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Questions Regarding Proposed Marketing Plan for


Renewable Energy Consumer Education Program





Program Administration:





1.	Given the differences identified in the proposed marketing plan between the renewables energy market and emerging renewables technology market, is it realistic to expect a single entity or organization to succeed in carrying out the identified responsibilities of program administrator?  Please describe any perceived strengths or weaknesses of this approach?	





To determine a realistic management structure for the RECE Program, we must first consider the stated goal of SB 90 that earmarked 1% or $5.4 million of the $540 MM Renewables Technology Program for consumer education:  “. . .promote renewable energy and to disseminate information on renewable energy technologies, including emerging renewable technologies, and to help develop a consumer market for renewable energy and for small-scale emerging renewable energy technology.”�   





Considering this definition, we must realistically and with an aware conscience analyze the conflicting nature and interests of remote-site renewables technology and distributed generation (DG) of renewable technologies to determine if one entity could actually successfully manage both programs appropriately.  In this analysis, we must first consider the history of whether one management force for both DG and remote-site technology through the CEC and around the world has ever truly succeeded.   





The influential implications of the language of all public education materials generated by government and especially the CEC even in program development must be scrutinized to reduce the implication of favoritism or unfounded bias related to the price of any renewable technology and its potential as a commodity within whatever arena of commerce it best functions.  





For example, Table 1 of the Attachment 1 Proposed Marketing Plan for Renewable Energy Consumer Education Campaign refers to remote-site generation as the Renewable Energy Market and refers to DG as Emerging Renewable Technologies.  This implies a mainstream renewables market for remote-site generation already exits.  Where we consider the statistics provided in the United States Department of Energy Annual Energy Report published in 1995, we must acknowledge that all Renewable Energy Technologies are Emerging Energy Markets because they provided less than 1% of the electricity consumed by Americans in 1994.�   CEC must be careful about including electricity generation technologies that are not really renewable.


Fossil, nuclear and large-scale hydro electricity generation are depleting resources by definition because they do not renew themselves within a realistic timeline to be considered renewable.   





“renew – to make new again, to restore to a former or sound condition; to revive, to make again, to continue by repeating; to replenish as supplies”�





Fossil, nuclear and large-scale hydro electricity generation provided 99.6% of the electricity consumed by Americans in 1975.  In 1994, they provided 99.5% of the electricity consumed in America.  All other fuels, including remote-site generation only increased 0.1% during the twenty years of Earth Day from 0.4% to 0.5%.�





The goal of the Renewable Energy Consumer Education Program is to further development of a customer-driven market for renewables by encouraging:  (1) customer participation in the renewables market; (2) direct access marketing by renewables; and (3) a role for aggregators and marketers of renewable power.  The Energy Commission at that time envisioned the formation of a renewable energy information “clearinghouse” to generate and disseminate unbiased information on renewable energy options to the public as a means to educate consumers and encourage them to purchase “green” energy products.�





‘green – full of life and vigor� -other definitions include –‘of nature’





If we are to encourage the development of a market for renewable energy, consumers must be provided reliable, unbiased information that will help them make appropriate choices.  Further, this information must be provided to consumers as they are in the process of making decisions, not after.  Consumer education on renewable energy issues must therefore be provided as soon as practicable.�  





The statewide CPUC-led education campaign outlining consumer choice, allegedly representing all forms of electricity generation, did not mention DG or self-generation as a choice for consumers in their competitive energy industry.  Some messages suggested to the CPUC by CEC were misleading siting fossil fuels as renewable technologies:





All sources of electricity affect the environment, but renewable electricity technologies are among the more environmentally friendly resources consumers can choose.  That’s why renewable power is sometimes referred to as “green” or environmentally friendly power.  Many of the public will hear both terms and wonder whether they mean the same thing.  “Green” is a term that may also be applied to technologies with low emissions, such as new, modern, clean-burning natural gas generation.�





Including sustainable coal or natural gas in the renewables technology programs defeats the purpose of the program designed specifically to facilitate mainstream deployment of renewable technology.  This emphasis of natural gas as a renewable technology in CEC notes to the CPUC reveals a contradiction of terms and the tremendous inability of the fossil fuels industry to adapt to emission standards on their own within the energy industry.  While we certainly advocate the use of sustainable coal and natural gas, they are not renewable fuels, and by definition could not rationally be included in development of a purely Renewables Technology Program.   Such inclusion confuses the public, represents a misuse of government appropriations and produces distrust in consumers especially when you have oil cartels sponsoring Earth Day when they refuse to responsibly market their photovoltaic products and the 50% Buydown of DG renewables technology to the public.  Here we find strong evidence of how very difficult it is for any one entity to fairly manage the diverse and often considered competitive interests of DG and remote-site generation.  Fossil fuels dominate resources even within the Renewables Technology Program where it uses funds for renewable technologies to finance depleting fuels deployment.    





Further, it is a well-known fact that true renewables technologies are most cost-effective and least intrusive when they are used for demand-site generation not in large remote-site developments.  However, 88% of the $540 million Renwables Technology Program resources were allocated for remote-site generation of renewable technology.  Because remote-site renewables technologies are already well-advertised, they require minimal consumer education.  They also require less upfront commitment of consumer resources as do DG renewables technology.  To avoid duplication of existing marketing efforts and meet the stronger educational needs of DG within the RECE program, the administrator position and program allocations should be focused primarily on educating the public and marketing deployment of distributed generation renewables technology.  





Self-generation was not mentioned as a choice for consumers in any of the California Public Utilities Commission mailers or on-line information explaining consumer choice in the newly competitive energy industry.  We have already suggested at the DG Roundtable on August 3rd and to Bob Lane assistant to Commissioner Knight that the CPUC add the simple phrase “. . . and the choice of consumer self-generation” to all of their educational materials discussing consumer choice.  The present education bias toward remote-site generation is furthered by a lack of inclusion of distributed generation in the ‘green’ list compiled for the CEC consumer hotline.  While there is a list of manufacturers and system designers on their website listed for the 50% Buydown, these companies should be included in the ‘green’ list for consumers specifying they provide products and services for self-generation of renewable energy technology. 


 There needs to be a process for distributed generation designers and manufacturers to be ‘green-listed’ like there is for remote-site generation Energy Service Providers.  We have asked to have the Solar Development Cooperative listed in the CEC list several times.  Numerous other PV companies are also listed on their website.  SDC has not been included despite our proven expertise, certification through a photovoltaic training program and the thousands of hours of industry development efforts we have provided the nation.   We have never been provided any avenue through which to apply for listing.





CEC must seriously consider these recent historic events that reveal extremely biased patterns of public education strongly evolving favoritism for remote-site generation technology and large long-established businesses.  Many of these cartels already spend millions of dollars on switch campaigns as a deregulation enticement for consumers to buy from their company.  


This further reduces the need to focus on an expensive renewables switching campaign. 





Demonstrated lack of success of the CPUC educational activities over this first year of deregulation in promoting the unbiased facts regarding renewables technology and self-generation opportunities are important and guiding data in making the choice of where the RECE funds are spent, and who will manage what portion of them.  





The goal of CEC’s first question in Appendix 3 necessitates a process to determine the existing condition of consumer knowledge about remote-site and distributed generation renewable technologies (not fossil fuels with reduced emissions).  The resultant document would include a summary evaluation of the CEC’s demonstrated impact on its partners in the Renewables Technology Program.  For a comprehensive view of the potential strengths and weaknesses of how well public education of consumer choice has functioned under one primary marketing company responsible for both DG and remote-site, we need to ask several questions:





When and where were remote-site and distributed generation renewable technologies equally represented in the language and specifics of the California Public Utilities Commission’s education packets explaining consumer choice in the newly competitive electricity industry?   





My letter of May 15, 1998 reveals the problems I faced as a small business owner attempting to open my first ElectriCity�symbol 210 \f "Symbol" \s 14�Ò� Studios with BI-PV Product Showroom.�  The education materials from CPUC did not include DG as a viable consumer choice, which strongly discouraged DG investors and potential DG clients.  The CPUC’s response to my letter involved a request by the Office of Ratepayer Advocates to generate an Order for Rulemaking to determine the role of the Utility Distribution Grid in DG.   The California Alliance for Distributed Energy Resources (CADER) has a number of CEC and CPUC representatives within its membership.  CADER established definition for distributed generation (DG) at their April 25-26, 1996 Roundtable:





“For purposes of the Roundtable, Distributed Generation (DG) was defined as a plant of 20 megawatts or less sited in or close to a load center or at a customer’s site and produces electricity at distribution system voltage.  Four technologies considered particularly well-suited to distributed generation are: combustion turbines, reciprocating engines, fuel cells and photovoltaics.”





For purposes of the Renewables Technology Program, the four technologies would only include fuel cells, photovoltaics, wind and small hydro generation.   Distributed generation may also include mid-size self-generation in commercial buildings of up to 500 kWp systems.  The Georgetown University Intercultural Center in Washington, DC that was installed by Dr. Lindmeyer and the Department of Energy in 1984 is an excellent example of a successful 300 kilowatt peak DG project that has been successfully and aesthetically functional since 1984�.  





Are remote-site and distributed generation being equally and accurately advertised to the California consumer by companies that own both types of these technologies and in all of the language and practices set forth by the CEC, the CPUC and industry organizations like SEIA, CADER and the Million Solar Rooftops In USA By 2010 Program?





While there is language indicating the financial and facilitative disadvantages of BI-PV technologies within the RECE documents themselves, there is no mention of the externality costs and problems with remote-site renewables technology.  We must include the disadvantages of both if we mention them for either.  If we are to even mention any fossil fuel deployment (natural gas) within the RECE language –where I do not believe it belongs, we need to include at least the known externality costs which are of great concern, globally. 





World Rent-a-Cops


Saudi Arabia has paid more than half of the $600 million cost of last month’s US-led military deployment in the Persian Gulf, Arab diplomats in Riyadh said.  The diplomats said the Saudis made  $330 million payment to the U.S. Kuwait is believed to be paying about 40% of the cost.  Wall Street Journal, Nov 7, 1994�





Amy Goodman, a United States journalist recently spoke on November 12th at the University of California at Irvine.  She recounted the story of the genocide she witnessed where East Temor residents were gunned down and put in mass graves by the Indonesian Navy at the direction of Chevron associates over a land-use dispute.  She and her husband not only witnessed the genocide, but were seriously injured and came close to losing their own lives until they threw out their US passports to the militia holding US rifles to their heads.  They were then taken to a local hospital treated for head injuries and returned to the US.  Australian press associates were not so fortunate.  The Australians were murdered with a vast number of local East Temor residents.�  





With all fairness to the Commission, I question the rather fraudulent implications in Table 1 emphasizing distributed generation is a high investment risk with 20+ year payback without any balanced mention of the numerous externality expenses of remote-site generation.  While many of these costs are being suppressed in costing considerations, they are no less long-term and real costs of deployment.  Further, is BI-PV really too expensive to deploy?  Are you going to take Town Cars and Mercedes off the marketplace because some people can’t afford one?  Automobiles and fossil-fuel deployment are within the purview of CEC jurisdiction.  The one thing the CEC can do is to discourage all inclusion of any fossil fuel within the renewables technology program simply by definition.  If you are going to advance a competitive energy industry, CEC must clearly define what factors characterize competition in the context of their programs, and restrict programs to the technologies and products they are designed to advance.  





Further, CEC is encouraged to exclude recommendation of companies that have not demonstrated a balanced agenda in furthering renewables technology they own through equal time and resources for public education and advertising of their products.  CEC must be encouraged to exclude in their renewables technology lists any promotion of companies that use militant intimidation within their business practices in the United States and around the world.  Renewable energy by nature reduces the need for militant control to assure our luxuries of electricity and mobility.  Educating the public about renewable technology is the foremost duty of the administrators, and fair competition must be the bottom-line of the agenda to succeed.





Competition – the act of competing, a trial of skill proposed as a test of superiority or comparative fitness�





We will assume for the record that CEC and CPUC definitions of competition do not include militant suppression of technologies their programs are designed to further.  CEC must consider the fact that proven DG products like building-integrated photovoltaics (BI-PV) are quite affordable when integrated into an industry structure they are best designed for.  BI-PV project costing belongs in construction Performas and/or property purchase financing that has a natural twenty to thirty year payback within the construction industry.  DG renewables technology are primarily product-driven investments not fuel-driven expenses.  The issue of industry overlap has not been well enough documented within the language of the RECE matrix.  Inclusion of architects and mortgage investor groups in the administrative organization should be mandatory to develop a more accurate analysis of the costs of BI-PV and other DG technologies.�  With the $3 rebate, most any consumer in the United States who owns property can afford to purchase a BI-PV project designed to provide up to 25% over their existing consumption of electricity if they choose to.  However, over $5 million of the $10 million dollars allocated for the 1998 50% Buydown remains unused.  We believe this is due to negative propaganda related to distributed generation claiming it is not affordable.  Consumers are further discouraged with the lack of cooperation by the CPUC excluding DG as a choice in the CPUC educational materials sent out for deregulation, and the lack of a trained UDC staff ready to serve their needs.�  The Commission nor any other entity can realistically compare the cost of coal at 55% of the United States electricity consumption in 1994 with building-integrated photovoltaics that was less than 0.001% of the energy consumed in 1994.  Deployment of any new technology is an expense, however these costs do not reflect the true cost of the technology unless there are ongoing and extreme deployment costs like offshore oil drilling and the illnesses perpetuated in coal mining and CO2 pollution.  If we compare the cost of DG with coal, there needs to at least be included a production-level ratio to evolve rational economic estimates of consumer costs.�





To ever indicate in any public education material that BI-PV is, today, too expensive or a high-risk technology is a gross misrepresentation of this simple to install, clean and affordable dual-use aesthetic silicon solar electric building materials technology.  Through millions of American research dollars, photovoltaics has reduced from $500 watt in 1975 to $5 watt in 1990.�  In fact, with the $3 rebate a BI-PV system is less expensive than remote-site renewables electricity charging a $10 surcharge on the consumer’s monthly bill totaling over $120 a year especially when we consider quality BI-PV products have twenty year warranties and a 30-50 year life cycle.  Property owners don’t worry about the long-term investment of a roof when they need it, they just consider this a cost of owning property and attempt to gain the expense when selling their property.  Simple costing tools need to be developed so preliminary  estimates of a BI-PV project and other types of DG are easy for consumers to evaluate by hand.





Financial institutions need to be educated about BI-PV and other DG renewables technology so they can provide the proper financing mechanisms for consumers.  Cooperating banks should have CEC/CPUC DG financing brochures easily visible and accessible to patrons.  The brochures should outline the 50% Buydown program and related financing for homebuyers and homeowners wanting to renovate their property.  There are programs in Germany where homeowners pay the same price as their existing bill each month to cover the cost of a PV system.�    We must break the cycle of false information perpetuating lack of action.   We have heard very little advertising of the Million Solar Rooftops In USA By 2010 Program.  The European Commission published their 1,000,000 PV Rooftops By 2010 Program in December 1997.  They are not concerned with including solar solar thermal in their program, because they know PV creates electricity and is a silicon technology that will be one of the hottest growing commodities of the 21st Century.  George Soros in his book entitled The Reflexivity Theory indicates the demand and supply formulas of traditional economics often perpetuate technology and products already within the mainstream market despite the fact that better and less expensive products are available for deployment.�  Consumers purchase what they understand and have access to.  Today, the two primary hurdles of mainstream deployment of BI-PV are (1) public education through ready access to a variety of quality BI-PV products supported by (2) a reliable and cooperative service industry.�  





Historically, CPUC and their marketing firm Needham did not include DG in their public education information regarding consumer choice in deregulation.  Everyone blamed everyone else.  If there are two separate entities with the clear responsibility of educating the consumer about the divergent interests of remote-site and DG technology, separately, there will be no question as to where the problem lies and who must remedy it.





Are distributed generation services for grid connection and net metering as well-explained, accessible and convenient (user-friendly) as remote-site generation renewables technology?  





Example:  There is a twelve-page contract to facilitate net metering and grid-connection for DG, whereas remote-site agreements switching to generation of renewables technology is completed with a verbal or one-page contract.  An interesting point of comparison is that both the 50% Buydown application and related reservation contract for DG projects are only one-page even though they represent substantial amounts of money and long-term financing with long-term repayment plans.  However, consumer access to the grid and related services including net metering for DG requires a twelve-page contract.  While the imbalance of information related to these issues clearly discourages consumers to purchase DG technologies, it also reveals a stronger need for consumer education related to DG renewable technologies. 





Two administrators focused separately on the unique needs of DG  and remote-site consumer education would be better able to address unique problems of DG with less conflicting interests. 





We cannot afford not to reduce confusion and ambiguity in public education when more accurate terminology would facilitate appropriate use and management of RECE funds? 





We identified these strong differences demanding the need for separate marketing plans:





Renewable Energy Market 	Emerging Renewable Technology Market


	Remote Site				Distributed Generation


	Long established businesses	New Industry & Small Businesses 


	88% $480 MM RTP Funding	12% $54 MM RTP Funding


	Infrastructure In Place		DG Mandates New Industry Patterns


		�symbol 183 \f "Symbol" \s 14�·�grid service				�symbol 183 \f "Symbol" \s 14�·�grid connection service


		�symbol 183 \f "Symbol" \s 14�·�billing structure				�symbol 183 \f "Symbol" \s 14�·�net metering contracts


		�symbol 183 \f "Symbol" \s 14�·�consumer pays by month		�symbol 183 \f "Symbol" \s 14�·�consumer pays 20 years up-front


�symbol 183 \f "Symbol" \s 14�·�large-scale deployment			�symbol 183 \f "Symbol" \s 14�·�small project investments


		�symbol 183 \f "Symbol" \s 14�·�financing easier				�symbol 183 \f "Symbol" \s 14�·�financing structure not in place 


		�symbol 183 \f "Symbol" \s 14�·�cartels control funding			�symbol 183 \f "Symbol" \s 14�·�cartels suppress funding


		�symbol 183 \f "Symbol" \s 14�·�simple for consumer to switch		�symbol 183 \f "Symbol" \s 14�·�consumer real estate investment 


		�symbol 183 \f "Symbol" \s 14�·�anti-trust abuses unchallenged		�symbol 183 \f "Symbol" \s 14�·�cartels limit DG manufacturing


		�symbol 183 \f "Symbol" \s 14�·�lots of advertising money		�symbol 183 \f "Symbol" \s 14�·�cartels suppress DG advertising


		�symbol 183 \f "Symbol" \s 14�·�abuse of power & resources		�symbol 183 \f "Symbol" \s 14�·�potential for national security


		�symbol 183 \f "Symbol" \s 14�·�generates dependency			�symbol 183 \f "Symbol" \s 14�·�facilitates less dependency


	


In summary, it is obvious that not only are DG renewables technology different in industry structure, but they differ philosophically and sociologically as well.  For this reason, we believe it is not only unrealistic, but asking the impossible to expect a single entity or organization to succeed in carrying out the identified responsibilities of program administrator for both DG and remote-site renewables technology because of the significant and complex divergent interests and very different public education needs of distributed generation and remote-site generation of renewables technology.  Therefore, we strongly recommend two separate administrators or organizations be appointed that have a demonstrated understanding of the needs of each the renewables technology they are appointed to manage. 


We would discourage the Commission from continuing to fund any new projects or to further market any existing fossil fuel projects under the Renewables Technology Program.   To assure a competitive market, we would also request that the Commission immediately insist that the CPUC and CEC websites include self-generation as a viable consumer choice.  Further, we would request the Commission omit all biased opinions about the affordability of DG technology that in-fact covers a diverse range of prices and practicalities.   We want to emphasize that public education with ready access to quality DG products must be a priority of the RECE administrator for DG.  Public education must establish and enforce the utility distribution company’s role as an informed cooperative service provider to DG consumers.    We also want to emphasize the need to market DG to the mass market.  Additional targeted  educational activities might be coordinated to enhance organized deployment efforts.





Once you appreciate how rapid growth can be when it’s exponential, you can appreciate the associated impacts.  For example, as fossil fuels are consumed at exponential rates, global climate change can occur at a similar growth rate.  And environmental problems such as oil spills, increase dramatically in their frequency, health impacts, and costs.  Finally, national security can be jeopardized with increasing ease and frequency.  By “snowballing,” the exponential growth of fossil fuel consumption can trigger an avalanche of other economic and environmental dangers.”


High School Energy Debate 1998 - United States Department of Energy 





What if you discovered, today, Americans have within their reach a non-polluting silicon technology that through the same “snowballing” exponential growth described above will dramatically reduce national and global dependence on depleting and hazardous fuel consumption for electricity generation within this century?  Would you find the adaptability and courage to gain the training needed to advance this technology in your energy portfolio?  In 1997, during the opening session of the American Power Conference, Kurt Yeager, as President of the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) responded as follows to my inquiry as to why more use of photovoltaics isn’t attempted in new energy infrastructures around the world, “We do not know enough about photovoltaic technology at this time.”  When I asked how he would expand knowledge of PV in the US, he said, “Photovoltaics technology is too expensive to use within industrialized nations at this time.”  In 1999, we have an exciting new agenda to facilitate renewables technology in the US and a competitive global marketplace:  These opportunities include: 





Million Solar Rooftops In USA 1997-2010 Program, and the 1,000,000 Photovoltaic Rooftops In the EC 1997-2010 Program – excerpt:  “Photovoltaics (PV) is a high technology with strong export potential in a very competitive global market and fierce competition with Japan and the USA.  There is a very motivated PV industry in Europe which should be supported in its effort to bring domestic and export markets off the ground.  Besides the leading European oil and other big companies, many SMEs are active in the field.  There is much scope for their number to increase and for large numbers of jobs to be created.”�





The entire US Electric Industry Is Now Scheduled To Be Deregulated By 2003.  Expanded federal and utility support at this time might well assure the United States a lion’s share of this multibillion-dollar silicon global market.  Within the last ten years, large European companies have taken control of patents of leading American PV technologies.  Now is the time for the United States to lead the way into mainstream domestic deployment of BI-PV.





In light of these opportunities that are commonly seen to be in strong competition with remote site renewables technology, we would strongly emphasize the need to have a separate administrator for distributed generation and remote-site renewables technology to facilitate the public information agenda of the Renewables Technology Program.  Enron-Amoco took over Solarex shortly after Dr. Lindmeyer completed the beautiful and successful 300 kilowatt peak building-integrated photovoltaic project of the Intercultural Center at Georgetown University.  This highly successful BI-PV project should be a focal point of Solarex deregulation advertising, and yet we have seen no advertisements at all from Solarex announcing the 50% Buydown and related self-generation opportunities for electricity consumers in deregulation.   





There is consistent, strong and convincing historic evidence that one entity cannot and most importantly will not fully and fairly represent the divergent interests of both DG and remote-site renewables technology.  It would be like asking horse ranchers at the turn of the last century to manage the education program for automobile deployment.  Remote-site businesses are encouraged to cooperate in the renewables program due to increasingly stringent environmental laws.  We strongly recommend the emerging renewables technology label be dropped and the demand-side electricity production category be renamed distributed generation renewables technology for reasons previously specified within this document.  We further, would request the Commission include renewable DG in a mass marketing effort.  People throughout the energy industry own homes and small businesses.   Mass marketing with bulk discounts will strongly encourage UDC cooperation and reduce the present cost of BI-PV and other renewable DG technologies.�  We have prepared draft of legislation for the establishment of the United States Solar Savings Bond Program for Building-Integrated Photovoltaics.  





We suggest the Georgetown University Intercultural Center be the commercial BI-PV structures focus of a DG renewables public service announcement explaining the Million Solar Rooftops In USA By 2010 Program and the $3 rebate.  In addition to the CPUC public information omitting self-generation as a consumer option, there is also the additional UPVG $500 million dollar program exclusively for remote-site PV projects.  





The interests of DG and remote-site generation are too different to be fairly represented by one organization or person.  The diverse technologies within remote-site and DG are competitive.�  We highly recommend that 75% of the RECE resources be appropriated specifically for DG public education for the reasons set forth in this document.   The two administrative entities will ideally have a two weeks to prepare a summary of their coordinated education program before signing a permanent contract.  The RECE education process should include documentation of all activities and public involvement to leverage future educational value for the CEC.   





2. 	In Light of the role and responsibilities of the program administrator, the attributes are the attributes identified in Section VI of the proposed marketing plan reasonable?  If not, explain why and identify attributes of qualifications that may be more appropriate.





We believe the facilitator for renewable DG technologies must have a documented history of committed international involvement in deployment of renewable DG technologies, a long-term involvement with the construction industry, be a wizard at creating organizational documents for record-keeping, be able to participate in drafting legislature and have demonstrated success in developing low-cost marketing efforts that appeal to a broad consumer market. 





The facilitator for the renewables remote-site technologies must be a proven communicator with a demonstrated interest in deployment of only renewables technology within the Renewables Technology Program.  They should have corporate and international business experience with proven project development success.  Any business or entity that has used renewables technology to leverage mainstream deployment of fossil, nuclear and large-hydro fuels should be banned from consideration as an administrator.  If you were attempting to stop smoking, you would reduce the time you spend with chain smokers.  The CEC Renewables Technology Program is an important opportunity to transform energy consumption habits, and to develop fresh new patterns of sustainable electricity for the US in deregulation and for the global community.  While some of my comments may appear critical, we must remember the $200 plus billion dollar industry we are attempting to transform has a life of its own.  There were 40 vehicles at the 1940 car show in Kansas City, Missouri including farm trucks.  Just fifty-five short years later, in 1995, there were eight football fields of only small cars and trucks.  





Do entities or organizations currently exist that meet the description of a program administrator as identified in Section IV of Proposed Marketing Plan?





In light of the amount of effort and interest demonstrated by the groups involved in the decision-making process for the RECE funds, it may be worthwhile to consider some of those entities and organizations for the administrator positions, and to develop within the structure of the public education process cooperative ways that will benefit all of these groups and others that may want to become more involved.  This would extend the value of the CEC RECE funds and develop a much-less fragmented avenue for representation of the many diverse interests in the Renewables Technology Program.  I would suggest an on-line site that is accessible through a password.  The site would have a variety of features developed by each member or a group of members representing one type of renewable technology.  The most important feature of this website would be the four types of communications available within the system:





	�symbol 183 \f "Symbol" \s 14�·�public bulletin board


	�symbol 183 \f "Symbol" \s 14�·�members only bulletin board


	�symbol 183 \f "Symbol" \s 14�·�private mail exclusively within the site


	�symbol 183 \f "Symbol" \s 14�·�chat room


	�symbol 183 \f "Symbol" \s 14�·�calendar only to be changed by members but is available as a link to share with public 


	�symbol 183 \f "Symbol" \s 14�·�on-line training opportunities through interactive CD Roms


	


While this would be a great organizational tool, there should be minimal money spent to develop this website.  It could be developed with by a University as matching funds.  The participants would be involved on a voluntary basis except where specific projects warranted


paid consulting.  Such positions would be posted so that all members and the public would be aware of them.  One of the primary problems this would solve would be to level the organizational playing field for people of diverse socio-economic situations. 





I recently completed the on-line Applied Photovoltaics course offered by the University of New South Wales.  It was set up a format similar to this.  At the close of our three-week course, we had over five hundred comments and questions posted on our community bulletin board.  There were students from all over the world involved in this course.  I have been considering the development of similar site for The International Association of Building-integrated Photovoltaics Architects and Installers (IABI-PVAI).  





Please review the extensive testimony I provided for the June 3, 1998� hearing in consideration of the RECE funding.  In my experience the past six years, I have not found anyone who believes as strongly as I do that BI-PV is ready for mainstream deployment, and that the only hurdles in our way are management issues.  While making sure all technologies are represented fairly is important, there needs to be consideration for the renewable technologies that are ready for mainstream deployment.  A part of the organizational process will be to establish the status of various technologies and communicate the management hurdles so we may successfully facilitate deployment.  There needs to be a reaching out and stretching of the organizational structure through cooperative problem-solving and less attitudinal road blocks especially for distributed generation of building-integrated photovoltaics and fuel cell technologies.  The European Commission has a 1,000,000 Photovoltaic Rooftops In EC and 3rd World Countries by 2010 Program.  BI-PV is affordable, today.  Education is the pathway to communicate how it is affordable when translated to construction development proformas, homebuilders and roofing renovation.  Comparing BI-PV with the cost per kWh of coal is an exercise in futility that has caused significant delays in deployment of this important technology.  All electricity consumers should be informed about DG technologies, not just a small group or targeted audience.   It is a national security issue, a major environmental issue and globally competitive commerce.  





The bottom-line is not what characteristics do the administrators have, but what attributes does the CEC now need to meet this important challenge.  Some of the requirements and attributes described in Section VI are inconsistent and unrealistic.  An avid fundraiser who can bring 2:1 matching funds or $2.75 million to the table by contract signing may bind the program to various commitments that are not healthy for the program.  Someone who has this kind of leverage is not likely to have the management focus needed to facilitate the diverse special interests of the  RECE program.  They may not have the balanced values or political freedom needed to honestly accomplish competing goals of the RECE program.  Further, the campaign promises this suggests forces development of financial alliances by the administrator before they are ever hired.  This requirement could actually be seen as a form of organizational bribery and severely limit the participation of viable managers.  Hire a manager that will coordinate a team of voluntary fundraisers and civic leaders throughout the state.  People who can politically leverage that type of money aren’t looking for an administrative position within a program of the CEC.  It appears  the CEC needs to decide whether they want a politician to manage the RECE funds or an administrator.  I would strongly suggest the CEC omit this requirement.  Reliable alliances will be difficult to finalize until an administrator is hired and the coordination program is developed.





CEC wants and needs to retain more flexibility in the initial program development stages.


The CEC staff is a tremendous resource of information and experience within the energy industry.  They represent many of the diverse interests of DG and remote-site renewables technology.  I would recommend a CEC staff retreat to determine the characteristics that best meet the needs in expertise and motivation within the CEC staff.   What are you lacking?  These are the characteristics and skills I would recommend the CEC look for in the administrators they choose for managing the RECE funds for DG and remote-site renewables technology.





Thank you for your consideration of these comments.  I look forward to the many technological, environmental, sociological and commerce benefits this program may realize for California as we evolve a model for Renewables Technology deployment throughout the nation and the world.





Sincerely, 





Eileen M. Smith, M.Arch.


Founder & CEO 


SOLAR DEVELOPMENT COOPERATIVE


3535 East Coast Highway 


Corona del Mar, CA  92625





(949) 862-5826


E-mail:  bi_pv@yahoo.com
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