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Decision 99-12-053 December 16, 1999 

BEFORE THE PUBL.IC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 
EDISON COMPANY (U 338-E) for Approval of 
Program Year 2000 and 2001 Energy Efficiency 
Program Plans, Budgets, and Performance Award 
Mechanism. 

Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
for Approval of Program Years 2000 and 2001 
Energy Efficiency Programs (U 39 M). 

Compliance Application of San Diego Gas & 
Electric Company (U 902-M) for Approval of 2000 
and 2001 Energy Efficiency Programs, Budgets, 
Performance Incentive Structure. 

Compliance Application of Southern California 
Gas Company (U 904-G) for Approval of 2000 
and 2001 Energy Efficiency Programs, Budgets, 
Performance Incentive Mechanism. 

INTERIM OPINION 

Summary 

Application 99-09-050 
(Filed September 27,1999) 

Application 99-09-057 
(Filed September 27, 1999) 

Application 99-09-058 
(Filed September 27, 1999) 

In this Interim Opinion, we consider the appropriate procedural 

mechanism for reviewing the utilities' ~pplications for approval of Program Year 

(PY) 2000 energy efficiency programs, budgets, and performance award 

mechanisms. We preliminarily grant, in part, the utilities' applic"tions, and 

provide for mid-year adjustment, if necessary, after further proceedings." 
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We authorize Southern California Edison Company (Edison), Pacific Gas 

and Electric Company (PG&E), San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E), 

and Southern California Gas Company (SoCaIGas) (collectively, the utilities) to 

implement their proposed PY 2000 energy efficiency programs, as designed and 

budgeted, and their proposed market assessment and evaluation (MA&E) studies 
. , 

and budgets, effective January I, 2000. We further provide for the prospective 

modification of those programs, studies, and budgets, as necessary, in the final 

decision. Finally, we decline to authorize the utilities' proposed program-specific 

performance award mechanisms,incltlding milestones and award levels, at this 

time. We defer a determination regarding the utilities' program-specific 

performance award mechanisms to the final decision, after further proceedings 

on these applications and after the decision is issued in the annual earning 

assessment proceeding (AEAP) establishing appropriate shareholder incentive 

caps. 

Background 

On September 27,1999, the utilities filed these Compliance Applications 

for approval of Program Year 2000 and 2001 Energy Efficiency Programs, 

Budgets, Performance Incentive Mechanisms, and Market Assessment and 
" 

Evaluation (MA&E) studies as required by Decision (D.) 99-08-021 which was 

filed in Rulemaking (R.) 98-07-037. (Ordering Paragraph 5.)' Current energy 

efficiency program funding is authorized as -a sepa~te component of utility rates 

and is administered by the utilities under the Commission's direction. Pursuant 

to Pub. Util. Code §§ 365(b) and 381(a), D.97-02-014 established that funding for 

I The due date for filing the applications was extended by letter dated August 17, 1999 from the 
Commission's Executive Director. 
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electric utility public purpose programs should be accomplished through a non-

bypassable rate component of the local distribution service. Separate annual 

funding is provided by gas demand side management (DSM) funds. The utilities 

now seek approval of a statewide estimated budget of $333.4 million for PY 2000 

and a preliminary budget of $272.5 million for PY 2001. The PY 2000 estimate 

includes a projected carryover of $47.6 million from previous years and the PY 

2001 estimate includes a projected carryover of $16.1 million. 

Protests have been filed by the Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA), The 

Utility Reform Network (TURN), Residential Energy Efficiency Clearing House, 

Inc. (REECH), and, jointly, the Residential Energy Service Companies' United 

Effort (RESCUE) and SESCO, Inc. Comments have been filed by the California 

Energy ComInission (CEC), the National Association of Energy Service 

Companies (NAESCO), the California Association of Lighting Efficiency 

Professionals (CALEP), Latino Issues Forum/Greenlining Institute, and the 

California Board for Energy Efficiency (CBEE).2 

Prehearing conferences (PHC) were held on October 13, 1999 and 

November 3, 1999. At the October 13, 1999 PHC, the cases were consolidated for 

further proceedings. At that time, the PHC participants expressed their concerns 

with two important, competing policies. Some participants expressed the 

opinion that these applications must be approved by the end of 1999 so that the 

programs would not lapse as they did at the .end of 1998, causing havoc in the 
"-

administration of the energy efficiency programs, problems with customers, and 

monetary losses to participants. On the other hand, noting that the utilities' 

proposals were voluminous, complex, and involved a substantial expenditure of 

2 The Natural Resources Defense Council (NDRC) did not file comments on the 
applications but has participated in the proceedings. 

-3-



A.99-09-049 et al. ALJ/LRB/eap * 
funds, other participants expressed the need to fully examine the utilities' 

proposals, to conduct discovery, and, if necessary, to hold evidentiary hearings. 

Given the varied interests, the parties were asked to meet and confer in an 

attempt to reach agreement on the appropriate procedural mechanism for 

reviewing the utilities' applications, including the timing and scope of future 

proceedings .. 

Many of the parties participated in the meet-and-confer session on 

November 2,1999. Pursuant to our request, the parties reported back on the 

results of the meet-and-confer session at the second PHC on November 3,1999. 

The parties reported that they were unable to reach agreement on the nature and 

timing of further proceedings. The parties summarized the issues they believed 

needed to be addressed in this proceeding if a decision on the applications was 

not issued by December 31, 1999 and discussed various options for proceeding. 

By Ruling (Scoping Memo) dated November 16, 1999, Assigned 

Commissioner Neeper designated Administrative Law Judge (AL]) Bytof as the 

principal hearing officer for this proceeding, affirmed the categorization of the 

case as ratesetting, deferred the determination whether hearings are necessary to 

a further PHC to be held after utility responses have been filed, discovery 

conducted, and further testimony filed, and set forth the scope of the proceeding. 

Discussion 

Limited Review of the Compliance Applications 

These applications are compliance applications. They were filed pursuant to 

our explicit direction in D.99-08-021. In 0.99-08-021, we adopted selected policy, 

program, and funding modifications to the utilities' energy efficiency programs 

for PY 2000 and directed the utilities to file compliance applications consistent 

with that decision. (Ordering Paragraph 5.) 
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The proceedings culminating in the issuance of D.99-08-021 provided the 

forum for raising, considering, and modifying the policies, goals, and objectives 

of the utilities' energy efficiency programs, as well as program and funding 

modifications. Thus, upon resolution of those policy issues, we ordered the 

utilities to file their compliance applications and set forth, in the ordering 

paragraphs, the specific programmatic, budgetary, and other changes the utilities 

were expected to make in their PY 2000 and 2001 compliance applications. 

These changes include, generally, (1) the consideration of modifications to 

the non-residential Standard Performance Contract (SPC) intervention strategy 

and the residential contractor intervention strategies; (2) program modifications 

that limit participation of certain market segments (generally larger non-

residential customers) and increase targeting to others (generally smaller non-

residential customers and under-served residential and non-residential 

customers), pricing changes or design features in response to a changing need for 

ratepayer funding to support market transformation for specific technologies, 

and increased emphasis on other program elements and intervention strategies 

for which the SPC strategy is not well suited (e.g., Commercial Remodeling and 

Renovation; Heating, Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HV AC) Turnover, and 

Motor Turnover programs); (3) program offerings that place increased emphasis 

on other program elements and intervention strategies that are available to 

under-served communities, can take advant~ge of unique expertise and customer 
,-

relationships generated by local governments, and can explore innovative 

designs in the residential contractor program (RCP) that cannot be implemented 

on a statewide basis; (4) revised program budget ranges, funding caps, and 

funding floors resulting from these modifications; and (5) program-specific 

adjustments in award mechanisms that shift the priority or weights among 

program incentive design elements to emphasize effective and efficient program 
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administration, place greater emphasis on market transformation, reduce the 

degree of reliance on milestones associated with new program roll-out, and 

address problems with current milestones described by CBEE in its reports. 

(Ordering Paragraphs 8-12.)3 

The adopted policy, programmatic and budget changes set forth in this 

decision were the culmination of many months of a public planning process that 

began with the public process that preceded the issuance of 0.99-03-056 on 

March 18, 1999. In 0.99-03-056, we set forth several principles for the interim 

utility administrators to follow in developing their program plans for PY 2000 

and 2001. Also, because of the issues that had arisen from the delayed approval 

and implementation of the utilities' PY 1999 programs, we authorized the 

continuation of programs and funding adopted for 1999 energy efficiency 

activities through December 31, 2001/1unless and until subsequent program and 

budget changes are approved by the Commission." (Mimeo. pp. 20 and 28; 

Conclusion of Law 7; Ordering Paragraph 9.) 

Subsequently, the Assigned Commissioner and ALJ held a workshop, 

heard oral argument, and received comments on how to proceed. with PY 2000 

and 2001 planning. By Ruling dated March 26, 1999, the Assigned Commissioner 

set forth the procedure to be followed for PY 2000 and 2001 program planning. 

This Ruling directed CBEE, which was serving us in an advisory capacity, to 

initiate a public input process and then develop recommendations for specific, 

3 In the Scoping Memo'and Ruling in the 1999 Annual Earning Assessment Proceeding (AEAP), the 
Assigned Commissioner also ruled that program specific adjustments in award mechanisms, such as 
milestones and award levels for specific milestones, will be addressed in the program planning process 
initiated by the utilities' complhmce applications. See, also, ALJ Ruling dated April 23, 1999 in 
R98-07-037. 
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selective changes to current policy rules, guidelines on programs, budgets, and 

program administrative issues. 

The CBEE was directed to consider: (1) changes needed to clarify aspects 

of our policy rules that were not addressed during the PY 1999 program planning 

process; (2) program initiatives that may have been neglected because of the 

compressed time schedule in 1999; and (3) program design modifications needed 

to fix an obse~ved problem during implementation. The selected changes were to 

be limited in number and focused on the highest priority modifications. The 

ruling also affirmed that issues debated and addressed during the PY 1999 

Advice Letter planning process would not be relitigated. 

On April 1, 1999, we issued Resolution (Res.) E-3592 which approved 

CBEE's recommendations regarding PY 1999 energy efficiency policy rules, 

utility performance incentives, market assessment and evaluation plans, budgets, 

and program area descriptions. In this Resolution, we also directed the utilities 

to incorporate the following eight program design and implementation principles 

into their programs: 

1. Continue movement toward uniform statewide program designs and . 
implementation. 

2. Continue transfer of program implementation away from 
administrators. 

·3. Rely on competitive processes when outsourcing activities. 
4. Continue third party initiatives (TPJ) and use targeted solicitations. 

-.. 
5. Coordinate program activities with regional and national entities, 

where appropriate. 
6. Support commercialization of emerging technologies. 
7. Seek broad input from customers on the design of programs. 
8. Ensure program offerings are available to under-served communities 

and customer groups. 
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It was only after further CBEE-sponsored public workshops and receipt of 

additional comments that 0.99-08-021 was issued. 

In addition to adopting selected policy, program, and funding 

modifications to the energy efficiency programs, and ordering that the utilities 

file the compliance applications we review today, 0.99-08-021 adopted selected 

modifications to the Adopted Policy Rules For Energy Efficiency Activities, 

which also govern this proceeding (Ordering Paragraph 2; Attachment 2), 

ordered that carryover funds be allocated to PY 2000 and 2001 programs 

(Ordering Paragraph 4), required the utilities to track, account, and report 

program activities on a program year basis (Ordering Paragraph 3), and directed 

that the public purpose test (PPT) be used in evaluating the cost effectiveness of 

the utilities' program portfolios. We also determined that the compliance 

applications should be consistent with the program design and implementation 

principles set forth in Res. E-3592 and the principles set forth in the Assigned 

Commissioner's March 26,1999 Ruling Regarding Program Year 2000/2001 
Planning. 

This procedural history demonstrates that review of the utilities' PY 2000 

and 2001 programs is limited to consistency with the requirements of 0.99-09-021 

and with the adopted policy rules for energy efficiency activities. As the 

Assigned Commissioner stated in the Scoping Memo, policy issues that were or 

could have been raised in prior policy-making proceedings will not be revisited 
~ 

in this proceeding. Further, the procedural history demonstrates that the 

planning process for PY 2000 and 2001 has been a lengthy and extensive process, 

directed by the Commission and conducted in large part by the CBEE. Further, 

since the vast majority of the utilities' PY 2000 energy efficiency programs are on. 

going programs, many of these programs have been subjected to substantial 

review prior to this proceeding. 
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Issues Raised by the Applications 

The utilities, the CBEE, and the parties, for the most part, urge the 

Commission to authorize the programs and budgets for PY 2000 and 2001. The 

bulk of the utilities' proposed programs for PY 2000 and 2001 are ongoing 

programs, which were in effect in 1999, with limited new offerings. In its 

comments, CBEE acknowledges that the utilities, for the most part, complied 

with the Commission's direction in D.99-08-021. Thus, with one exception-the 

possible cost-effectiveness issue raised with respect to SoCalGas' program 

portfolio-the applications do not appear to have any fatal flaws. 4 On the 

contrary, Intervenors and Protestants and other interested parties simply seek 

specified, limited changes or modifications to specific program designs, budget 

allocations, and performance award incentives and milestones, in the new 

construction, residential, and non-residential program areas. 

Nevertheless, the protests and comments raise serious issues regarding the 

utilities' proposed programs-their design and budgets and the appropriateness 

of proposed performance award milestones and incentive levels. Many of the 

design arid budget issues relate to the non-residential SPC program and the 

residential RCP program. The issue with the greatest potential consequence is 

ORA's contention that SoC alGas , programs may not be cost-effective. 

Several Intervenors and Protestants, including ORA, TURN, and REECH, 

contend that the public interest requires that.they examine the utilities' 

applications in detail and that they have the opportunity to engage in discovery 

to flesh out the applications. These Intervenors and Protestants believe that 

hearings are necessary to examine the efficacy and appropriateness of the 

4 By this statement, we do not imply that SoCalGas' application contains a fatal flaw. 

, I 
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utilities' proposed programs. Conceding that they cannot definitely determine 

until discovery is completed whether hearings are required, they point out that 

there are potential disputed facts with respect to such issues as the cost-

effectiveness of SoCalGas' programs, design and budgets associated with the 

SPC program, and the appropriateness of the proposed performance award 

milestones and the corresponding award levels. 

I~tervenors and Protestants recognize that following such an approach 

would delay implementation of the programs well into 2000. However, they 

believe that this is a better solution than approving the programs without such a 
review. 

The utilities, NAESCO, NRDC, and CBEE see no need for hearings. They 

point out that these compliance applications do not raise issues that require 

hearing since there has been extensive review and comments on both program 

design and budgets and performance award milestones over the past year. Thus, 

they believe that the issues raised constitute relitigation of issues previously 

decided. The utilities, NAESCO, and CBEE also would like to see the 

Commission issue a final decision approving these applications quickly so that 

they can be implemented on January I, 2000. The potential need for hearings 

raises a serious issue with respect to timing in this case. . 

Procedural Review of the Applications 
As we stated earlier, we recognize that.there are two substantial competing 

interests at stake in these proceedings and that there are potentially serious 

consequences attendant to any procedure we undertake. On the one hand, there 

is a substantial interest, as voiced by NAESCO, CBEE, and others, that the 

utilities be permitted to go forward with their energy efficiency programs 

immediately on January 1, 2000. As NAESCO has pointed out, the program 

hiatus in PY 1999 caused many difficulties, including customer problems and 
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losses to participants. The utilities, energy service companies (ESC Os) and others 

point out that certainty is necessary to avoid these problems. The extensive input 

process preceding the filing of these applications, together with thE; limited 

nature of our review, mitigates in favor of approving the applications for 

implementation effective January 1, 2000. 

On the other hand, substantial issues regarding program design, budgets, 

and cost-effectiveness have been raised by the protests and comments. These 

issues may require discovery and, if necessary, hearings. If the programs are not 

consistent with the direction set forth in D.99-08-021, or if the programs are not 

cost-effective, then, as Intervenors argue, it would not be in the ratepayers' 

interest-or in the public interest-to approve these programs. 

We asked the parties to meet and confer in an attempt to reach an 

agreement on the procedural review of the PY 2000 and 2001 applications, 

including level of review required and timing of further proceedings. The parties 

were unable to reach agreement but identified several options, including a 

limited paper review, a deferred decision on the need for hearings, and a full 

regulatory review of all issues, with an estimated final decision i~sued 

somewhere between May and August of 2000. 

A limited paper review, where the COmnUssion would allow, at most, one 

additional round of comments and replies before issuing a decision does not 

address several Intervenors' and Protestant~' lleed for discovery and possibly 
" 

hearings. Further, despite its relatively expeditious procedure, this method of 

review would not result in a decision early enough to permit the utilities to 

implement their programs by January 1, 2000. 

A full regulatory review of all issues, involving testimony, discovery, and 

hearings, is not necessary insofar as many concerns raised with respect to 

program design and budget are likely to raise only policy issues, which do not 
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require evidentiary hearings. Thus, in the Scoping Memo, the Assigned 

Commissioner determined that the most appropriate procedure to follow was to 

allow the parties to engage in some discovery and to defer a decision on the 

necessity of hearings pending submission of testimony or detailed comments. 

With respect to the deferred decision approach, the parties indicated that 

the issues could be bifurcated. It was suggested that issues relating to program 

design and budgets might be addressed without hearings while issues related to 

the performance incentives and milestones may require hearings. Thus, it was 

suggested that we may be able to proceed on an expedited schedule'to consider 

program design, budget, and cost-effectiveness issues on the basis of the parties' 

comments and responses and later conduct hearings on the program milestones. 

Edison and SDG&E opposed bifurcation on this basis, contending that 

program design and milestones are inextricably intertwined. However, they 

provided no support for this contention. Some Intervenors, including ORA and 

REECH, also had concerns regarding a bifurcation on this basis, since they raised 

issues of program design, budget, and cost-effectiveness that they be~eve may 

require an evidentiary hearing. ORA also makes a persuasive case that some 

issues relating to program design, budget, and cost-effectiveness may require 

hearings. Thus, the Assigned Cominissioner, in the Scoping Memo, determined 

that we cannot know whether hearings will be required until discovery is 

completed, and deferred the issue to another,PHC . 
. -. 

At the October 13, 1999 PHC, the Assigned Commissioner and ALJ also 

suggested to the parties that they consider whether certain program elements, 

e.g., program elements that are not controversial, could go forward effective 

January 1, 2000 while other program elements would be subject to further 

proceedings. The parties were unable to identify or agree upon program 

elements that could go forward effective January 1,2000. 
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Another suggestion raised was the continuation of PY 1999 programs into 

PY 2000 until a final decision can be rendered on the PY 2000 applications. 

Indeed, 0.99-03-056 specifically provides for this action: 

We agree that it is necessary to avoid program interruptions from 
year to year. Therefore, we will authorize continuation of programs 
and funding adopted for 1999 energy efficiency and low income 
assistance activities through 12/31/01 unless and until subsequent 
program and budget changes are approved by the Commission. 
(Mimeo. at. p. 20; Conclusion of Law 7 and Ordering Paragraph 9.) 

However, continuation of PY 1999 programs into PY 2000 poses substantial 

concerns. For example, the parties disagree over the meaning of this provision 

with respect to the amount and sequencing of funds available for the PY 1999 

extension. Some parties believe that only unspent funds under the PY 1999 

authorization would be available while others believe that new funds would be 

available to fund PY 1999 programs at the same level as the PY 1999 

authorization. Use of this option also requires a determination as to whether 

expenditure of all funds would be authorized or whether authorization should be 

limited to a monthly or quarterly prorated amount. Perhaps the most troubling 

result of this approach is that the PY 2000 programs would not be implemented 

until a later time, fostering uncertainty and confusion, and once again, placing 

barriers to full expenditure of funds for PY 2000. 

In addition, if PY 1999 programs were continued into PY 2000, a 

determination would have to be made as to how to treat performance incentives 

for the PY 1999 extension, which would be a somewhat disjointed and artificial 

process. Further, the performance incentives for PY 2000 would have to be 

modified. The parties at the meet-and-confer session were unable to agree to a 

procedural means for the Commission to address this issue. Again, we are 

concerned with the delay that would be caused if we do not authorize the PY 
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2000 programs to begin on January 1,2000. We note that the utilities did not 

expend substantial amounts of authorized funds in PY 1998 or in PY 1999. The 

problem was exacerbated in PY 1999 because of the delay in approving the 

programs. It is in both the ratepayers and the public interest to encourage the 

prompt implementation of these programs and the corresponding expenditure of 
authorized funds. 

Finally, at the PHC, NAESCO argued that the Assigned Commissioner has 

the authority to issue a ruling approving the utilities' applications. NAESCO 

based its argument on the following language in D.99-03-056 regarding the 

authorization of the program continuation through December 31, 2001 unless and 

until subsequent program and budget changes are approved by the Commission: 

We delegate to the assigned Commissioner the task of 
considering options for future budget and program change 
proposals, and issuing a ruling setting forth procedures and 
schedules that accommodate the availability of resources to 
address theses (stet.), as well as other public purpose program 
priorities." (Mimeo at p. 28; Ordering Paragraph 9.) 

We do not read this language so broadly. While we believe that the 

Assigned Commissioner has the authority to set forth procedures and schedules, 

as stated in the Scoping Memo, we believe that the authority over final program 

authorization rests with the Commission. 

Interim Approval of Programs and E1udgets 
Having considered the arguments of the parties and the various options 

presented at the PHCs, we believe that the following procedure will best satisfy 

both our goals and the goals of the Legislature with respect to energy efficiency 

programs. We will allow the utilities to implement their PY 2000 programs and 

budgets, as designed, effective January 1, 2000. We will also allow the utilities 

to implement their PY 2000 market assessment and evaluation (MA&E) studies 
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and budgets, effective January 1, 2000. MA&E activities support the underlying 

programs, designs, and policies by developing baseline and market data, crucial 

to monitoring and improving the programs. 5 The approved budgets for PY 2000 

are attached as Appendix A to this Interim Decision.6 

Because we recognize that important issues regarding program design, 

budgets, and cost-effectiveness have been raised which may require discovery 

and potentially hearing, we authorize the utilities' programs and budgets and 

MA&E and budgets only on a interim basis. After further proceedings, we may 

modify the utilities' programs and budgets and MA&E studies and budgets, as 

appropriate. These modifications will be included in our final decision at the 

conclusion of this proceeding. 

Further, mid.:.year modifications, if any are made, will be effective on a 

prospective basis; which will enable the utilities to foster an orderly and 

measured transition and reduce the potential for confusion. 

Concurrently, as set forth in the Scoping Memo, we will order parties to 

proceed, on an expedited schedule, with utility responses, discovery, submission 

of limited testimony and comments, and issue-oriented workshops. The Scoping 

Memo requires parties to reconvene for a third PHC to determine whether 

5 No party raised substantial issues regarding the MA&E budgets. In its comments 
submitted October 27,1999, the CBEE recommends that the Commission authorize the 
MA&E activities and budgets as submitted. The CBEE further notes that study delays 
have occurred and the lack of timely information continues to impede the quality of the 
studies, and thus program improvements. The CEC too is concerned about the pace of 
the studies and recommends full funding of the proposed budgets to ensure the studies 
go forward expeditiously. The CBEE's issues regarding the MA&E activities are 
appropriately resolved after further proceedings. 

6 Performance award incentives for PY 2000 and preliminary budgets for PY 2001 are 
not approved. 

-15 -



A.99-09-049 et al. ALJ/LRB/eap * 
hearings are necessary on any part of the utilities' PY 2000 and PY 2001 programs 

or whether the proceedings may be resolved without hearing. If it is determined 

that any issues can be resolved without hearing, including issues related to 

program design, budgets, and cost-effectiveness, the principal hearing officer can 

consider bifurcating the proceedings and further expediting the schedule. 

While we permit the implementation of the utilities' proposed PY 2000 

programs and budgets and the MA&E studies and budgets effective January I, 

2000, we do not adopt the utilities' proposed program-specific performance 

award milestones and associated incentive levels for PY 2000. Program-specific 

performance award milestones and incentive levels for PY 2000 programs will be 

adopted when we issue our final decision at the conclusion of this proceeding. 

Further, we note that Phase I of the AEAP is considering modifications to the 

overall level of performance incentives and will set the performance incentive 

cap for energy efficiency programs for PY 2000 and 2001'. Accordingly, a final 

decision on program-specific award levels cannot be finalized until after the 

AEAP Phase I decision is issued, which is expected to be by the end of the year. 

While no program-specific performance award milestones will be in effect 

during this interim period, we expect the utilities to proceed to implement the 

authorized programs, and expend the authorized funds, as directed. As we 

stated earlier, our review of these compliance applications is fairly limited. The 

use of program-specific performance milestop.es and awards has been previously 

approved; accordingly, we proceed upon the assumption that some milestones 

and awards will be ultimately approved although they may vary in form and 

amount. 

Under our approach, the utilities will be able to begin their PY 2000 

programs on January 1,2000 and the ratepayers will be protected by the 

opportunity for review and modification of the programs on a prospective basis; 
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The issues raised in the protests and comments are limited in nature and can be 

remedied on a prospective basis with little program disruption, if necessary. The 

performance award milestones will be applied to PY 2000 programs only, 

although they may need to be adjusted because they will not be effective until 

approved in a final decision which will issue several months into the PY 2000. 

We find that there is no downside to the procedural approach we have 

adopted. Under the worst case scenario, a few programs which may be 

operating at a less than optimal level may be allowed to continue for a few 

months before they are improved.7 And, while the utilities may be faced with 

some program design modifications in the future, our approach minimizes the 

uncertainty that can be caused by a program hiatus or transition. 

We believe that the procedure adopted in this Interim Opinion and the 

schedule set forth in the Scoping Memo will best resolve the competing interests 

raised by the parties and will allow the expeditious implementation of the PY 

2000 programs while ensuring that the serious issues raised by the protests and 

comments are given full consideration. Our adopted procedure thus furthers the 

purposes of the energy efficiency programs. 

Comments on Draft Decision 
The draft decision of the ALJ in this matter was mailed to the parties in 

accordance with Pub. Uti!. Code § 311(g) and Rule 77.1 of the Rules of Practice 

7 This includes the possibility that SoC alGas' portfolio ultimately may not be found to 
be cost-effective. We note, again, that this is a compliance application and that 
SoCalGas' programs are essentially a continuation of the programs and budgets 
approved for 1999, with a similar computed cost-effectiveness ratio. Under these 
circumstances, there would be no advantage to continuing PY 1999 programs into PY 
2000, as ORA has suggested. On the balance, it makes more sense to allow SoC alGas to 
implement its PY 2000 programs and to consider ways to enhance their cost 
effectiveness, if necessary. 
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and Procedure. Timely comments were filed by Edison on December 3,1999, 

and by PG&E, sDG&E and soCalGas (jointly), NRDC, NAEsCO, and ORA on 

December 6,1999. Reply comments were filed by CBEE, PG&E, and sDG&E and 

soCalGas (jointly) on December 13, 1999. 

We have reviewed the parties' comments and, except as set forth below, 

decline to make any substantive changes. Minor changes have been incorporated 

as appropriate. 

ORA's comments do not reflect factual, legal, or technical errors in the 

proposed decision but reflect arguments and positions carefully considered and 

rejected in reaching the proposed decision. NAEsCO's comments suggest that 

unspent PY 1999 program funds be specifically allocated to the same programs 

for PY 2000. The utilities' proposed budgets include an allocation for carry-over 

funding, consistent with the practice followed in prior years. We see no reason to 

alter this practice at this time. 

In this decision, we decline to adopt the utilities' proposed program-

specific performance award milestones and award levels for PY 2000. We do not, 

however, discuss the status of the utilities' PY 2000 program achievements 

during the interim period before the PY 2000 programs are finally approved and 

performance award milestones are adopted. Edison, PG&E, sDG&E and 

SoC alGas (jointly), and NRDC thus ask that we clarify whether program 

accomplishments achieved during the interirp period may be counted toward 

milestones ultimately approved by the Commission. These comments are well 

taken. While the utilities' proposed program-specific performance award 

milestones have not been adopted at this time, it is not our intent to preclude the 

utilities from counting the program accomplishments achieved during the 

interim period toward the performance milestones that are ultimately adopted. 

-18 -
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As proposed by the utilities and NRDC, we modify Ordering Paragraph No.5 

accordingly. 

SDG&E also points out that the utilities' PY 2000 programs and budgets 

incorporate certain spending flexibility, program design flexibility, and contract 

pay-out dates. To ensure that there is no future misunderstanding, SDG&E 

requests that we specifically approve these proposals. It suggests that we may 

wish to adopt language covering all the utilities. NAESCO also supports the 

utilities' proposals for the flexibility to shift funds among programs. While not 

supporting SDG&E's program-specific findings, CBEE recommends that we 

clarify the fund shifting and spending flexibility rules in this decision. CBEE 

notes that the utilities agreed to include these rules in their applications during 

the public program planning process. 

We agree that the fund shifting and spending flexibility rules should be 

made explicit in the Decision. Tables 12 and 14 in the utilities' applications set 

forth, respectively, the 2000 and 2001 Statewide Program Area and Program 

Budgets. These tables are the same in each utility's application. All of the tables, 

except for PG&E's tables (which were the tables comprising Appendix A to the. 

Proposed Decision), contain a note 6 that sets forth the fund shifting and 

flexibility rules. It appears that Note 6 was inadvertently left off PG&E's Tables 

12 and 14. Accordingly, we modify Tables 12 and 14, pages.7-8 of Appendix A, 

to include note 6 and the rules on fundshi~g.and flexibility. 

SDG&E's comments also point out that its application proposes that it have 

the flexibility to make program design changes in the SPC program instead of 

submitting them to the Commission for approval, as it was required to do in PY 

1998 and 1999. In its comments, CBEE recommends that we reject SDG&E's 

request for program design flexibility and that we decline to authorize any of the 

utilities to modify their design criteria prior to full program authorization. CBEE 
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further recommends that we direct SDG&E and the other utilities to use the 

Large and Small SPC program design criteria in place for PY 1999 except that 

they should also adopt the changes set forth in pages H-33 through H-35 of 

Edison's application and specific changes to PY 1999 design criteria set forth in 

the utilities' applications. 

We have allowed the utilities to implement their PY 2000 programs as 

proposed in their applications and thus see no need to direct them to adopt a 

different program design for SPC programs on an interim basis. We recognize 

that there is a workshop process addressing the improvement of SPC terms and 

conditions and methods to increase end user and energy service provider 

program participation. Nevertheless, such changes, if adopted, may be made 

prospectively, when a final decision issues. On the other hand,. we do not believe 

. that it is appropriate, on an interim basis, to allow SDG&E to unilaterally make 

unspecified program design changes in the SPC programs. Accordingly, we 

reject that portion of SDG&E's application that provides for program design 

flexibility for the Large and Small SPC programs, as set forth on page 17 of its 

application. 

Findings of Fact 

1. The review of the utilities' compliance applications is limited to review of 

PY 2000 and 2001 program design and budgets, MA&E studies and budgets, and 

performance award milestones and award levels, fo~r consistency with the 

directives set forth in D.99-08-021. 

2. A program and funding lapse could cause havoc in the administration of 

the energy efficiency programs, problems with customers, and monetary losses 

to participants. 

- 20-
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3. The parties were unable to agree upon an appropriate procedural 

mechanism for reviewing the utilities' PY 2000 and 2001 energy efficiency 

program, budget, and performance award mechanism applications. 

Conclusions of Law 
1. It is in ratepayer and public interest to authorize the utilities to implement 

their proposed PY 2000 energy efficiency programs and budgets on an interim 

basis, effective January 1,2000, so thatthe programs and budgets can proceed 

without delay, while concurrently proceeding to review the programs and 

budgets to ensure compliance with D.99-08-021. 

2. The adopted approach will promote certainty and will cause no harm to 

any party, ratepayer, or the public. Ratepayers will be protected because we will 

fully examine the utilities' proposals, allowing discovery and, if necessary, hold 

eVidentiary hearings on these voluminous and complex applications proposing 

to expend substantial funds. 

3. It is reasonable to allow the utilities to implement their PY 2000 energy 

efficiency programs and budgets effective January 1, 2000, on an interim basis, 

subject to potential mid-year modification on a prospective basis. 

4. It is reasonable to allow the utilities to implement their PY 2000 MA&E 

studies and budgets effective January 1, 2000, on an interim basis, subject to 

potential mid-year modification on a prospective basis. 

5. It is reasonable to defer approval of the utiliti~s' proposed PY 2000 

performance award milestones and award levels to the final decision in this 

proceeding. 
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I N T E RIM 0 R O. E R 

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. The Compliance Applications of Southern California Edison Company 

(Edison), Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), San Diego Gas & Electric 

Company (SDG&E), and Southern California Gas Company (SoCaIGas) 

(collectively the utilities) for approval of Program Year 2000 and Efficiency 

Programs, Budgets, Performance Incentive Mechanisms, and Market Assessment 

and Evaluation (MA&E) studies are preliminarily approved as to PY 2000 only, in 

part, on an interim basis. 

2. The utilities are authorized to implement their Program Year 2000 

programs as designed on an interim basis, subject to mid-year modifications to 

the programs, if necessary, after further proceedings, with, one exception: 

SDG&E is not authorized to unilaterally make unspecified program design 

changes in the Large and Small SPC programs, as proposed on page 17 of its 

application. Any program design modifications will be effective on a prospective 

basis. 

3. The utilities' budgets for PY 2000 programs, including carryover funds 

available for PY 2000 are authorized, on an interim basis, subject to mid-year 

modifications to the program budgets, if necessary, after further proceedings. 

Any budget modifications will be effective on a prospective basis. The approved 

budgets for PY 2000 are set forth in Appendix A, eXfept that performance award 

incentives and preliminary budgets for PY 2001 are not approved at this time. 

4. The utilities' proposed market analysis and evaluation (MA&E) studies 

and budgets for PY 2000 are authorized, on an interim basis, subject to mid-year 

modifications, if necessary, after further proceedings. Any modifications will be 

effective on a prospective basis. The approved MA&E budgets for PY 2000 are set 

forth in Appendix A. 

-22 -
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5. The utilities' proposed program-specific performance award milestones 

and award levels for PY 2000, as set forth in the utilities' applications, are not 

adopted at this time. Program-specific performance milestones and award levels 

for PY 2000 and 2001 programs will be determined after appropriate proceedings, 

in the final decision. This decision does not preclude the utilities from counting 

program achievements that may be realized during the interim period towards 

performance milestones that may ultimately be adopted for PY 2000. 

6. These proceedings remain open for final consideration of the utilities' 

Compliance Applications as detailed in prior ordering paragraphs. 

This order is effective today. 

Dated December 16, 1999, at San Francisco, California. 

RICHARD A. BILAS 
President 

HENRY M. DUQUE 
JOSIAH 1. NEEPER 
JOEL Z. HYATI 
CARLW.WOOD 

Commissioners 

t:. rtified i a True Copy 
, of to· inal 
.,' It, l/v-

~EXEeurlv£"'DIRECTOR, PUBLIC Ul'ILITIES CoM-- "-
STATE OF CAlIRJRNIA 
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($ in millions) 

TABLE 2-1: 2000 Statewide Energy Efficiency Budgets 

EstImated Budget tor 2000 
PROGRAM AREAS Combined Electric: & Gas 

% 
Programs Budget Budget Low High 

RESloiNTIAL 85% 120% 
Heating & Cooling Systems 13% 13.796 11.726 16.555 
LIghting 15% 16.172 13.746 19.406 
Appllanc:es 32% 34.551 29.368 41.461 
Retrofit & Renovation 40% 42.827 36.403 51.393 

Subtotal 100% 107.345 
Residential Programs 37% 

H2HBiSIDEHIIAb 85% 115% 
Small Comprehensive Retrofit 29% 40.610 34.518 46.701 
Large Comprehensive Retrofit 30% 41.953 35.660 48.246 
HVAC Equipment Turnover 10% 13.409 11.397 15.420 
Motor Turnover 3% 4.027 3.423 4.631 
Process 20% 27.302 23.207 31.398 
Commercial RemodellngJRenovation 8% 10.916 9.278 12.553 

Subtotal 100% 138.217 
Nonresidential Programs 48% 

HEW CO!tSIR!:l!;;TIOH 80% 120% 
Rnldentlal 44% 19.578 15.663 . 23.494 
Commerc:lal 38% 17.060 13.648 20.472 
Industrial & Agrlc:ultural 8% 3.720 2.976 4.464 
Codes & Standards Support, , 

Local Government Initiatives 10% 4.303 3.442 5.164 

Subtotal 100% 44.662 
New Construc:tlon Programs 15% 

I 

PROGRAM AREA TOTAL 290.223 
Pertormanc:a Award Cap 28.654 

- Subtotal 318.877 

O!!:lER BUDGE!: Llf:lE ITEMS 

CBEE 2000 Operating Budget 1.636 
2DDIJ Stata SIaIr suppon 0.400 

Subtotal 2.038 -
MA&E: UUIIty-Adrnlnlstered 9.611 

IJIIIIty..Managed Stata Level MA&E !.8.52 
1JIII1"..,....,.1JIII1Iy Level MA4E 3.159 
other Stata Level MAlE, TBD . 

MA&E: CEC-Admlnlstered 2.900 
DEER and CEC Data CoIIecflon 2.100 
CEC-Managed SIDta Level MA4E 0.800 

Subtotal 14.547 
Total Ene/'JIY EIIIc:len~udllet 333.424 

P_Gaoond_~~ 

APPENDn A 

(Page 1) 

Statewide 
Electric: % Electric: Gas % Gas % Total 
Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget 

11.518 13% 2.277 13% 17% 
16.172 18% · 0% 16% 
31.358 35% 3.193 18% 26% 
30.557 34% 12.270 69% 42% . 

89.605 17.740 100% 
38% 34% 40% 

29.689 26% 10.921 44% 27% 
39.285 35% 2.669 11% 30% 
11.763 10% 1.646 7% 4% 
4.027 4% · 0% 2% 

17.952 16% 9.350 38% 26% 
10.692 9% 0.224 1% 11% 

113.407 24,810 100% 
48% 48% 45% 

13.307 38% 6.271 66% 47% 
15.236 43% 1.824 19% 40% 
3.580 10% 0.140 1% 6% 

3.036 9% 1.267 13% 7% 

35.160 9.502 100% 
15% 18% 15% 

238.171 52.052 
26.199 2.455 

264.370 54.507 

1.636 
0.400 
2.036 

8.298 1.313 
5.43! 0.417 
2.884 0.895 

. · 
2.465 0.435 
1.153 0.341 
0.112 0.088 

12.799 1.748 
277.169 ___ 56.255 --

2-Z 

e 
• MIllions ) 

PG&E SCE SoCalGas SDG&E 
Electric: Gas % Total % Total % Total E1ec:trlc: Gas 

Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget 

9.875 8.880 0.995 8% 2.094 9% 0.805 8% 1.021 0.544 0.477 
9.078 9.078 16% 4.326 0% · 22% 2.767 2.767 . 

15.102 12.916 2.186 58% 15.900 9% 0.794 22% 2.754 2.541 0.213 
24.293 20.623 3.670 19% 5.218 82% 7.339 48% 5.977 4.716 1.261 

58.348 51.497 6.851 100% 27.538 100% 8.938 100% 12.520 10.569 1.951 
35% 30% 35% 

18.069 15.982 2.087 22% 8.756 59% 8.548 29% 5.236 4.950 0.286 
19.900 18.861 1.039 39% 15.337 0% · 37% 6.716 5.086 1.630 

2.600 2.600 · 18% 7.027 7% 1.051 15% 2.731 2.136 0.595 
1.300 1.300 · 5% 1.944 0% · 4% 782 782 . 

17.200 12.919 4.281 10% 3.861 33% 4.784 8% 1.457 1.172 0.285 
7.070 6.847 0.224 7% 2.787 0% · 6% 1,058 1,058 

66.140 58.509 7.631 100% 39.713 100% 14.383 100% 17.981 15.185 2.796 
50% 48% 51% 

9.951 7.966 1.985 28% 3.405 62% 3.975 46% 2.247 1.936 0.311 
8.567 8.466 0.101 42% 5.033 22% 1.424 41% 2.038 1.738 0.299 
1.349 1.299 0.05Q 18% 2.191 0% · 4% 0.180 0.090 0.090 

1.515 1.334 0.181 11% 1.320 16% 1.019 9% 0.449 0.382 0.067 
< 

21.382 19.065 2.317 100% 11.949 100% 6.418 100% 4.913 4.146 0.767 
15% 22% 14% 

145.870 129.071 16.799 79.200 29.739 35.415 29.900 5.514 
16.046 14.198 1.848 8.712 · 3.896 3.289 0.607 

161.916 143.269 18.647 87.912 29.739 39.310 33.189 6.121 

0.761 0.761 0.646 · 0.230 0.230 
0.186 0.186 0.158 · 0.056 0.056 
0.947 0.947 0.804 · 0.286 0.286 

4.155 3.635 0.520 3.672 0.618 1.166 0.991 0.175 
3.155 2.750 0.3" 2.547 · 0.150 0.12B 0.023 
l.aaa 0.815 0.12! 1.125 0.518 1.011S 0.884 0.152 

. . · . · . . 
1.301 1.139 0.162 0.934 0.204 0.461 0.392 0.069 
0.047 0.829 0.118 0.580 0.185 0.2B1 0.244 0.043 
0.354 0.310 0.044 0.254 0.018 0.114 0.148 0.026 
6.403 5.721 0.682 5.410 0.822 1.913 1.669 0.244 

188..3t9 _ 1".990 1~ - 93_.m 30.561 -- - 41~M.11511 6.365' 
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($ in millions) 

----- -. - ... . - --- . --.-- . _. ----- - -. d Dabl 

Ln. 
1 1998 Unexpended/uncommitted Program Budget 
2 1998 Unexpended/uncommitted CBEE Operating Budget 
3 1998 Unexpended/uncommitted MA&E Budget 
4 1999 Unexpended/uncommitted Program Budget (Est.) 
5 1999 Unallocated Program Budget 
6 1999 Unallocated Start-up Budget 
7 1999 Unallocated caEE Budget 
8 1999 Unallocated State Reserve 

000/01 ----- -

APPENDIX A 
(Page 2) 

To1aI Funding PG&E 
T o1aI I Electric I Gas To1aI I Electric I 
32.058 27.102 4.956 21.473 20.093 

5.621 5.621 - 5.621 5.621 
1.939 1.873 0.066 0.730 0.664 

40.589 32.820 7.769 28.592 24.912 
4.412 3.879 0.533 3.489 2.959 
7.556 7.556 - 3.562 3.562 
0.014 0.014 - 0.006 0.006 
0.403 0.403 - 0.190 0.190 

SOG&E 
Gas Total I Electric I Gas 
1.380 0.846 0.846 -

- - - -
0.066 - - -
3.680 3.421 2.908 0.513 
0.530 0.923 0.920 0.003 

- 1.033 1.033 -- 0.002 0.002 -
- 0.055 0.055 -

9 Total Energy Efficiency Funding Available For 2000/01 $ 92.592 I $ 79.268 I $ 13.324 $ 63.663 I $ 58.007 I $ 5.656 $ 6.280 I $ 5.764 I $ 0.516 

notes: 
1 Unexpended and uncommitted progam budget from PY1998, 0.99-08-021, OP 4. 1998 collected, but not authorized to spend gas funds. 
2 Unexpended and uncommitted CaEE budget from PY1998. 
3 Unexpended and uncommitted MA&E budget from PY1998. 
4 Unexpended and uncommitted progam budget from PY1999. 
5 Unallocated progam budget from PY1999, 0.99-08-021, OP 4. 
6 Unallocated Start-up budget from PY1999. Resolution E-3592, OP 6.a. 
7 Unallocated CBEE budget from PY1999. Resolution E3592, OP 6.b. $12,000. 
8 Unallocated State Reserve budget from PY1999, Resolution E-3592, OP 6.d. 
9 Interest on various unaUocatedlunexpended/uncommitted amounts is not included. 

Interest on these amounts and PY2000 unspent funds will be included in a future filing in support of PY2OO1 program plans and budget. 
Current estimates of interest through 12131199 for PG&E on balancing account fund balances are between $5.000 ninHon and $10.000 million. 
Current estimates for SCE of various carryover amounts and unauthorized amounts are between $2.000 million and $3.000 mHnon. 
Current estimates for SOG&E of various carryover amounts and unauthorized amounts are approximately $.300 to $1.400. 
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SCE SoCaIGas 
Total Total 

6.163 3.576 
- -

1.209 -
5.000 3.576 

- -
2.961 -
0.006 -
0.158 -

$ 15.497 Ll·152 

September 1999 



($ in millions) 

Table 2-4: Statewide Fundina Available For 2000 

Ln. Total 
1 2000 Electric Public Goods Charge (PGC) $ 106.000 
2 2000 Gas OSM 12.888 
3 2000 Gas Rates (Performance Incentives) 1.848 
4 2000 Carryover Allocation 47.583 
5 Total Energy Efficiency Funding Available For 2000 168.319 

APPENDIX A 
(Page 3) 

PG&E 
Electric 

$ 106.000 
-
-

42.990 
148.990 

$ 
Gas Total 

- $ 32.000 
. 12.888 5.500 

1.848 -
4.593 3.140 

19.329 40.640 

1 Electric Public Goods Charge funds authorized in 0.97-02-014, OP 2, as set forth in AB1890, Section 381 (c)(1). 

SOG&E SCE 
Electric Gas Total 

$ 32.000 $ - $ 90.000 
- 5.500 -
- - -

2.882 0.258 5.000 
34.882 5.758 95.000 

2 Gas OSM funds authorized in rate cases, PG&E Gas OSM funds for Low Income Energy Efficiency are not included ($15.032 million). 
3 Performance incentives assoc. with gas EE activities to be recovered through changes in rates, 0.97-12-103, OP 10. 

Funds for gas performance incentives may be used only for that purpose, and may not be transferred for any other purpose. 
4 Allocation of Carryover funds from prior years. See, Table 6. 

Table 2·5: S 'de Fundina Available F ---- --- 1 - - -- - -
PG&E SOG&E 

Ln. Total Electric Gas Total Electric 
1 2001 Electric Public Goods Charge (PGC) $ 106.000 $ 106.000 $ - $ 32.000 $ 32.000 $ 
2 2001 Gas OSM 12.888 - 12.888 5.500 -
3 2001 Gas Rates (Performance Ince~ves) 1.423 - 1.423 - -
4 2001 Canyover Allocation 16.080 15.017 1.063 3.140 2.882 
5 Total Energy Efficiency Funding Available For 2001 136.391 121.017 15.374 40.640 34.882 

SCE 
Gas Total 

- $ 50.000 
5.500 -

- -
0.258 10.497 
5.758 60.497 

e 
SoCalGas 

Total 
$ -

26.995 
3.271 
3.576 

33.842 

SoCalGas 
Total 

$ -
26.995 

3.271 
3.576 

33.842 

1 Electric Public Goods Charge funds authorized in 0.97-02-014, OP 2, as set forth in AB1890, Section 381 (c){1). SCE's 2001 minimum level is $50 million. 
2 Gas OSM funds authorized in rate cases, PG&E Gas OSM funds for Low Income Energy Efficiency are not included ($15.032 million). 
3 Performance incentives assoc. with gas EE activities to be recovered through changes in rates, 0.97-12-103, OP 10. 

Funds for gas perfromance incentives may be used only for that purpose, and may not be transferred for any other purpose. 
4 Allocation of Carryover funds from prior years. See, Table 6. 
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($ in millions) 

_ ...... 15.-' .• ____ ........... -~III:J' _,,_5,_, _ ......... 
Total Funding 

Ln. Total 8ectric I 
1 Total 2000 Energy E/Iiciency Program Budget S 290.223 S 238.171 $ 
2 2000 MA&E - Utility Administrated Budget 9.611 8.298 
3 2000 Performance Awards 28.654 26.199 
4 Subtotal S 328.488 272.669 

5 Non-utility Administrated Budgets: 
6 2000 CBEE Operating Budget 1.636 1.636 
7 2000 State Staff Support OAOO 0.400 
8 2000 MA&E - CEC Budget 2.900 2.465 
9 Total 2000 EE Budgets S 333.424 $ 2n.170 $ 

I .......... ~. _ .. _. ___ ...... _ .. - .-.... - - -- .. -........ _-
Total Funding 

Ln. Total 1 Electric J 
1 Total 2001 Energy EIIIctency Program Budget $ 238:142 $ 189.948 $ 
2 2001 MA&E - Utility Administrated Budget 9.410 8.097 
3 2001 Performance Awards 22.943 20.914 
4 Subtotal S 2700495 218.959 . 
5 Non-utility Administrated Budgets: 
6 2001 CBEE Operating Budget 1.636 1.636 
7 2001 State Staff Support 0.400 0.400 
8 2001 MA&E - CEC Budllet" . -
9_ LotaI2001 EE Budgets S 272.531 $ 220.995 1$ 

• CEC Managed MA&E budgets for PY2OO1 will be decided In future processes. 

PIICIic Goo oad _ ~ Aj>picotion 
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PG&E 
Gas Total Electric 

52.052 S 145.870 S 129.071 S 
1.313 4.155 3.635 
2.455 16.046 14.198 

55.820 166.071 146.904 

- 0.761 0.761 - 0.186 0.186 
0.435 1.301 1.139 

56.255 $ 168.31~ 1 $ 148.9901 S 

PG&E 
Gas Total 1 Electric 1 

48.193 $ 117.109 $ 104.169 $ 
1.313 4.155 3.635 
2.030 12.881 11.458 

51.536 134.145 119.262 

- 0.761 0.761 
- 0.186 0.186 
- - -

51.536 $ 135.092 $ 120.209 S 

2-1 

SOG&E see SoCatGas 
Gas Total I Electric I Gas Total Total 

16.799 $ 35.415 S 29.900 $ 5.514 $ 79.200 $ 29.739 I 

0.520 1.166 0.991 0.175 3.672 0.~181 
1.848 3.896 3.289 0.607 8.712 

19.167 40.476 34.180 6.296 91.584 30.357 I 

- 0.230 0.230 - 0.646 - i - 0.056 0.056 . 0.158 
0.;041 0.162 0.461 0.392 0.069 0.934 

19.329 $ 41.223 1 $ :.w.858 1 $ 6.365 $ 93.322 $ 30.561 I 

SOG&E SCE SocaJGas 
Gas Total 1 ElectrIc I Gas Total Total 

12.940 $ 35.415 $ 29.900 $ 5.514 $ 55.879 $ 29.739 
0.520 1.166 0.991 0.175 3.471 0.618 
1.423 3.896 3.289 0.607 6.167 -

14.883 40.476 34.180 6.296 65.517 30.357 

- 0.230 0.230 - 0.646 . -- 0.056 0.056 - 0.158 -- - - - - -
14.883 $ 40.762 I $ 34.466 $ 6.~96 $ 66.321 S 30.357 

~.I9DV 



($ in millions) 

- - -- - -- - ... _- -- -- - - - ':I' ---- -- -
Ln. 
1 Electric PGC -
2 Allocation To Program Administrative Areas (%) 
3 Electric Funds By Program Areas ($, millions) $ 
4 Gas DSM-
5 Allocation To Program Administrative Areas (%) 
6 Gas Funds By Program Areas ($, millions) $ 
7 Electric And Gas Funds -
8 Allocation To Program Administrative Areas (%) 
9 Electric& Gas Funds By Program Areas ($, millions) $ 

notes: 

APPENDIX A 
(Page 5) 

.. -.. - .... ~:f'" - .... -. ----- ... - -- --------- '"'--------- ---.------.... 

New 
Total Residential Nonresidential Construction 

100% 38% 48% 15% 
238.171 $ 89.605 $ 113.407 $ 35.160 

100% 34% 48% 18% 
52.052 $ 17.740 $ 24.810 $ 9.502 

100% 37% 48% 15% 
290.223 _$ 107.345 $ 138.217 $ 44.662 

See, Tables 2-16.1-3 for estimates of relative customer contributions to electric and gas energy efficiency funding. 
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In. 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

In. 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

($ in millions) 

Table 2-10: 2000 Statewide Market Assessment And Evaluation IMMEl 

Total 
2000 MA&E - Utility Managed, State LEWel $ 5.852 
2000 MA&E - Utility Managed, Utility Level 3.759 
2000 MA&E - CEC Managed, DEER and Data Collection 2.100 
2000 MA&E - CEC Managed State Level MA&E 0.800 
Total ~Q()()MA&E ~udget ___ $ 12.511 

Table 2-11: 2001 Statewide Market Assessment And Evaluation (MA&~ 

Total 
2001 MA&E - Utility Managed, State Level $ 5.651 
2001 MA&E - Utility Managed, Utinty Level 3.759 
2001 MA&E - CEC Managed, DEER and Data Collection' -
2001 MA&E - CEC Managed State Level MA&E' -
Total 2001 MA&E Budget_ --

$ 9.410 

APPENDIX A 
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Budget 
PG&E 

Total Electric 
$ 3.155 $ 2.760 $ 

1.000 0.875 
0.947 0.829 
0.354 0.310 

$ 5.4561 $ 4.n41$ 

Budaet - Prellmlnl!!Y 
PG&E 

Total Electric 
$ 3.155 $ 2.760 $ 

1.000 0.875 

$ 4.155 1 $ 3.6351 $ 

• CEC Managed MA&E budgets for PY2001 will be decided in future processes. 

Gas 
0.395 $ 
0.125 
0.118 
0.044 
0.682 $ 

Gas 
0.395 $ 
0.125 

0.520 $ 

SDG&E 
Total Electric Gas SCE SoCaJGas CEC 

0.150 $ 0.128 $ 0.023 $ 2.547 $ -
1.016 0.864 0.152 1.125 0.618 
0.287 0.244 0.043 0.680 0.186 
0.174 0.148 0.026 0.254 0.018 
1.6271 $ 1.3831 $ 0.244 $ 4.606 $ 0.822 $ -

SOG&E 
Total Electric Gas SCE SoCalGas CEC 

0.150 $ 0.128 $ 0.023 $ 2.346 $ -
1.016 0.864 0.152 1.125 0.618 

1.166 1 $ 0.991 1 $ 0.175 $ 3.471 $ . 0.618 $ -

Note: In PY1999 SCG budgeted $618,000 for MA&E of which $450,000 was "utility managed, utility levet" The remaining $168,000 is to go to the CEC and utility managed state level efforts. 

Pacific Gas nlseCtic CorIla1Y AjlpIIcalcn 2·9 Sepllmler 1999 
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("n mWlons) 

• -- .. - ,... ."""¥ Villa ........ r,Daa4lll111V.ilIVIU flroatarn aucla ... 

PROGRAM AREAS GAS 
Programs BUDGET BUDGET lOW HIGH 

LiI. 
'I(, 

1 RUID!NTIAL 110sy' Of Proa!'ll1l Area Budlllt) 
2 RasIden1Ial Heating & CooOng 8y&Iams 13'1(, $ 
3 RasIden1IallJgtdlng O'!(, 
4 Resldenllal AppIIancas 18'1(, 
5 Residential Retrofit & R8/lCMlUon 89'1(, 
8 
7 RuldentlaJ Total 100'1(, • 
8 Ruld.ntlal % 
9 
10 NONRESIDENTIAL 1180'1(, Of Pragnm Area Budgetl 
It Smau Nonre5ldenllal Comprahens/w Retrofit 44'1(, 
12 large Nonreslden1laJ Comprehens/v8 Ratroftt 11'1(, 
13 NonresidentiaJ HVAC EquIpment Turnover 7'111 14 Nonresldentilll MOIDr TIIRICMIr 0'1(, 
15 Nanresldef1llal Process 38'1(, 
18 CoiMIercIaJ R8IJIO!IelJnglRenOYellon 1'1(, 
17 
18 Nonresidential TaW 100'1(, • 
19 iNo 1% 
20 
21 NIW CONSTRUCTION 1'1(,110 OfPrvgnRI Am Budget) 
22 Resldlllllllli New CanaIrucUon 66'1(, 
23 Commen:lal New ConslrucIIon 19'1(, 
24 industrial & Agr1cultural New Construction 1'1(, 
25 13'1(, 
28· 

~ea & Standarde Support, locel Gov't. InlIIaIlvea 

27 
28 
29 
30 

New Construction TaW 100'1(, , 
New Candrudlon .. 

iTataJ ..L 
. Stdewlde ~undlng Caps, 'undlng .. oa .... ~ Umlte ICBa RlCClmmended) 
1 - Nonresidential SPC Inlerventlon SlraIBgy. 
$80 mlUian funding cap overall 
$88 rnIUIon funding cap for large custarners 
'12 mIUlon funding I\aar for ameli CU5tDmer& 
SPC can be pnMded IICI1IS8 •• six prDgllUllllln 111. nonreslden1lal pragram erA 

2 - Energy Management 8arvIceII (EMS) Inlalwntlan Slratagy. 

($000) ($000) ($000) 

15% 120% 
2.2n • 1.938 $ 2.733 - - -
3.193 2.714 3.831 

12.270 10.430 t4.n4 

17.740 
U.1'1(, 

15% 111'1(, 
10.821 9.283 12.559 
2.869 2.289 3.089 
U48 1.399 1.893 - - -9.350 7.947 10.7112 
0.224 0.190 0.257 

24.810 
47.7% 

> 10'1(, 120% 
8.271 5.017 7.525 
1.624 1.459 2.189 
0.140 0.112 0.188 
1.287 1.014 1.520 

9.602 
11.3% 

IW2 

~IXA 
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Electric 
BUDGET BUDGET 

'I(, ($000) 
lOW HIGH 

($000) ('000) 

15% 12O'l!t 
13'1(, $ 11.518 $. 9.791 $ 13.822· 
18'1(, 18.1n 13.748 19.408 
35'1(, 31.358 28.854 37.829 
34'1(, 30.557 25.973 38.668 I 

100'1(, • 89.805 
1 37.1% 
• 

85% 111'1(, 
28'1(, 29.889 25.235 34.142 
35'1(, 39.286 33.362 45.1n 
10'!(, 11.783 9.998 13.527 

"'I(, 4.027 3.m 4.831 
18'1(, 17.952 15.260 20.845 

9'111 10.892 9.088 12.298 

100'1(, • 113.407 
47.1% 

10'1(, 120% 
38'1(, 13.307 10.848 15.989 
43'1(, 15.238 12.189 18.283 
10'!(, 3.580 2.884 4.298 

. 8'M. 3.038 2.429 3.843 

100'1(, $ 35.160 
14.1% 

• Dl.171 

TOTAL 
!WOOET BUDGET lOW HIGH 

'I(, ($000) ($000) ($000) 

IS% 120'1(, 
13'1(, S 13.798 S 11.728 S 18.655 
15'1(, 18.1n 13.748 19.408 
32'1(, 34.661 29.368 41.481 
40'1(, 42.827 38.403 111.383 

100'1(, • 107.345 
37.11% 

11% 111% 
211% • 40.810 34.518 48.701 
3()'1(, 41.953 35.660 48.248 10'!(, 13.. 11.397 15.420 3'1(, 4.027 3.423 4.831 
20'lIl 27.302 23.207 31.398 

8'1(, . 10.918 9.278 12.553 

100'1(, • 138.217 
47.1')(, 

10% 120% 
""'1(, 19.578 15.883 23.494 
38'1(, 17.080 13.848 20.472 

8'1(, 3.720 2.978 4.484 
10'lIl 4.303 3.442 6.194 

100'1(, • 44.882 
1U% 

• 210.223 

Audit seMces for IaJga cuatomen Ia be pn:MdecI1IIrou5h 111 .. rIClInSIdenIIaISPC IntelV8n11an .nt.gy. 
Z8IlI funding for EMS for large customera. -pt for 1hase services prowIded IhI1Iugh the SPC InIafwnlIan llralllgy and oilier I8IVIces justiIIed In the September carnpIJence applications. 

3 - Customized Rebates: 
No customized reba1es for and use customers. except for 1IIose jusIIIIed In 1IIe Saptamber compliance appIJcatIana. , . 
4 - standard IInancIaJ IncentIvas In large NonrasIdan1lal ComprellensNe ReIrDIit 
PIBaSII _. spacIftc utility admInI&traIar funding tables. 

15 • RenaMble 8e/f-GenelaUon Residential New Construction Pilot 
Funding cap of 2'1(, of the Residential NIIW Con&Iiuctian program budget. 

6 - Fundshifting Modifications: 

p_oa",_GcIoIpIJ~ 

Increase Residential Program Area Budget up to 105% of authorized. 
Nonresidential program area cap maintained at 100%. 
Increase New Construction Program Area Budgel up to 110% of authorized. 
Increase fundshifting range for Residential programs to 85-120%. 
Modify fundshifting range for Nonresidential programs to 85-115%. 
Increase fundshifting range for New Construction programs to 80-120%. 

~I' 

.. 

L.;;:,;I 
Inc_IDacR_J hili"'" 
189t Authorized Budget 

GAS B.ECTRIC TOTAl 
($000) ($000) ($000) 

$ .012 S 3.592 S 3.605 - 3.527 3.527 
1.388 1.694 3.082 

($ .010) S 8.468 $ 8.458 . 
S 1.370 S 17.281 $ 18.651 

(' 2.408) $ 1.842 ($ .784) 
.358 3.954 4.309 
.712 ( 4.321) ( 3.609) - ( .972) ( .972) 

2.148 10.385 12.513 
( .278) ( 1.601) ( 1.879) 

$ .532 • 9.088 S 9.598 

. 
S .622 S 4.270 $ 4.792 

1.085 .324 1.389 
( .003) .242 .239 

.283 .820 1.083 

S -1.847 , 5.857 , 7.504 

.3.74 •• 3un • 38.762 

CopIao6or 1101 
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PROORAM ARI!Aa OAS 
Programs BUOOET BUDGET LOW HIGH 

LA 
% 

1 RESIDENTIAL (105% Of Program Ana Bude.., 
2 RestdentiaJ HeaUng & CoolIng 8ysIems Is.. $ 
3 ResIdenIiaI LGhIIno 0% 
4 Resldenllal ApplIances 1~ 
5 Residential Relralil & RGnavalion 71% 
8 
7 Residential Total 100% • 
8 RHldential % 
9 
10 NONRI!SIDI!NTIAL 1100% Of Praanm AmI BUdgeQ 
11 em.U Nollf8l/denllal Comprehensive Retrofit 4a 
12 Large NonnIsIden1IaI Comprehenslvll RaIroIIt 14% 
13 Nonresldentlal HVAC equipment Turnover 7" 14 NonnIsJdanfIa/ Mo1Dr TumCMII 0% 
15 Nonrasldenllal Prac;eu 38% 
18 COmman:IaJ RamodellnglRlnDWllon 
17 

1% 

18 Noa"'ld~ ~ofaI ~OO% • 
19 
20 
21 NEw COHSTRUcnoN ("110 Of Pragnun Ana Budget) 
22 Residential ~ ConstnII:fIon 65% 
23 Commen:IaI ~ ConstructIon 20% 
24 IndU&lrfal & AgrtcuJlurw New ConslrucIIon 1% 
25 Codes & Standarda Support, Local Gav't. InIUaUves 
28 1 

14% 

27 
28 
28 
30 

New Consvuctloa Total 100% • I" 
ITobI , i: . • 
atatewIdePuadJagCaps, 'Ull;llllll FIaan, 8IId U ...... (caD ~mm .. ded) 
1 • NOI1f9SldentIaJ 8PC IIMMIntion SIratagy. 
$80 mlliion fundlllG cap _fila 
$88 mmlon funding cap !'or large CII&1DIneIs 
$12 million IImdIng nOOl'!'or small CIISIDrnera 
SPC can be prayIded across II six programs In \he nonresidential program .,.. 

2 • Energy Management SeMces (EMS) intervention SIrategy: 

($000) ($000) (1000) 

IS% .1~ 
2.034 • 1.729 $ 2.441 . . . 
2.858 2.260 3.190 

11.373 9.687 13.847 

18.085 
3303% 

IS% 1111% 
8.819 8.178 11.081 
3.207 2.728 3.888 
1.848 1.399 1.883 . . . 
8.303 7.058 8.548 
0.188 0.144 0.184 

22.944 
47 .... 

, 
IO'I!o 120% 

6._ 4.798 7.199 
1.810 1.448 2.172 
0.133 . 0.108 0.180 
1.242 0.884 1.481 

9.184 
1'.1~ 

.... 111 

APPENDIX A 
(Page 8) 

I!IectrIc 
BUDGET BUDGET 

% (SOOO) 
LOW HGH 

($000) (SOOO) 

IS% 120% 
Is.. • 9.207 $ 7.828 • 11.048 
18% 13.185 11.190 15.788 
34% 24.211 20.579 29.053 
35% 25.084 2U22 30.101 

1 

100% • 71.888 , 37.7% 
• 

111% 1111% 
~ 28.391 22.432 30.349 sa 28.840 24.514 33.188 
10% 9.197 7.818 10.577 
4% 3.208 2.725 3.887 

18% 14.950 12.198 18.503 
K 8.585 7.280 9.850 

100% • 90.648 
47.7% 

IK 120% 
38% 10.871 8.637 12.808 
43% 12.019 9.816 14.422 
10% 2.889 2.135 3.203 
K 2.374 1.899 2.848 

100% • 27.733 
14 .. " 

• 1 ...... i' 

TOTAL 
BUDGET BUDGET LCNI HIGH 

% ($000) (Sooo) ($000) 

85% 120% 
.. 13% • 11.241 • 8.555 $ 13.488 

15% 13.165 11.190 15.798 
31% 28.869 22.839 32.243 
4a 38.457 30.988 43.748 

100% $ 87.732 
31 .... 

• 38.009 
85% 1111% sa 30.808 41.411 

28% 32.047 27.240 38.854 
10% 10:844 8.217 12.470 
s.. 3.208 2.725 3.987 

20% 22.853 18.255 28.051 
8% 8.734 7.424 10.044 

100% • 113.493 
47.7" 

10% 1_ 
4W 18.870 13.338 20.005 m 13.829 11.083 18.584 
8% 2.802 2.241 a382 

10% 3.618 2.893 4.339 

100% • 38.917 
11.1% 

, 1 ... 141 

Audit &eIVIce& for large custamers 1D be pmIded through the IIOIIr88IdenIIa SPC lntetventIon 1Irategy. , 
Zero funding !'or EMS for large customers, except !'or thoH S4IIVIoee pnMded tIuouah ilia SPC InterwnIIon IIrat8gy and oilier I8I\IIceI /usIIIIed In 1111 8ept8mber compliance applications. 

3 • CUstomllad RebaIee: 
No customlled rebates !'or end use customers, _pt!'or Ihose jU&tIIIed in the September campllanc.applicatlons. 

00-

4 • standard ftnancIa/ IncenIlVas In La. Nonras. Comp. Relroftt 
Please ., &pecjfIc utility .dmlnistratDr funding tables. 

5 • Renewabla Self.C3eneralion Residential New Coimrucaon Pilot 
Funding cap of 2% of lIIe R88IdenUaJ New Construction program budget 

6 .:. Fundshifting Modifications: 

_On"'_~",-

Increase Residential Program Area Budget up to 105% of authorized. 
Nonresidential program area cap maintained at 100%. 
Increase New Construction Program Area Budget up to 110% of authorized. 
Increase fundshifting range for Residential programs 10 85·120%. 
Modify fundshifting range for Nonresidential programs to 85·115%. 
Increase fundshifting range for New Construction programs to 80.120%. 

~IZ 

In_CO-,from 
1_ Aalbarlzed Budget 

GAS ElECTRIC TOTAL 
('ODO) ('000) ($000) 

(S .231, $ 1.281 $ 1.050 . .520 .620 
.. 833 ( 5.453) ( 4.620) 

(S .9(7) $ 2.995 • 2.088 . 
($ .305' ($ .858) ($ .882) 

($ 3.708) (. 1.858) ($ 5.385) 
.894 ( 8.491) ( 5.597) 
.712 ( 8.887) ( 8.174) . ( 1.783) ( 1.783) 

1.101 8.783 7.884 
( .333) ( 3.728) ( 4.081) 

(S 1.334) I' 13.782) (S 15.128) 

•. 250 ., 1.834 • 1.884 
1.051 ( 2.883) , 1.842) 

, .010) , .889) ( .879) 
.238 .158 .398 

• 1.529 ($ 1.770) , •• 241) 

It .1101 Jt 1 • .2201 IL 11.3211 

s.,Iooahr 1m 
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5 
6 
7 
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1 
2 
3 
4 
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6 
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2 
3 
4 
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APPENDn A 

(Page 9) 
Statewide Estimates Of Annual Customer Contributions To Electric PGC And Gas DSM Funding 

Table 2-16.1: Electric PGC Revenues by_ Customer Class And Sub-class % of Total, $ Millions) 
% of Total PG&E SDG&E SCE SCG Total $ Millions 

Residential 46.4% 38.3% 38.5% 42.1% Residential 
Nonresidential 53.6% 61.7% 61.5% 57.9% Nonresidential 

Small/Med C&I «500 kW) 32.0% 38.3% 36.6% 34.7% Small/Med C&I «500 kW) 
Large C&I (>=500 kW) 16.2% 21.4% 20.1% 18.5% large C&I (>=500 kW) 
Agr 4.5% 1.4% 3.3% 3.6% Agr 
Mise 1.0% 0.5% 1.5% 1.1% Mise 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% Total 

. ---- - ... _._- -- -_ ... _.-.-.. - -I ----••• -- . -- , .. -- -- -,,.. ........ -.. -, 
% of Total PG&E SDG&E SCE SCG Total $ Millions 

Residential 53.3% 76.0% 44.6% 50.9% Residential 
Nonresidential 46.7% 24.0% 55.4% 49.1% Nonresidential 

Small C&I 23.9% 21.3% 54.3% 41.7% Small/Med C&I 
Large C&I 22.9% 0.0% 0.7% 6.9% large C&I 
Agr 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% Agr 
Mise 0.0% 1.9% 0.4% 0.5% Mise 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% Total 
----_._- - -- ---- ----

._--- - .-.-. -_ ... -. _.----_. -- .- -- _ ...... _- -- - - --- ... _- ----- .. -- . - . . ...... -.. -
% of Total PG&E SDG&E SCE SCG TOTAL $ Millions 

Residential 47.1% 43.8% 38.5% 44.6% 43.6% Residential 
Nonresidential 52.9% 56.2% 61.5% 55.4% 56.4% Nonresidential 

SmlMedC&1 31.1% 35.8% 36.6% 54.3% 35.8% SmlMedC&1 
Large C&I·· 16.9% 18.3% 20.1% 0.7% 16.6% large C&I 
Agr 4.0% 1.2% 3.3% 0.0% 3.0% Agr 
Mise 0.9% 0.7% 1.5% 0.4% 1.0% Mise 

TOTAL 100.0% TOTAL 

(END OF APPEHDn A) 
Pacific Gas and EledJic ColJ1lBny Application 2·14 

.' 

-
PG&E SDG&E SCE SCG Total 

$ 49.2 $ 12.3 $ 34.7 $ 96.1 
56.8 19.7 55.4 131.9 
33.9 12.3 32.9 79.1 
17.2 6.8 18.1 42.1 
4.7 0.4 3.0 8.2 
1.0 0.2 1.4 2.5 

$ 106.0 $ 32.0 $ 90.0 $ 228.0 

PG&E SDG&E SCE SCG Total 

$ 6.9 $ 4.2 $ 12.0 $ 23.1 
6.0 1.3 15.0 22.3 
3.1 1.2 14.7 18.9 
2.9 - 0.2 3.1 
- - - -
- 0.1 0.1 0.2 

$ 12.9 $ 5.5 $ 27.0 $ 45.4 

PG&E SDG&E SCE SCG TOTAL 

$ 56.0 $ 16.4 $ 34.7 $ 12.0 $ 119.2 
62.9 21.1 55.4 15.0 154.2 
37.0 13.4 32.9 14.7 98.0 
20.1 6.8 18.1 0.2 45.3 

4.7 0.4 3.0 - 8.2 
1.0 0.3 1.4 0.1 2.8, 

! 

$ 118.9 $ 37.5 $ 90.0 $ 27.0 $ 273.4 i 

September 1999 



Administrative Law Judge 
Annual Earnings Assessment Proceeding 
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California Association of Lighting Efficiency Professionals 
California Board For Energy Efficiency 
California Energy Commission 
Conclusion of Law 
Decision 
Demand-Side Management 
Energy Service Companies 
Market Assessment and Evaluation 
National Association of Energy Service Companies 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
Office of Ratepayer Advocates 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
Prehearing Conference 
Program Year 
Public Purpose Test 
Residential Contractor Program 
Resolution 
Rulemaking 
San Diego Gas & Electric Company 
Southern Califomia Edison Company 
Southern Califomia Gas Company 
Standard Performance Contract , 
The Residential Energy Efficiency Clearing House, Inc. 
The Residential EnergyService Companies' United Effort 
Third Party Initiative 

ALJ 
AEAP 
AC 
CALEP 
CBEE 
CEC 
CL 
D. 
DSM 
ESCOs 
MA&E 
NAESCO 
NRDC 
ORA 
PG&E 
PHC 
PY 
PPT 
RCP 
Res. 
A. 
SDG&E 
SCE 
SoCalGas 
SPC 
REECH 
RESCUE 
TPI 



PROOF OF SgR,VICE BY MlUL 

£.OU~ i, ___ ---------------' decla:-e": 
I am over the age of 18 years, oqot a party to this 

proceeding, and am employed by the California Public utilities 
Commission at 50S Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, California. 

On R--117/~'1 . I depositee in the mail at 
Sar. F:-ancisco, Cal fctnii, CO copy of: 

(DECISION ~ OR TYPE OF HEARING) 

(DATE OF BEAR.DlG) 

(APPLlCATION/CASE/OII/OIR NaKaER) 

~n a sealed envelope, with postage p:-epai6, ad~:-eBsed to the 
la6: ~~ow add=esa of each 0: the adc:-essees i~ the att~c~e~ 
list. 

I declare \.!.."1.de= penalty 0: pe:-ju=y that the fo=egoin'g 
:'s :.,~, 11"1.c,-,t~r=ect a~d that this decla:-a:icn was execut.eco!". 
----~--~~~T~-~+~-_u~~~~-------' at San F=a~ci6co, Ca:i:o~:'a. 

*SicnCit.c.re 
9/92 

I, 
I 
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A 99-09-050 
A 99-09-057 
A 99-09-058 

DECISION: 99 - (c2 - (}.J3 

MAIL DATE: __ /--I-~/~/7-1-!....;".Cf-l-q_ 

Copy of " INTERIM OPINION" and interim order mailed to the following. 

SEE ATTACHED LIST FOR APPEARANCES, STATE SERVICE 

Item 6 
12/16/99 

Count. __ _ 
12/16/99 
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ALAMO LIGHTING 
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WALNUT CREEK CA 94595 
(925) 944-9481 
Swalerczyk@aol.com 
For: California Association of Lighting 
Efficiency Professionals 

Beth W. Dunlop 
DIAN GRUENEICH 
GRUENEICH RESOURCE ADVOCATES 
582 MARKET STREET, SUITE 1020 
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(415) 834-2300 
bdunlop@gralegal.com 
For: NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF ENERGY SERVICE 
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Legal Division 
RM. 5000 
505 VAN NESS AVE 
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Susan E. Brown 
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Attorney At Law 
LATINO ISSUES FORUM 
785 MARKET STREET, 3RD FLOOR 
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94103-2003 
(415) 284-7224 
susanbrown@lif.org 
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Julia Curtis 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 
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SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105 
(415) 777-0220 
jcurtis@nrdc.org 
For: NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 

Richard Sperberg 
DIAN GRUENEICH 
President 
ONSITE/SYCOM 
701 PALOMAR AIRPORT ROAD RM 200 
CARLSBAD CA 92009 
(760) 931-2400 
Rsperberg@onsitesycom.com 
For: ONSITE/SYCOM 

CHRISTOPHER J WARNER, ANDREW L. NIVEN 
Attorney At Law 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
77 BEALE ST RM 2365 
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94106 
(415) 973-2069 
rbm4@pge.com 
For: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

William L. Nelson 
REECH, INC. 
PUBLIC POLICY DIVISION 
PO BOX 7530 
STOCKTON CA 95267-7530 
(209) 477-7274 
reechpubpol@mail.com 
For: REECH, INC. 

Daniel W. Meek 
Attorney At Law 
RESIDENTIAL ENERGY SVCS COMPANIES .... 
10949 S.W. 4TH AVENUE 
PORTLAND OR 97219 
(503) 293-9021 
danmeek@te1eport.com 
For: Residential Energy Svcs Companies' United 
Effort (RESCUE) 

Steven C. Nelson 
Attorney At Law 
SEMPRA ENERGY 
101 ASH STREET 
SAN DIEGO CA 92101-3017 
(619) 699-5136 
snelson@sempra.com 
For: SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC & SOUTHERN 
CALIFORNIA GAS 

Bruce Foster 
Regulatory Affairs 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
601 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 2040 
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102 
(415) 77 5 -18~6 
smithjs@sce.com 
For: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON 

Laura A. Larks 
ANN P. COHN, MEGAN SCOTT-KAKURES 
Attorney At Law 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE. RM 353 
ROSEMEAD CA 91770 
(626) 302-2908 
larksla@sce.com 
For: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON 

Marcel Hawiger 
Attorney At Law 
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK 
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350 
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