February 23, 1999





David G. Schetter, Director


Office of Technology Alliances


Unviversity of California, Irvine


380 University Tower


Irvine, CA  92692-7700





Dear Dave:





Thank you for taking the time to meet with me, yesterday, regarding the Millennium Dome® BI-PV Manufacturing Museum I am proposing for the University of California at Irvine Research Park.


I very much appreciate the work you put forward in analyzing my comprehensive vision of opportunities for University research and community outreach programs.  I am very impressed with the faculty database you  developed.  What a wonderful analysis tool.  Considering your expertise, it is amazing that it took me two years to get a meeting with you to discuss this important project.  Last evening, I began the outline you requested with the goal of revealing a comprehensive plan for the potential related research I envision for the University with a list of the faculty that have the experience and background to pursue such research.   You indicated you would then take my plan and proposed research to those faculty to determine if they would want to be involved in the planning and project development process.  I shared with you a number of issues that need research and implementation strategies developed in the energy industry related to distributed generation.  Several issues became clear as I began this process last evening.  With the information I shared with you, I think you would agree there are some misconceptions about solar energy.  The other is that we did not nail down the non-compete agreement we discussed last week in our initial phone conversation.  I want to address these issues in this letter.





There are a number of misconceptions about building-integrated photovoltaics (BI-PV) which I attempted to clear-up yesterday in our meeting.  Explaining the economics of BI-PV is one of my expertise just as University information systems is yours.  From that perspective, I would like to mention my concern with how the issues of cost and reliability of solar energy were addressed on page six of the UCI Journal of Technology you provided for me.  “One of the world’s greatest challenges is to generate electricity without the problems of current methods-pollution and global warming from burning fossil fuels (and possible depletion); perceived and real risks of nuclear power generation, plus the still unresolved radioactive waste storage problem; -and the relatively high costs, low capacity and reliability of wind and solar power systems.”  Thomas Edison is quoted to have said, no matter how well analysis is performed if the data is wrong, the answer or result will be in error.   The first issue I would like to clarify is that photovoltaic technology is quite affordable, today, for many consumers in America.  This is especially true when we present the cost per kWh using production/consumption/cost ratio figures.  In other words,      BI-PV represented less than 0.001% of the electricity consumed by Americans in 1994.  Coal represented 55% of the electricity consumed in the United States in 1994.  Coal consumption doubled in the last twenty years during the height of Earth Day and global concern about ozone depletion.  We owe ourselves at least the honesty of clarifying the cost of electricity consumption referring to specific production levels. 





“Considering that at 55% of the electricity consumed in America in 1994, coal cost around two to five cents a kilowatt hour, today, we may determine that building-integrated photovoltaics is an affordable technology for industry deployment costing less than $5 watt for twenty years of electricity generation in 1994 where BI-PV represented less than 0.001% of the electricity consumed in America.  We would, thereby, predict BI-PV to cost far less than the price of coal per kWh when it provides 1% of the electricity consumed in America. Further, the cost effectiveness of photovoltaics depends on the amount of sun hours in the location where it is installed.”  


If one insists on comparing the cost of BI-PV with fuel costs, it would most accurately be compared with the displacement costs of electricity at consumer rates for electricity, not with the cost of coal on the electronic trading post.  BI-PV is not yet allowed on the electricity trading post, and so comparing the cost of coal from that perspective is misleading.  A fuel costing 2 cents kWh on the trading post is costing consumers 12.5 cents kWh.  BI-PV offsets the cost of electricity not wholesale fuels.  The issue of how much coal costs per kWh is a stock market issue.  Most consumers compare the cost of BI-PV with the rate they pay for electricity.  BI-PV offsets weatherization costs as supplemental building materials.     BI-PV does not take up land being placed on existing or new buildings.  It reduces the burden on transmission lines.  If a system is well taken care of, a polycrystalline system has a predicted 30 to 50 year life.  Usually a system offsets the normal electricity bill within the first twenty years.  This is especially true with the $3 watt 50% Buydown rebate offered by the California Energy Commission.   With a twenty year warranty, consumers are guaranteed reliable grid-connected electricity production to replace their electricity bill.  If the system is well taken care of, consumers may enjoy ten to thirty years of clean electricity beyond the cost-effective twenty year savings on their electricity bill.  Consumers will pay only cleaning and maintenance costs.  The BI-PV system is woven into the cost of purchasing and upkeep of a house in lieu of a fuel cost.  BI-PV is a product-driven economics, not a fuel-driven commodity.  





The significance of these issues may not yet be clear to you at this time.  It took me seven years of in-depth research to unravel them, and I learn something new all the time.  The latest issue I have found that needs legislative attention is the restriction by the Public Utility Commission that only allows companies like Southern California Edison one-tenth of one percent of their aggregate electricity generation to be grid-connected distributed generation providing net metering contracts.  There is a tremendous misconception that the energy industry is a competitive marketplace at this time where such restrictions are placed on distributed generation consumers.  I assure you that it is just such misconceptions as these that are the fire behind the terrible smog hanging in the air, today.   





Only having lived in Southern California for a little over two years, my eyes still burn on days like today, and my sinuses have a fit.   What is the value of air that smells fresh and healthy?  What are people willing to pay for their health and safety?  Surely, it is obvious that the second-hand smoke of the energy industry is far greater a health risk to far more people than cigarette smoke.  It is disgusting to have a black cloud hanging over the horizon of this beautiful land when we have the technology, expertise and resources to obviate the problem.  The reliability of BI-PV has been proven in demonstration projects like the 300 kWp rooftop on the Georgetown University Intercultural Center in the heart of one of the most dense urban landscapes of Washington, DC.   In consideration of the misconceptions published even by the UCI Journal of Technology, I am convinced we need a deeper evaluation process than the one we discussed, yesterday, and a written contractual agreement to assure viable use of our time and resources.  





I fully enjoyed our meeting.  Your enlightening enthusiasm for new technology and your patience in exploring this possible venture are very much appreciated.  I feel there is a great potential with your assistance to productively analyze the options toward the best solution whether the proposed Millennium Dome® BI-PV Manufacturing Museum is located at UCI Research Park or elsewhere within the UC network.  The ideal process of evaluation that must be done before responsible conclusions can be established will include analysis of the many research opportunities within the UC network associated with the proposed BI-PV Manufacturing Museum with a variety of potential partnerships.


Last week, we briefly discussed the issue of a non-compete agreement.  We did not have the time to discuss this, yesterday.  To go forward on this project without immediate compensation for my work, research time, ideas, expertise and consulting services, legal protection must be provided.  A simple letter of agreement needs to be provided indicating the UC network will not develop the project(s) I am proposing with anyone else or any other group for at least ten years unless I am compensated for my research and analysis services at a rate of $50 an hour plus expenses.   I mentioned to you, the Accelerate Program refused to provide any form of non-compete agreement.  Thus, for my protection, I had to terminate my involvement with them.  Their lack of consideration for clients in this regard may be one of the reasons the facility was closed.  On the other hand, SCORE, the small business consulting service provided by retired business executives has a non-compete clause printed on their meeting reservation forms.   It is understood that small businesses seeking consulting and cooperative project development activities are venerable.  I was impressed with your willingness to provide a non-compete agreement.  Could you please expedite a letter of non-compete for me before Friday of this week.   





In consideration of the need for more in-depth analysis which we discussed somewhat, I would like you to only contact faculty at this time that would potentially be involved in the analysis process.  Further, I would request that your office assist me in gaining a Small Business Technology Transfer grant for the important first phase of this process.  The STTR program helps small businesses deliver promising technology to the market.  It provides up to $100,00 for the first phase of work provided the companies applying for the funds conduct at least 40 percent of the work themselves.  To explore this opportunity we need to contact the Office of Technology Utilization at the Department of Energy headquarters.  Newslink is a free monthly newsletter about technology transfer activities published by the Federal Laboratory Consortium (FLC).  I propose your office and a group of faculty partner with me on an STTR grant to analyze the best place within the UC network to position this BI-PV manufacturing facility.  The project would develop a matrix of related research activities and partnerships that could evolve.  This process would allow formal consideration of potential partnerships like my proposal to have UCI perform materials science research using UC San Diego’s construction lab to integrate samples into standardized building materials and test them.   The BI-PV Manufacturing Museum would mass produce them and we would sell them in my ElectriCity® Studios and other outlets.  It may appear I am too far ahead of the market, however this process will take one to five years to evaluate and construct.  Even though the National Fuel Cell Research Center process began in 1981, the market and BI-PV technology are ready for deployment, today.  With laws for distributed generation changing as the entire nation becomes deregulated (competitive) by the year 2003, we are really a little behind in the process.





Technical business issues were researched in The Entrepreneur Magazine Small Business Advisor published in 1995.  My goal is to assure the needs of each party are balanced and dependent on the other party’s success to create the foundation for a cooperative business relationship in which everybody profits.  


To summarize, Dave, I need a written non-compete letter from you by Friday to proceed.  Secondly we need to expand the evaluation process to include the UC network through a grant funded by an STTR grant.  Thirdly, I would only contact faculty at this time that you think might be involved in the evaluation this process.  Thank you for your cooperation and patience in evolving this important process.  





Sincerely, 


Eileen M. Smith, M.Arch.


SOLAR DEVELOPMENT COOPERATIVE


Lighting the Way With Creation’s Original Remedy


David G. Schetter, Director 


UCI Office of Technology Alliance


January 23, 1999
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