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The following questions are designed to support the Commission’s evaluation of different options for new SGIP GHG rules. Workshop participants are asked to review these questions prior to the workshop and come prepared to respond. This list of questions is not exhaustive, and staff and workshop participants may pose additional questions during the workshop.  Reference to parties’ comments is not intended to be exhaustive.

Discussion Session: New Commercial Projects

Regarding staff’s proposal for new commercial projects to reduce GHGs by at least 25 kg/kWh to recoup full payment:

1. SGIP projects are required by statute[footnoteRef:1] to reduce GHGs, not achieve net zero GHGs. In comments on the staff proposal, several parties note that SGIP also has other program goals, including market transformation, peak demand reduction, and providing grid services. If the Commission were to require each commercial SGIP project to demonstrate GHG reductions as a condition for PBI payment, what impact would that have on the other program goals? Please be specific and provide concrete examples where applicable. [1:  SB 700 (2018), SB 861 (2014)] 

2. Citing Working Group (WG) and OSESMO[footnoteRef:2] modeling results, PG&E questions in its comments[footnoteRef:3] whether projects could feasibly achieve 25 kg/kWh of GHG reductions while optimizing for customer bill reductions, and instead proposed a 10 kg/kWh reduction threshold to recoup full payment.  [2:  OSESMO: Open Source Energy Storage Model]  [3:  In this document, “comments” refers to either opening or reply comments.] 

a. Do stakeholders agree or disagree with PG&E's characterization of the modeling results that 25 kg/kWh of GHG reductions is infeasible without increasing customer bills? Why or why not?
b. Do stakeholders agree or disagree with PG&E's characterization of the modeling results that 10 kg/kWh of GHG reductions is feasible without increasing customer bills? Why or why not?
3. [Time permitting] In comments, CSE opposes reducing PBI payments for projects that reduce GHGs less than 25 kg/kWh, stating projects don't yet have experience responding to a GHG signal and there are many unknowns at both the host customer site and system-wide level that could impact any given project's ability to reduce GHGs. 
a. What are the unknowns at the host customer site and system-wide level that could cause a project to increase GHGs? 
b. Do developers share CSE's concern that they may not be able to achieve reductions for a given project using the GHG signal? Why or why not?

Regarding the method for calculating penalties - exceedance bands vs. $/ton:

4. In comments, CALSSA, CESA, Tesla, and Stem highlight several drawbacks of the exceedance band approach, including that it sets penalties out of proportion with the environmental damage caused, penalizes small and large emitting projects roughly the same, and removes incentives for projects that can't reach the next exceedance band to reduce at all.  Multiple parties instead proposed using a $/ton approach. Momentarily setting aside the magnitude of the penalty, do stakeholders favor an exceedance band approach or a $/ton approach? Why or why not?
5. [bookmark: _Hlk527709099]In comments, CALSSA et al. proposes to base the $/ton penalty on either a market price (~$15/ton), the “social cost of carbon established in R.14-10-003, which is currently $69.50 per ton",[footnoteRef:4] or the IRP price adopted in D.18-02-018 ($150/ton). At the highest price, a 100 kWh project emitting 3 metric tons would have its $3,600 annual PBI payment deducted by $450, or 12%, compared to 100% per the staff proposal.[footnoteRef:5]  [4:  After consulting with Energy Division staff working on the IDER proceeding (R.14-10-003), we believe CALSSA may in fact be citing the carbon abatement cost used in that proceeding rather than a social cost of carbon, which has not yet been adopted. Values range from $52.08/ton to $66.37/ton (2016 $). ]  [5:  This calculation does not include the additional penalty proposed by staff for failing to reduce GHGs by at least 25 kg/kWh. Factoring in this additional penalty would increase the total payment reduction to $825, or 23% of the project’s annual PBI payment. If the GHG reduction threshold were lowered from 25 kg/kWh to 10 kg/kWh as proposed by PG&E, the total payment reduction would be $600, or 17% of the project’s annual PBI payment.] 

a. SB 700 requires the Commission to "adopt requirements for energy storage systems to ensure that eligible energy storage systems reduce the emissions of greenhouse gases." Would a $150/ton penalty provide sufficient incentive to ensure projects reduce GHGs? 
b. Are there other $/ton values the Commission should consider?

Regarding staff’s proposal to adopt a 40/60 PBI structure for all commercial projects:

6. Small projects: The 2017 SGIP Storage Impact Evaluation found that small commercial projects (< 30 kW) have resulted in the largest increase in GHGs per kWh. In its comments, Stem argues that withholding 60% of incentives, coupled with the potential for PBI payment reductions and the additional cost of revenue grade metering, could make financing small systems all but impossible, and proposes a 70/30 split instead. 
a. What evidence can Stem or others provide to support the statement that financing smaller projects will be "all but impossible" under a 40/60, 50/50, or 60/40 PBI structure?
b. What is the cost difference between revenue grade metering and non-revenue grade metering on a total $ basis and as a percentage of total system cost? What are the tradeoffs of requiring one versus the other? 
7. Large projects: In comments, Tesla estimates that reducing the PBI split from 50/50 to 40/60 will reduce the total net present value of a $0.35/kWh SGIP incentive by 11%, assuming a 7% discount rate (opening comments, p. 18). In comments, CALSSA argues that reducing upfront incentives may make storage project development too difficult given other headwinds facing the storage industry, such as lengthy and uncertain interconnection and local permitting processes and delays in processing SGIP incentive claims, and PG&E argues that reducing upfront incentives may further exacerbate the current stagnation in SGIP’s commercial budget.
a. Do stakeholders agree with Tesla’s estimate? 
b. What impact would reducing the upfront payment from 50% to 40% have on the program?  To what extent will it impact customer participation? To what extent will it increase compliance with program rules?

Discussion Session: New Residential Projects

Regarding staff’s proposal for a fleet verification and enforcement approach versus a “deemed compliance” approach for new residential projects:

8. In comments, Tesla’s and CESA’s main rationales for supporting a pure deemed compliance approach are the WG modeling results showing that projects that meet certain criteria are 83% likely to reduce GHGs. The staff proposal acknowledged potential problems with the modeling methodology, such as different assumptions across modelers and the fact that not all modelers ran all scenarios. Considering this, how much weight should the Commission give the modeling findings? 
9. In comments, CSE, Tesla, CALSSA and CESA oppose fleet verification and enforcement in favor of a pure "deemed compliant" approach, in part because they assert the administrative burden would outweigh the small avoided GHG impact of residential projects. 
a. Question for PAs: What would the estimated annual administrative cost be for PAs to implement fleet verification and enforcement for residential fleets?
b. Question for PAs: How long would it take to implement staff’s proposal for residential fleet verification and enforcement (i.e. how much lead time before new rules could go into effect)?
c. Question for Residential Developers: What would the estimated annual administrative cost be for developers to submit electric charge and discharge data for their residential projects to Itron twice a year? 
d. Residential projects are growing as a percentage of total program rebated capacity. Is this trend likely to continue, and for how long? Do stakeholders expect residential projects to make up a significant portion of program rebated capacity in the future?

Regarding staff’s proposal to require new residential projects to pair with solar, based on WG modeling findings that pairing with solar increases the likelihood projects will reduce GHGs from 67% to 83%:

10. In comments, Tesla, CESA, PG&E, and SDG&E oppose requiring new residential projects to pair with solar, arguing that stand-alone storage is equally capable as paired storage of achieving GHG savings by confining charging to PV-generating hours (akin to “solar self-consumption mode”), and that some customers may be unable to deploy solar for various reasons (e.g. affordability, shaded roof). 
a. The WG modeling found that adopting charging time constraints did not lead to significant GHG reductions (WG Report, p. 57). Should the Commission adopt charging time constraints in lieu of a requirement to pair with solar, despite WG modeling results indicating they may not be effective? Why or why not? If yes, what time constraints do stakeholders recommend?
b. Are there measures other than charging time constraints or requiring storage to pair with solar that the Commission should consider to encourage residential storage to charge during solar generating hours?
c. Of the solutions modeled by the WG, the use of a GHG emissions signal was significantly more effective in achieving GHG reductions than the addition of constraints on storage charging and discharging times or the requirement to enroll on a new TOU rate, neither of which capture often significant intra-period variations in grid emissions (WG Report, p. 146). In lieu of upfront requirements to pair with solar or confine charging to certain hours, should the Commission simply make the GHG signal available, require residential fleets to reduce GHGs, and allow them to find the best way to do so?

Regarding penalties for residential fleet GHG increases – program suspension vs. financial penalty:

11. In comments, Tesla argues that the prospect of program suspension for developers with GHG-increasing fleets would make them highly reluctant to market SGIP to customers. Instead, they propose that PAs levy financial penalties on developers with GHG-increasing fleets, with the option of program suspension if the developer fails to pay the fee. 
a. Would a financial penalty provide enough incentive to ensure developer fleets reduce GHGs?
b. Which would pose a greater administrative burden on PAs and residential developers, financial penalties or program suspensions?
c. Are there other tradeoffs of using financial penalties versus program suspensions that the Commission should consider?

Discussion Session: Legacy Projects

Regarding staff’s proposal for the adoption of “retroactive” fleet enforcement mechanisms for legacy projects electing the RTE pathway:

12. In comments, CESA recommends the Commission recognize the trail-blazing nature of legacy systems, the evolution and learning of industry participants, the relatively small amount of GHG emissions reductions and involved legacy incentives at stake, and generally exempt legacy systems from new requirements. Do other stakeholders agree that a lighter enforcement approach for legacy systems is warranted? Why or why not?
13. In comments, CSE argues that legacy RTE fleets should not be subjected to retroactive rule changes in the form of fleet verification and enforcement and automatic program suspensions, but should instead remain subject to existing SGIP handbook infraction language at the time of their application submission. 
a. Would relying on existing handbook language, which grants PAs broad discretion to enforce rules but provides little structure or process for doing so, increase or decrease the administrative burden on PAs to enforce compliance with RTE rules compared to the fleet verification and enforcement regime proposed by staff?
b. If the Commission allows legacy systems to remain under existing RTE rules and enforcement mechanisms, what incentive would legacy systems have to opt in to the GHG pathway? Are there other, administratively-simple carrots or sticks the Commission should consider adopting to encourage legacy systems to select the GHG pathway?
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