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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 1

The Commission should address Diablo replacement capacity in this proceeding.2

If the Commission concludes that there is a need for replacement capacity, the 3

Commission should direct PG&E to conduct an energy efficiency-only solicitation 4

as part of the replacement process.  If PG&E is to procure any capacity, PG&E 5

should procure energy efficiency for at least two reasons:  (1) energy efficiency is 6

first in the loading order and (2) PG&E has a pressing need for additional energy 7

efficiency to satisfy the SB 350 requirement of “doubling” energy efficiency 8

savings. 9

Pushing energy efficiency into the business plan proceeding or the IRP will 10

needlessly delay PG&E in obtaining the energy efficiency it needs for SB 350 11

compliance purposes.  The energy efficiency business plan PG&E filed does not 12

address SB 350’s requirement of “doubling” efficiency.   13

Existing approaches to energy efficiency programs are “maxed out.”  Shifting to a 14

true procurement model for energy efficiency requires the adoption of meter-based 15

approaches as set out in the Diablo Energy Efficiency Prize (DEEP) proposal in 16

my opening testimony. 17

II. INTRODUCTION18

Q.  What is the scope of your rebuttal testimony? 19

A.  On behalf of the Future Grid Coalition, I respond to intervenor opening testimony 20

regarding PG&E’s proposal to procure energy efficiency to replace some capacity 21
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lost with the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant (Diablo) closure (Tranche 1 1

proposal).2

Q.  How is your rebuttal testimony organized?3

A.  First, I address the threshold question of whether to address energy efficiency 4

procurement in this proceeding at all.  I conclude that the Commission should 5

move forward in this proceeding with enabling utility-scale procurement of energy 6

efficiency.7

Second, I respond to intervenors who support the as-filed Tranche 1 proposal.  I 8

conclude that the flaws I and other intervenors have identified in our opening 9

testimony in the Tranche 1 proposal should make the as-filed proposal 10

unacceptable to the Commission.  I instead recommend that the Commission adopt 11

the approach to procuring energy efficiency set out in my opening testimony.  12

Q.  Do any high-level consensus positions emerge regarding the substance of the 13

Tranche 1 proposal? 14

A.  Yes.  First, all parties that have weighed in on Tranche 1 seem to generally agree 15

that incremental energy efficiency1 as part of whatever procurement replaces the 16

capacity now supplied by Diablo is essentially a good idea.  But parties diverge 17

from there. 18

Some parties2 argue that the Commission should decline to consider any 19

procurement proposals in this proceeding.  They diverge still further from there.20

Some parties3 would have the Tranche 1 proposal punted to the energy efficiency 21

                                              
1 By incremental energy efficiency, I mean incremental to the CPUC’s existing energy efficiency goals. 
2 ORA Ex Summary p. 2; Joint Intervenor Kinosian pp. 5, 10 and Barkovich pp. 19, 30; CLECA 

Barkovich p. 25; MCE Dusel p. 10; Shell Energy Laird p. 6; Solar City Franz p. 5.  
3 TURN Goodson p. 17; ORA Buch p. 18; Joint Intervenor Barkovich pp. 9, 17.  



sf-3749494 3

“Business Plan” proceeding, Application (A.) 17-01-015.  Other parties call for 1

deferral of all procurement issues raised here, including energy efficiency, to the 2

Commission’s Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) proceeding, Rulemaking (R.) 3

16-02-007.44

Finally, some parties5 reason that Diablo’s retirement will necessitate procurement 5

of at least some replacement capacity, and that the amount of energy efficiency 6

slated for Tranche 1 is a minimally reasonable increment of the likely replacement 7

need.  These parties conclude that some amount of partial replacement 8

procurement is appropriate in this proceeding, that an orderly and gradual 9

replacement will be better planned and less costly than might be the case under 10

more abrupt conditions.  They do not believe that this would preclude a more 11

thorough determination of the overall magnitude and timing of Diablo replacement 12

capacity in the Commission’s IRP proceeding. 13

III. WHY ENERGY EFFICIENCY SHOULD BE ADDRESSED IN THIS 14

PROCEEDING15

Q.  What is your recommendation on whether to defer consideration of energy 16

efficiency procurement to another proceeding? 17

A.  I recommend that the Commission take up replacing Diablo capacity, in part, via 18

an energy efficiency procurement approach in this proceeding. 19

                                              
4 ORA Ex Summary p. 2; Joint Intervenor Kinosian p. 6 and Barkovich p. 30; Shell Energy Laird p. 5; 

Solar City Franz p. 4.  
5 CEERT Caldwell p. 7; A4NR Geesman p. 4. 
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Q.  Why take up procurement in this proceeding at all? 1

A.  Shutting down a 2,000 MW power plant without evaluating at all whether and 2

how to replace some of that capacity is unjustifiably risky.  Before approving 3

Diablo’s shutdown, the Commission should have steadfast confidence that either 4

(a) Diablo’s capacity is unnecessary or (b) Diablo’s capacity will be timely 5

replaced.6

Many intervenors seem quite confident that deferral of a need determination to the 7

IRP can yield completed projects, if any are needed, by the time of Diablo’s 8

proposed closure in 2025.  I am less optimistic.  It may take years for the 9

Commission to get through the IRP proceeding, another year or so for whatever 10

procurement process PG&E adopts to lead to contracts, and an unknown length of 11

time beyond that for contract counterparties to actually complete their projects 12

(whatever they may be).   13

Thus, I support looking at procurement here rather than deferring all procurement 14

to other proceedings.  As set out in my opening testimony, I start from the premise 15

that in closing Diablo, the Commission will want some level of additional carbon-16

free capacity from other sources addressed here rather than waiting on other 17

proceedings.  Indeed, SB 350’s looming deadline for “doubling” energy efficiency 18

necessitates swift, aggressive Commission action—action that opens the door for 19

new energy efficiency market structures. 20

Q.  If the Commission does address procurement issues in this proceeding, why 21

should PG&E procure energy efficiency standing alone? 22

A.  To meet its legislative goals, PG&E needs more energy efficiency than it will 23

obtain through programs proposed in other proceedings.  That is why it makes 24

sense to start with energy efficiency in any Diablo procurement.  Other resource 25
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types might be carbon-neutral, but PG&E has a specific need for more energy 1

efficiency, starting sooner rather than later, due to SB 350. 2

Q.  How is PG&E “short” on energy efficiency? 3

A.  SB 350 requires that utilities under Commission direction achieve a cumulative 4

doubling of statewide energy efficiency savings in electricity and natural gas final 5

end uses of retail customers by January 1, 2030.  As set out in my opening 6

testimony, in the Business Plan proceeding, PG&E is struggling with how to 7

cost-effectively achieve “market potential” levels of energy efficiency—that is, the 8

energy efficiency levels PG&E is tasked with obtaining through their existing 9

energy efficiency program framework.  “Market potential” will not yield the 10

“doubling” that SB 350 requires, regardless of how doubling is ultimately 11

defined.612

If PG&E aims to obtain more capacity for Diablo purposes, then PG&E should 13

start by procuring the energy efficiency capacity it needs pursuant to statutory 14

compliance requirements. 15

Q.  Why can’t the Commission address the “doubling” of energy efficiency in 16

either the business plan proceeding or the IRP? 17

A. The business plans just filed in January do not include SB 350’s “doubling” 18

requirement.  The goals the business plans had to achieve were based on “market 19

potential,” not “doubling” of existing savings.  See D. 15-10-028 (adopting20

savings goals for the business plans).  In their business plans, PG&E and the other 21

utilities are already struggling to achieve cost-effective portfolios with lower 22

                                              
6 The CEC is conducting a proceeding to establish annual targets for statewide energy efficiency savings 

and demand reduction that will achieve a cumulative doubling of statewide energy efficiency savings 
in electricity and natural gas.   
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savings levels than SB 350 requires.7 PG&E’s Total Resource Cost Test (TRC)8 of 1

1.03, for instance, is based on projected savings 30% greater than its goals.9 A2

projected TRC of 1.03 means that as calculated by PG&E, every dollar spent on 3

energy efficiency should produce one dollar and three cents of benefit in energy 4

savings valued at long-term (generation) avoided costs.  This is barely better than 5

breaking even.106

To push the additional increment of energy efficiency from this proceeding into 7

either the IRP or the business plan proceeding is to compound the challenges that 8

the Commission will already face in those proceedings with developing a cost-9

effective suite of energy efficiency programs. 10

Further, I note that 2025 (Diablo closure) and 2030 (the SB 350 deadline) are not 11

that far away as regulatory deadlines go.  “Doubling” savings, by definition, 12

requires much greater savings than current programs in the business plans that are 13

projected to yield full market potential. The Commission is well-advised to start 14

accelerating energy efficiency now.  There is nowhere better to do that than in a 15

proceeding that explicitly proposes to use energy efficiency as a utility-scale 16

resource.17

                                              
7 See Mitchell Direct pp. 16, 18-19. TRC projected results in the utility January 2017 business plans: 

PG&E A. 17-01-015 TRC 1.03 2018-2020; SCE A. 17-01-013 TRC 1.00 2018; SDG&E A. 17-01-014 
TRC 1.02 2018; SCG A.17-01-016 TRC 1.11 2018-2020.  

8 See D.15-10-028, at 12, n.27 (quoting D.09-05-037 at 51). “The TRC test measures costs and benefits 
from the combined perspective of the PA (usually a utility) and the program participant, who are 
jointly investing in efficiency. As such, it includes both utility and participant costs and benefits. 
Rebates are not included in the TRC calculation because they are a cost to the utility and a benefit to 
the participant, and therefore cancel out. See Energy Efficiency Policy Manual, v.7 at 17, n.37. In sum, 
the TRC ‘quantifies the costs and creates a ratio of all the costs and the benefits of the energy 
efficiency portfolio as compared to the supply-side resource. The results provide an estimate of cost-
effectiveness recognizing the avoided costs of comparable supply-side investments.’” 

9 Goodson, TURN, p. 9 fn 24.
10 Note that SCE’s business plan projected GWh-savings to CPUC goals are about 9% greater; SDG&E 

projected savings are the same as CPUC goals. 
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Q. If there is a need for PG&E to procure additional capacity to minimize 1

system or SB 350 compliance risk, why should the Commission endorse the 2

untested approach to energy efficiency that is the DEEP proposal?3

A. DEEP is less risky from an SB 350 compliance standpoint than status quo 4

approaches to energy efficiency.  If status quo approaches could exceed current 5

savings levels, they would have.  I address the shortcomings of status quo 6

approaches both in my opening testimony and in response to some intervenors 7

below.8

If the vendors who claim to have commercial off-the-shelf solutions prove out, 9

then efficiency procurement can move forward quickly.  If not, then starting DEEP 10

sooner gives the Commission additional time to evaluate whether there is a need 11

for additional capacity beyond what DEEP can provide. 12

IV. HOW TO PROPERLY DESIGN TRANCHE 113

Q. Could you respond to CEERT and A4NR’s testimony on the best way for 14

PG&E to scale energy efficiency as a meaningful Diablo replacement 15

resource?16

A. CEERT and A4NR conclude that Diablo retirement will necessitate some amount 17

of replacement capacity.  They conclude further that the amount of Tranche 1 18

energy efficiency is a minimal reasonable increment of the likely replacement 19

need.  This is consistent with my observation in my opening testimony that some 20

amount of partial replacement procurement was needed and appropriately 21

addressed in this proceeding.22
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I differ with the parties’ respective endorsement (CEERT)11 and silence (A4NR)121

on the merits of PG&E’s energy efficiency proposal.  As explained in my opening 2

testimony, under the Commission’s existing energy efficiency program 3

framework, energy efficiency is “maxed out.”13  Obtaining incremental energy 4

efficiency cost effectively requires new market structures that increase PG&E’s 5

access to new energy efficiency potential. 6

Q. Please respond to CEERT’s opening testimony that PG&E can reasonably 7

achieve a 50%+ increase in its total energy efficiency goals with the addition 8

of Tranche 1. 9

A. CEERT supports PG&E’s proposed Tranche 1 and presents analyses as to the 10

amount of additional energy efficiency that PG&E could reasonably achieve. A 11

report by consultants to CEERT on a zero neutral replacement strategy for Diablo 12

is appended to CEERT’s direct testimony.14 This report relies on the work of 13

another consultant to substantiate its claim that PG&E can reasonably achieve 14

proposed Tranche 1 energy efficiency within its existing energy efficiency 15

program framework. 1516

The CEERT report claims it is reasonable for PG&E to achieve a 50%+ increase 17

in its total energy efficiency goals with Tranche 1 because “California’s 18

experience over the past several decades makes it abundantly clear that pursuit of 19

‘stretch goals’ for [additional achievable energy efficiency] AAEE is a wise policy 20

and optimism about eventual results is virtually certain.”1621

                                              
11 CEERT Caldwell p. 5. 
12 A4NR Geesman p. 4. 
13 Mitchell pp. 12-14.   
14 CEERT Appendix A “A Cost Effective and Reliable Zero Carbon Replacement Strategy for Diablo 
Canyon Power Plant,” June 22, 2016.  
15 “Guidance on Interpreting the Forecast and Production Cost Model for Energy Efficiency,” Tierra 

Resource Consultants, August 7, 2015 www.lowcarbongrid2030.org/PhaseII. 
16 CEERT Ibid 11, p. 21.  
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AAEE is the CEC’s method for extending current utility energy efficiency savings 1

through the CEC demand forecast time period based on the estimated savings 2

potential of “initiatives that are neither finalized nor funded but are reasonably 3

expected to occur.”17   The CEC conducted a series of AAEE sensitivities, and 4

adopted the AAEE Mid-Scenario forecast as the most likely extension of current 5

utility programs and codes and standards through the forecast period.  By contrast, 6

instead of using the CEC-adopted Mid-Scenario forecast, CEERT bases its claim 7

that PG&E can reasonably achieve a 50%+ increase in its total energy efficiency 8

goals with Diablo replacement capacity energy efficiency by arguing for the 9

CEC’s AAEE High-Mid Scenario level forecast, which adds emerging 10

technologies in utility programs and more aggressive C&S.1811

CEERT relies on the work of Tierra Resource Consultants to estimate the costs of 12

including emerging technologies in utility programs and more aggressive C&S 13

necessary to achieve the High-Mid Scenario.19 The cost to acquire the CEC’s 14

AAEE High-Mid Scenario level of energy efficiency would be roughly double the 15

                                              
17 California Energy Demand 2014–2024 Final Forecast, January 2014 CEC 200 2013 004 V1 CMF.
P. 88:   
“Committed efficiency savings reflect savings from initiatives that have been approved, finalized, and 
funded, whether already implemented or not.  There are also likely additional savings from initiatives that 
are neither finalized nor funded but are reasonably expected to occur, including impacts from future 
updates of building codes and appliance standards and utility efficiency programs expected to be 
implemented after 2014 (program measures).  These savings are referred to as achievable.  Resource and 
transmission planners now require an adjustment to the Energy Commission’s baseline forecasts (which 
include only committed savings) to account for these likely impacts.” (emphasis added). 
P. 96:   
“In general, the effort to characterize AAEE savings consists of determining the portion of estimated net  
market potential in a given scenario not incorporated in the CED 2013 Final baseline forecast.” (emphasis  
added).
18 CEERT p. 7. CEC Ibid 7, Table 28: Combined IOU AAEE Savings by Type, 2024, showing the High-

Mid Scenario with a 58% increase in savings (Program Measures and C&S) over the Mid-Scenario. 
19 CEERT Ibid 6 p. 20. CEERT cites the basis for the cost estimate in the report “Guidance on 

Interpreting the Forecast and Production Cost Model for Energy Efficiency,” Tierra Resource 
Consultants, August 7, 2015 www.lowcarbongrid2030.org/PhaseII. See Tierra Resources Consultants 
“Guidance” p. 6, annual incremental savings by initiative also includes a small portion attributable to 
evolving market mechanisms such as PACE financing.  
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average cost per net kwh of current programs.20  Notably, Tierra Resource 1

Consultants cites one of the key risks inherent in the assumptions about utility 2

programs is that “[m]any of the emerging technologies to be deployed may never 3

pass current costs effectiveness tests where benefits are largely determined by the 4

value of avoided utility costs.”21  Further, the avoided costs used in Tierra 5

Resource Consultants’ analysis of additional AAEE High-Mid Scenario are 6

vintage 2011 or earlier, and they do not reflect that the avoided costs used in 7

PG&E’s business plan are 30%+ lower than 2016 avoided costs.22  This additional 8

increment of energy efficiency seems extremely unlikely to be cost effective. 9

Q.  Isn’t PG&E’s Diablo capacity replacement energy efficiency proposal based 10

in part on using the PAC test instead of the TRC test to assess 11

cost-effectiveness?12

A.  Yes, that is correct—though I understand that PG&E’s contention is that the PAC 13

will only be used to screen programs for selection rather than for ultimately 14

determining cost-effectiveness of Tranche 1.  Mr. Buch, Ms. Barkovich, and I 15

discuss this in our direct testimony.  To summarize, PG&E is already obtaining all 16

cost-effective energy efficiency through its extant portfolio.  Absent a 17

technological change like DEEP, a substantial increase in ostensibly cost-effective 18

energy efficiency savings is only possible by lowering the Commission’s threshold 19
                                              
20 CEERT p. 20.  CEERT p. 8 also recognizes that there is a mismatch between life of the energy 
efficiency proposed for procurement in Tranche 1 (CEERT states as 10 years vs PG&E’s 5 year minimum 
requirement) and the necessary Diablo “replacement” energy life of at least 20 years.  CEERT 
recommends that “To ensure true replacement, there needs to be an additional commitment to reproduce 
Tranche 1 in 2035, unless superseded by other requirements in the meantime.” This means that the 
“roughly double the average cost per net kwh of current programs” is low by over 100% (assume 5 year 
vs 10 year as EE useful life, which means Tranche 1 must be replaced 4 times to be equivalent with 
Diablo 20 year energy life).  
21 “Guidance on Interpreting the Forecast and Production Cost Model for Energy Efficiency,” Tierra 

Resource Consultants, August 7, 2015 www.lowcarbongrid2030.org/PhaseII, p. 17.  
22 CEERT p 7, footnote 8 of the Tierra report provides the following vintage on the avoided costs 

underlying this cost estimate. “Energy Efficiency Avoided Costs 2011 Update.  Energy and 
Environmental Economics, Inc. December 19, 2011.  Interpreted from Figure 6: Annual Average 
Energy Avoided Costs.”  
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criteria for cost-effectiveness.  Mr. Buch points out: “Lowering the cost-1

effectiveness standards would burden ratepayers with the cost of EE measures that 2

provide insufficient value to qualify under current standards.  Therefore, ORA 3

recommends that if the Commission grants PG&E authority to procure any 4

additional EE through this application, it should meet the Commission’s existing 5

cost-effectiveness standards and procedures.”236

Q. Can you discuss intervenor testimony asserting that adding energy efficiency 7

beyond current needs before Diablo retirement will exacerbate 8

over-generation problems?9

A. The Joint Intervenors argue that adding energy efficiency and new renewables 10

beyond current needs before the sequential retirement of the Diablo Canyon units 11

will exacerbate the current over-generation problem from renewables between 12

2019 and 2025.  The Joint Intervenors reference a PG&E data response when 13

asked how the proposed Tranche #1 energy efficiency would impact 14

over-generation: 15

PG&E admits that new energy efficiency projects, like those proposed in 16
Tranche #1, will “not reduce the frequency and magnitude of 17
over-generation and would likely increase the frequency and magnitude of 18
over-generation.” PG&E also indicates that procuring a mix of wind, solar, 19
and other supply-side non-dispatchable GHG-free energy resources would 20
result in even greater frequency and magnitude of over-generation.2421

Kevin Woodruff in his direct testimony for TURN references PG&E’s response to 22

Question 7 of TURN’s Data Request 1 in which PG&E states that incremental 23

procurement of EE “would likely increase the frequency and magnitude of24

over-generation,” but that EE would lead to “a smaller increase in the frequency 25

and magnitude of over-generation conditions” than supply-side GHG-free 26
                                              
23 ORA Buch p. 11; CLECA Barkovich p. 24.
24 Jt Intervenor Barkovich p. 11. 
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resources.  Mr. Woodruff takes issue with PG&E’s statement as assertion without 1

providing the “various analyses of hourly profiles resources to replace Diablo 2

Canyon’s energy” PG&E represents that it has performed but does not provide.253

Q. How do you respond?4

A.  Additional EE need not exacerbate over-generation.  With proper targeting and 5

program design, additional EE has the potential to help alleviate over-generation.266

As noted in PG&E Business Plan discussion of “Energy Efficiency’s Role in a 7

Healthy Grid”: 8

By curbing demand for electricity, energy efficiency may also alleviate 9
renewable over-generation issues illustrated by the ‘duck curve’ which is 10
graphed (see Figure 1.2) against megawatts (MW) and hours of the day.11
The duck curve is playing a major role in California’s changing energy 12
landscape.  Each day when solar generation subsides, other resources are 13
needed that can bring deliveries online rapidly to ‘ramp up’ capacity.  14
PG&E sees energy efficiency as a resource that can reduce demand and 15
help to manage the need for ramping resources.  If fossil-fueled resources 16
are employed in the ramp up, energy efficiency’s reduction in the demand 17
for ramping resources would reduce the emission of GHG in addition to 18
avoiding the cost of generation.  Energy efficiency solutions targeted at 19
reducing electrical demand for cooling in homes and businesses can help 20
ease the need for dramatic ramp up capacity.27 An increased focus on the 21
time value of energy efficiency will be key in future to ensure its deployed 22
in the most effective way.2823

                                              
25 Woodruff TURN Volume 2 p. 27. 
26 California needs to teach the duck how to fly.  See “Teaching the ‘Duck’ to Fly,” 2nd edition, Jim 

Lazar, Regulatory Assistance Project (RAP), Strategy 1: Target EE to the Hours When Load Ramps 
Up Sharply.”  

27 See Mitchell, Cynthia 2014. “A New Energy Efficiency Manifesto: California Needs a More Integrated, 
Cost Effective Approach,” pp. 6-7.
28 R. 13-11-005, PG&E Energy Efficiency Business Plan 2018-2015, Chapter 1 Portfolio Overview, pp. 
12-13, PDF 22-23 (emphasis added). 
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Eventually, energy efficiency can be paired with demand response to further 1

enhance energy efficiency’s ability to mitigate over-generation: 2

As just one example, ‘shift’ DR combined with energy efficiency measures 3
holds significant promise as potentially synergistic GHG-free resources.4
Such resources can be shaped to minimize renewable integration issues, 5
and according to a recent draft report prepared for the Commission ‘by 6
2025, the value of Shift DR resources was shown to increase as more 7
renewables are built to satisfy the 40 percent RPS requirements.’ Notably, 8
the draft report found that ‘[shift resources] could smooth net load ramps 9
associated with daily patterns of solar energy generation.’2910

CLECA comes to a similar conclusion:11

A combination of such [load shifting] demand response with 12
appropriately-targeted types of energy efficiency is likely to significantly 13
reduce the possibility of energy efficiency exacerbating the over-supply 14
situation and the evening ramp.3015

Q.   Several intervenors recommend deferring Tranche 1 to an All Source 16

Solicitation, either as part of the now withdrawn Tranche 2 and / or as part of 17

the IRP or related proceedings.31 Do you support these positions? 18

A.  I am recommending an energy-efficiency only solicitation as part of the Diablo 19

replacement process.  I take no position on whether there should or could also be a 20

separate “other resources” solicitation concurrent with or sequential to the energy 21
                                              
29 Jt Intervenor Barkovich p. 15. Ms. Barkovich cites The Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory’s Final 
Report on Phase 2 Results, 2015 California Demand Response Potential Study Charting California’s 
Demand Response Future, (November 14, 2016). The LLNL work replaces a traditional monolithic 
concept of demand response with a more nuanced alternative: shape, shift, shed, and shimmy – four 
flavors of demand response, each with a unique character complementing the needs of the grid. Energy 
efficiency generally goes hand in hand in these advanced forms of demand response.

LBNL found that the market and technology development for ‘Shift’ DR “is a resource with an 
energy-based, cumulative value, rather than a power-based capacity value, placing it in a separate 
category from conventional Shed DR….[T]he value of Shift resources come from multi-hour changes and 
accumulate through the years. As more renewable electricity that would otherwise be curtailed is 
captured, the value increases.” p.. 5-26.   
30 CLECA Barkovich p. 19.  (emphasis added). See also EDF Fine discussion demand response, the value 

of “load shifting enabled by connected and efficient buildings and appliances”  p. 10.   
31 TURN Woodruff Volume 2, p. 28; Solar City Franz p. 11.
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efficiency solicitation.  As I discussed at length in the first part of this rebuttal 1

testimony, PG&E has a specific statutory obligation to procure more energy 2

efficiency than it is currently obtaining.  While there are ample other carbon-free 3

capacity options for replacing Diablo’s capacity, none of them will satisfy the 4

legislature’s energy efficiency mandate. 5

I note as well that until energy efficiency can be metered like other resources, it 6

will be severely disadvantaged in any all-sources solicitation.  One of the lessons 7

from the SCE and SDG&E all-source RFOs is that energy efficiency does not 8

perform very well compared to other resources.32  Moreover, while there is very 9

little information available about the energy efficiency to be procured under the 10

winning RFO contracts, the general descriptions are similar to existing programs 11

(e.g., utilize ratepayer rebates and incentives) and allow the third-party 12

implementers to provide the proof of accomplishment.  To advance, energy 13

efficiency must “walk and talk” like other energy resources—historically 14

generation, now increasingly rooftop solar, energy storage, electric vehicles, and 15

demand response.  That requires meter-based savings tools, as outlined in the 16

DEEP proposal.  Having a separate energy efficiency solicitation as a “carrot” to 17

motivate development of metering tools is a key part of the DEEP proposal. 18

                                              
32 SCE combined West LA and Moorpark solicitation 2220.3 MW with 32 MW of energy efficiency, or 
slightly more than 1% of the total solicitation. 
https://www.sce.com/wps/portal/home/procurement/solicitations/lcr/!ut/p/b0/04_Sj9CPykssy0xPLMnMz
0vMAfGjzOK9PF0cDd1NjDwNQr2MDRyNDVxMXEJ9Dbzd 
Note also that SCE’s next All Source Solicitation does not include energy efficiency: 
http://newsroom.edison.com/releases/sce-seeks-new-distributed-energy-resources-in-the-goleta-area 


