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R.08-03-008

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking Regarding Policies, RULEMAKING 08-03-008
Procedures and Rules for the California Solar Initiative, (Filed March 13, 2008)

the Self-Generation Incentive Program and Other
Distributed Generation Issues.

Petition for Modification of Decision 06-01-024 by California Center for
Sustainable Energy and California Solar Energy Industries Association

Regarding the Solar Water Heating Pilot Program

I. INTRODUCTION

In accordance with Rule 16.4 of the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) Rules of
Practice and Procedure, the California Center for Sustainable Energy (CCSE), formerly known as the
San Diego Regional Energy Office (SDREO), and the California Solar Energy Industries Association
(CALSEIA) (together, “the Joint Parties”) respectfully submit this Petition to Modify Decision (D.) 06-
01-024. Requested modifications include the expansion of Solar Water Heating (SWH) Pilot Program
(Pilot Program) coverage to include ratepayers of all three investor-owned utilities (IOUs) that
participate in the California Solar Initiative (CSI), an extension of the Pilot Program’s duration for six

(6) additional months, and other program changes detailed herein.

The Joint Parties respectfully request leave under Rule 16.4(d) to file this Petition for
Modification more than one year following the effective date of D.06-01-024, which was January 12,
2006. This Petition for Modification could not have been presented within one year of the effective
date of D.06-01-024 because the Pilot Program did not officially commence until July 2, 2007.
Additionally, the issues giving rise to this Petition for Modification have presented themselves during
the initial nine (9) months of the Pilot Program’s operation. The Joint Parties believe that initial

experience with the Pilot Program has provided important lessons for determining changes that could
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be made to assure its success, especially considering that Assembly Bill (AB) 1470 (2007) has placed a

renewed emphasis on the Pilot Program.

The Joint Parties request an expedited comment period of ten (10) days from the date of filing
of this Petition for Modification, rather than the customary thirty (30) days, for the filing of responses
to this Petition for Modification. Given the short term of the Pilot Program and its expected
application closing date of December 31, 2008, we would like to see these modifications implemented

as soon as practicable and believe an expedited response period would be advantageous.

II. RATIONALE FOR MODIFICATION OF DECISION 06-01-024

The Pilot Program was originally designed to help the CPUC better understand the market
dynamics, technical performance and cost-effectiveness of SWH technologies with a view towards
potentially including SWH within the CSI. The adoption by the California Legislature of AB 1470 has
placed a renewed emphasis on the Pilot Program, in that the legislation directs the CPUC to assess
these results and then make a determination on the design and implementation of a ten-year, $250
million statewide SWH incentive program. The Pilot Program will thus play an important role in

informing the CPUC's decision-making regarding future support for SWH.

The current design of the Pilot Program limits participation to electric ratepayers of San Diego
Gas & Electric (SDG&E). It is now clear, however, that there are questions that cannot be answered
from experience in the San Diego region alone. For example: Is San Diego representative of the state?
And are there stronger markets, more experienced contractors, and/or a greater propensity for uptake
from customers in other parts of the state? Answering these questions is important in approaching a
statewide initiative. Further, some SWH contractors in other parts of the state express concerns that
lack of broad uniformity in program offerings in the state inhibits the SWH marketplace. Through
this Petition for Modification, the Joint Parties seek to modify D.06-01-024 to open participation to
ratepayers of the other two electric IOUs that participate in the CSI, namely Pacific Gas and Electric
Company (PG&E) and Southern California Edison (SCE). We also request that the Pilot be extended
for six additional months, primarily to avoid gaps in program availability during the Commission’s

development of the statewide program under AB 1470. Finally, we include in this Petition for
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Modification a number of program modifications that will simplify or otherwise improve the

program in light of lessons learned through preliminary evaluation.

In the Ruling that approved the Pilot Program, the Commission did in fact contemplate
statewide coverage, initially opting against it. However, the Commission kept the door open to
future expansion, pending its review of program evaluation results.! The program changes described
in this Petition for Modification, if granted, will allow more comprehensive learning from a larger and
more diverse participant base. Given what we now know from the first nine months of Pilot Program
operation, we have a valuable opportunity to make adjustments in the program that will, within the
existing evaluation and experimental design, allow a more robust understanding of the SWH market

in our state.
1117
1111
I

! Rulemaking 06-03-004, Assigned Commissioner’s and Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Approving Solar Water
Heating Pilot Program, February 15, 2007, page 13.
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III. SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CHANGES TO PILOT PROGRAM

A. The Joint Parties respectfully request that coverage of the Pilot Program be expanded to

include PG&E and SCE service territories.

B. The Pilot Program should be extended for six (6) months, allowing incentive

reservations to be submitted through June 30, 2009.

C. Anincreased incentive should be provided for residential systems as of July 1, 2008; we
propose the creation of a simplified, two-tier incentive structure for residential systems

meeting basic guidelines.

D. Inspection of 100% of the SWH systems installed under the Pilot Program should be

continued in order to assure quality and consistency from participating contractors.

E. The Joint Parties respectfully request to shift up to $375,000 of commercial incentive
funds to the residential incentive budget to allow for the proposed higher residential

incentives.

F. The Joint Parties respectfully request $315,985 in additional funds for CCSE to continue
management and implementation of a statewide Pilot Program, to cover additional
administrative support for the six-month extension of the program and incremental costs

associated with the increased coverage area.

G. In order to ensure appropriately allocated funding for the expanded Pilot Program, the
Joint Parties suggest that a co-funding agreement be put in place between SDG&E, PG&E
and SCE to enable SDG&E to recover the portions of the Pilot Program corresponding to

program activities in the other IOU service territories.
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IV. BACKGROUND OF THE SWH PILOT PROGRAM

Prior to the launch of the Pilot Program, CCSE received a strong message from the local SWH
industry that the SWH market was poised to take off, and that with the addition of incentives, the
market would grow much faster than in the past, when demand was stagnant and very few non-pool-
heating SWH systems were being installed in the region. In response to these sentiments, a

participation goal was set at 750 residential SWH systems in SDG&E service territory.

The Pilot now stands at the halfway point of the eighteen-month program timeline, and
participation is below the interim residential goal of 350 SWH systems and the final residential goal of
750 SWH systems. Specifically, through March 2008, the Pilot Program has received 75 applications,
with 25 projects having been completed and paid or pending payment. There has not yet been a spike
in participation in the program; instead there is a steady flow of around a dozen applications per
month. These participation numbers are in spite of CCSE having trained over 200 interested

professionals and having qualified 23 different SWH contractors to participate in the Pilot Program.

Over the course of the first nine months of the Pilot Program, CCSE focused its
implementation work on delivering, marketing and refining the program. It developed a
performance-based incentive structure that assesses SWH systems based on design characteristics and
a Solar Rating and Certification Corporation (SRCC) rating of components and pays higher incentives
to systems that achieve a higher performance rating. A simple incentive calculation is used to
determine the actual incentive that a given system will receive. The Pilot Program has system design
requirements, which include adequate freeze protection and that all small systems be SRCC OG300
rated. CCSE also conducts regular installer trainings, and inspects 100% of participating systems.
CCSE holds regular meetings of its Technical Advisory Board, which is composed of nationally
recognized experts in SWH from the National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL), SRCC, industry
representatives, installation contractors and other members of the SWH community. The Technical
Advisory Board regularly discusses the Pilot Program's requirements; all Program standards have
met its approval. CCSE is also working with a Measurement and Evaluation (M&E) contractor, Itron,
to characterize the market for SWH, assess the effectiveness of the Pilot Program, and determine the

cost-effectiveness of incentives.

CCSE/CALSEIA Petition for Modification 4-3-08 6



R.08-03-008

The design of the Pilot Program incorporated wide and repeated stakeholder input. CCSE
conducted a public workshop on SWH in March 2006 to solicit stakeholder input and comments. In
addition, focus groups with actual and potential customers, as well as installers, were held in San

Diego during April 2006.

From the start, it has been extremely clear that quality assurance must be a central concern of
the Pilot Program. At the same time, CCSE conducted its own engineering and administration
evaluation and interacted extensively with industry, the Department of Energy (DOE), NREL and
other interested parties to ensure the Pilot Program’s approach and implementation details were

reasonable, necessary, effective and streamlined.

V. PILOT PROGRAM EVOLUTION AND LESSONS

During the course of Pilot Program implementation, a number of findings have emerged,
affecting both SWH contractors and consumers. These have been addressed, and changes have been
made to the program where necessary to adjust to market conditions and streamline the process. In
addition to its administrative role, CCSE has taken an increasingly proactive role in facilitating the

marketplace where it has shown inherent weakness.

First, freeze protection is an important issue that does not have a consensus view across all
SWH industry stakeholders. However, the predominant view from SWH industry experts
comprising the Pilot Program’s Technical Advisory Board and the CALSEIA SWH Committee is that
recirculation freeze protection should not be allowed in any but the mildest parts of the state;

therefore, the Pilot Program restricts these systems to the San Diego region’s coastal Climate Zone 7.

Second, local SWH contractors have requested program modifications to enhance the benefits
they receive from participation, for example: a higher incentive, fewer program requirements and less
paperwork. In response to these requests, requirements have been adjusted, removed, and/or
clarified; we present a few examples here. The anti-scald valve requirement has been removed when
it is not required by local building code. The incentive calculation benchmark has been adjusted to
reflect actual market conditions. Insurance requirements have been reduced to allow for very small

SWH contractors to participate in the Pilot Program without increasing their overhead. The program
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database pre-populates the already simple program forms to reduce paperwork burden. The Solar
Orientation Factor (SOF) has been adjusted to provide the maximum incentive to a broader range of
systems. The requirement for all new equipment has been revised to exempt copper piping from
previously installed SWH systems. The requirement of Professional Engineer review of commercial
systems has been reduced to allow review by a qualified engineer due to the dearth of Professional
Engineers with SWH knowledge. The process exists for having this dialogue among Pilot Program

stakeholders and making appropriate, responsible changes to the program.

Third, implementation of the SRCC OG300 certification has presented challenges. While
SRCC is the premier SWH testing and rating agency in this hemisphere, it is still not completely
embedded in the marketplace in actual practice. CCSE has worked closely with the participating
contractors to ensure that they understand the implications of SRCC certifications and are installing
complete certified systems. SRCC is increasingly recognized by local permitting bureaus, but this

process is ongoing, reflecting the continuing maturation of the SWH marketplace.

Finally, the SWH market in the San Diego region has not been vibrant for over twenty years.
Many qualified SWH contractors have based their businesses on installing solar pool heating systems.
These contractors have not been involved with state incentive programs. SWH companies tend to be
relatively small, without dedicated sales and marketing staff. These characteristics make it difficult
for otherwise qualified contractors to ramp up for a short-term program. In this context, the Pilot
Program presents administrative costs and requirements with which the contractors are unfamiliar
and may perceive as a burden; while consumers are unfamiliar with the technologies and are
concerned about system reliability. Therefore, the Pilot Program has highlighted the need for training
of contractors and salespeople, as well as the provision of sound, accessible information to market

participants in the region.

The lessons described above are exactly the sort of learning that the Pilot Program was meant
to uncover. Clearly the marketplace for SWH in San Diego needs intervention at a number of points
along the supply chain in order to grow organically and thrive. The explicit mission of the Pilot
Program has been and is to identify, characterize and rank the barriers to SWH market development,

so that a statewide program can be designed to attack and resolve them. Success of the Pilot Program
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is not measured by the number of applications, but rather by the quality of information garnered from
its efforts. Statewide expansion of the Pilot Program will provide more comprehensive data for the

development of the larger, longer-term program.

VL. EXPLANATION OF PROPOSED CHANGES TO PILOT PROGRAM

As a result of the lessons learned during the initial half of the Pilot Program, discussed above,

the Joint Parties propose the following changes to the program, as summarized in Section III:

A. The Joint Parties respectfully request that coverage of the Pilot Program be expanded to

include PG&E and SCE service territories.

The Joint Parties propose the modification of D.06-01-024 to expand eligibility for the Pilot
Program from solely the ratepayers of SDG&E to the ratepayers of each of the three IOUs that
participate in the CSI, that is, to include ratepayers of PG&E and SCE. SWH contractors in other IOU
territories have requested access to the Pilot Program incentive funds and have proposed that with
this access, they will have the ability to increase SWH system sales. Additionally, expanding the
geographic coverage of the Pilot Program will provide valuable information on regional differences,
contractor sophistication and consumer trends across the state, all of which is relevant for

consideration of the statewide SWH initiative contemplated under AB 1470.

B. The Pilot Program should be extended for six (6) months, allowing incentive

reservations through June 30, 2009.

The Joint Parties propose that the Pilot Program be extended for an additional six (6) months
from its expected application closing date of December 31, 2008, allowing incentive reservations
through June 2009. An extended program timeline will avoid market disruption in two ways. First, it
will allow adequate time for new entrants in PG&E and SCE territories to understand and participate
in the Pilot Program, as well as become familiar with its requirements and expectations. Second, it
will permit the CPUC process for development of the statewide program, contemplated under AB
1470, to proceed in parallel with the final months of the Pilot Program, enabling a smooth transition to
the new statewide program.
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C. Anincreased incentive should be provided for residential systems as of July 1, 2008; we
propose the creation of a simplified, two-tier incentive system for residential systems

meeting basic guidelines.

The Joint Parties propose that an increased incentive be provided for residential systems as of
July 1, 2008. With this increased incentive, the Joint Parties propose the creation of a simplified, two-

tier incentive system with flat-rate incentives for residential systems meeting basic guidelines.

CCSE cost-effectiveness analysis shows that post-incentive and post-tax credit simple payback
times for gas-displacing SWH units are generally over 15 years. The current average incentive paid
by the Pilot Program to residential systems is $1,237. The statewide program contemplated under AB
1470 was designed to accommodate an initial incentive level of $1,800 as well as some consideration
of system performance. In order to facilitate a seamless transition to a statewide program, the Joint
Parties propose an increase in the incentive amount offered under the Pilot Program to match the
incentive level that might be offered under the statewide program. A higher incentive level will
address SWH contractors’ contention that increased costs of participating in the Pilot Program cut
into the actual discount amount passed on to the consumer. A flat-rate incentive, provided the
residential system meets basic requirements and dependent upon a threshold SRCC rating, simplifies
the process while meeting the criteria outlined in AB 1470. The simplicity of a two-tier system with
flat-rate incentives also provides greater clarity for both SWH contractors and consumers alike, and

reduces the administrative costs for the contractor.

The Joint Parties propose the creation of a two-tier flat-rate incentive structure as follows:
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1. All residential SWH systems meeting the following requirements can utilize an

incentive “Fast Track”:

a) Complete SRCC OG300 certified system;

b) No shading of collector(s) between 10:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. year-round;

c) Collector(s) orientation is between 135° and 225° (i.e., 45° either side of true

South) and collector(s) tilt is between 10° and 50°.

2. “Fast Track” incentive falls into two tiers with flat rates:

a) $1,200 — SRCC OG300 estimated system savings below 120 therms or 2500

kWh per year based on the project site’s climate zone; OR

b) $1,800 - SRCC OG300 estimated system savings above 120 therms or 2500

kWh per year based on the project site’s climate zone.

3. Residential SWH systems not meeting the “Fast Track” requirements can apply

under the current Prescriptive method.

4. The first “Fast Track” requirement is consistent for all projects regardless of

incentive calculation method.

The Joint Parties propose no changes to the current incentive calculation for commercial SWH

projects, which is based on SRCC OG100 ratings, solar orientation factor and system type.

D. Inspection of 100% of the SWH systems installed under the Pilot Program should be

continued in order to assure quality and consistency from participating contractors.

The Joint Parties propose that inspection of 100% of the systems installed under the Pilot
Program be continued. Inspections represent a budget increase for expanding the Pilot Program

statewide. However, proper installation, compliance with SRCC certification, and verification of

stated Solar Orientation Factor (SOF), are fundamental. We consider inspections under the Pilot to be

both a quality assurance measure, and an important route for providing systematic feedback to the

contractors, a key step in developing the marketplace. In a statewide program, the frequency of
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inspections could likely decrease substantially; contractor sanctions could provide additional quality

control to complement lower frequency of inspections, as in the mainstream CSI PV program.

E. The Joint Parties respectfully request to shift up to $375,000 of commercial incentive
funds to the residential incentive budget to allow for the proposed higher residential

incentives.

The Joint Parties respectfully request to transfer up to $375,000 of Pilot Program funds set
aside for commercial incentives to the residential incentive budget. Given the relatively long
development timeline for commercial SWH projects many potential commercial SWH projects will
prefer to wait for the statewide SWH program contemplated under AB 1470. Furthermore,
commercial participation in the Pilot Program in the San Diego region has been limited thus far, with
only $40,000 of $600,000 of commercial incentive funds currently committed. A transfer of $375,000 of
commercial incentive funds to the residential incentive budget would allow for an additional
approximately 640 residential installations at the maximum incentive level of $1,800. The remaining
commercial incentive funds totaling nearly $190,000 would still provide for over 60 commercial

installations based on the current average commercial incentive of $3,000.

F. The Joint Parties respectfully request $315,985 in additional funds for CCSE to continue
management and implementation of a statewide Pilot Program, to cover additional
administrative support for the six-month extension of the program and incremental costs

associated with the increased coverage area.

The Joint Parties propose that CCSE manage the Pilot Program implementation through to its
conclusion while the elements of a statewide program contemplated under AB 1470 are being
determined by the CPUC. This is the most efficient strategy for the Pilot Program, as all necessary
infrastructure and expertise has already been assembled for this program and is scalable to other
regions of the state. Understanding the program evolution and condition of the marketplace is critical
to the successful expansion of the Pilot Program. CCSE will plan for the transition and handoff to any

new administrative structure determined by the CPUC for the statewide program.
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In order to manage Pilot Program implementation statewide, CCSE respectfully requests
$315,985 in additional funds to expand the Pilot Program to include ratepayers of PG&E and SCE.
Additional funds are required for supplementary administrative support for the six (6) month
extension of a statewide Pilot Program, increased geographic coverage, additional inspection costs,
additional industry training sessions, expanded scope of the evaluation reports, and expanded scope

for data collection. The total requested funds are outlined in the table below.

Administration Cost
Labor $202,340
Additional Trainings $12,160
Travel $9,000

Admin Subtotal  $223,500

Inspections
Mileage $4,000
Labor $60,000

Inspection Subtotal ~ $64,000

Marketing
Labor $5,485
Material Costs $1,500

Marketing Subtotal ~ $6,985

EM&V
Metering $18,000
Reporting $3,500

EM&V Subtotal ~ $21,500
TOTAL  $315,985

The additional funds requested will be utilized to address the following specific needs due to

the proposed expansion of the Pilot Program statewide:

1. SWH Trainings

CCSE will provide seven (7) one-day trainings for SWH contractors and self-
installers. Five (5) of these trainings will be held within PG&E service territory,
and two (2) will be held within SCE service territory. At least one employee from
the SWH company must attend in order for the company to become eligible to

participate in the Pilot Program. CCSE will offer additional SWH contractor and
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self-installer trainings via web-enabled services. In addition, the Joint Parties will

identify and train program-authorized local inspectors throughout the state.

Inspections of SWH Systems under the Pilot Program

100% of SWH systems will be inspected under the expanded Pilot Program to
maintain quality control across the state. Inspecting 100% of installations under the
expanded statewide Pilot Program will provide education on the standards and
expectations of the program and assist the transition into the state program

contemplated under AB 1470.

The Joint Parties will identify and train local SWH inspectors in PG&E and
SCE service territories. Inspections will be budgeted at a fixed cost per inspection.
The majority of the inspection mileage costs for an expanded Pilot Program will be
covered by the initial mileage budget for the SWH Pilot Program, which currently

stands at over $27,000.

Expanded Customer Service

CCSE is presently staffed to handle the additional interest in the expanded
statewide Pilot Program and perform due diligence on all program applications
coming from additional participating SWH contractors. Continuing to utilize the
existing knowledge base through the implementation period of the Pilot Program

simply makes sense.

Revisions to Pilot Program Forms and Handbook

Pilot Program forms will be revised and streamlined to reflect the change in
incentive calculation options. Additionally, the Pilot Program handbook will be
revised to reflect the changes in the Pilot Program and to appropriately address the

expanded coverage areas.

Marketing of the Pilot Program
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CCSE has already developed marketing collateral for the Pilot Program in the
San Diego region. This marketing collateral will be revised to be applicable to
other areas of the state. The Joint Parties will work proactively with PG&E, SCE,
and other stakeholder partners to market the statewide Pilot Program efficiently
within their spheres of influence. The Pilot Program expansion offers an

opportunity for partnerships for targeted marketing.

Expanded Evaluation and Metering

The evaluation of the Pilot Program will cover the expanded territories in
order to provide a thorough assessment of the Pilot Program. The market
assessment, baseline analysis, cost assessment, participant and non-participant
assessment, energy and demand impact analysis, market assessment report, and
the final evaluation report will all need to include information from the expanded

coverage areas.

Metering of SWH systems will include twenty (20) systems located outside of
the San Diego region. Data will be collected manually once a month by a meter
reader. Systems will be selected in the Sacramento and Bay Areas to allow for
minimal travel time and expenses for manual meter reads. This approach is most
cost-effective and recognizes the relative homogeneity of the technologies likely to
be installed statewide, while still providing some coverage of non-San Diego

systems.

G. In order to ensure appropriately allocated funding for the expanded Pilot Program, the

Joint Parties suggest that a co-funding agreement be put in place between SDG&E, PG&E

and SCE to enable SDG&E to recover the portions of the Pilot Program corresponding to

program activities in the other IOU service territories.
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The Assigned Commissioner’s and Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Approving Solar Water
Heating Pilot Program clarifies that Pilot Program funds derive “from CSI program funds collected by
SDG&E” .2 In order to fund the expanded Pilot Program appropriately, each IOU will need to provide
funds proportional to its participation in the program. The Joint Parties propose that SDG&E
maintain the contractual agreement with CCSE for Pilot Program administration, and that a co-
funding agreement be put in place between SDG&E, PG&E and SCE. This agreement would begin on
July 1, 2008 and run through the completion of Pilot Program activities. The most straightforward
allocation would be to mirror the existing CSI regional allocations from the roll-out date forward;

another option could be to allocate costs based on participation rates or relative incentive payments.

VII. CONCLUSION

The Joint Parties respectfully petition that Decision (D.) 06-01-024 be modified to expand the
Pilot Program to ratepayers of the three IOUs that participate in the CSI, and that related changes
proposed herein be made to the Pilot Program. Additionally, the Joint Parties request an expedited

response period of ten (10) days.

Respectfully Submitted,

.
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Andrew McAllister Sue Kateley

Director of Programs Executive Director

California Center for Sustainable Energy California Solar Energy Industries Association
8690 Balboa Ave., Suite 100 P.O. Box 782

San Diego, CA 92123 Rio Vista, CA 94571

Tel: (858) 244-7282 Tel: (916) 747-6987

Fax: (858) 244-1178 Fax: (707) 374-4767
andrew.mcallister@energycenter.org info@calseia.org

2 Rulemaking 06-03-004, Assigned Commissioner’s and Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Approving Solar Water
Heating Pilot Program, February 15, 2007, page 12.

CCSE/CALSEIA Petition for Modification 4-3-08 16



R.08-03-008

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have this day served a copy of this Petition for Modification of Decision 06-
01-024 by California Center for Sustainable Energy and California Solar Energy Industries Association
Regarding the Solar Water Heating Pilot Program on all known parties of record in this proceeding by

delivering a copy via email to the current service list.

Executed on April 3, 2008, in San Diego, CA.

Andrew McAllister

Director of Programs

California Center for Sustainable Energy
8690 Balboa Ave., Suite 100

San Diego, CA 92123

Tel: (858) 244-7282

Fax: (858) 244-1178
andrew.mcallister@energycenter.org
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jkarp@winston.com
rob@sunlightelectric.com
solar@oxypower.com
sarahtuntland@yahoo.com
rjl9@pge.com

sww9@pge.com
ssmyers@att.net
ronnie@energyrecommerce.com
|_brown246@hotmail.com
cp@kacosolar.com
cp@kacosolar.com
bkc7@pge.com
lex@consumercal.org
anewman@solarcity.com
gopal@recolteenergy.com
jchamberlin@strategicenergy.com
info@calseia.org
mtooley@miscowater.com
wbooth@booth-law.com
swason@carollo.com
emackie@gridalternatives.org
jharris@volkerlaw.com
svolker@volkerlaw.com
elarsen@rcmdigesters.com
gmorris@emf.net
robertg@greenlining.org
thaliag@greenlining.org
pucservice@dralegal.org
janice@strategenconsulting.com
jpross@sungevity.com
gary@sunlightandpower.com
mike@borregosolar.com
tomb@crossborderenergy.com
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stephen@seiinc.org
tdr-hmw@sbcglobal.net
sebesq@comcast.net
rbelur@enphaseenergy.com
dhlommen@apollopower.com
michaelboyd@sbcglobal.net
julie.blunden@sunpowercorp.com
rob@consol.ws
johnrredding@earthlink.net
michaelkyes@sbcglobal.net
vschwent@sbcglobal.net
jsanders@caiso.com
wamer@kirkwood.com
meganmmyers@yahoo.com
steveng@destrategies.com
mkrober@pyramidsolar.com
cmkehrein@ems-ca.com
abb@eslawfirm.com
cte@eslawfirm.com
jluckhardt@downeybrand.com
j-marston@suntechnics.com
ksoares@usc.edu
pstoner@lgc.org
rachel@ceert.org
www@eslawfirm.com
glw@eslawfirm.com
Imh@eslawfirm.com
kmills@cfbf.com
rliebert@cfbf.com
atrowbridge@daycartermurphy.com
ksheldon@sma-america.com
skilgrow@manuelbros.com
notice@psrec.coop
markgsp@sbcglobal.net
bills@clearEdgepower.com
ryan.flynn@pacificorp.com
rogerlaubacher@pvpowered.com
pbrehm@infiniacorp.com
john.schuster@utcpower.com
hfhunt@optonline.net
michelle.breyer@gs.com
robert_margolis@nrel.gov
ensmith@mwe.com
kdubin@mwe.com
myuffee@mwe.com
FredMorse@MorseAssociatesInc.com
obrienc@sharpsec.com
cswoollums@midamerican.com
jimross@r-c-s-inc.com
pforkin@tejassec.com
tcarlson@reliant.com
ghinners@reliant.com
bbaker@summitblue.com
dprall@solarpowerinc.net

kstokes@solarpowerinc.net
tim_merigan@nrel.gov
kjsimonsen@ems-ca.com
shallenbgr@aol.com
jkcliburn@gmail.com
eshafner@solel.com
kennyk@solel.com
emello@sppc.com
tdillard@sppc.com
robert.pettinato@ladwp.com
cfaber@semprautilities.com
cfaber@semprautilities.com
HYao@SempraUtilities.com
golden@goldenenergy.com
Marshall. Taylor@dlapiper.com
joel.davidson@sbcglobal.net
socal.forum@yahoo.com
david@nemtzow.com
hgross@globalgreen.org
tbardacke@globalgreen.org
ron@relenergy.com
sendo@ci.pasadena.ca.us
steve@energyinnovations.com
slins@ci.glendale.ca.us
THAMILTONS@CHARTER.NET
thamilton@cheers.org
Jose.atilio@gmail.com
David.Townley@townleytech.com
thamilton@icfi.com
bjeider@ci.burbank.ca.us
Javier.Burgos@sce.com
mponceatty@aol.com
mkay@agmd.gov
akbar.jazayeri@sce.com
case.admin@sce.com
james.lehrer@sce.com
mike.montoya@sce.com
paul.kubasek@sce.com
Robert.F.LeMoine@sce.com
jyamagata@semprautilities.com
dwood8@cox.net
rishii@aesc-inc.com
yonah@powerbreathing.com
scott@debenhamenergy.com
aabed@navigantconsulting.com
Iwrazen@sempraglobal.com
liddell@energyattorney.com
mshames@ucan.org
jim@dshsolar.com
rob@teamryno.com
clower@earthlink.net
usdepic@gmail.com
scottanders@sandiego.edu
cmanson@semprautilities.com
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centralfiles@semprautilities.com
cmanzuk@semprautilities.com
irene.stillings@energycenter.org
jennifer.porter@energycenter.org
john.supp@energycenter.org
jon.bonk-vasko@energycenter.org
sephra.ninow@energycenter.org
susan.freedman@sdenergy.org
bautistafaith@yahoo.com
bob.ramirez@itron.com
ekgrubaugh@iid.com
vincent@vincentbattaglia.com
traceydrabant@bves.com
gwiltsee@dricompanies.com
TFlanigan@EcoMotion.us
LowryD@sharpsec.com
karambelas@fce.com
hgreen@sunedison.com
sbarata@opiniondynamics.com
ctoca@uitility-savings.com
thunt@cecmail.org
johnperlin@physics.ucsb.edu
jlanderos@proteusinc.org
m.stout@cleantechamerica.com
Ifultz@sbcglobal.net
mjwms@calwes.com
mstout@unlimited-energy.com
corie.cheeseman@miis.edu
cbressanitanko@rsgrp.com
breene@bkp.com
jaturnbu@ix.netcom.com
guliasi@sunfundcorp.com
marigruner@yahoo.com
zingher@ieee.org
mark.mah@glunetworks.com
jrichman@bloomenergy.com
diane_fellman@fpl.com
rcosta@turn.org
mwt@cpuc.ca.gov
Dan.adler@calcef.org
fsmith@sfwater.org
mhyams@sfwater.org
filings@a-klaw.com
sdhilton@stoel.com
david.felix@mmarenew.com
acté@pge.com
abonds@thelen.com
CABe@pge.com
ebrussell@suntechamerica.com
scott.son@newresourcebank.com
kfox@wsgr.com
KMPa@pge.com
lauren.purnell@pge-corp.com
matt.scullin@newresourcebank.com

SGraham@navigantconsulting.com
S2B9@pge.com
pvallen@thelen.com
croaman@ccsf.edu
steven@moss.net
bcragg@goodinmacbride.com
joshdavidson@dwt.com
mday@goodinmacbride.com
vprabhakaran@goodinmacbride.com
cem@newsdata.com
cem@newsdata.com
lisa_weinzimer@platts.com
cpuccases@pge.com
sara@solaralliance.org
jhamrin@resource-solutions.org
AXY4@pge.com
S2B9@pge.com
CJSv@pge.com
CLHs@pge.com
jchs@pge.com

J6BY @pge.com
jwwd@pge.com
mnce@pge.com
grant.kolling@cityofpaloalto.org
susank@bonair.stanford.edu
fred@tiogaenergy.com
fred@tiogaenergy.com
jordan@tiogaenergy.com
tony@tiogaenergy.com
ben@solarcity.com
Shoeless838@comcast.net
rcolicchia@harris-assoc.com
jpigott@optisolar.com
cpucsolar@rahus.org
bill@brobecksolarenergy.com
tomhoff@clean-power.com
andy.vanhorn@vhcenergy.com
sandidgeo@aol.com
sewayland@comcast.net
sbeserra@sbcglobal.net
josephhenri@hotmail.com
pthompson@summitblue.com
dietrichlaw2@earthlink.net
editorial@californiaenergycircuit.net
ted@energy-solution.com
jlarkin@us.kema.com
nehemiah.stone@us.kema.com
nellie.tong@us.kema.com
karin.corfee@kema.com
phillip_mcleod@lecg.com
jody_london_consulting@earthlink.net
ceyap@earthlink.net
faisal@gridalternatives.org
ken.krich@ucop.edu
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zfranklin@gridalternatives.org
ciee@ucop.edu
mrw@mrwassoc.com
twombly@kw-engineering.com
rschmidt@bartlewells.com
adamb@greenlining.org
cchen@ucsusa.org
jesser@greenlining.org
stephaniec@greenlining.org
taram@greenlining.org
jeanne.clinton@earthlink.net
ksmith@powerlight.com
heidi@sunlightandpower.com
elvine@lbl.gov
glbarbose@lbl.gov
mwbeck@Ibl.gov
MABolinger@]bl.gov
NJPadgett@lbl.gov
rhwiser@lbl.gov
knotsund@berkeley.edu
Dan.Thompson@SPGsolar.com
eric.carlson@thompsontec.
iris.chan@spgsolar.com
darmanino@co.marin.ca.us
juliettea7@aol.com
rb@greenrockcapital.com
jcluboff@lmi.net
jna@speakeasy.org
bstewart@solarcraft.com
Elizabeth.Ferris@spgsolar.com
joelene.monestier@spgsolar.com
barbara@earthskysolar.com
sberlin@mccarthylaw.com
mary.tucker@sanjoseca.gov
andy@ongrid.net
njfolly@tid.org
fwmonier@tid.org
nick@npcsolar.com
rob@dcpower-systems.com
brbarkovich@earthlink.net
coconnor@redwoodenergy.org
janh@pacpower.biz
Imerry@vervesolar.com
rmccann@umich.edu
demorse@omsoft.com
saeed.farrokhpay@ferc.gov
e-recipient@caiso.com

kenneth.swain@navigantconsulting.com

kdusel@navigantconsulting.com

cpucrulings@navigantconsulting.com
gpickering@navigantconsulting.com

Ipark@navigantconsulting.com
scott.tomashefsky@ncpa.com
darryl.conklin@renewable.com

george@uitilityconservationservices.com

karly@solardevelop.com

bernadette@environmentcalifornia.org

mclaughlin@braunlegal.com
dcarroll@downeybrand.com
dhouck@ndnlaw.com
dchong@energy.state.ca.us
d.miller@suntechnics.com
h.dowling@suntechnics.com
eyhecox@stoel.com
jmcfarland@treasurer.ca.gov
jwimbley@csd.ca.gov
jamckinsey@stoel.com
laurene_park@sbcglobal.net
blaising@braunlegal.com
Sgupta@energy.state.ca.us
mrawson@smud.org
vwood@smud.org
abcstatelobbyist@sbcglobal.net
mdavis@barnumcelillo.com
karen@klindh.com
jbarnet@smud.org
rhuang@smud.org
sfrantz@smud.org
whughes@smud.org
steve@connectenergy.com
mirock@shocking.com
Tenorio@sunset.net
jmaskrey@sopogy.com
vkisch@stoel.com
deb@a-klaw.com
californiadockets@pacificorp.com
kyle.l.davis@pacificorp.com
brenda.latter@itron.com
george.simons@itron.com
Kurt.Scheuermann@itron.com
matt.summers@itron.com
patrick.lilly@itron.com
arr@cpuc.ca.gov
as2@cpuc.ca.gov
aes@cpuc.ca.gov
tam@cpuc.ca.gov
css@cpuc.ca.gov
df1f@cpuc.ca.gov
dsh@cpuc.ca.gov
dot@cpuc.ca.gov
eah@cpuc.ca.gov
hcf@cpuc.ca.gov
jm3@cpuc.ca.gov
jjw@cpuc.ca.gov
jXm@cpuc.ca.gov
cln@cpuc.ca.gov
jci@cpuc.ca.gov
jf2@cpuc.ca.gov
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Ip1@cpuc.ca.gov
mri@cpuc.ca.gov
meb@cpuc.ca.gov
mvc@cpuc.ca.gov
mts@cpuc.ca.gov
mc3@cpuc.ca.gov
nlc@cpuc.ca.gov
nao@cpuc.ca.gov
pw1@cpuc.ca.gov
psd@cpuc.ca.gov
rlid@cpuc.ca.gov
tdp@cpuc.ca.gov
tit@cpuc.ca.gov
vjb@cpuc.ca.gov
wmb@cpuc.ca.gov
ppettingill@caiso.com
mscheibl@arb.ca.gov
gyee@arb.ca.gov
brian.biering@resources.ca.gov
brd@cpuc.ca.gov
dvidaver@energy.state.ca.us
dks@cpuc.ca.gov
edward.randolph@asm.ca.gov
Idecarlo@energy.state.ca.us
pnarvand@energy.state.ca.us
rmacdona@energy.state.ca.us
rberke@csd.ca.gov
smiller@energy.state.ca.us
smiller@energy.state.ca.us
ttutt@energy.state.ca.us
djohnson@energy.state.ca.us
jsugar@energy.state.ca.us
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