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PROCEEDINGS

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: Welcome to the Energy
Commission Business Meeting June 3", 2009. Please join me
for the Pledge of Allegiance.

(Whereupon, the Pledge of Allegiance was

recited In unison.)

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: Good morning again. We will
begin with Item 1, the Consent Calendar.

COMMISSIONER ROSENFELD: 1 move the Consent
Calendar.

VICE CHAIRMAN BOYD: Second.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: AIll in favor?

(Ayes.)

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: This item is approved. Item
2, Otay Mesa Energy Center (99-AFC-5C). Possible approval
of Otay Mesa Energy Center, LLC’s, Petition to Amend the
Final Commissioner Decision relating to the air quality
conditions of certification dealing with the expiration
date of the project Mobile Emission Reduction Credits and
providing options for reducing the nitrogen oxide
emissions. Ms. Stone?

MS. STONE: Yes. Good morning. This is a 600-
megawatt, natural gas-fired, air-cooled combine cycle
power plant that the Commission licensed in 2001, and it’s

15 miles southeast of downtown San Diego and about a mile
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and a half north of the international border.

It”s owned and operated by Otay Mesa Energy
Center, LLC, a subsidiary of Calpine. Its targeted
operational date i1s October 1 of 2009. This project was
sold to Calpine within a year after being certified by the
Commission. And the most significant change in this
petition addresses the expiration date of the project
Mobile Emission Reduction Credits.

When the project was certified, we allowed them
to use Mobile Emission Reduction Credits to help lower
their NOx emissions. And at the time, those were expected
to expire in 20 years after they operated due to all the
starts and stops of construction. Those credits will be
expiring in about 14 years.

In the original decision, we were requiring
that Otay Mesa or the owners of Otay Mesa bring their NOx
emissions from two parts per million down to one part per
million. This petition would give them the option of
either bringing the NOx emissions from two parts per
million to one or supplying additional emission reduction
credits.

The other request in this petition iIs to take
the words continuous, continuous rolling, and 1°m sorry,
continuous, rolling continuous, and continuous from air

quality conditions or AQ 22, 23, and 24, and 30 to 35, and
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37, and 62 to 63. These changes are minor and they’re
proposed solely for clarification that compliance shall be
based on clock hour average and periods. This is
consistent with federal requirements and staff agrees with
this change.

The other item that we would like to address
here 1s to renumber the air quality conditions. Over the
years, there’s been so many amendments and changes. We~’d
like these to be consistent with the numbering that the
Air District has.

The petition was docketed May 12", complete
docketing July 1 of 2008. Notice of receipt was docketed
and posted to the Energy Commission website on July 18,
2008, and mailed to the post-certification mailing list
and affected public agencies on July 21°* of 2008. Our
staff analysis was docketed and posted to the website on
April 9% of this year and mailed to interested parties on
the same day. To date, we’ve had just one call on this
item from a Holly Duncan who was concerned about the high
PM10 emissions in that area.

Staff findings are that this petition meets the
filing criteria under Section 1769(a) concerning post
certification project modifications. This modification
will not change the findings in the Energy Commission’s

final decision pursuant to Section 1755. The project will
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remain in compliance with all the applicable laws,
ordinances, regulations, and standards subject to the
provision of the Public Resources Code, Section 25525.

The change will be beneficial to the project
owner because it provides clarification that compliance
will be based on clock hour averaging periods. It
provides relief from the absolute requirement that the
project meet the one part per million limit after the
Mobile Emission Reduction Credits expire, and that it
provides the clarification with our renumbering. These
changes are based on information that was not available to
the parties prior to the Commission certification, and
that’s about it.

Staff recommends that the Energy Commission
approve the project modification and the associated
revisions to the air quality conditions and certification.
The Air District has already approved these changes. Are
there any questions?

VICE CHAIRMAN BOYD: Yes. 1 want the staff to
say on the record that there will be no degradation of air
quality as a result of these changes.

MS. STONE: |Is Matt Latten (phonetic) here. |
think he should be the one to say that.

MS. SPEAKER: That’s correct.

VICE CHAIRMAN BOYD: 1”11 accept that.

CALIFORNIA REPORTING LLC
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MS. SPEAKER: Okay.
VICE CHAIRMAN BOYD: 1It’s very confusing and 1

just wanted it boldly on the record that that indeed is

true.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: I agree with Commissioner
Boyd, so thank you for that. 1 was going to ask a similar
question, which is does this change in the compliance

monitoring periods does not actually change the amount of
pollutants that this power plant is allowed to emit? |1

see heads nodding from staff and audience. And the

purpose of the change, could you just concisely state that
again?

MS. STONE: 1It’s to give the project owner the
option when the Mobile Emission Reduction Credits expire

of either reducing their current emissions down to one
part per million or to come up with Emission Reduction

Credits for NOx to make up the difference between one part

per million and what they’re producing.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: Thank you.

MS. STONE: You’re welcome.

COMMISSIONER BYRON: Commissioners, we vetted
this -- The Chairman and 1 vetted this issue in the Siting
Committee. We’re satisfied with staff recommendation.

1’d like to move the item.

VICE CHAIRMAN BOYD: Second.

CALIFORNIA REPORTING LLC
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CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: All in favor?

(Ayes.)

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: The item passes. Thank you
very much.

COMMISSIONER BYRON: I should have also asked if
there was by chance if the petitioner was present and they

wanted to make any remarks, but not seeing any, | think
this item is done.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: 1Item 3, Tesla Power Project
(01-AFC-21C). Possible approval of Pacific Gas and
Electric Company’s petition to change the ownership of
Tesla Power Project from FPL Energy to PG&E and extend the
deadline for commencement of the project from June 16",
2009, to June 16™, 2014. 1 see Jack Caswell is the
contact, but Kevin Bell and Terry O’Brien at the table,
but please, staff, go ahead.

MR. BELL: Commissioners, 1 would say that the
staff has reviewed the petition submitted by Pacific Gas
and Electric System, and we are supportive of an extension
for the license. 1 think iIf you go back to shortly after
the energy crisis, the Commission has gone on record on
several occasions that voices concerns over projects that
the Commission has licensed but which have not been burlt.

An extension for this license will enable the

applicant, PG&E, to make a determination as to how to
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proceed with this project. 1 would note that last year
the Commission approved the license extension for a
similar project at East Altamont, and 1 would also note
finally that Pacific Gas and Electric has only owned this
project for a very short period of time.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: Thank you. Can we hear from
the applicant?

MR. GALATI: Scott Galati representing PG&E.

MR. KRAUSSE: Mark Krausse on behalf of PG&E.

MR. GALATI: Yes, Commissioners. We purchased
and closed this transaction in December. As 1 think you
are all aware of, there was -- we sought to build this
project. We asked the PUC for approval under what we
thought we qualified for an exception. The PUC said we
did not. Since they are the governing body, that is the
law of the land, so we are not iIn a position to be able to
build this project now.

Again, we think we meet good cause for the
following reasons. The first iIs we just bought this
project. Second of all -- So we’re not responsible for
the many years that the project did not go forward.

Second, the project is something that we think
could be -- the permitting could be finalized quickly if
It was needed, and so i1t’s sort of a hedge. And then

third, we will only go forward with this project and build
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it ourselves if we had CPUC approval. It could take
another form. We could sell the project to a third party
to build. 1t could be competitively bid to build.

We make our assertion here that we absolutely
will comply with the law and we will not do anything that
is not authorized by the Public Utility Commission. But
it i1s important to note here that under all circumstances,
development of this project we think in one form or
another could come on quicker than starting from scratch.

It typically takes about six months to prepare
an AFC. If you had to start the process completely over
from start to finish, that’s typically a 24-month or more
process from the time somebody starts to prepare an AFC.
We think that any amendments to this project to respond to
the market whether done by us or others with PUC approval
could be done quicker. We think that that’s good for the
state, good for our customers, and we think it’s also --
the Commission has invested some time and so did FPL, and
this site has value.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: I have a couple of questions
for staff and the applicant. In Russell City, we provided
a two-year extension because there were issues with
securing a PSD permit that were unanticipated by the
project applicant.

In East Altamont, this Commission provided a

CALIFORNIA REPORTING LLC
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three-year extension to a project that had difficulty
marketing its power and getting a power purchase
agreement, but that was for -- the others presented to us
was clearly, diligently pursuing all of i1ts options to
build the plant, and we provided them with a three-year
extension.

We also acknowledged that there was a
significant amount of environmental review that would have
to be updated and essentially In some cases completely
revised, and we allowed that to be done through a major
amendment.

I guess the question or the policy issue In my
mind with this application is that PG&E is asking for a
Tive-year extension without at least from what I see
before me in your submission without a firm commitment
that you actually are pursuing the building of this power
plant in any timely fashion.

The submission essentially says that you -- To
me, 1t looks like you’re asking -- you’re almost trying to
bank the approval iIn the case that you were either, a,
allowed to build the plant or, b, chose for business
reasons to market it to a third party. And you’re asking
for a longer extension than any other cases, so this
raises a number of policy issues for me, and 1 would like

to hear from both staff and the applicant on those

CALIFORNIA REPORTING LLC
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questions.

MR. BELL: In terms of the issues, Chairman
Douglas, that you raised regarding the other projects, 1
think using those as an example I think a shorter period
than five years would be appropriate it the Commission
believes that is the best course of action, whether three
years or two years, and staff would not be opposed to a
shorter period of time.

I think what the Commission has to do is to make
a decision as to what is, you know, a reasonable amount of
time. We certainly don’t want to be back here again with
PG&E asking for another extension | think.

MR. GALATI: Yes, if I could address a couple of
those. Let me first address the time. The reason that we
have asked for five years has to do with our current
procurement process right now. |If we’re currently
selecting and entering into contracts for projects now,
those projects have not begun the permitting process and
1”1l just give you one. So If those projects take 18
months to 2 years to get through the process and 2 years
to build, then they can come online assuming there’s a
year float iIn there. What we wanted to do is those
projects and how they fair may continually cause us to do
something with this project.

I also wanted to address the East Altamont issue

CALIFORNIA REPORTING LLC
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and to try to make more of an analogy between Tesla and
East Altamont. East Altamont diligently pursuing the
project meant they continually bid the project into an
RFO, okay, and if that project is the best cost for our
customers that win a contract. So it’s not like they’re
doing engineering, or procurement, or additional
contracts. They’re doing 1 think nothing more than us
waiting to see whether or not the project becomes
economically viable to develop.

So from a good cause perspective, while
applicants have typically shown you what they’ve done to
date and what they’re going to continue to do, iIn our case
because we cannot develop the project, which we made a
case last year of why we thought we needed to, the PUC
disagreed with us, so we cannot make that showing to you
that we need to develop this project now. We fully
believed at that time and probably still do that that made
sense.

So if circumstances change, 1Tt projects don’t
come online, it might be that the Tesla project provides
us the only opportunity to develop something quickly in
either through us, and remember there’s some exceptions to
allow a third party to. There’s maybe a particular
exception for a quick competitive bid process if the

circumstances warrant.

CALIFORNIA REPORTING LLC
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We want to keep our options open, and we think
that’s good for the state and we think that’s good for our
customers. So I can’t meet the same showing that other
applicants have where here’s what we’ve done. | don’t
think we’re very much different than East Altamont.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: In a recent order by a Siting
Committee on the Beacon Solar Energy Project, i1t happened
to by Commissioner Byron and myself in that case, we
went -- we had to deal with whether there was -- the issue
of whether there was good cause showing for a late request
for discovery. And in that order, 1 don”t know If you’ve
had a chance to look at it, but we laid out some thinking
as to criteria you might look at for good cause.

You know 1 fully realize that good cause is a
flexible concept. It has to be a flexible concept. Its
definition should vary with the context in which it’s
used, and 1t’s a very fact-based inquiry. You’re raising
a number of facts here that definitely have some merit and
definitely should be weighed In that inquiry.

I think what still gives me pause, and I want to
let other Commissions to have an opportunity to ask
questions, but what still gives me pause iIs the question
of a combination of staleness of the review, although as
you -- the environmental analysis, although as you saw iIn

East Altamont, | don’t think that’s a fatal issue

CALIFORNIA REPORTING LLC
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necessarily, and the fact that your filing here does not
indicate any timeframe or any, you know, we ask the
question of diligence in pursuing the construction of the
plants. 1It’s not that 1t isn’t there. It’s just not --
It’s not that you are not actually diligently trying to
build it. It’s just that we don’t have that evidence
before us in what you’ve provided us.

1’d like to ask other Commissioners if they have
questions. We also have one blue card, and so I think we
should also hear from the public after the round of
questions.

VICE CHAIRMAN BOYD: 1 do have a question of
Mr. Galati to help me with this whole project, which has
been around for a long time. Can you refresh my memory?
Before PG&E bought this project, did the original project
proponent have a power purchase agreement with PG&E?

MR. GALATI: No, it did not.

VICE CHAIRMAN BOYD: And yet you bought the
project with an expectation of presuming to build it;
therefore, you must have felt you needed the power, but
you did not give a power purchase agreement to the
original developer. This is part of a longstanding
concern I’ve had of the acquisition by the basic investor-
owned utilities of a huge fleet of generation again, which

needs a lot of discovery and discussion over time.
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MR. GALATI: And you know, Commissioner Boyd, |1
think you’re correct. The PUC agrees with that, and
that’s why we can’t build this at the time.

I can tell you that FPL bid the project into an
RFO. We would not have been able to (inaudible) that
project using the criteria set forth by the PUC, and so we
are constrained in some respects. And while I know we
have maybe our disagreements on the procurement process
and not to open up that debate, I can tell you that we
would not have been able to get that contract approved.

So there’s one other thing I wanted to make sure
and, Commissioner Douglas, 1 did not address one of your
issues, and we fully support a condition very similar to
East Altamont, that the project would come in and file an
amendment prior to construction and show that it complies
with applicable LORS at that time and to improve the
staleness of environment review. And 1 apologize that we
didn’t include that in our original filing. We assumed
that we would get that, and we assumed that it would be iIn
staff’s analysis, but we do support that, a very similar
requirement.

We met with the Air District and when | say the
Air District, the San Joaquin Valley Air District, which
we’re not in, and we met with them early on to talk about

the air quality mitigation agreement and found out that

CALIFORNIA REPORTING LLC
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they have new rules, so we completely support, you know,
having that environment review updated at that time prior
to construction.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: Thank you. Are there other
questions from the Commission?

COMMISSIONER BYRON: I would like to hear from
Mr. Sarvey 1 think before we get any more details because
I think he’ll have some additional information to hand to
us.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: Very good. 1 have one blue
card. |If there are other people in the room who’ve come
to comment on this item, please fill out a blue card and
have 1t brought to us. Robert Sarvey, please come for
forward and 1 would ask you -- Is he iIn here?

MR. SARVEY: 1°m on the phone.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: Oh, you’re on the phone.
Well, there you go. 1 would ask you to keep your comments
please to three minutes if you could.

MR. SARVEY: 1711 do my best. Thank you,
Commissioners. In the 2006 long-term procurement, the
CPUC authorized PG&E to acquire a 937 megawatts capacity.
In their most proceeding, they authorized PG&E to acquire
800 megawatts of rapid response power plant.

The Tesla project is a poor fit mainly because

it has long start-up times and it’s a 1169 megawatt plant,
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which is more power than PG&E has been authorized in
either long-term proceeding, so it seems unlikely that the
CPUC is going to grant a certificate to this project, so
there’s quite a bit more environmental review to be done
on this project.

I don’t know iIf you’ve read my comments, but
attached to my comments there’s an email from Weyman Lee
saying the project no longer has the authority to
construct, a PSD permit, or a completed emission reduction
package, so the project has a lot of work to do.

It has no water supply at this point, although
it’s had five years to negotiate one with the City of
Tracy, who has now committed its water to several other
projects.

So it’s Important to note here that, you know,
PG&E has the project called the Gateway project currently
that’s having some compliance problems because when they
extended the construction license, PG&E didn’t put the
amendment into the Commission to update the conditions of
certifications, so we’d be creating that situation again
possibly. And 1 think PG&E hasn’t demonstrated real good
faith In keeping their conditions of certification in line
with the rest of the project.

So i1n conclusion, 1°d say PG&E hasn’t really

demonstrated good cause other than its desire to sell this
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project. And the evidence in the record provided by the
Bay Area Air Quality Management shows that the project no
longer has a valid authority to construct or a complete
emission reduction package.

San Joaquin Air District has provided a letter
stating that the project air quality mitigation agreement
no long mitigates the project, so that would be a
violation of CEQA.

And as | said before, the project currently has
no water supply, so all the major government approvals are
lacking other than your extension right here, so I don’t
see anything in the record here that demonstrates good
cause to extend the license particularly for five years.

The project EIR is already five years old. With
another five years to construction, you could possibly
have EIR that’s ten years old, which would be very
difficult to amend and possibly just as difficult as a
brand new AFC. So that’s all 1 have to say, and thank you
for your consideration.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: Well, thank you very much for
your comments. Questions now from the Commission?

COMMISSIONER BYRON: This plant, 1 mean, It’s in
a very good location. And even before I came on this
Commission, I think consumers in the Bay Area realized

that the injection of a large amount of power at this

CALIFORNIA REPORTING LLC
(415)457-4417



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

23

location would be a very good thing. Prior to my time on
the Commission, the state obviously evaluated and spent a
great deal of resources in this granting of this permit.

There are some serious concerns that have been
raised by Mr. Sarvey and by the staff, and also we have 1
believe from the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control
District a letter expressing some concern about the
staleness of the permit with an -- to an extended time
period for construction.

I’m also concerned the chilling effect that the
acquisition of this asset iIn hands of the same company
that does the procurement for power and the effect that
that has on the forward market for new construction as
well. We like to see the plants that we permit get built,
but 1 am concerned about the demonstration on the part of
the applicant for good cause as well.

Perhaps we should be considering some sort of
limited extension here and give the applicant more
opportunity to respond to some of these issues, but |
think we’re up against the deadline here within a week or
two, correct?

MR. GALATI: That is correct.

COMMISSIONER BYRON: And this i1s the last
business meeting opportunity to address this issue, so 1°d

be willing to entertain the notion of a limited length of

CALIFORNIA REPORTING LLC
(415)457-4417



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

24

time to extend so that they can further address some of
these concerns that have been raised and instead of giving
a full five-year kind of extension.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: And what term are you
proposing and are you proposing it in the form of a motion
or are we ready to do that?

I do want to say before you go on that 1 -- the
reservations that 1’m expressing are not a determination
that I°ve concluded that there is not good cause. It’s
just a statement that 1°m troubled by the prospect of an
affirmative finding of good cause based on what we have
before us.

So 1 agree with your suggestion that having the
opportunity to get evidence before us that would help us
decide on this question would be very valuable.

COMMISSIONER LEVIN: Could I ask a question of
staff then? How long would it take to refresh the
environmental reviews, and work with the Air Quality
District and the City of Tracy on the air and water
issues and determine whether those can be successfully
concluded?

MR. BELL: Commissioner, my expectation would be
that 1f we delve Into that we should do so as part of an
amendment. The staff always supposed after we received

this request -- 1 would not that we received it on April
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timeframe to react to this petition especially given our
other workload.

But our expectation is that 1f, in fact, 1f the
Commission were to approve the extension, an extension,
whatever it is, iIs that PG&E would have to file an
amendment with the Commission much like we anticipate on
East Altamont, and that the issues, for example, of air
quality would need to be revisited, as would all of the
LORS, you know, the appropriate laws, ordinances,
regulations, and standards to make a determination as to
whether the project was still In conformance.

To do that, that would be a major amendment and
would require a significant amount of staff time iIn a
number of technical areas. We would not want to I think,
given our current workload, engage In that analysis unless
we had an amendment before us. It would be a rather
substantial undertaking | think particularly in the area
of air quality where we are especially constrained in
terms of staff resources.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: Commissioner Levin, i1f 1
could add a thought on this point as well. 1 think one
difficulty in staff doing that analysis without an
amendment before them iIs that the project may actually

change and potentially iIn very significant ways, so it
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would not be time terribly well spent I think to try to
bring the environmental review up to current conditions in
the absence of an application that indicates that PG&E is
going forward and iIn the absence of detailed information
about the plant that would actually be proposed.

It does, though, raise a policy question, which
I think is wrapped iInto the question of staleness of the
review, and that I think would be part of a good cause
determination. At some point 1If there are such
significant and substantial changes to a project that it
may, iIn fact, be better dealt with through a new AFC as
opposed to an extension of the current license. 1It’s not
a statement but this is the case here, but that would be
the sort of issue that we would consider In a good cause
determination or that would at least be relevant to this
determination.

MR. GALATI: Commissioner Douglas, if I could
point out a few things. First, the project was licensed
without a water supply agreement, and there’s a condition
that the project get the water supply agreement so many
days before construction, so that is how the applicant
would go forward.

Similarly, the project was licensed by FPL who
thought 1120 megawatts was the right size for this

project. Lots of things have happened since then. We’ve
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had the giver process with transmission. We have a
procurement revision since that time, and it may be and
it’s probably likely that 1120 megawatts is not the right
size for that location and for PG&E.

So we always anticipate that we would be, If we
came forward with the project or a third party came
forward with the project or it FPL were sitting here right
now asking you for an extension, that they would likely be
coming forward with a project that i1s smaller than 1120
megawatts. 1 can’t tell you how small. 1 can’t tell
you how much; therefore, 1 cannot tell you how much water
or ERCs, and that is precisely why we agreed to the
condition that says bring an amendment before you start
construction.

And so any approval that you did today, which
we’re still hopeful for, any approval that you did today
would have a condition that says you shall bring an
amendment defining the project and updating the review,
both environment and LORS, before you could start
construction. That way it takes out of play the
possibility that PG&E could go out and comply with the
conditions and assuming CPUC said okay to build could
build 1t at 1ts current form.

So there are some definitely issues that need to

be updated. With respect to air quality, the PSD permit
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under federal law only lasts for 18 months, so every
project that would be in front of you with a five-year
review would have to update its PSD permit. 1It”s common.

Similarly, there are very short timelines for
the actual authority to construct permit, so in this case
the authority to construct permit was not finalized, so
that would have to be done. But I can tell you that those
kinds of things are so much quicker and easier to do and
can respond quicker than 1If you were to start from
scratch.

So all we’re asking for you to do is preserve
the ability for us not to start from scratch, but we will
provide the environment review and staff would provide the
environmental review should we or someone else decide to
build this project.

MR. KRAUSSE: Chairman Douglas, if I could just
add on Commissioner Byron’s point about the length of time
here. We made a decision. We considered whether we
should be requesting for three years based on East
Altamont. And essentially because one of the very real
options here i1s to sell and market, as you characterized
it, the license to some other operator, we’re really
looking at -- we were trying to get as much time as
possible both for the marketing and then for a purchaser

to be able to begin construction, so we were basically
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trying to keep that open.

I think the three years in East Altamont would
have been what we requested if we knew you had a problem
with five.

COMMISSIONER BYRON: Well, Mr. Krausse, | think
that’s a really good option, but you’ve also indicated in
here you want to preserve the option to develop this iIn
the future if, iIndeed, under certain circumstances it may
be necessary and, of course, you control those
circumstances to a great extent.

So the concern that I have 1s that the longer
this plant is In your possession and the longer the Public
Utilities Commission doesn’t give you authority to build,
the more chilling effect it has on the procurement market
going forward.

MR. KRAUSSE: Well, that”’s why I emphasize the
sale. 1°m not telling you we have the answer that we’re
going to sell the license. We also don’t have plans to
build at this time. 1 think the issue iIs our option is
only currently, until the PUC provides a clearer path to
utility-owned generation, we really need to be looking at
marketing. 1 mean that’s the option that’s available
today.

COMMISSIONER BYRON: Madam Chair, 1 would

suggest that we provide a reasonable extension, something
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on the order of 60 or 90 days. Maybe 90 days is the right
amount and that we conduct an evidentiary hearing so that
we can hear more from the applicant as to what their
intention i1s for good cause on extending this license for
a longer period of time.

VICE CHAIRMAN BOYD: Commissioner Byron, who do
you have in mind would conduct said evidentiary hearing, a
reconstituted Siting Committee or the Commission Siting
Committee or are you talking about all of us?

COMMISSIONER BYRON: Commissioner, 1°d like to
say we’re looking for volunteers, but I think it would be
the Siting Committee that would --

VICE CHAIRMAN BOYD: Oh, 1°m glad to hear that.

MR. KRAUSSE: Just if 1 could ask a question.

Is it that you’re looking for more detail on what our
plans are? |1 thought you said what the petitioner’s plans
are versus the good cause.

COMMISSIONER BYRON: It’s the good cause.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: That would be good cause,
right.

COMMISSIONER BYRON: Okay. Yeah. So 1 guess
I1°’d turn to Counsel first. Does that sound like a
reasonable approach here? Any difficulty with that kind
of approach, Mr. Chamberlain?

CHIEF COUNSEL CHAMBERLAIN: 1 don’t think
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there’s any legal difficulty with that approach.

COMMISSIONER BYRON: Are there any other
difficulties?

CHIEF COUNSEL CHAMBERLAIN: Well, you have to
take some time to do it, and you know to the extent that
you -- that there wouldn’t be any more real information
presented, you may be sort of spending time unnecessarily.
That’s the only thing that 1 think it would be.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: I actually think it would be
helpful to get more information on the good cause
question. 1 think 60 days might be a bit short,
Commissioner. We may want to go to 90 days and 1”11 ask
the applicant. |If we gave you a 90-day extension and we
scheduled an evidentiary hearing and an opportunity to
submit a brief, would that be of interest to you? Would
you like to proceed in that way?

MR. GALATI: Here’s where 1’m having difficulty
as Counsel. I’m trying to figure out what witness 1 put
on the stand and what do 1 ask them, so I’m not sure what
you want for a showing of good cause other than what 1
have already told you, and I’m not sure that | can provide
you anything above and beyond what 1°ve told unless you
could give me some guidance as to the specific 1tems
you’re looking for and then 1 can respond better.

IT it is -- Do you want a PG&E witness to come
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up and say we’re not using it as chilling effect? That’s

a long hearing probably or it could be very short, one

question. If it 1s something about what are your current
plans for, we’ve already provided that to you. 1 don’t
think I’m going to have a witness that”’s going to

elucidate that anymore for you. So if I could have some

understanding of what you think might occur at this
hearing, 1 could probably tell you how many days | need to
prepare for i1t.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: 1 think what we would do is
provide you with that information In writing. 1 don’t
think we would devise 1t at this moment. 1 think we
should -- Having heard a loud maybe from PG&E, 1 think it

still may be worth proceeding with an extension iIf the
Commission is so inclined.

COMMISSIONER LEVIN: 1 think a shorter extension
is preferable in this case. |I’m definitely uncomfortable
with the letter from the Air Quality District and the
staleness of the original application.

I think things have changed significantly, and
I’m uncomfortable with the precedent of a five-year
extension. Five years have already elapsed. Air quality
laws change, conditions change, a lot will change in the
next five years including, you know, the potential for

carbon regulations and other things, and I think we can’t
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treat this lightly. 1 do think these issues need to be
revisited more seriously.

In terms of witnesses, 1 personally would like
to hear from the Air Quality District and from other
experts iIn that area, as well as the water issues, and
hear whether this is really viable in the five-year period
or what would be an appropriate period to extend.

MR. GALATI: Commissioner Levin, 1 think what
I’m concerned with is that you might be asking for an
evidentiary hearing on an amendment to the application or
you might be asking for an evidentiary hearing on the
environmental issues that could be projected in the future
when the project is buillt.

And that’s one of the reasons why we think that
the condition that says you cannot construct until you
come In and do exactly that for you and get an approval
from the Commission at a business meeting, that we have
met all those criteria. We think that’s better spent time
doing at a later date because I don’t know what 1 would
tell you right now.

Would I put on evidence that we have the
emission reduction credits in place for 1100 megawatts? |1
can tell you we do not. The air quality mitigation
agreement with the San Joaquin Valley was based on 1100

megawatts. It would probably be something lower, so 1
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apologize. 1 would love to be able to do that, but I
don”t know if we can provide that. That’s why I think the
condition makes sense to require that if the project is

going forward by us or others.

VICE CHAIRMAN BOYD: Are you looking for a
motion?

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: 1I’m looking for a motion and
I would hope that the motion would include the name
change, which 1s also on this agenda item, as well as
action on the extension.

VICE CHAIRMAN BOYD: Well, not being a member of
the Siting Committee and knowing that the Siting Committee
will wrestle with this, I’m prepared to make a motion

that, a, we approve the name change, b, that we grant a
90-day extension of time, and that we provide that the
Siting Committee assume jurisdiction of the question and
do whatever is appropriate within that timeframe.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: 1Is there a second?

COMMISSIONER LEVIN: Seconded.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: All in favor?

(Ayes.)

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: This item is approved. Thank
you. Item 4, Peters Shorthand Reporting Corporation.
Possible approval of Contract 170-08-001 for $74,999 with

Peters Shorthand Reporting Corporation to provide verbatim
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transcripts of siting case hearings, workshops, and other
hearings as necessary for power plant siting cases.
Ms. Nicholls.

MS. NICHOLLS: Yes, good morning. My name 1is
Katherine Nicholls. 1°m from the hearing office, and the
item before you this morning iIs just a request for an
approval of a contract, duration June 10", 1009, through
June 30™, 2010, for hearing reporter services for Siting
Committee hearings and workshops and whatever. The
total amount, as you indicated, was $74,999. This is a
small business enterprise. We did go out to bid for -- We

sent out a bid to three certified small businesses through

DGS. The lowest qualified bidder was Peters Shorthand
Reporting.

VICE CHAIRMAN BOYD: Move approval.

COMMISSIONER ROSENFELD: Second.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: All in favor?

(Ayes.)

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: This item is approved. Thank
you.

MS. NICHOLLS: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: Item 5, Public Sector
Consultants, Incorporated. Possible approval of Purchase

Order 08-409.00-016 for $59,928 with Public Sector

Consultants, Incorporated, to provide technical support
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and maintenance for the Energy Commission’s Program
Information Management System. Mr. Smith.

MR. SMITH: Good morning, Chairman and
Commissioners. My name is Larry Smith. [1’m the Chief
Information Officer for the Energy Commission, and I am
seeking approval for the Energy Commission to enter into
an agreement with Public Sector Consulting to provide
project management and technical support of the new
baseline requirements for the Program Information
Management System for continued support in the AB 118 and
the Fuels and Transportation Division’s inclusion Into the
system.

The project manager coordinates with the Energy
Research and Development and the Fuels and Transportation
Division for the ongoing maintenance of the current system
and reviews the business requirements for implementation
of all the new baseline requirements.

The agreement resulted from a request for offer
made under the Department of General Services California
Multiple Award Schedule. Two offers were received and
evaluated for the request for offer, and today I am
requesting approval of the purchase order with Public
Sector Consultants in the amount of $59,928 for the time
period of July 1°%, 2009, through December 315 of 2009.

COMMISSIONER ROSENFELD: 1 move the item.
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VICE CHAIRMAN BOYD: Second.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: AIll in favor?

(Ayes.)

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: That item s approved. Thank
you .

MR. SMITH: Thank you, Commissioner.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: Item 6, Information,
Integration, Innovation and Associates, Incorporated.
Possible approval of California Multiple Award Schedule
Purchase Order 08-409.00-014 for $150,000 with
Information, Integration, Innovation and Associates,
Incorporated, to develop design documentation and support
services for the New Solar Homes Partnership Web-based
application. You’re not Valerie Hall.

MR. GONZALES: 1 am not. 1°m Tony Gonzales, the
Manager for the Renewable Energy Office. The New Solar
Homes Partnership is designed to provide financial
incentives for the installation of solar energy systems on
energy efficient new homes and has a goal of creating a
self-sustaining market by the end of the ten-year program.

Over the past several years, web-based
application and database has been developed to support the
rebate application process for installers, for builders,
and for individual homeowners. Currently the

administration of the New Solar Homes Partnership is done
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through the investor-owned utilities, and this application
provides a uniform platform for the day-to-day
administration of the program. And finally, this database
application allows Energy Commission staff to more
effectively and quickly perform its oversight
responsibilities over the administration of the program.

The purpose of the purchase order before you
today i1s to provide continued maintenance support and
updates to the application tool over the next two years.
This is needed to ensure adequate functionality of the
application, to mitigate any unforeseen technical Issues
that may arise, to incorporate changes due to the
legislative and guidebook changes, and to provide updates
and enhancements requested by stakeholders, by the
administrators, and by Energy Commission staff and
Commissioners.

This purchase order will also provide for the
development of design documentation for the current
program code. 1°d like to thank you for your time and ask
for your approval of this purchase order for $150,000 with
Information, Integration, Innovation and Associates.

VICE CHAIRMAN BOYD: Question. Was this project
vetted by a policy committee?

MR. GONZALES: Yes. It did go through the

Renewables Policy Committee.

CALIFORNIA REPORTING LLC
(415)457-4417



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

39

VICE CHAIRMAN BOYD: Thank you.

COMMISSIONER BYRON: 1711 move the item.

COMMISSIONER ROSENFELD: Second.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: AIll in favor?

(Ayes.)

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: This item is approved. Thank
you very much.

MR. GONZALES: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: 1Item 7, C & G Technologies.
Possible approval of California Multiple Award Schedule
Purchase Order 08-409.00-013 for $150,000 with C & G
Technologies to automate collection of data from regulated
appliance manufacturers. Ms. Hall.

MS. HALL: Good morning. 1 am Valerie Hall.
The goal of this contract is to accomplish the design and
implementation of an automated web page that allows the
manufacturer of a regulated appliance to fill out and
submit forms through a web-based interface and receive
immediate feedback 1f any basic mistakes are detected.

This set of web pages is expected to log and
package the submitted materials for review by staff with a
goal of streamlining and simplifying staff’s workflow.
Allowing appliance manufacturers to directly submit,
correct, and receive confirmation of their data or

approval of request submittals will reduce staff workload
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while providing better, timelier, and more useful service
to those who are required to provide their data or obtain
a related approval to comply with the regulations that we
administer.

To give you a sense of the size of our clients’
database, i1t covers about 200,000 active records and 820
archival records. We typically process over 60 data
submittals containing over 4,000 appliance models every
month. In addition, the Energy Commission must approve
and track the approval status of all test laboratories,
third-party certifiers, and industry certification
programs involved iIn the submission of this data to the
Commission.

Implementing an automated data submittal
interface for the appliance efficiency database is
expected to reduce cost and save time for both the
Commission staff and for the affected manufacturers, and
so we seek your approval of this contract.

COMMISSIONER ROSENFELD: You just convinced me.

COMMISSIONER BYRON: One quick question. I°m
sorry. Sorry, Commissioner.

COMMISSIONER ROSENFELD: Go ahead.

COMMISSIONER BYRON: I continue to learn more
and more about your division, a million of these appliance

data entries. It makes a lot of sense to do this. | was
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just as I’m reading this 1 was concerned about one thing.
Do you lose the ability to verify the accuracy of the data
that’s being provided?

MS. HALL: There are a lot of checks within the
system to verify the calculations that are submitted and
determine whether the data as submitted on its face is
accurate.

Actually, the purpose of the following item I
think gets -- agenda i1tem on the business meeting may get
a little bit more towards your particular question, which
has to do with surveys for appliances. It’s part of our
enforcement work where we would determine compliance.

COMMISSIONER LEVIN: I would just like to say,
given the workload and the burden on staff and the growing
importance of energy efficiency and energy needs, 1 think
this i1s very important.

COMMISSIONER ROSENFELD: 1 move the i1tem.

COMMISSIONER LEVIN: Seconded.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: AIll in favor?

(Ayes.)

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: This i1tem is approved. Thank
you very much.

MS. HALL: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: We are now to --

COMMISSIONER ROSENFELD: Eight.
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CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: -- Item 8. Thank you.
Benningfield Group, Item 8. Possible approval of Contract
400-08-006 for $129,942 with Benningfield Group to conduct
market surveys of appliances sold online via catalogs and
in wholesale and retail outlets. Ms. Hall.

MS. HALL: Thank you. The appliance efficiency
regulations state that no regulated appliance can be sold
or offered for sale in California unless the manufacturer
has, one, tested it; two, marked it with proper
identifications; three, certified it to the Commission as
meeting the applicable requirements, which they would now
do under this more automated system that we just approved,
and that the model appears in our database.

In order to make the best use of our limited
appliance standards enforcement staff, who iIs sitting
right next to me, this is Tovah Ealey, we contract out for
appliance market surveys to determine what regulated
appliances are being sold or offered for sale in
California and to determine where noncompliance is
occurring. The information will be used to facilitate
compliance with our standards by allowing us to focus our
initial conversations with the manufacturers and then
target enforcement activities against manufacturers and
distributors of noncompliant products.

The proposed contract is a two-year, almost
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$130,000, competitively bid contract with an anticipation
start of July or August of this year. The Benningfield
Group came in with lowest responsive bid, and they would
conduct the appliance surveys on up to 29 categories of
appliances, which are regulated under Title 20. The
surveys would be performed in retail and wholesale stores
statewide and surveys would also be conducted through
catalogs and Internet sites.

Some samples of the appliance types that we
would focus this particular contract on include
combination space water heaters, commercial refrigerators
and freezes, portable air conditioners, computer room air
conditioners, evaporative coolers, heat pump pool heaters,
and residential wine coolers. And if time and funding
permit under this contract, we will resurvey some of the
appliances we did under a previous survey contract, which
focused primarily on those appliances, which are used in
the food service industry.

So with your approval, we would move forward
with this contract work.

COMMISSIONER ROSENFELD: 1 move the item.

COMMISSIONER BYRON: Second.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: All i1n favor?

(Ayes.)

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: Thank you. This item 1is
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approved.

MS. HALL: Thank you very much.

COMMISSIONER ROSENFELD: Valerie and Tovah, 1
don’t want you to get the i1dea that we aren’t very
appreciative. We’re just very aware of the clock and this
long meeting so.

MS. HALL: Understood.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: The next, as | count it, 21
items are PIER contracts, and before we move in item by
item, 1°d just like to make a brief comment about the
package as a whole.

I think that we -- everyone here iIs aware the
Governor addressed a joint session of the California
Legislature yesterday about California’s budget and the
very terrible and deep cuts that being proposed to help
education and social services and other programs in the
legislature as necessary to close the budget gap. And iIn
this context, 1 just wanted to make sure before we move
through these contracts that we acknowledge that fact. We
discussed it. We had a PIER advisory committee meeting
about, Commissioner Boyd will help me with the date, but
about a week and a half ago.

VICE CHAIRMAN BOYD: A week ago.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: A week ago. It included

stakeholders, it included some representatives from the
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legislative branch, and we discussed this issue
explicitly. We have a statutory authority to carry out
these PIER projects that we fund deliver benefits to
Californians.

They help advance our energy efficiency
standards. They help the state reach its AB 32 goals.
They are helping us construct the clean energy basis for
the economy going forward, and so what we’re doing is very
important. We’ve got a statutory authority that we are
exercising and we are doing so to the best of our ability
in the interest of California.

On the other hand, we need to recognize that
this situation unfortunately is what it is, and I think a
lot of legislators a couple blocks away are facing
decisions they never contemplated in their careers that
they would be forced to make, so I didn’t want to let this
just move on to the rest of the agenda without
acknowledging this issue. Ms. Jones, are you -- can you -

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR JONES: I can certainly --

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: -- give anything that you
had?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR JONES: 1 can certainly add a
little to that. In terms of the benefits that we see from

PIER, there are some direct economic benefits. Many of
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the projects in the PIER program have developed new energy
savings and new energy producing technologies, so those
result in direct savings to customers here in California.

In addition, we’ve funded 15 different
technologies that have been incorporated into today’s
building standards and they’re estimated to save consumer
$70 million. The result of the research can also become
part of the utility rebate programs so that customers get
direct rebates for using more energy efficient
technologies and then lower their energy costs.

And at this time, with the American Recovery
Act, we have an opportunity to leverage some of our PIER
projects and PIER contracts to bring in additional ARRA
dollars into California. We think that’s an important and
big advantage of moving with research today.

And just a couple of other comments, many of
these contracts show up here in the last couple of
business meetings of the year. We try to stagger them
throughout the year, but in “07-°08, we instituted a new
policy where we wanted to put much more of our research
out to competitive bid and so that process is a bit of a
lengthy process. We have done solicitations that have
been wildly successful.

For one solicitation we expected 12 people at

the maximum to apply and instead we got over 50
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applications, and this has happened with numerous
solicitations. They do take longer to do and they take
longer to develop a contract. That’s part of why you’re
seeing them here before the end of the year so that we can
encumber the monies before July 1°5t.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: Thank you for that.

VICE CHAIRMAN BOYD: Madam Chair, 1 guess I
would just add, seeing that 1 sit on the research
committee, that these funds are all not general funds, not
the funds that the legislature is having i1ts great
difficulty with. These are special funds that are
dedicated to the purposes that are represented in all
these contracts we’re about to act upon and consistent
with what Ms. Jones said about providing opportunities and
benefits to California in a multitude of ways.

A lot of money iIs spent here in California. All
the efforts benefit Californians in one way or another
when we have successful projects. Indeed, we don’t win
them all, but 1°ve noted that we have an incredibly high
success rate or batting average with regard to the
research that we do undertake. Staff does a very good job
of vetting proposals, initiating proposals, and screening
proposals for success.

VICE CHAIRMAN BOYD: Thank you, Commission Boyd.

Commissioner Bryon.
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COMMISSIONER BYRON: Madam Chair, thanks for
bringing this issue up. The longer 1°m here at the
Commission, the more 1 appreciate the value of the
research that we do in the PIER program and all the staff
that conducts that research.

Having worked at a research organization for
about ten years and spent about $400 million a year, 1
appreciate that you just can’t start and stop it that
easily. There’s a cycle associated with research. These
funds are not spent willy-nilly.

As we go backwards from the time i1t takes to do
the RFO and procurement, there’s a plan that needs to be
put in place, and approved and vetted through our advisory
structure. And 1°m really glad that you brought this
issue up so that we just stop and realize why we have so
many on the agenda at this time and why we’re still
approving these projects during a very difficult fiscal
time in our state’s history.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: Thank you. With that, we
will move on to Item 9, UC Riverside. Possible approval
of Contract 500-08-055 for $650,000 with UC Riverside to
advance the understanding of regional and near-source air
quality impacts of distributed generation sources.

Ms. Mueller.

MS. MUELLER: Good morning. 1°m Marla Mueller
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with the Public Interest Energy Research Program in the
environment area. The project I°m bringing forward is to
the improvability of models to better characterize air
quality implications of distributed generation.

Distributed generation Is an important
alternative to California to new central station fossil
fuel generation. Our research has shown that realistic
scenarios for distributed generation in the Southwest Air
Quality Management District In the San Joaquin Valley have
no significant impacts on regional air quality. This
assumes that all of the distributed generation meets the
California Air Resources Board 2007 emission limits.

However, we need a better understanding of near-
source impacts of distributed generation. Recent
dispersion and tracer study research has shown that better
modeling 1Is needed and that incorporating near-source
dispersion modeling into regional models can improve
nearby source iImpact assessments.

In addition, we have found that plume rise from
distributed generation is not currently well understood
but 1t is one of the predominate factors affecting ground-
level pollution concentrations.

The goal of this project is to improve the
ability of the models to accurately predict ground level-

criteria and toxic pollutant concentrations from
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distributed generation on the local scale by combining
regional and local scale models and better characterizing
plume rise from distributed generation.

The project will include an advisory committee
with members from the regulatory agencies and will be
coordinated with and expand upon existing Public Interest
Energy Research programs looking at air quality impacts
from distributed generation and other sources. This
research will improve the accuracy of dispersion models
enabling regulators to better characterize -- to better
characterize and to understand air quality implications
and what mitigation measures might be needed. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: Thank you. Questions,
comments?

COMMISSIONER BYRON: Sorry. Go ahead,
Commissioner.

VICE CHAIRMAN BOYD: No, you go ahead.

COMMISSIONER BYRON: Ms. Mueller was kind enough
to provide me a briefing on the subject. 1°m certainly
interested and supportive of work to better understand the
environmental implications of distributed generation of
combined heat and power. As we know, it”’s more efficient
but 1t does put air pollutants closer to the source of the
use of the power, so | very much appreciate this kind of

work. I would be more than happy to move it, but 1 think
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1’1l wait and hear what Commissioner Boyd has to say.

VICE CHAIRMAN BOYD: Well, 1 was basically going
to say what you’ve said. A, as Ms. Mueller has indicated,
it’s very important to our future. It’s getting more
important every day, distributed generation. And B, 1
know for a fact air quality has been a long-time concern
with respect to distributed generation so I’m very glad
we’re carrying this out, so I will let Commissioner Byron
make his motion.

COMMISSIONER BYRON: 1”11 move to approve.

COMMISSIONER LEVIN: Commissioner, | have a
question.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: We have a question.

COMMISSIONER LEVIN: 1°m sorry. Are we working
with the Air Board on this, have we coordinated with them,
and do they support this project?

MS. MUELLER: Yes. Actually, in all my
projects, 1 bring In the Air Resources Board. And in this
one, we’re also working with the Federal EPA.

COMMISSIONER LEVIN: Okay. I would just ask
staff In each of these presentations, i1f we’re working
with other agencies, it would be helpful to know that and
to have that on the record. Thank you.

COMMISSIONER BYRON: We also have an advisory

committee | believe on this project, correct?
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MS. MUELLER: Yes, we will. We haven’t
developed the advisory committee yet, but we will have an
advisory committee bring in the stakeholders that are
important to this particular issue.

VICE CHAIRMAN BOYD: I believe, Commissioner
Byron, In the more general sense within the PIER program
or the research program, there is an air quality advisory
committee that is reasonably active and involves the Air
Board and a lot of other prominent air quality people and
the representatives that gives us input every year on our
entire air quality -- the entire air quality component of
our research activities, so Ms. Mueller does a very good
job.

COMMISSIONER LEVIN: And, Ms. Mueller, we’re not
at all doubting that you have done a good job and done all
the legwork. 1 just think going back to the Chairman’s
comments, where we can work closely with other agencies to
fulfill multiple state goals, that raises the importance
of the PIER program even more.

MS. MUELLER: I agree. For so much of the work
that we do, 1If we need the Air Resources Board and the
districts to be able to get the best value out of our
projects, and that’s why | do try very hard to always
include them as appropriate.

VICE CHAIRMAN BOYD: And Ms. Mueller is one of
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the exceptions to current activities of people leaving
here to go to the Air Board. We took her from the Air
Board many years ago, so in any event --

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: In any event, we have a
motion or we have a motion.

VICE CHAIRMAN BOYD: And a second.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: And a second. All in favor?

(Ayes.)

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: Thank you very much,
Ms. Mueller. This item is approved. Item 10, Lawrence
Berkeley National Laboratory. Possible approval of
Contract 500-08-059 for $785,000 with Lawrence Berkeley
National Laboratory to identify practical and cost-
effective approaches to developing communities with roof
and hardscape materials that have greatly lowered heat
island effects. Mr. Bourassa. No. Yes.

MR. BOURASSA: Yes.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: Sorry.

MR. BOURASSA: Good morning, Commissioners and
Executive Director.

VICE CHAIRMAN BOYD: He’s iIn a suit. That’s why
we didn’t --

MR. BOURASSA: A nice suit and a tie. My name
i1s Norm Bourassa. 1°m the program lead for the PIER

Buildings Energy and Use Program. This proposed agreement
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is $785K with Lawrence Berkeley National Lab, as you say,
to conduct targeted research to develop better analytical
tools to quantify, I got to look down with my glasses, so
that’s what they’re there for, to quantify the energy
consumption and heat island effect benefits of several
cool community construction technologies. | want to point
out there’s $350K of match funding in ARB in this project.
1’1l push that to the top of my statement.

The project will include cool community design
strategies, studies, and demonstrations in the area of
cool roofs and cool pavements. It will provide technical
assistance in installed performance monitoring on these
demonstrations and deployments to help develop the
analytical methods to quantify the benefits of cool
community components, the ones that | described, as well
as strategically placed vegetation In urban environments.
The overall goal is to look at the effect of multiple
absorption and reflection effects due to the overall
albedo of the community.

The project will also develop a database of
residential and commercial building cool roof retrofit
projects that have been completed in California. This was
an item that in the last go-around of the Title 24 2008
development standards that manufacturers actually asked

for. They said that they needed more detailed studies to
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document the costs and the benefits associated with the
installation of cool roofs, and so this is one of our
programmatic responses to that request.

We” 1l also be conducting technical cool
community courses and workshops for builders, contractors,
researchers, community designers, and all stakeholders
associated with these types of strategies for the built
environment. We”ll be doing those in cooperation with the
California Building Industry Association, PG&E, SMUD, and
any other stakeholders that will present themselves during
the course of the project. We’ll also be creating a
website that serves as a one-stop source for information
to support the marketplace.

And the other thing that I would point out is
that this project is in large respects going to help the
researchers to provide a lot of the analytical framework
to help validate and support some more recent findings
with respect to the potential of greenhouse gas emission
savings just due to the albedo effect of the built
environment and the higher amount of shortwave radiation
to space, which helps to mitigate global warming in some
respect. There’s been a lot of publicity with this in the
last year and a half, and this project is going to help
them develop a lot of the analytical methodologies in

order to further document those potential savings.
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The project is included in our “08-"09 PIER
Building budget. The R and D committee has approved this
project, and 1’11 answer any questions you have.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: I just have a brief comment.
I couldn”t agree more. |I°m excited about this project. |
think that developing methodologies that help us quantify
these benefits 1s an essential step to really making them
part of the state’s climate strategy and it’s a great
strategy.

It brings the benefits of meeting our AB 32
goals and climate goals to the community level. It
increases comfort and livability within our cities, and
I’m very supportive of this contract, and thank you for
your headwork. Are there other questions or comments at
this time?

COMMISSIONER ROSENFELD: 1 will avoid giving a
sermon. But to backup your point, Chairman Douglas, we
are pretty much advanced now on having white roofs if
they’re flat in Title 24 and cool-colored roofs iIf the
roof is sloped. And cool pavements need a lot of work and
we have to bring Caltrans in to get to Commissioner
Levin’s point, and this will help do that.

MR. BOURASSA: Yes.

COMMISSIONER ROSENFELD: If all that happens

over the next 20 years, the amount of carbon offset will
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be just about the same as you will get from the Pavley

Bill, so 1t’s the highest single item on the AB 80

(inaudible) list of savings.

VICE CHAIRMAN BOYD: I note from the current

press that Commissioner Rosenfeld has gotten this point

across to the National Secretary, Randy Gee, so job well

done, Commissioner Rosenfeld.

COMMISSIONER ROSENFELD: So 1”11 move the item.
VICE CHAIRMAN BOYD: Second.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: All in favor?

(Ayes.)

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: This item passes. Thank you.

And, Mr. Bourassa, you’re here for the next two items as

well. Item 12, Gas Technology Institute. Possible

approval of Contract 500-08-051 for one million --

Item 11.

MS. BOURASSA: Excuse me.
VICE CHAIRMAN BOYD: You jumped over one.
COMMISSIONER LEVIN: 1 think we skipped one.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: Oh, did I miss -- 1 missed

VICE CHAIRMAN BOYD: Item 11.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: Thank you.
COMMISSIONER BYRON: You’ll be with us --
VICE CHAIRMAN BOYD: You’ll be here --

COMMISSIONER BYRON: -- for three more.
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CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: You’ll be here for three
more.

VICE CHAIRMAN BOYD: Thus, the suit.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: 1Item 11, Lawrence Berkeley
National Laboratory. Possible approval of Contract 500-
08-061 for $1,688,155 with Lawrence Berkeley National
Laboratory to investigate residential energy-saving
opportunities from tightening the building envelope and
using 1nnovative ventilation strategies. Mr. Bourassa.

MR. BOURASSA: Okay. Thank you. So the next
three 1tems are actually all awards from one of the
solicitations that Executive Director Jones was speaking
of yesterday. This was one of the solicitations that was
released June of 2008 and was also quite oversubscribed
but produced ten wonderful projects. These are three of
them.

This proposed $1.6 million contract with LBNL
will address gaps in the current Title 24 Residential
Building Energy Standards with respect to the use of the
ASHRAE standard 62.2 2007 for residential ventilation.

Up to half of space conditioning loads in
residences is due to air leaks in the building envelop,
HVAC equipment, and/or other building components, and up
to half of this load could be saved through improved air

tightness and ventilation systems.
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Currently, new homes in California, as | said,
are required to meet ASHRAE 62.2 but ASHRAE 62.2 specifies
minimum ventilation requirements but doesn’t really
specifically address the issues of infiltration control,
energy-efficient ventilation, and ventilation load
shifting.

This project will more rigorously address those
issues through a philosophy of build tight and ventilate
right strategy. That’s the motto that these researchers
at LBNL use. They will evaluate and facilitate
improvements to the building envelopes and to construction
materials and household substances that are the source of
indoor contaminants.

They” 1l examine both to the local exhaust fans
and whole house ventilation for energy saving
opportunities, develop better methods for commissioning
residential exhaust fans, economizers, and other
ventilation equipment, create guidelines for retrofitting
homes for air tightness and related measures, and
integrate the results of this project into codes and
standards including 2011 Title 24 standards i1s what we
hope.

The project i1s included In the ”08-"09 building
budget and the R and D committee has approved this

project. 1’11 answer any questions.
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VICE CHAIRMAN BOYD: Move approval.

COMMISSIONER ROSENFELD: 1 want to make one
remark, and then I want to second this great thing. In
both residential and in particular commercial buildings,
ASHRAE 62 --

MR. BOURASSA: _2.

COMMISSIONER ROSENFELD: Sorry.

MR. BOURASSA: 62.2.

COMMISSIONER ROSENFELD: _.2.

MR. BOURASSA: If it was .1, it would be for
commercial or for nonresidential.

COMMISSIONER ROSENFELD: But 1 say that in
actually both residential and commercial --

MR. BOURASSA: Okay.

COMMISSIONER ROSENFELD: 1t”s pretty obvious
that as controls get better and communications get better
that ventilation should depend on what”’s going on outside.
On a very cold day, indeed, to save energy and money, you
want to limit ventilation. Now on a nice day, you want to

take advantage of the fact that It doesn’t take much
chilling or cooling of air or heating of air.

And so, you know, welcome to the 21°* century
when HVAC controls take into account what’s going on
outside and when you can have a lot of free ventilation,

so 1’m very happy with this development.
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MR. BOURASSA: Yeah. 1°d like to take this
opportunity to point out the importance of addressing both
of the ventilation standards within the context of our
2020 and 2030 net zero energy building goals. The
mechanical ventilation stipulations of these standards
will become a very large energy end use if we don’t
address more intelligent ways of doing these ventilation
systems.

IT we don’t do anything to these standards by
2020 and 2030, we will be looking at a large energy budget
going towards these mechanical ventilation strategies, SO
exactly the type of intelligent approach that you’re
outlining, Commissioner Rosenfeld, is greatly needed.

COMMISSIONER ROSENFELD: So I guess 1 move the
item.

VICE CHAIRMAN BOYD: You get to second it.

There was a motion.

COMMISSIONER ROSENFELD: Oh, I’m sorry. 1°d
like to second the i1tem.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: All in favor?

(Ayes.)

MR. BOURASSA: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: This i1tem is approved. Thank
you. Moving on to Item 12, Gas Technology Institute.

Possible approval of Contract 500-08-051 for $1,989,598
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with Gas Technology Institute to develop new energy-
efficient methods for residential heating, ventilation,
and air-conditioning systems that are better suited to
California’s climate. Mr. Bourassa.

MR. BOURASSA: This proposed contract with GTI
proposes to develop and demonstrate energy-saving, off-
peak residential radiant cooling systems, which combine
existing components into new configurations for use iIn
California homes. GTI will be the prime contractor and
will organize and manage a research team of 15
organizations to conduct a linked program of three
technical projects and one market connection project.

The linked projects have the potential to reduce
system costs while significantly increasing the installed
efficiency of residential space conditioning systems in
cooling dominated climates throughout California. The
program will address both new and existing constructed
homes, and the team consists of the UC Davis Western
Cooling Efficiency Center, Chitwood Energy Management, and
I think pretty much all of the California investor-owned
utilities.

The radiant cooling components that we will be
developing will include radiant cooling arrays, hybrid
cooling sources, and low-cost thermal storage. Also, they

will integrate it with low-cost radiant heating systems.
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So developing low-energy radiant heating and cooling
technology optimized for California climates will include
the development of component systems, designed guidance
equipment, and installation reference specifications.
They will also be addressing advanced installation methods
using integrated design methodologies.

They will also develop a suite of cost-
effectiveness tests, remediation, and retrofit
methodologies for existing building envelopes and building
systems, and it will also include an aggressive training
and outreach effort to distribute the best practices and
other findings though HVAC professionals throughout
California.

1”11 point out that alternative advanced space
conditioning technologies like this iIs a very, very
important component of meeting our residential 2020 net
zero energy building goals. And the project is included
in the “08-"09 PIER buildings budget, and the R and D
committee has approved this one as well, and 1’1l answer
any questions.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: Commissioners?

VICE CHAIRMAN BOYD: Move approval.

COMMISSIONER ROSENFELD: Second.

CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: All in favor?

(Ayes.)
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CHAIRMAN DOUGLAS: This item is approved. Thank
you. Moving on to Item 13, Gas Technology Institute.
Possible approval of Contract 500-08-060 for $1,984,761
with Gas Technology Institute to improve residential hot
water heating energy performance. Mr. Bourassa.

MR. BOURASSA: Thank you. In the iInterest of
time, I’m going to be a lot more brief on this one. The
Gas Technology Institute is going to be the prime
contractor, and they will co-lead with Davis Energy Group
and Lawrence Berkeley National Lab, a research team that
includes water heater manufacturers, plumbing
associations, and California utilities.

They” Il conduct a series of linked programs of
projects that will address water-heating efficiency for
California homes. Water heaters are a major end-use
appliance, and they constitute about 40 percent of
residential natural gas consumption.

That translates into about 2,100 million therms
per year, so there’s a large opportunity for savings here.
Even just a one percent improvement in the efficiency of
those consuming devices iIn the marketplace will produce 21
million therms per year of energy savings.

So up to the present, most of the research that
PIER has conducted and indeed most of the research iIn

water heating has been focusing on iIncreasing the
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efficiency of the source water heaters, but it’s becoming
increasingly clear in recent years that we may be running
into a bit of a wall there and that how we distribute and
use the hot water is providing