Public Forum – Oct 12 at CCSE in San Diego
The following Q&A section follows the same structure as the presentations.
PROGRAM STATISTICS
Q:  Why does PG&E have so many more applications than the other Program Administrators (PAs)?

A:  1)   as for Residential, Tariff rate – E7 implemented Jan 1, 2007.  

2) Willingness of customers to go green

Q:  Has there been an evaluation of per-capita adoption of solar comparing the different PA territories?

A: (PA1)  PG&E does evaluate that information internally.

(PA2)  Program Budget is broken out by relative consumption (households).  Even so, PG&E has a higher per capita rate of consumption.  Rate schedules very important, as is the culture in the marketplace.  Northern California has a different culture.

(CPUC) Thank you all for allocating time for this.  CPUC staff has compiled and brought a staff report on the CSI program.  

 Q:  Why does it takes so long to process applications in PG&E?  

 A:  (PA1)  Statistics only show total applications, not the rate at which we are processing.  Current processing rate is about double what it was at beginning of program.  About 30-40% of applications are incomplete upon receipt.  The followup is not reflected in this timeline.  Currently handling a few hundred incomplete applications requiring additional followup.  Reservations issued per month are increasing.  All PAs have brought on additional staff.
Q:  Are applications (in PG&E) still taking about two months to process?

A:  (PA1)  Yes.  Huge spike in July occurred faster than PA could staff/respond.  With the impending drop in incentives, a rush occurred.  

(PA2)  CPUC staff report has more detailed information on specific aspects of application process timelines and statistics.

(PA1)  Total time from receipt to payment is fairly similar across all PA territories.

Q:   How do we handle the complaints about how long it takes to process in certain territories?

A:   We are aware of the issues and have taken steps – additional staffing, process improvements, and streamlined requirements.  
Q:   So even if an application is completely error free, it would still take 117-135 days to process?

A:  (PA) No.  That timeline is showing total time of all stages.  That includes the two weeks (error free) to two months (problem app and/or backlog) to process the initial application, the total time the installer takes to actually install the system, the subsequent receipt of incentive claim paperwork, and the processing time to verify, inspect, and pay.  

(CPUC) The next round of reports will include more precise details about the discrete tasks and steps within this program.  The statistics are an average for the year.  These include the slow initial processing times, the lack of an online application tool, mandatory inspections.  Further, steps have already been taken to reduce the paperwork quantity and more reductions are forthcoming.  The CPUC fully expects the processing time from beginning to end to decrease as a result.

Q:  30% of applications contain problems.  Is that a reflection of the quantity of paperwork required and/or a lack of definition of what is required?

A:  (PA)  The PAs will discuss later in the program what changes have occurred and which are forthcoming.  We have been receiving a large number of incomplete applications.  This process works both ways – we do a large number of trainings but we have also seen a lot of turnover with the admin staff at the installers.
C:  Many of the incomplete applications are due to the Host Customer not matching the utility bill account holder.  How can we address this?  And, there is no clear method of communicating the load calculations for oversized and/or major remodels.  I think this is something the PAs are working on.

Q:  The PAs are doing a tremendous job.  The contractors are just as responsible for this.  We have seen issues within our own company of not handling the paperwork appropriately.  What is the issue with system sizing?  The Handbook is clear that the load must match the proposed system.

A:  (PA)  The documentation referred to by the previous question is required for systems that exceed the historical load.  There is a requirement to submit documentation, but the documentation is not precisely spelled out.  We will work on this.
Q. 148 megawatts of PV systems are under reservation. By the end of this year, how many systems in megawatts will come on line? 
A. PA’s don’t control any PV system being turned on. That’s between the installer and the utilities with their interconnection. We don’t know that answer.  We have no way of knowing and very little control of that. 

Q.  (To SCE), it shows that the Residential Under Review Megawatts has been at 1.999 for 8 weeks, why is that? 

A. I don’t know.  I’ll look into it.

Q. In the databases, you have a category called system removed, is that counted towards dropouts? 

A. No, we used withdrawn or cancelled. Not all of the projects shown as withdrawn or cancelled are put into the trigger tracker. The category of system removed may be duplicates or errors. Perhaps definitions categories could be useful on Powerclerk. Clean Power Research is working on a nice set of documents that will have this available to you soon. Also the handbook has definitions in the back of it. We’re trying also to homogenize the status names in the Handbook and Powerclerk. 

Q. Why does the export/data set dates not match up with the other PAs?
A. Moving forward this is a goal we anticipate will reach.  It will show more of a current snapshot. 

Q. Good work and thanks to you PAs for doing a great job.  The CSI information that is being released now seems different.  Has the format changed?  Is this because of the Powerclerk tool?  

A. Yes.

Q. I noticed a lot of information gaps in that data, mostly installer info.  Where you aware of this problem, is it being addressed and what is the timeline?

A. We imported that data from our internal database into Powerclerk and not everything matched up so we have to manually go back and insert the data. Certain projects didn’t require the information that Powerclerk requests and therefore, it is unclear when we will ever be 100% completely accurate. 

Q. The fastest applications have taken four months to complete. What is the goal time to process applications?
A. The time of when an application is submitted and when it is paid all depends on the applicant and how quickly the paperwork goes back and forth. We give up to a year to complete the full project. The discrete tasks associated with this process. The tasks are tracked in Powerclerk. You can see a change and difference in who is responsible for what. Once a project is complete and the Incentive Claim paperwork is approved we are required to pay within 30 days. If you can suggest ways to streamline the process, let us know and we can get it in the advice letter and make those changes. 

Q.  The statistics are dramatically different between the PAs. Is there a plan to reallocate the budget between the PAs? Is there a long term plan to look at the progress and re-evaluate if the budget split between the residential and nonresidential is appropriate?
A. I don’t have an answer for you.  The legislature did impose in SB1 reports back to the legislature. If there are changing market dynamics, and if there are reasons to reallocate the budget there are statutes to open that up.

BIPV NOW ELIGIBLE FOR EPBB
Q:  Can the calculator website include notification of when the calculator will be changing?  We have had some issues with our customers when the calculator has changed and the incentive has changed.
A:  Yes, we will incorporate a notification.  As for calculator changes, the Handbook requires the PAs to notify applicants when the incentive value changes due to a calculator design change.
Q:  As for annual kWh, do the PAs use that value for forecasting PBI payments?
A:  Yes.  That is why the PAs are excited about the improvements to the calculator on annual kWh predictions.  The calculator will now better communicate the importance of high efficiency equipment and design as the annual kWh will respond more accurately.

Q:  How do we make suggestions?  Email?  Who is the contact?
A:  Public Forums, direct communication with your PAs, and becoming a party to the proceeding.  The Pubic Forums occur on a rotating basis throughout the PA territories.  Please communicate directly with the PAs as well.  As for becoming a party to the proceeding, please see the CPUC website at www.cpuc.ca.gov.

Q:  Is there a way to have some fudge factor with the exactness of the system design elements – tilt, azimuth, shade – when we submit the Incentive Claim?

A:  PAs strongly support having an easier mechanism to determine incentive amounts and are working toward that.  Further, the official Inspection Protocol documentation has been posted.  Although the specific tolerances have not been published yet, the PAs will be posting them this quarter.  In the meantime, know the PAs are looking for major discrepancies between incentive claims vs inspected systems – not differences of one or two degrees.
Q:  When will the EPBB calculator include single or dual axis tracking systems? 

A:  Addressing this is not currently a top priority.  In the interim, for PA budgeting purposes, we internally adjust the capacity factor for tracking systems by up to 25% to account for this.  However, this annual kWh estimate we use of budgeting purposes is not displayed on the EPBB results.

CPUC:  We will add this to an upcoming meeting agenda.  In the meantime, we are not making massive changes to the calculator, outside of the already mentioned ones, as the CEC is making recommendations about the entire calculator which should be used for the CSI program.

RESULTS from the SHADING SUBCOMMITTEE
Q:  The EPBB calculator appears to provide a lower than maximum incentive when the annual kWh estimate is at maximum.  Why is that?
A:  The calculator is designed to provide a maximum incentive when the summer kWh production is maximized… not annual kWh production.  This is a result of trying to maximize the total value to all parties – summer rates are higher, summer loads on the utilities are higher, and Time-of-Use (TOU) rates reward better for summer production.  So even though the annual kWh production might be slightly less, the overall value of a summer-optimized system is similar or better than an annually-optimized system.

CPUC:  The Aug 24, 2006 Decision sets out the specifications for how the incentives will be structured.  If you wish to see this changed, you must become a party to the proceeding and file an official Petition to Modify (PTM).  
Q:  Does the EPBB account for production differences due to latitude?  Will a Northern California system receive the same incentive for the same system design as one in Southern California?
A:  Yes it does take those differences into account.  The exact same system in Northern California will most likely receive a lower incentive than the same system in Southern California.  The estimated production for Southern California is in almost all cases higher than the corresponding Northern California production estimates.

Q: What portion of shade impact affects the incentive?   
A: There are 6 months that actually impact the EPBB results. The EPBB calculator asks you to input shading for 12 months; however, the EPBB calculator is only concerned with the Utility summertime months of May through October. 
Q. Your definition of shading is changing.  Do I submit my paperwork now or wait for the change? If shading changes, will the rebate amount change?  

 A. At the time the reservation is requested, provide us with the best current data available. At the incentive claim stage we need to know precisely the shading impacts.  Whatever you submit at the reservation request stage is considered accurate until you submit more paperwork at the incentive claim stage.  Whatever you submit at the incentive claim stage is what’s going to count. 

CSI HANDBOOK CHANGES
Q: Please clarify. The cost cap for PMRS requirements for systems over 30kW is .5% of the total system cost. 
A: Yes. [According to the CSI Handbook, systems up to 30kW may be exempted from PMRS requirements if the total cost of metering, communication and PMRS for 5 years is is greater than 1% . For systems over 30kW the cost cap is .5%
Q: If you are above the cost cap threshold, is there still a minimum monitoring requirement with a display for the System Owner to view the output? 
A: Yes. If the inverter has a display for the customer to view the kWh the system has produced, the requirement is fulfilled. If the inverter does not include a display, one would have to purchase a separate meter to show total consumption.
Q: What is the projection for mandated Time of Use rates?
CPUC: A legislative and CPUC decision in June temporarily stayed mandatory TOU rates until the next rates are developed for each utility. SDG&E is going through the process, SCE next, then PGE. When those new rates are developed and go into effect (probably 2009) the next applicants into the system must go into TOU rates. SB1 is very clear that they intended solar incentive recipients to go on TOU rates.
Q: When will PowerClerk be available for public program reporting? How will someone not affiliated with a particular applicant or seller access the reports?

A: The statewide public data is currently available on the PowerClerk homepage, https://csi.powerclerk.com (no www.) and can be accessed without a login account. Currently, there is a weekly public report that is posted in the form of an excel spreadsheet showing applications from “Under Review” status forward. There are still minor changes needed to update the database, but most of the information including the MW, are largely accurate. The next report will be posted this coming Tuesday. It’s important to note that PowerClerk will soon be incorporating pivot tables that give summary and categorical data for projects. We hope to have this feature available in the next 10 days.
Q: Some items in PowerClerk are outdated. For instance, residential requirements are listed when applying for a 2-step commercial project. Are there any plans to update the tool?
A: Yes, we are working with the online tool developers to ensure PowerClerk is updated with the Handbook.
Q: We have 3 people in different offices filling out the applications. PowerClerk only allows one person as a primary contact. In some cases, the incentive paperwork has been sent to the wrong office. Can the tool be changed so that a login can correspond to the user’s contact information and not the general contact information of the company?
A: Usability issues are being addressed by Energy Solutions. Contact information and application submissions to the correct PA are still being worked on. 

Q: Are there plans to show projects that have 3rd Party Ownership in the Public Report?

A: We didn’t mean to exclude 3rd Party Ownership information. We will make note of this and decide whether or not this information will be added to the public report. Certain information, such as Host Customer contact information were determined inappropriate for online publishing and have therefore been left out.
Q:  You stated that the CSI Contract is tied to the Handbook. Does this mean that the customer is required to be given a copy of the Handbook?

A: (PA1)  It’s important for the Host Customer to read the terms of the Handbook and I would suggest it. I understand it seems unrealistic to print out the Handbook for each Host Customer, so in many cases it may be sufficient for them to read just the three page Contract.
(PA2) There are interesting side effects to having some documentation in the Handbook and some that are not included in the Handbook. For instance, we often get rejected by Host Customers when asked to schedule a system inspection because they have no idea that PAs have the right to conduct inspections. In these cases, the Host Customer may have forgot or failed to read this portion in the Handbook. So there is some need for the Installer / Seller community to educate these customers about important details within the Handbook and I think this is one of those areas.
Caller Response: I think it is unrealistic to expect the Customer to read the entire Handbook.
Q: Why is an additional Warranty document required when Warranty effective dates are specified on the Incentive Claim Form? In addition, there is no place to enter Warranty dates in the Online Tool. 
A: We still require a separate document from the Installer stating 10 Year Warranty for the system. There has been discussion to require installers to include the 10 year warranty in the upfront contract. 

Q: We do include the Warranty in the contract and typically need to refer the PA to the contract when Warranty information is requested.
A: We’re going to file an advice letter to resolve this issue so that you will not need to submit additional warranty documentation when it is already built-into the contract.
Q: Do we need 2 quotes to satisfy PMRS exemption? One from the PMRS provider and one from the Installer to the customer?

A: Please provide documentation sufficient to meet or exceed the cost cap exemption.  If this can be met with only the PMRS 5-year monitoring cost, submit only that PMRS provider document.  If it requires the additional costs associated with meter installation, communications, or additional installation costs, please submit those documents.
Q: Please confirm that System Size Justification is only needed if the system is over 5kW and the system is generating more energy than the current needs of the home.

A: Yes.

Q: It seems unnecessary and confusing for the customer to receive Incentive Claim Forms with the Rebate Confirmation Letter. Do the PAs need to send these documents to the customer?
A: A hard copy of the Reservation Letter is sent to the Customer. In addition, a notification email is sent to all parties with an electronic copy of the letter and links to the ICF documentation requirements. We understand this may be confusing but our goal is to communicate pertinent information. We encourage Installers to remain in communication with their customer and educate them about the process.

Q:  Can someone other than the person of record on the utility bill sign the Contract between the Contractor and the Homeowner? I’m asking because in a particular lending situation, one homeowner may qualify for a loan while the other may not.
A: In this case, send a letter to PA stating the relationship between the 2 homeowners and explain that 1 homeowner is taking the loan. Regarding the installation contract, it is fine if both parties sign.

Q: Is the System Size Justification based on AC or DC rating?

A:  The CSI program always uses AC ratings.

ADVICE LETTER – letter to change CSI Program 

Q: Will building permit and interconnection letter still be required?

A:  (PA1) In SCE territory, no. We will get everything from the Net Energy Metering department. This proposal is in the Advice Letter, so you will still be required to submit these documents until it is approved. Changes will be made to the Handbook and website once the proposal is approved.
A: (PA2) In SDG&E territory, we will still need the Interconnection Letter, but not the building permit.  We will work with SDG&E on a way to handle this without the interconnection letter.
A: (PA3) PG&E will not require PTO letter. As long as you notify us that the system has been interconnected, we can verify that information internally.

Q: How far along in the process is this proposal?

A: It’s scheduled to go out for review in the next week and will be probably be filed the week after.

Comment: (Phone – CEC) By taking the final building permit and Interconnection Letter out of the public sphere and leaving it in the hands of the Utility, there is question about the Public getting access to that data. I would hope that the data would be incorporated into PowerClerk since in the past, those dates have been tracked through the ERP program and have been very useful.   

Q: Will Project Cost Breakdown Worksheet still be required for the 2 step when you are proposing to remove it from the 3 step process? 
A: We are proposing to remove the Project Cost Breakdown Worksheet from the Proof of Project Milestone stage in the 3 step application process. We are still requiring the Project Cost Breakdown Worksheet for both the 2 step and 3 step Incentive Claim stages.

Q: There seems to be a lack of communication between the Utility Interconnection Department and the CSI Department. Why does the customer need to furnish the Utility with the Authorization Letter to Interconnect when the Utility has issued the Letter in the first place? It holds up the process.
A: (PA1) In SCE territory you do not have to send a copy of the letter. If the customer has not interconnected by the time the ICF was submitted, we will verify interconnection with our Interconnection Department.

(PA2) The Interconnection Letter is a requirement because CCSE is a third party who does not have access to SDG&E’s internal files. Both PG&E and SCE have tried to be consistent in letting customers know that as long as they notify us in a cover letter in the Incentive Claim Form that the system is interconnected, they do not need to wait for the PTO letter.
Comment:   To keep consistency throughout the Program, I would like to propose that CCSE and SDG&E work something out to follow the rest of the Utilities and remove the requirement for the Interconnection Letter.

Q:  Are the Final Project Cost Breakdown and Final Project Cost Affidavit worksheets integrated in the PowerClerk tool?

A: We recently removed the Final Project Cost Breakdown worksheet in PowerClerk because some customers were unable to enter information to some of the cost fields. We will incorporate the worksheet into the online tool after we update the Project Components section. The Final Project Cost Affidavit is in PowerClerk and no additional sheet will be required.
Q: If the Final Project Cost Breakdown information is in the database, but I am unable to print it out, do I still need to submit a separate form?
A: No, the information provided in PowerClerk will suffice.
Comment: (CALSEIA) There is feedback from the Installer community about Board of Equalization Sales Tax audits that are now being based on the project cost breakdowns. The Installers would prefer not to give the project cost breakdown information to their customers, especially when there is a flat rate/fixed price contract. I want to discuss this after the forum.
Comment: (Phone - CEC) In the ERP program, as the volume of applications increased, less data on component costs became available. This information is critical to give the PAs perspective on where costs are going in the PV industry. I think the cost breakdown should definitely be included since administrative budgets and personnel are much higher than they were under the ERP.

INTEGRATION OF NON-PV TECHNOLOGIES INTO CSI
Q: When is the supplement to the advice letter coming so non-PV technologies can participate in CSI?
A:  CPUC: [The supplement to an advice letter is filed the same way as an advice letter. It is filed by the PAs, distributed to the service list, and parties will have an opportunity to comment.] We are having weekly meetings and in the next two weeks I hope to have a proposal ready. We also want to give the experts an opportunity to comment on the proposal. 
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, and DEPLOYMENT (RD&D) PROGRAM
Q: Are there any restrictions on who can apply for the demonstration projects? 
A: The Program Manager cannot apply for funds. All projects will go through a competitive process. Applicants will be judged by a set of criteria that will be clear in the RFP, and a group of technical experts will help to judge.
Details of project selection criteria can be found on the CPUC website under R&D staff proposal. 

Q: Does the $50 million come from the existing budget from the Million Solar Roofs program?
A: It is from the $2.2 billion pool of CSI funds, but is separate from the $1.7 billion of incentive money.

Q: What is the expected timeline and process after the RFPs go out?
A: We are still in the early stages of launching the program, but expect to start in Q2 / Q3, 2008. The selection process is as follows: 

RFP Release


Bidders submit proposals


Proposals to be considered by Program Manager & Energy Division

Proposals developed by selected bidders then submitted to Commission for vote

Commission to vote upon each award

LOW INCOME SOLAR PROGRAM UPDATES

Q: When will the drafting for the Single Family proposal be released?

A: It is currently a top priority to get this proposal out.


Q: When will the Multi-Family proposal be done?

A: I cannot give a specific timeline. The Multi-Family Program proposal was issued in the summer and there will be a comment period at a later date. Following the comment period there will be a proposed decision.

Q: What is the rebate structure for these programs?

A: There is no rebate structure currently as no proposed decisions have been made. Rebate Structure recommendations and proposals are available on the CPUC website under Low Income Strategy. 
OPEN DISCUSSION
Q. Why does the solar water heating get only a small portion of the overall incentive program?

A. As the CPUC was developing the program, SB1 was signed in around that time. It precludes gas for the incentive program. We had already started on creating the pilot water heating program in San Diego so we decided to go ahead and issue our approval for CCSE to continue on with that pilot in order to see what that market was. Throughout that time there was a bill pushed through legislature that was just signed this morning to approve a gas displacement program for solar water heaters. 

Q. The solar water heating program seems to be more cost effective than a solar PV system. Wouldn’t it make sense to have a bigger allocation for that program?
A. SB1 calls out the pool of money of what we can spend for anything that isn’t PV. We’re opening the pool for non PV. Non PV incentives are allocated the same way the PV incentives are allocated. These issues will be more clear once the advice letter comes out.

Q. Given the hurdles and delays experienced by the industry in permitting solar in schools, are there any plans for the state entities, CPUC, CEC, DSA to coordinate the streamlining of the approval process?
A. There is currently no plan.  

Q. How will increasing the regulations and requirements and paperwork increase the solar energy installations in California. This is specifically regarding energy efficiency, PMRS and so on.

A. SB1 requires the integration of a level of energy efficiency into the CSI program. By law, a mandate makes this have to happen. There is an energy action plan and it governs how we procure energy. That plan establishes a loading order that indicates that we can only procure energy on energy efficiency first, demand response energy next, renewables and then the cleanest fossil power. There is a state plan to aggressively push energy efficiency first. This is the easiest, fastest and cheapest way to reduce global warming. 

Q. Can one customer take all the available megawatts?  Is there a cap on how many applications one customer can submit?
A. Each host site is capped at one megawatt, however there are large entities that are engaged in multiple locations and projects all throughout the state.  The limit is per host customer site. No limit on how many applications one person/entity can submit. 

Q. How can the electric companies state that they get to keep the extra electricity from a school who is also a government entity? 
A. The economics can get a bit perverse for schools because their load shape is the worst case scenarios for these PV systems.  The schools are pretty unique exception that needs some special attention and get the treatment they need to make it work for them.

Q. Are you suggesting that the solutions is to change the electricity rate structure for schools?
A. That’s a discussion for another time. That is a fairly cumbersome way to change it. 

Q.  In PGE territory, there is a solar program for teachers, is there one in SDGE or SCE territory to create a similar program for nonprofit that would help schools to incorporate the education factor but also to get the schools to invest in solar?

A. That’s a great idea, we don’t have a full fledged curriculum plan.  Any workshop aimed at that sector would be good to do. Marketing and outreach has to be approved by PUC.  Our current marketing budget does not allot for that. The workshops we have right now are geared for installers. 

Q. How are dollars reallocated if the rebates expire?  Which tiers are they being returned to? 
A. When a project drops out when the megawatts have already been reserved. Those megawatts are reallocated at whatever current megawatt trigger step we are in. The megawatts and the money move into the current tier.

Q. If TOU will be mandatory in the near future can the CPUC or PAs develop tools or calculators for the customer to better understand this? Who will be the driving force behind this?
A. It comes back to the marketing and outreach monies. 5% of the total budget is for pure administration. The staff hasn’t had the time within the PUC to have a chance to develop the recommended evaluation plan or the marketing plan long term. Our priorities are elsewhere for right now. 

Q. Will solar water heating programs require building permits? Jurisdictions need help to not encumber contractors doing good work.

A. Yes, permits are required. Public money goes towards this and we need to do everything by the book. Annie Hendersen is the program manager for the Solar Water Heating Pilot Program and if you have any questions please talk to her.  The focus of that program is market transformation and setting a high quality control bar and doing all the shoring up and marketing so that these systems don’t have the perceived problems they had back in the 70s and 80s with failure and businesses not following up with their installation. You have to qualify if you are going to be a contractor. All of these standards have been set so when we do go statewide, quality will be at a certain level.

Q.  I’m trying to change project information but I can not always do so.  Why?
A.  Projects in certain “Status” stages in Powerclerk can only be modified by the PA.  This happens most often when the form is submitted and the PA is Reviewing the document.  At this stage, the applicant can not make changes.  Once the PA changes the status again, the applicant can make further changes.
Q. Where can I find the proposal for the energy efficiency requirements for SB1 so I can comment by Monday?

A. Energy.ca.gov/sb1

Q.  (Utility Interconnection) Forms have changed since we turned them in originally and after we installed the system. There’s some confusion with the interconnection department with the forms we use.  Is there a way to grandfather the old forms in? 

A.  This is a question for the utility interconnection departments.  Please contact them directly about forms and interconnection requirements.
Q. What happens to the funding when a project cancels and the megawatts are reassigned? 

A.  The megawatts are reassigned at the current step.  Money unspent at the conclusion of the CSI program will go towards energy efficiency programs.
Q.  Will it ever be a mandatory requirement to submit via Powerclerk and not on paper?

A. There is no defined goal of ever it being 100% through Powerclerk because we don’t want to make it inaccessible to those who are less Internet savvy. If there are any changes you want changed, let us know. We require your input, because we see the administration side, not what you are experiencing on the submission side. 

Q.  Is there a measurement and evaluation plan? 

A. The CPUC aren’t working on that just yet, but we encourage your participation and input and anticipate the coming up.

Q.  Polly, where does the CPUC’s, the CEC’s and the PA’s responsibility begin and end? Who do we direct our questions to? 
A. The CPUC is given direction to establish conditions for administration of these incentives and we issues those decisions. The PA’s then go forward with the sub-administration details.  That’s why some things can be fixed through the handbook and others we say come to the CPUC. SB1 gave the Energy Commission the responsibility and authority for conditions and eligibility requirements. It’s a question as to what that legislative piece set up component standards. It’s a pretty broad scope. Take a look at the Conditions Report. 

A.SB1 has certain requirements that are called out and there are things that no one can change, however. A checkbox on an application, that’s a PA question.  Always contact your PA first. 

Q. How many strikes have been given in any PA territory?

A. Zero in all three territories. There is a distinction between failed inspections and strikes. There have been failed inspections, however none that have reached a strike.  They are usually resolved within the 60 days.

Q. Have you found any fraudulent claims?

A. No, but we were close a few times.  

Q. Why do you think there are no strikes issued by any of the PAs?

A. There’s a lot of money on the table. No one wants to forfeit the incentive.  Sixty days is a long time and gives most people ample opportunity to resolve any problems.

