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SUBECT:

Comments on Committee Report on Senate Bill 1 Eligibility Requirements

The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) Energy Division staff is pleased to submit the
following comments on the September 2007 Draft Guidelinesfor California's Solar Electric
Incentive Programs Pursuant to Senate Bill I . The CPUC launched our portion of the California
Solar Initiative on January 1,2007, and the program is off to a robust start. As of mid-September,
our portion of CSI has over 5,000 applications for 160 MW of new solar installations, worth over
$320 million in solar rebates. In late September, we issued a Staff Progress Report on the solar
program, which highlighted the significant program implementation work accomplished and lessons
learned since the launch of the program. Our comments about the CEC's draft guidelines are based
in large part on our experience to date with the program.
1. The CEC should clarify that the guidelines apply to the CPUC, and not the CPUC's three

program administrators. The CEC document sets forth guidelines for "program administrators" to
implement their solar programs under SBl, including the CEC, the CPUC, and the publicly owned
utilities. In the CPUC's program, we direct three "program administrators" (PG&E, CCSE, SCE) on
how to implement the CPUC program. Since the CEC and the CPUC are using the same term "program administrator'' in 2 different w a y s t h e guidelines could be misread to appear to be speaking
directly to the CPUC's program administrators. The CEC should clarify that in all instances, the
guidelines apply to the CPUC as the administrator of the CPUC portion of SB1, and that it is the
CPUC's responsibility to direct its program administrators on how to implement the guidelines.
2. The CEC's guidelines would require that the CPUC program change from the incentive
calculator we developed for the Expected Performance Based Buydown (EPBB) to the
CEC's New Solar Homes Partnership (NSHP) incentive calculator, and we expect this
change will cause a market disruption and require the CPUC to redo significant
administrative work. While we appreciate the CEC's efforts to promote consistency across all
the solar incentive programs throughout the State, we do not believe that using one calculator for
determining the incentives on small systems has been shown to provide benefits that exceed the
costs of switching calculators. From a payment perspective, the two calculators have technical
differences that lead to slightly different levels of incentive payment depending on the location
and design of the solar system, and applicants might be receive a slightly higher or lower
payment using one or the other. We understand the CEC may be looking more closely at the
differences between the calculators, and we would appreciate reviewing the results of that
analysis.

However, from a program administration perspective, switching calculators is a significant
endeavor that will require retraining hundreds of installers and market participants. When our
program launched in the beginning of 2007, we had to introduce hundreds of companies to our
calculator via trainings throughout the state. Changing calculators will require significant
CPUC staff effort, as well as expenditure of program administrator and consultant resources in
order to retool many of the program tools, including handbook, database, trigger tracker, and
outreach materials. The charge would also require additional resources to conduct wide-scale
outreach to market participants for retraining. Based on the changeover to the program at the
beginning of 2007 and the feedback we received about how disruptive it was for the market to
learn our new tools, we would expect that changing the calculator again in a few months would
be equally disruptive.
The real question is whether the market disruption is worth the administrative costs associated
with transitioning to the new calculator, and revamping all of the CSI administrative systems.
The CPUC's incentive calculator is the product of a 2 year public process and the administrative
cost to switching calculators includes months of staff and consultant time. Since the calculator
only develops the incentive value for the smallest systems (ultimately, those under 30 kW), we
do not expect that it will be worth disrupting the market to achieve a slightly different
calculation methodology.
a. The CEC calculator allows well-designed systems to get paid more than the
maximum allowable under the CPUC program. The CEC calculator does not
currently "cap the design factor at 1.0" meaning that if the system is optimally designed
and located at a site more favorable to solar than the reference location, then the
calculator would compute that such a system could receive greater than 1.0 times the
incentive level available per watt. It is unclear whether the CEC will allow the CEC's
uncapped Design Factor to change. We would face difilculty in implementing the CEC
calculator unless the guidelines are modified to expressly allow the calculator to be
modified for the CPUC's budgetary purposes. Accepting the CEC's design factor
practice means that the CPUC would have to reopen decision-making for parties'
comment, revise program budgets, and reallocate targets among program administrators.
Moreover, allowing the design factor to surpass 1.0 would mean that budgets from the
later steps would be shifted forward to enhance remuneration to the program's first
applicants. In contrast, the CPUC and its parties opted to spread out budgets in a
planned step-down in order to maximize the number of installations possible from the
program budgets.
b. While the guidelines state that the NSHP calculator could be used 'completely or
partially" to demonstrate compliance with the guidelines, we remain concern that
the using the CEC calculator unmodified could pose a problem if the CPUC
decisions required some changes to the calculator. In the SBI report, it states that the
NSHP calculator can be used "completely or partially" to demonstrate compliance with
the requirements. (p.13). The statement implies that perhaps the CPUC could modify the
CEC calculator to incorporate a few CPUC specific policy issues. However,
Commissioner Geesman emphasized statewide consistency in his response to comments
in the Oct 41hworkshop, so it is unclear whether the CPUC could make minor
modifications to the calculator to make it consistent with certain policy calls already
made at the CPUC. For example, the CEC calculator uses a San Jose instead of Orange
as a reference location. The CEC guidelines do not specifically mention San Jose as a

