity between 10-100 kW. The notable exception to these results is
Climate Zone 1, where the relatively weak solar resource means that PV is not cost-effective for
any customers under Scenario 1. For nonresidential customers with system capacity below 10
kW, PV is cost-effective under Scenario 2 but is generally not cost-effective under Scenario 1.
This is because the benefits of solar are smaller for nonresidential customers who pay lower
average electricity rates, and the cost of solar installations smaller than 10 kW is higher per kW
than the cost of larger systems.
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Table 12: Summary of Commercial Market-Segmented Cost-Effectiveness Results, 2020

Customer class Scenario 1 Scenario 2

More expensive solar Less expensive solar
Medium to large Sometimes. Yes. Solar is cost-effective.
commercial, 100 - | Sojar is marginally cost-
500 MWh/year effective, depending on the

utility service territory and

climate zone.
Small commercial, | Yes. Yes. Solar is cost-effective.
10-15 MWh/year Solar is cost-effective.

Source: Energy and Environmental Economics, Inc.
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ACRONYMS

Acronym Definition

ACM Alternative Calculation Method

ARB California Air Resources Board
Energy Commission California Energy Commission

CO; Carbon dioxide

CPUC California Public Utilities Commission
csl California Solar Initiative

DC Direct current

GHG Greenhouse gas

ITC Investment tax credit

kW Kilowatt

kWh Kilowatt-hour

LADWP Los Angeles Department of Water & Power
LCOE Levelized cost of energy

NREL National Renewable Energy Laboratory
NSHP New Solar Homes Partnership
PG&E Pacific Gas and Electric

PPA Power purchase agreement

PV Photovoltaic

RES Renewable Electricity Standard

RPS Renewables Portfolio Standard
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Acronym Definition

SCE Southern California Edison

SDG&E San Diego Gas & Electric

SMUD Sacramento Municipal Utility District
TDV Time dependent valuation

TOU Time of use
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