
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

ENERGY DIVISIONu RESOLUTION ':;·3589 
FEBRUARY 18, 1999 

RESOLUTION 

RESOl~TION E .. 3~S9. PACIFIO GASANDELECTRIC COMPANY. SAN 
DIEGO GAS & ELEQ'rRIC COMPANY, SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS 

~g:~~~~~~L~O~:r~~~~~~I~$~~~~.~~$gyNp~~~~~VS~~~UES'rS 
RECOMMENDED BY THE CALIFORNIA BOARD OF ENERGY EFFICIENCY. 
APPROVED, WITH MODIFICATIONS. 

BY PG&E ADVICE LetTER (AL) 1819-E/2117-G FILED NOVEMBER-it, 1998: 
SOG&E AL 1132 .. E/1124 .. G FILED NOVEMBER 16; 1~98: "S()CALGAS AL ~760 
FllEONOVEMBER 16, 1998; seE AL"1348-E FILED NOVEMBER 16.1998; 
AND CBEE AL 1-E/1-G FILED OCTOBER 16.1998. 

SUMMARY 

1. Current energy efficiency programs expire February 28. 1999," however the 
untnterrupted delivery of energy efficiency programs is in the publio interest. This 
Resotulion approves with modifications Advice l(~Her's (AL) (eceived from Pacific Gas 
and Electric CotJ'lpany (PG&E) Al2117-G/1819-E: San Diego Gas 8. Electric Company 
(SOG&E) Al1132-E/1124-G; Southern California Gas Company (SoCaIGas) AL 2760; 
Southern Califorl'lia Edison Company (SeE) Al 1348 and the Califpr'nia Board for 
Energy Efficiency (CBEE) J\L 1 G/1 E requesting approval of 1999 l:netgy Efficie-ncy 
PrOgram Plans, Budgets. and Performance Award Mechanisms. pending a Complete 
review of the submittals. 

2. This ResoJution authorizes on a n'lonth~o tfl()nth basis bridge funding arid 
~ 

program deliverY. simitar to that authorized in Resolution (Res.) E .. 3581. It ClarifieS that 
pte-implementation tasks, necessary for tlmely deployment of 1999 programs after 
receiving Comnlissi6r'l approval. ate perMitted. 1,0 addition. it authorizes PG&E to 
continue paying CBEE invoices in 1999 and to bill seE and SDG&E for their 
proportionate shares of the CBEE expenses. 

. 3 .. ·. ,Lettefs ~rotestin9 Res. E-3$81 were 'teteived'ft6rr. th~ Nat,o~al Ass6cfati6n 6f 
Energy Service Compantes (NAESCO) and tfje U"'iversity ¢f Ca"'ifotnia •. San 'Diego 
(UCSD) dated December 15. 1998 and Decembet 16. 1998, respectively. " 
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4. Comments on draft Res. E·3589 were received dated January 29. 1999 from 
SCE, Sempra Energy on behalf o'f SDG&E and S6CatGas. PG&E and CBEE. 
Supplemental comments dated F~bruary 11. 1999 wele filed by PG&E and by Sempra 
Energy on behalf of SDG&E and SoCalGas. Suppleroental comments were filed on 
February 12. 1999 by seE. NAESCO filed comments on February 12. 1999 and 
supplemental comments on February 17, 1999. CBEE filed also filed supplemental 
comments on February 17. 1999. 

BACKGROUND 

1. Padfic Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) filed AdviCe Letter (AL) 2117-<311819-
E: San DIego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) filed AL 113i-E/1124-G; Southern 
California Gas Company (SoCatGas) filed Al 2760; and Southern California ~dison 
Company (SCE) filed Al1348 request.ing approval6f 1,999 Energy Efficiency PtOgran'l 
Plans, Budgets, and Performance Award Mechanisms. As required by the Assigned' 
Commissioner's Rulings in Ruten'laking (R.)98-()7-037. dated Septemher 23. 1998 and 
.October 1. 1998, the subject Advice letters Were med to be consistent with the 
California Board for Energy Efficiency's (CBEE) Advice Letter 1G/1E, dated October 16, 
1998. . . 

2~ Anticipating that authorized energy efficiency budgets and programs would not 
be in place for the start of 1999 and to avoid program disruption. the utifities fired 
additional Advice Letters In fate N6vember requesting approval of up to two months of 
transition funding fot 1999 Energy Efficiency and Demand-Side Management Programs 
in lieu ofauthor;zed 1999 program budgets'. 

3. ResoJuti6n (Res.) E-3581 dated December 17. 1998 authorized the utilitIes and 
the CBEE funding in January and February of 1999. in lieu of fully authorized 1999 
budgets and programs, to continue 1998 programs at 1998 existing levels and planning 
for 1999 programs. 

. 
4. On January 13, 1999, -the utilities submitted respOnses to the CBEFs December 
21, 1998recommendationson 1999 Energy Efficiency Program and Budget Advice 
letter filings. By request of the Energy Division. each utIlity mailed their responses to 
the Service list in R.98-07-937 and inforn1ed recipients they would be allowed ten 

I PG&E (ifed AlI821-EI2118-G; SOG&E (.red AlI133-E1112S-G; SoCalGas med Al216t); and SeE filed 
Al1354-E 0rI Nove~ber 19.20.25, and 30.1998. respectively, 
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working days to submit comments. Tho only comments on tho submittal were received 
from the CBEE dated January 15. 1999. 

NOTICE 

1. Notices or PG&E Al 2117-G/1819·E, SDG&E AL 1132-E/1124-G. SoCatGas Al 
2760·G, and SeE AL 1348-E Were made by publication in the Commission's calendar 
and by mailing copies of the filing to adjacentutmties and interested parties. 

PROTESTS 

1. Res. E-3581 was issued before the expiration of protest period for the SCE 
advice letter fiting. We stated at that time, however, that the merits of any subsequently 
filed timely protest would be considered in our Resolution on the subject of 1999 
programs and budget. 

2. Letters have subsequently been received ftom the National Association of 
Energy Service Companies (NAESCO) and the University of California, San Diego 
(UCSO) dated December 15, 1998 and December 16. 1998, respectively. Both letters 
exptess concern fot the pOtential lOss of continuity and disruption of the Non­
Residential Standard Performance Contract (NRSPC) program in earry 1999 and 
request that Res. E-3581 be modified to authorize the uninterrupted delivery and 
funding of the NRSPC program. 

3. NAESCO states that the NRSPC program, is the most important program 
necessary to prevent serious market interruption and customer confusion arid points 
out that this program is identified in utility filings as the primary nonresidential market 
intervention strategy for 1999. NAESCO believes that the most serious potential 
problem posed by a delay in energy efficiency prOgrams between the end of 1998 and 
the eventual start-up of 1999 programs IS confusion and frustration on behalf of 
customers. NAESCO also believes that. for tustom~rs of the NRSPC program. it is 
also a high risk that this confusion and frustration will be directed at independent energy 
efficiency service providers. the.reby undermining the development of a private market. 
Moreover. there is the ultimate danget that customers hurt Once by a hiatus in NRSPC 
program service will not come back. NAESCO concludes that the Commission should 
direct parties to settle any outstanding policy. program design Of fu~djng issues 
regarding the 1999 NRSPC program thai rnterrete with its im'ptementation in January of 
1999. 
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4. UCSD states that the NRSPC program should COrTnnenCe as of January 4. 1999 
and not be ·on-hold- untilthe complete 1999 enetgy efficiency program is apptoved by 
the Corrtmisskm. UCSD explainS that a delay in the beginning months of 1999 would 
affect the normal project development. 'design and ~nstruction process. incruding one 
of its projects that is based 6n Some finantlallnc$otive assistance through the NR$PC 
program. UCSD urges the Corn mission to seriolJsly consIder and apptove the tfalisltion 
funding for administrative activities fot the utilities t6 conduct the' NRSPC program 
without interruption in 1999 and to direct thE) utilities to run the program in the beginning 
months cif 1 ~99. 

5. On Febtuaiy 3.1999. corrimission
c 

staff requested theuillities to augment the 
-r~Cqrd in thiS mattet With-proposals ·which ~ould accelerate implementation of the 
NRSPO ptOgram., Actordingty. supplemental oomm-Emts dated February 11.1999 were 
filed by PG&E and by Sel1'lpra Er'lergy6n behalf ofSDG&E and SoCalGas. SeE's 
supp!emental cOmments were filed February 12. 1999 and supplemental 'comments on 

. February 17. 1999. CBEE also filed supplemental comments on February 17.1999. 

DISCUSSION 

1. In Res. E-3581. we adopted utility requests fot two months 6f bridge funding fully 
expecting that the relief grante~ would allow sufficient time 'for our review and 
authorizati6nof 1999 budgets and programs requests 16 be completed.· It appears. 
now. however. that it can not be acoompJished before mid March. The uninterrupted 
delivery of ener9y~ffici(mcy-prOgrams being ill the public interest, it is reasonable to 
continue th~ bridge authorllyuntil full authority·maY be offered. -No pre-approval of 
1999 energy efficiency budgets and ptogramssubmittals should be construed by the 
aUlhoritygranted. herein, and is .. speciflcal1y. denied. 

2. In Res. E.;3581. we authorized funding fot CBEE and each utility for the two 
month bridge periOd consisti~g of January and February 1999. We. herein. authorize 
the currently authorized funding to continue on a monlh-to-m.onth pro-rata basis, as 
depicted tn the following table: 
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SoCatGas 
SDG&E 
PG&E 
seE 
CBEE 

Bridge Funding 
Authorit~d In 
Res. E·3581 

$ 1,9()O,OOO 
2.000,000 
8,000,000 
8,000.000 
1,500,000 

Fcbru:uy 18. 1999 

Monthly 
Apportionment 

$ 950,000 
1,000,000 
4,000,000 
4,000,000 

200,000 

3. . At the CBEE's request, its apportionment is $200,000 pet month instead of the 
$750,OO() that would be indicated by Res.E .. 3581. The reduced funding level 
represents slightly less than 1/12 of the CBfE's propOsed 1999 Operating Budget and 
is sufficient to support CBEE operations. 

4. To ensure uninterrupted CBEE activities. PG&E is authorized to continue paying 
all CBEE invoices in 1999 from the 1999 public goods surcharge funds. PG&E will bill 
SeE and SDG&E for their prop<'rtionate shares of the CBEE expenses. as described in 
0.97-04-044,0.97-05-041 and 0.97-09-117. 

5. All 1998 prOgram funds must be fully encumbered before 1999 program funds 
may be expended. . 

6. Many of the utilities' 1999 program proposals represent new or substantially 
revised programs. We recognize the considerable planning and design effort required 
and authorize performance of -ramp-up·, or preparation tasks. essential for quick 
program ·roll-our--which we will define as "when the program is op~n for 
participalioo--once our review of 1999 programs is completed. Examples of such pre­
implementation activities indude~ 

• Development. issuance and cOnditional release of requests for proposals; 
• Conducting pre-bJd conferences for Qutsourced program activities; 
• Planning for market assessment and evaluation activities; 
• Development of educational materials and guides; 
• Conducting training for contractors: 
• Holding workshops to assist in the deve10pment of programs. 

7. The Res.E-35t)t criteria-that on1y existing and continuing prOgrams may be 
funded and iliipr~mented uhder the 3uthorization--permitted on1y a subset of the full 
compendium of energy efficiency programs to be offered during the bridge period. As a 
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result. several prOgrams. Including the NRSPC program. have been on hold and 
unavailable in 1999. 

8. The 1999 NRSP9 progralll is being reconfigured by the utilities. CBEE and other 
stakeholders trying to shift the program statewide and incorporating lessons learned 
from the successful intrOduction of the 1998 ptogram. However, continued hiatus in the 
NRSPC program is confUSing to utility tusl6n'1ers and, disruptive to the e~ergy service 
companies (ESCOs) who participate in the pc6grant The standstill_ of the NRSPC 
program is additionally troubling because it is consistent with the energy efficiency 
market transformation policy that the Commission has been endeavoring to achieve. 

. . 

9. Iii their supplemental comrnents. the utilities submitted a ptoposal which Will 
allow NRSPC participants to proceed with their marketing efforts and ~o begin 
processing projects developed based 6n the expectation of an ~arllerapproval of 1999 
programs. Scheduled 6perationdates have been tied to ptoposed performance 
incentive milestones. which are based oillhe timing of Commission apptoval of the 
1999 programs.' In respOnse to concerns about th~ current unavailability of the NRSPC 
program. the utilities -request that the set of pte-h'lip!ementati~n activities allowed under 
the bridge funding be expanded to in etude the initial application stages of the large 
NRSPC. 

10. PG&E offers the additional observation that adoption of the utilities' proposed 
NRSPC"pte-in'lplementation activities· would allow potential project spOnsors to begin 
their activities at least three weeks eartier than if all activity waited until Commission 
approval of the 1999 prOgrams. 

Large NRSPC Proposal 

11. The utilities propose to release 1999 large NRSPC program n'lateriats necessary 
for the first step in program participation. the -basic project application- (BPA). as soon 
as pOssible. This action does not tequire an irrevocable commitment of publiC purpose 
funds arid can be accomplished. quickly. Within five days after receiving Conlmission 
approval fot this pre-implementation ptoposal. utilities Will mak~ available a summary of 
the differences between the 1999 and the 1995Iarge NRSPG ptogram. as well as the 
nec~ssary fleW BPA forms and instructions to complete the forms. In order 10 aHow 
adequate time for aU pOtential project sponsors to respond to this oppOrtunity. the 
utilities propose t6 begioaccepting BPAs for. the large NRSPC 6n Match 1. 1999. 
Utilities may receive BrAs and may verify th'eir technical oompleteness. as part of 
permissible bridge fundin'g' activities. ESCOs Will be notified When their 8PA meets the 
technical t~quirerrients of the large NRSPC and that their project is in the queue for 
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funding. subject to Commission approval of the utilities' 1999 programs. In this way, 
... ESCOs may Comn'lence development Of thefr project plans before 1999 programs are 

approved. 

12. Under the utlrlties' propOsal. the second stage in the large NRSPC proc6ss-
submisst(;m of the detailed project application (OPA)-may not occur until aftet the 
Commission has authorized the 199~ NR$PC program. The DPA can entail significant 
expenditure by the ESCO (or engineering analysis and planning and generally lakes a 
utility 45 days to review. A spA subMitted on March 1st would not be ready to ptoteed 
with-a submission of a DPA before thffexpeded CommissiOn approval of the 1999 .. 
progran\s on Match 18. Therefore. it is not necessary t6 address further activities 
beyond p(oc~ssing BPAs at this time. Assumh'lg a March 18 approval date~ the utilities 
could roU·out the 19991atge NRSPC by Match 23. 

13. In their sDpplemental cOmrnents.SoCalGas and SDG&E state that proceeding 
beyond theBPA"phase and committing funds toptOject sponsors in the absence of " 
Commission approval of the full 1999 program design and furidioglevel CoUld result in a 
finding of inappropriate and/or imprudent use of funds, which represents an 
unacceptable assumption of risk by them. 

14. SCE supp6rtsthe utility ptoposal. as outlined ab6ve. but notes that the cutoff Of 
activity beyond the processing of (he BPA could potentially disn.pt timelines and plans 
for project sponsors who had already begun.pH~paratory activities for projects under the 
assumption that the Commission would have granted full NRSPC ptogram authOrization 
as of January 1S

\ 

Small NRSPC PropOsal. . 

15. The small NRSPC program addresses a very diffetent market than the large 
NRSPC and is an entirely new" program fot 1999. Because of the significant amountof 
design work and the complexity ·of issues involved with this new and impOrtant prOgram. 
the utilities will solicit public tnputon a draft program before Ule final prOgram design is 
completed. The utilities ate targeting April 2 to t611-out the small NRSPC program, eVen 
with a March 18 CommissIon approval of the 1999 programs. 

Performance Incentive Milestones 

16. The utilities and the CBEE h()Ve worked tOgether to d~verop performance . 
incentive rnilest6nes for 1999 program activities. many ofwhtch focus on the liming of 
. the roll-out of programs. Most of the milestone dates ate stated as a number of days 
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after the Commission approval of the 1999 prOgrams. However. In some cases, 
specific dates were uSed and the milestone date noW precedes the now·expected date 
for Commission action on the 1999 programs. 

17. SDG&E and SoCalGas request that the Commission address this issue by laking 
either of the following two actions! (1) change the dates to a date after Commission 
approyal (a specific date or some short period after ComMission approval), or (2) 
authorize the achievement for the original milestone under the bridge funding and 
authorize the award to be credited towards performance incentives fot 1999. 

18. PG&E raises the issue of now Obsolete performance incentive milestones iii its 
supplemental comments and submits a revised milestone worksheet that changes 
milestone timing ftom specific due dates t6 one based on a fixed number of days after 
Commission approval of the prOgraf'n. " 

NAESCO Response to the Utitlties' NRSPC Proposal 

19. In its comments on the utilities' supplementa1 comments, NAESCO suppOrts the 
utilities' proposal as a first step towards prev~nting further market interruption. It 
recommends that the Commission also direct the utilities to facilitate two other steps in 
the Standard Performance Contract (SPC) process: (1) approval of BPAs and 
commitment Of funds (bOth of which would be contingent On the future CommIssion 
Resolution authorizing prOgrams and the SPC strategies; and (2) alJO\ving project 
sponsors to proceed. at their own risk, to OPAs_ 

20. In its supplemental comments. NAESCO states that further prOVisions beyond its 
previous recommendations must be made to prevent serious market disruption in the 
NRSPG program. NAESCO posits that a limited number of projects (which it b~1ie"es 
to be under ten) were neat Construction status in 1998 and are now stalled due to the 
unavailabHityof 1998 SPC prOgram funding. The great risk, aCcording to NAESCO, is 
that as the"hiatus in the NRSPC program continues customers of these particular 
projects will be forced to abandon them in order to proceed with their larger consturction 
plans. 

21. NAESCO recommends that (1) up to twenty percent of 1999 funding be 
authorized in this ResolutiOn fot projects marketed. planned and processed in 1998; 
and (2) utilities be directed to work wit~ ESCOs to develop a" modified, streamlined 
approval proC(}$s forthase proJects which accommodates both their 1998 approval Blid 
and new 1999 NRSPC program guidelines. Under the NAESCO recommendation, 
utilities would be able to approve projects and commit funds-(;ontingenl upon a 
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Commlssion decisIon authorizing 1999 energy efficiency programs. and futhermore. 
ESCOs would be able to proceed. at thetr own risk. with the second stage of the SPC 
project approval process. • 

CBEE RespOnse to the Utilities NRSPC Proposal 

22. CBEE expresses support in its supplemental comments fot the extension of 
bridge funding described in this Re solutio , .. and for the utility NRSPC ·pre- . 
imple.menlation activities· prOposal. CBEE agrees with the utilities' analysis that 
commitment of prOgram funds prior to Commission authorization of the 1999 programs 
would be premature and inappropriate. 

23. CBEE recommends that the Commission direct the utilities to implement the 
utility. NRSPC proposal. as sOOn as possible, to minimize any potentia1 lapse in market 
momentum. However, it recommends that all pte-implementation activities be focused 
on the 1999 SPC strategies. rather than the 1998 SPC prOgram, and that the 1999 
strategies be consistent with the CBEE's design recommendations fot NRSPCs. 

24. CBEE also recommends that the other energy effiCiency programs, program 
elements, and strategies be implemented as Soon as pOssible. and that pre­
implementation activities (or other programs be allowed to facilitate this, within the 
constraints of the bridge funding. . 

25. CBEE recommends that the utilities should be allowed to receive award credit for 
achievement of proposal performance award milestones during the bridge funding 
period and pending the Commission's adoption of approved milestones in a subsequent 
Resolution. 

Conclusion 

26. We understand from late-SUbmitted comments from the CBEE, utilities and 
NAESCO that the NRSPC strategies are very dose to being operationa1, and that all 
unresolved issues identified in ptevious documents have been 9r will soon be resolved 
among the utilities. CBEE, and parties. Therefore, we adopt CBEE's recommendation 
thal the SPC strategies in the rion-residentia1 programs should be implemented as 
expeditiously as possible. and that utility-proposed p(e-implementation and planning 
activities should be allowed and encouraged,to avoid any further lapse in market 
momentum. . 
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27. By NAESCO's own analysis. the proposal submitted iii its supplemental 
comments would go much further than the utilities' proposallowards reinvigorating the 
now lapsed NRSPC market We share NAESCO's concern for pteventing market 
disruptions but would welcome COOlment from other stakeholder on underlying 
assumptions and conclusions within the very late fited NAESCO prop6sal. We are 
unable. therefore 10 cons[der it in this Resolution .. For the same (eason. we are unable 
to consider the CBEE very late fited recommendation that pte-implementation activities 
for other energy efficiency programs be facilitated within the constraints of the bridge 
funding authorized in this Resolution. 

28. We believe the utility proposal is a reasonable. albeit tempOrary solution to the 
delay in approving the full complement 61 H199 programs. It is a balanced, fair proposal 
which allows market momentum to continue and provides opportunity for full 
Commission review of 1999 prOgram proposals prior to full program implementation. It 
is reasonabte for utilities to utilIze a pOrtion of their bridge funding to proceed with the 
initial application stages of the NRSPC prOgrams, as desCribed above. 

29. We clarify that utilities should allow potentia' project sponsors to proceed, at their 
own risk. to complete OPAs. as NAESCO recommends. However; we do not authorize 
the utilities to approve BPAs or commit prOgram funds prior to Commission 
authorization of 1999 prOgrams and budgets. Therefofe. potential project sponsors 
should understand fully that completion of BPAs and OPAs are being done at their own 
risk, with no recourse against eitherthe Commission or any utility for reimbursement of 
any associated expenditures. 

30. We believe the pte-implernentation activities proposed by the utilities, and some 
of the activities proposed by NAESCO. are appropriate and should be encouraged. 
However. allowing these activities alone does not guarantee that the NRSPC strategies 
will be fully implemented in an expeditious manner. or that they will be fully operational 
very shortly after authorization of the 1999 programs and budgets by the Commission. 
Therefore. we will direct to utilities to implement the SPC strategies and have them fully 
operational by a date certain. 

31. We direct the utilities {PG&E. SDG&E. and SeE} to implement the large 
customer and small customer NRSPC strategies in the non-residential prOgrams 
expeditiously, with the large custorner N RSPC being tully operational within 5 days and 
the small customer NRSPC being funyopetationa1 withil) 15 days of Commission 
authorization of the 1999 ptOgftlm area budgets .. Given a target date of March 18. 1999 
for Commtsston authorization of the 1999 program budgets. the large customer SPC 
strategy shall be fully operational by March 23. 1999. and the small customer SPC 
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strategy' shall be (ully oparationat by April 2, 1999. By -tuBy ()per~tiona'" we mean that 
the program is fully availab!e to potential project sponsors, with new program materials 
availab!e (including BPA and OPA application forms. arid a statewide procedures 
manual), and with the program open to accept and approve app1ications and to commit 
program funds. The utilities shall make every effort to implement the small customer 
SPC strategy as quickly as possible following the large customer SPC strategy. in order 
to minimize any disadvantage to potential sfT'lall customer project spOnsors arid 
customers, per the CBEE's prior recOmmendations. 

32. To minimize any potential lapse in market momentum, the utilities are authorized 
to conduct utility-proposed ·pre-implementation activities· associated with NRSPC 
strategies, including early (etease of BPA forms, completion of BPAs by project 
sponsors, and utility review of BPAs for technical completeness (but not utility 
approval). prior to Commission authorization of the 1999 programs and budgets. In 
addition, the utilities should aHow potential project spOnsors to proceed, at their own 
risk, to complete DPAs. as NAESCO recommends. However. We do not authorize the 
utilities to approve OPAs or commit program funds prior to Commission authorization of 
1999 programs and budgets. All pte-implementation activities shall be focused on the 
1999 SPC strategies. rather than the 1998 SPC prOgram, and these strategies shall be 
consistent Wlt~ the CBEE's design recommendations. 

33. To ensure that these deadlines ate met. we adjust the NRSPC performanc~ 
award mitestones propOsed in th~ utilities' comments on the CBEE's December 21. 
1999 comments on 1999 ptograms and performance awards. For the large customer 
NRSPC strategy base awards, the Targel1 date for program implementation and 
operation is revised to be Within 5 days of Commission authorization. and the Target 2 
date is revised to be within 6 to 35 days of C6mmission authorization. for the small 
customer NRSPC strategy base awards,lhe Target 1 date is revised to be within 15 
days of Commission authorization, and the Target 2 date is revised to be within 16 to 
45 days of Commission authorization. 

34. We direct the utilities to submit a full description of lh~ small customer and large 
customer SPC strategies for the non-residential programs, demonstrating the SPC 
strategies' consistency with 'the CBEE's design recommendations. and sho'Ning that all 
previous1y unres01ved issues have been addressed. 10 the CBEE and the Energy 
Division for review prior to imp!ementalion of the SPC strategies. 

35. Filially. with reference to the 'now obsolete performance incentive rnifestones 
issue, we are mindful of Our P6licy imperative to Maintain momentur'll and progress 
towards the market transformation of utility administered energy efficiency programs 
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and services. Wo authorize utilities to receive award credit for achievement ()f . 
proposed performance incentive milestones during the bridge period pending our 
adoption of approved milestones in a subsequent Resolution. 

36. The authority granted in this Resolution will rernain in effect until we can address 
the CBEE and utility 1999 program and budget advice letter filings. 

COMMENTS 

1. The draft Resolution of the Energy Division in this matter was mailed on January 
15. 1999 to parties hi accordance with P.U. Code Section 311(9). Comments dated 
January 29. 1999 were received from SCE, Sempra Energy on behalf of SOG&E and 
SoCalGas, PG&E and CBEE. 

2. On February 3, 1999. Commission staff requested the utilities to augment the 
record in this matter with proposals which would aCcelerate irnplementation of the 
NRSPC program. Accordingly. supplemental comments dated February 11, 1999 were 
filed by PG&E and by Sempra Energy on behalf of SDG&E and SOCaIGas. SCE's 
supplementa1 comments were filed February 12, 1999. NAESCO filed comments to the 
utilities' supp!ementa1 comments dated February 12, 1999. On February 17, 1999. 
NAESCO filed supplemental coml)1enls to the utilities' supplemental comments. The 
CBEE filed supplemental comments on February 17, 1999. 

FINDINGS 

1. In Res. E-3581, we adopted utility requests for two months 01 bridge funding fully 
expecting that the relief granted would allow sufficient time for Our review and 
authorization of 1999 budgets and programs requests to be completed. It appears, 
now. however, that it can not be accomplished before mid MarCh. 

2. The uninterrupted delivery of enetgy efficiency programs being iii the public 
intetest, it is reasonable to continue bridge authority until full authority may be offered. 
No pre-approval of 1999 energy efficiency budgets and programs submittals should be 
construed by the authority granted, herein, and is, specifically, denied. 

3. P(atesl letters were received from NAESCO and UCSO dated December 15, 
1998 and Decembet 16.1998, respectively. Both (etters express concern for the 
potentia) (oss of continuity and disruption of the NRSPC program in early 1999 and 
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request that Res. E·3581 be modified to authorize the uninterrupted delivery and 
funding of the NRSPC program. 

4. The clarifications of permissible ramp-up or pre-implementation energy efficiency 
activities. as outlined in this Resolution. are reasonablo. 

5. The NRSPC propOsal submitted by NAESCO in its supplemental comments 
would go much further than the u'titities' proposal towards reinvigorating the now lapsed 
NRSPG market. However, it was submitted too late to be considered in this Resolution. 
The CBEE recommendation thatpre·imp!ementa\ion activities of other energy 

efficiency programs be allowed within the cOnstraints of this bridge funding 
authorization was also submitted too late for consideration in this Resotution. 

6.. The utility proposal that would allow project sponsors to complete and submit 
BPAs for processing is a reas6nabte. albeit temporary solution to the delay in apptoving 
the full Complement of 1999 programs. It is reasonable tot utilities to utilize their bridge 
funding to proceed with the initial application stages of the NRSPC programs. 

7. The pre-implenlentation activities proposed by the utilities, and some of the 
activities proposed by NAESCO, are appropriate and should be encouraged. However. 
allowing these activities alone does not guarantee that the NRSPC strategies will be 
fullyimp1emented in ,an expeditious manner, or that they will be fully operational very 
shortly after authorization of the 1999 programs and budgets by the Commission. 

8. It is reasonable fot the utilities to conduct utility-proposed ·pre-implementation 
activities· associated with non-residential SPC strategies, including early release of 
BPA forms. comptetion of SPAs by project sponsors, and utttity review of spAs fot 
technical completeness (but not utility approval), prior to Commission authorization of 
the 1999 programs arid budgets. The utifities should allow potential project sponsors to 
proceed. at their own risk, to complete detailed DPAs, as NAESCO recommends_ 
However. it is not reasonable for the utilities to approve OPAs ot commit program funds 
prior to CommissiOn authorization of 1999 programs and budgets. All pre­
implementation activities should focus on the 199!) SPC strategies. rathet than the 
1998. SPC program. and these strategies should be consistent with the CSEE's design 
recommendations. 

9. PG&E, SOG&E, and SCE shoutd imp,tement the large customer and small 
customer SPC strategies in the non-residential programs expeditiously, with the large 
customer SPC being fully operational within 5 days and the small custometSPC being 
fully operational within 15 days of Commission authorization of the program area 
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budgets. Given a target date of March 18. 1999 fot Commission authorization of the 
1999 program budgets. the large customer SPC strategy should be fully operatiQna1 by 
March 23. and the small customer SPC strategy should be fully operational by April 2. 

10. To ensure that these deadlines are met. we adjust the non-residential SPC 
performance award milestones proposed in the utilities' comments on the CBEE's 
December 21. 1999 comments on 1999 programs and performance awards. For the 
large customer SPC strategy base awards. the Target 1 date (or program 
implementation and operation sh6uld be revised ,to be within 5 days ofComl'l'lissiOn 
authorization, and the Tatgel2 date should be revised 'to be within 6 to 35 days of 
Commission authorizatiOn. For the small customer SPC strategy base awards. the 
Target 1 date should be revised within 15 days of Commission authorization, and the 
Target 2 date should be revised within 16 to 45 days of COmmission authOrization. 

11. In the interest of maintaining momentum and progress towards the market 
transformation of energy efficiency. it is reasonable for the utltlties t6 receive award 
credit for achievement of proposed performance incentive milestones during the bridge e periOd pending our adoption of approved mifestones in a subsequent Resolution. 

12. Bridge funding authorityshould continue month-la-month on the sa"me pto-rata 
basis authorized in Res. E-3581. with the exception of the CBEE allotment, which is 
reset at $200.000 pet month. 

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED THAT: 

1. Southern California Gas Company is authorized to spend up to $ 950.000 of its 
1999Energy Efficiency Program Budget per month. until the Commission can authorize 
(u1l1999 program funding under an approval of its AL 2760 proposed budget. 

2. San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) is authorized to spend up to 
S1.0QO.OOO Of its 1999 Energy Efficiency Progranl Budget per month period. until the 
Commission can authorize full 1999 program funding under an approva1 of its 
AL 1132-E/1124-G proposed budget. 
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3. Pacific Gas'and Elcclric Company (PG&E) IS authorized to s~nd up to 
$4,000.000 of its 1999 Energy Efficiency Program Budget per month. until the 
Commission can authorize full 1999 prOgram funding under an approval of its 
AL 2117-G/1819-E proposed budget. 

4. Southern Cafifotnia Edison (SCE) is authorized to spend up to $4,000.000 of its 
1999 Energy Efficiency Ptogram Budget per month. until the Commission can authorize 
futl 1999 prOgram funding under'an approval of its Al1348-E proposed budget. 

5.. The California Board for Enetgy Efficiency (CBEE) is authorized to spend up to 
$200.000 from 1998 carryover funds for 1999 operations and expenditures per month. 
until the Commission can authorize full 1999 program funding under an approval of its 
Al 1-E/1-G proposed budget. 

6. Bridge funding shall be authorized to COntinue 1998 prOgrams at existing levels 
and to Continue planning and pre-implementation activities fot 1999 programs. Bridge 
funding may not be used to -toll-out" 1999 prOgrams: The 1998 program funds shall be 
fully encumbered. before 1999 ptogram funds may be expended. 

7.· . PG&E, SDG&E, and SCE shall implement the large customer NRSPC strategies 
within 5 days and the small customer SPC being fully~pe(ational within 15 days of 
Commission authorization of the prOgram area budgets. targeted for March 18. 1999. 
The large customer SPC strategy shall be fully operational by March 23, and the smaIJ 
customer SPC strategy shall be fully operational by April 2. However, utilities shall not 
approve Detailed P(oJect Applications (DPAs) or commit program funds prior to 
Commission authorization of 1999 programs and budgets. 

8. For the large customer NRSPC strategy base awards, the Target 1 date for 
program implementation and operation is revised to be within 5 days of Commission 
authorization. and the Target 2 date is revised to be within 6 to 35 days of Commission 
authorization. For the small customer NRSPC strategy base award~. the Target 1 date 
is revised to be within 15 days of Commission authorization. J)nd the Target 2 date is 
revised to be within 16 to 45 days of Commission authorization. 

9. SoCatGas. SOG&E. PG&E and SCE are authorized to receive award credit for 
achievement 6f pfoposed performance incentive milestones during the bridge periOd 
pending out adoption of approved milestones in a subsequent Resolution. 
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10. PG&E Is authorized to continue paying CBEE invoiCes in 1999 using the bridge 
(unding authorized in Resolutions E·3581 and E-3589. PG&E shall bill SCE and 
SOG&E for their propOrtionate shares of the CBEE expenses. 

11. This Resolution is effective today. 

I certify that the fotegoing resolutiOn waS duly intrOduced, passed. aild ad6P\~~-\ a 
tor'lference of the PubHc Utilities Commission ofthe State of California hetd.F~brUary 

. 18. 1999. The following Commissioners voting favorably thereon: ?\~ ,;.,. '.~ .> c. \,:t . 
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