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April 28, 2021 
 
Erik Jacobson 
Director 
Regulatory Relations 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
77 Beale St., Mail Code B13U 
P.O. Box 770000 
San Francisco, CA 94177 
 
 
Dear Mr. Jacobson: 
 
Energy Division approves two third-party contract advice letters 4386-G/6094-E and 4387-
G/6095-E on the following subjects, respectively: 

• Advice Letter Submittal of Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s Third-Party Solicitations 

resulting from its Statewide New Construction Request for Proposal (“RFP”) Non-Residential, 

Mixed Fuel – California New Construction program, executed between Willdan Energy 

Solutions and PG&E 

• Advice Letter Submittal of Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s Third-Party Solicitations 

resulting from its Statewide New Construction Request for Proposal (“RFP”) Non-Residential, 

All Electric – California New Construction program, executed between Willdan Energy 

Solutions and PG&E 

These advice letters were submitted February 19, 2021 and are approved with an effective date of 
April 28, 2021 subject to the contingencies discussed throughout and summarized in Section 3. 
Energy Division makes these determinations pursuant to Decision (D.) 18-01-004, which requires 
Energy Division staff review of third-party contracts valued at over $5M. 
 

1. Background 
 
In D.18-01-004 the CPUC assigned the administration of the statewide new construction program 
to Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E). Pursuant to this assignment PG&E implemented a 
two-stage solicitation process to procure an implementer for the program.  
 
The solicitation process resulted in two program contracts: one contract for the Non-Residential, All 
Electric New Construction program (“All Electric”), and one for the Non-Residential, Mixed Fuel 
New Construction program (“Mixed Fuel”). Both contracts are executed between Willdan Energy 
Solutions and PG&E. 
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In preparation for filing the All Electric contract advice letter, PG&E sought guidance from ED on 
bidders’ ability to count AGIC in program cost effectiveness calculations, which PG&E argued 
would be critical to making a reasonable case the All Electric program would meet objective cost-
effectiveness thresholds. PG&E provided ED with information regarding its own AGICs and noted 
that the Joint Utilities had not yet provided similar AGIC information for their service areas. 
Further, PG&E stated that it would present all four Investor Owned Utility (IOU) AGIC values to 
be publicly reviewed as part of the regular Avoided Cost Calculator (ACC) updates in Rulemaking 
14-10-003.  
 
ED sent a letter to PG&E on May 13, 2020 clarifying EE policy as it relates to all electric new 
construction. In this letter, ED clarified that the appropriate standard practice baseline for all-electric 
new construction is mixed-fuel construction, as it represents approximately 95 percent of new 
construction projects in California. The mixed-fuel baseline should be used for purposes of 
calculating energy savings and cost effectiveness. By extension, the AGIC for all-electric new 
construction would count as a project benefit. Similarly, any increased costs associated with a larger 
required electric infrastructure would count as a project cost.  
 
On February 19, 2021 PG&E filed contract advice letters for the All Electric and Mixed Fuel new 
construction programs. On March 11, 2021 Southern California Gas Company and San Diego Gas 
and Electric Company (Joint Utilities) timely filed protests to both the Mixed Fuel and All-Electric 
contract advice letters. On March 18, 2021 PG&E filed a Reply to Protest addressing the Joint 
Utilities’ protest filing. 
 

2. Joint Utilities’ Protest  
 
The Joint Utilities’ protest requests the CPUC require PG&E to resubmit both the Mixed Fuel and 
the All Electric contract advice letters excluding the Avoided Gas Infrastructure Costs (AGIC) from 
Total Resource Cost (TRC) calculations and excluding alterations1 from the program scope.2 
 
The Joint Utilities base this request on the following points:  
 

• It is inconsistent with current policy to include Avoided Gas Infrastructure Costs (AGIC) as an 

avoided cost in the new construction programs’ TRC calculations without first gaining approval 

through the Integrated Distributed Energy Resources (IDER) proceeding, which they argue is 

required by Decision (D.) 19-05-019. This argument has two primary components, as follows: 

• Energy Division does not have delegated authority to approve an interim avoided cost in the 

Energy Efficiency (EE) proceeding, or in any venue outside of the IDER proceeding. 

• An advice letter is not an appropriate procedural path to approve interim avoided costs, because 

advice letters are non-controversial and may not be used to resolve important policy questions. 

• The new construction program design, as represented in the protested advice letters, may 

inappropriately include building alteration projects.  

 
1 An alteration is a construction project for an existing building that comprises the modification or replacement of one 
or a number of existing building systems (such as lighting and HVAC) or components. 
2 Joint Utilities protest, page 8 
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• PG&E’s inclusion of building alterations projects in the Statewide New Construction programs 

would improperly compete with local programs focused on existing building upgrades. 

    

2.1. Use of AGIC in TRC Calculations.  
 
The Joint Utilities’ protest argued PG&E’s use of AGIC in TRC calculations conflicts with the 
direction in D.19-05-019 requiring that major changes to the ACC receive CPUC approval through 
the IDER proceeding (R.14-10-003). They cite that such major changes are defined by D.16-06-007 
as including the following: changes to the list of data inputs, addition or deletion of categories, or 
types of avoided costs, or modifications of the methods or models used in the ACC. The Joint 
Utilities’ protest asserted that AGIC constitutes the addition of a new category or type of avoided 
cost, and therefore must go through the biennial major ACC update process.3 They argued further 
that the use of interim AGIC values for purposes of executing the All-Electric program contract 
presupposes the outcome of the next major ACC update within the IDER proceeding. 
 
The Joint Utilities’ protest recognized PG&E requested use of the interim AGIC values to 
substantiate the prospective cost-effectiveness of the All Electric program. At the same time, the 
Joint Utilities are opposed to a statewide program design where the TRC forecast relies on avoided 
cost values that are not currently in use, and that have not been vetted and adopted through the 
IDER rulemaking.  
 
The Joint Utilities also pointed out that AGIC values are project-specific and vary widely. Therefore, 
they argued, using AGIC values based on PG&E service territory is not a good proxy for southern 
California utilities. They also expressed concern that the actual values adopted by the CPUC could 
differ greatly from the PG&E-specific values used in the advice letter as a proxy.  
 

PG&E Reply 
 
In their Reply to Protest, PG&E argued the inclusion of AGIC as a benefit for cost effectiveness is 
already justified by the Standard Practice Manual, which states: 

“The benefits calculated in the Total Resource Cost Test are the avoided supply costs, the 
reduction in transmission, distribution, generation, and capacity costs valued at marginal cost 
for the periods when there is a load reduction…For fuel substitution programs, benefits 
include the avoided device costs and avoided supply costs for the energy, using equipment 
not chosen by the program participant.”4 

 
Further, PG&E argued the inclusion of AGIC values is clearly required for certain all electric new 
construction projects by the Standard Practice Manual, and therefore does not represent a major 
change to the ACC. PG&E noted that while D.19-05-019 requires that modifications to the ACC be 
approved by the Commission through the IDER proceeding5 it does not require that all changes to 
the values used in the TRC test calculation for individual proceedings must be approved through the 
IDER proceeding. PG&E clarifies that neither the All-Electric nor Mixed Fuel advice letters request 

 
3 Joint Utility Protest, page 2 
4 California Public Utilities Commission, California Standard Practice Manual, Economic Analysis of Demand-Side 

Programs and Projects, October 2001, p. 18. 
5 D.19-05-019, Ordering Paragraphs 11 and 12. 



 

 

 

4 
 

a change to the ACC. They argued the ACC does not include project-specific values such as measure 
savings, incremental cost, and net-to-gross ratios, all which are components of developing TRC 
ratios. They argued the AGIC values are project-type specific because they treat infill and greenfield 
projects differently. Consequently, AGIC values would not be included within the ACC outputs. 
 
PG&E also noted that concerns of inclusion of AGIC should not impact approval of the Mixed 
Fuel contract advice letter because the program does not anticipate use of AGIC, nor is the use of 
AGIC necessary to demonstrate cost effectiveness. 
 
Last, PG&E noted that the interim AGIC values submitted with the advice letters and based on 
PG&E service territory alone, are included for the prospective assessment of the new construction 
programs but are not anticipated for use in reporting program accomplishments. PG&E stated it is 
its expectation that the first new construction projects using AGIC would be completed no sooner 
than 18 months following the program launch date, and that this length of lead-time is adequate to 
obtain CPUC approval for all IOU-territories’ AGIC values for the purposes of reporting. 
 

Discussion 
 
ED agrees with PG&E that the use of AGIC in TRC calculations for all-electric new construction 
programs is required by the guidelines in the current Standard Practice Manual, as adopted in D.01-
11-0666 and its Attachment 1, The Energy Efficiency Policy Manual.7. 
 
ED reiterates that mixed-fuel construction makes up the vast majority of the current new 
construction market, and therefore the most appropriate baseline for all-electric new construction is 
mixed-fuel in the majority of cases. While all-electric new construction is not fuel substitution per se, 
it is similar in one critical way. Both all-electric new construction and fuel substitution draw on 
counterfactual scenarios (baselines) that use a different mix of fuels than are used in the program or 
project. By virtue of this similarity in baseline, both fuel substation and all-electric new construction 
must consider avoided supply costs, per the Standard Practice Manual. It is appropriate for PG&E 
to use the AGIC values included in the advice letters that are based on cost research in its own 
service territory. Avoided supply costs are a necessary component for calculating TRC, and the 
PG&E territory based estimates represent the best estimates currently available. Moreover, the 
AGIC values in the advice letter are offered only for assessing prospective cost-effectiveness and 
not for reporting accomplishments. Thus, it is reasonable to allow PG&E to use these interim values 
that accurately represent a good portion of the total Statewide IOU service territories. 
 

2.2. Inclusion of Building Alterations Within the Statewide New Construction 

Programs  
 
The Joint Utilities’ protest noted that the Statewide New Construction Request-for-Abstract (RFA) 
encouraged bidders to propose program designs that “extend beyond whole new buildings and 

 
6 D.01-11-066, OP 1: “The Commission adopts the energy efficiency policy rules set forth in Attachment 1 to this 
decision, Energy Efficiency Policy Manual. 
7 Attachment 1 to D.01-11-066: Energy Efficiency Policy Manual, Version 1, October 2001 Page 19: “In order to ensure 
a level playing field for multiple programs, the Commission will continue to use the standard cost-effectiveness 
methodologies articulated in the California Standard Practices Manual (SPM): Economic Analysis of Demand-Side 
Management Programs.”  
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additions” and include “significant, multi-system alterations in the program’s scope.”8 Additionally, 
the Request for Proposal (RFP) encouraged bidders to “consider existing building alterations and 
additions as well as whole buildings.”9 
 
In their protest, the Joint Utilities expressed concern that this is a broadening of the program design 
that the CPUC did not authorize for the Statewide New Construction programs in D.18-05-041,10 
and that the inclusion of alterations creates competition between SW new construction and local 
retrofit programs administered by other Program Administrators. 
 

PG&E Reply 

 
In its Reply to Protest, PG&E argued that there is sufficient precedent for major alterations to be 
addressed through the same strategies used to address new construction projects. They argued that 
alterations have been included in the scope of the California Energy Commission (CEC) Title 24 
Part 6 standards that have governed new construction since 1976. PG&E cited the code as stating: 
“New construction in existing buildings includes additions, alterations and repairs.”11 Moreover, the 
CPUC-issued “Statewide Custom Project Guidance” classifies certain major types of alterations 
along with new construction for the purpose of baseline determination, as well as for the cost basis, 
and energy savings calculations. PG&E also pointed out that some building alterations are so 
significant that none of elements of the building’s condition prior to alteration provide a suitable 
baseline for the purposes of calculating energy savings. Examples include expansions, added load, 
changes in space function, and substantial changes in design occupancy.12 PG&E cites Commission 
Resolution E-4818, ordering paragraph 3 as articulating where alterations should be treated similarly 
to new construction for the purpose of using normalized metered energy savings approaches 
(NMEC).13 

 

Discussion 
 
ED agrees with PG&E that certain types of major alterations may be reasonably grouped with new 
construction for purposes of program intervention and savings calculations. This conclusion is 
substantiated by both building code and CPUC policy.11,12,13 Further, the simple fact that building 
alterations have been present within the program scope for the SW New Construction RFA and 
RFP, and that the inclusion of this scope was subject to PRG review, precludes ED from finding 
these elements to be out-of-scope at this, the final stage of contract advice letter approval. This issue 
was discussed but not objected to by the PRG during its review, and thus the PRG tacitly endorsed 

 
8 PG&E Advice 4387-G/6095-E and Advice 4386-G/6094-E, Approval of Willdan Energy Solutions Contract 
Resulting from Statewide New Construction Competitive Solicitation for Third-Party Energy Efficiency Customer 
Programs - Part 1 Public Version, p. 16. 
9 PG&E Advice 4387-G/6095-E and Advice 4386-G/6094-E, Approval of Willdan Energy Solutions Contract 
Resulting from Statewide New Construction Competitive Solicitation for Third-Party Energy Efficiency Customer 
Programs - Part 1 Public Version, p. 20. 
10 D.18-05-041, p. 90. 
11 2019 Building Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings, Section 101.3(A) includes 
alterations as subject to the provisions of Chapter 6, Nonresidential, High-Rise Residential, and Hotel/Motel 
Occupancies—Additions, Alterations, And Repairs. 
12 Statewide Custom Project Guidance Document, version 1.3 
13 Resolution E-4818 at 66. 
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the inclusion of alterations within the scope of the SW New Construction programs. ED finds the 
inclusion of alterations in the SW new construction program scope to be reasonable and 
appropriate, and rejects the Joint Utilities’ recommendation to exclude alterations from the SW New 
Construction programs.  
 
That said, ED also finds it reasonable and appropriate for there to be clearly delineating factors 
determining whether a project qualifies for the SW New Construction programs or not, and that 
these delineating factors should be consistent with both building code and CPUC policy. 
 

3. Direction to PG&E 
 
Energy Division directs the following of PG&E: 

• PG&E shall work with the other IOUs and ED to support the development of vetted and 
standardized AGIC values prior to filing of program accomplishments for the all-electric 
new construction program. 

• PG&E shall guard against improper use of AGIC in all-electric new construction, e.g. in 
areas traditionally developed without natural gas lines. 

• PG&E shall adopt a clear definition of alterations projects that qualify for the SW New 
Construction programs. This definition should be consistent with building code and CPUC 
policy, and PG&E shall clearly articulate this definition of alterations in the program 
Implementation Plan.  

 
In operationalizing the review of these third-party advice letters, EE Staff focused its review on the 
fairness of the solicitations process, size of contract budget and forecasted savings, and the 
contract’s contribution to the portfolio-level cost-effectiveness requirements. Approval of this 
advice letter is not evidence of Commission approval of future program implementation. It is the 
IOU’s responsibility to manage its portfolio to ensure it remains in compliance with its approved 
business plan and all Commission Decisions. 

  

Implementation Plan Development 
 
Decision D.18-05-041, the Business Plan Decision, Ordering Paragraph 2 requires implementation 
plans to be posted within 60 days of contract execution, or within 60 days of Commission approval 
if the contract meets the advice letter threshold. With the issuance of this disposition, 
implementation plans for these programs are due to be posted no later than June 27, 2021. 
 
Please direct any questions regarding Energy Division’s findings in this non-standard disposition to 
Christina Torok (christina.torok@cpuc.ca.gov). 
 
Sincerely, 

 

Edward Randolph 
Deputy Executive Director for Energy and Climate Policy/ 
Director, Energy Division  

mailto:christina.torok@cpuc.ca.gov
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Cc: Service Lists R. 13-11-005 and A.17-01-013 
Pete Skala, Energy Division 
Jennifer Kalafut, Energy Division 
Alison LaBonte, Energy Division 
Joseph Mock, Director, Regulatory Affairs, SoCalGas 
 



 

 
Erik Jacobson 

Director 

Regulatory Relations 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company 

77 Beale St., Mail Code B13U 

P.O. Box 770000 

San Francisco, CA  94177 

 

Fax: 415-973-3582 

 
February 19, 2021 
 
  
Advice 4387-G/6095-E 
(Pacific Gas and Electric Company ID U 39 M) 

 
 
Public Utilities Commission of the State of California 
 
Subject: Advice Letter Submittal of Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s Third-

Party Solicitations resulting from its Statewide New Construction 
Request for Proposal (“RFP”) Non-Residential, All Electric – California 
New Construction program, executed between Willdan Energy 
Solutions and PG&E 

 
Purpose 
 
In compliance with Decision (D.) 18-01-004, Pacific Gas and Electric Company (“PG&E”) 
hereby requests the California Public Utilities Commission (“Commission” or “CPUC”) and 
requests approval of the Energy Efficiency (“EE”) Program Implementation Agreement 
(“PIA” or “Contract”) executed between PG&E and Willdan Energy Solutions.  This 
Contract results from PG&E’s Statewide New Construction Request for Proposal (“RFP”) 
solicitation for statewide resource EE customer programs and will contribute towards 
meeting PG&E’s 40 percent third-party outsourcing compliance requirement.   
 
Background 
 
In Decision (D.) 15-10-028, the Commission established and adopted the Rolling Portfolio 
process for regular review and revision of the EE program administrators’ (PAs’) 
portfolios. In August 2016, the Commission adopted D.16-08-019, which defined the 
terms and the requirements for the utility PAs to administer statewide and third-party 
programs.     
 
Under the framework of the rolling portfolio, the Commission adopted D. 18-01-004 for 
procurement of EE programs through a solicitation process. That Decision directed the 
investor-owned utilities (“IOUs”), including PG&E, to meet specific third-party outsourcing 
targets by certain dates in order to transition to a majority third-party-implemented 
portfolio by 2023. Specifically, D. 18-01-004 and D. 18-05-041 ordered the IOUs to have 
at least 25 percent of their 2020 program budgets under contract for programs designed 
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and implemented by third-party providers by December 19, 20191, at least 40 percent by 
December 31, 2020, and at least 60 percent by December 31, 2022.  Additional details 
are provided in the Public Section of this Advice Letter. 
 
Compliance Requirements 
 
Per D.18-01-004, the IOUs are required to file a Tier 2 advice letter for each EE third-
party contract that is valued at $5 million or more and/or with a term longer than three 
years.  
  
The Commission developed a template which outlines the required information and 
documentation for each third-party advice letter submission. The table below provides a 
list of the required content and indicates where PG&E is providing the content within this 
submission. 
 

Table 1: Required Content for Advice Letter Submission 
 

 Contents, Attachments, and Appendices 
Part 1 

Public 

Part 2 

Confidential 

1 Introduction: Purpose and Subject (Summary of 
Contracts) 

Part 1.1.A-

1.1.B 

Appendix D 

2 Introduction: Solicitation Process Overview Part 1.1.C Appendix B 

3 Transition Plan Part 1.2  

4 Confidentiality Part 1.3  

5 Final IE Report  Attachment A Appendix A  

6 Program-Level Measurement & Evaluation (M&V) 

Plan for NMEC programs seeking exceptions to the 

NMEC Rules  

Attachment B  

7 Selection spreadsheet (in Excel)  Appendix C 

8 Executed third-party contract  Appendix E 

 

The public version of this advice letter is provided to the service lists for Rulemaking (“R.”) 
13-11-005. The confidential version of the advice letter is provided only to the 
Commission.   
 

Protests 
 
***Due to the COVID-19 pandemic and the shelter at home orders, PG&E is currently 
unable to receive protests or comments to this advice letter via U.S. mail or fax. 
Please submit protests or comments to this advice letter to 
EDTariffUnit@cpuc.ca.gov and PGETariffs@pge.com*** 

 
1 D. 18-05-041 OP (4).  PG&E was granted an extension to June 30, 2020.  
 

mailto:PGETariffs@pge.com***
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Anyone wishing to protest this submittal may do so by letter sent via U.S. mail, facsimile 
or E-mail, no later than March 11, 2021, which is 20 days after the date of this submittal.  
Protests must be submitted to: 
 

CPUC Energy Division 
ED Tariff Unit 
505 Van Ness Avenue, 4th Floor 
San Francisco, California 94102 
 
Facsimile: (415) 703-2200 
E-mail: EDTariffUnit@cpuc.ca.gov 

 
Copies of protests also should be mailed to the attention of the Director, Energy Division, 
Room 4004, at the address shown above. 
 
The protest shall also be sent to PG&E either via E-mail or U.S. mail (and by facsimile, if 
possible) at the address shown below on the same date it is mailed or delivered to the 
Commission:  
 

Erik Jacobson 
Director, Regulatory Relations 
c/o Megan Lawson 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
77 Beale Street, Mail Code B13U 
P.O. Box 770000 
San Francisco, California 94177 
 
Facsimile: (415) 973-3582 
E-mail: PGETariffs@pge.com 

 
Any person (including individuals, groups, or organizations) may protest or respond to an 
advice letter (General Order 96-B, Section 7.4).  The protest shall contain the following 
information: specification of the advice letter protested; grounds for the protest; supporting 
factual information or legal argument; name, telephone number, postal address, and 
(where appropriate) e-mail address of the protestant; and statement that the protest was 
sent to the utility no later than the day on which the protest was submitted to the reviewing 
Industry Division (General Order 96-B, Section 3.11). 
 
Effective Date 
 
Pursuant to General Order (GO) 96-B, Rule 5.2, and OP 2 of D.18-01-004, this advice 
letter is submitted with a Tier 2 designation. PG&E requests that this Tier 2 advice 
submittal become effective on regular notice, March 21, 2021, which is 30 calendar days 
after the date of submittal. 
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Notice 
 
In accordance with General Order 96-B, Section IV, a copy of this advice letter is being 
sent electronically and via U.S. mail to parties shown on the attached list and the parties 
on the service list for R.13-11-005.  Address changes to the General Order 96-B service 
list should be directed to PG&E at email address PGETariffs@pge.com.  For changes to 
any other service list, please contact the Commission’s Process Office at (415) 703-2021 
or at Process_Office@cpuc.ca.gov.  Send all electronic approvals to 
PGETariffs@pge.com.  Advice letter submittals can also be accessed electronically at: 
http://www.pge.com/tariffs/. 
 
 
  /S/    
Erik Jacobson 
Director, Regulatory Relations 
 
Attachments 
 
cc: R.13-11-005 Service List  
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA  

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY (U 39 M)  

DECLARATION OF MATTHEW BRAUNWARTH  
SEEKING CONFIDENTIAL TREATMENT   
FOR CERTAIN DATA AND INFORMATION   

CONTAINED IN ADVICE LETTER 4387-G/6095-E 

I, Matthew Braunwarth, declare:  

1. I am presently employed by Pacific Gas and Electric Company (“PG&E”) and have been 

an employee at PG&E since November 2010.  I am the manager of Energy Efficiency 

Procurement department in PG&E’s Energy Efficiency organization.  In this position, my 

responsibilities include managing the solicitation and finalization of the Program 

Implementation Agreement (“PIA”) submitted for approval in this Advice Letter.  In carrying 

out these responsibilities, I have acquired confidential information related to offers received in 

this solicitation.  Through this experience, I have become familiar with the type of information 

that could affect the negotiating position of energy efficiency sellers with respect to price and 

other terms, as well as with the type of information that such sellers consider confidential and 

proprietary.  

2. Based on my knowledge and experience, and in accordance with (“D”) 06-06-066, 0804-

023, and relevant Commission rules, I make this declaration seeking confidential treatment for 

certain data and information contained in the attachments to Advice Letter 4387-G/6095-E. 

3. Attached to this declaration is a matrix identifying the data and information for which 

PG&E is seeking confidential treatment.  The matrix specifies that the material PG&E is seeking 

to protect constitutes confidential market sensitive data and information covered by the Public  
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Utilities Codes section 454.5(g), D. 06-06-066, D.08-04-023 and/or relevant Commission rules.  

The matrix also specifies why confidential protection is justified.  Further, the data and 

information: (1) is not already public; and (2) cannot be aggregated, redacted, summarized or 

otherwise protected in a way that allows partial disclosure.  By this reference, I am incorporating 

into this declaration all of the explanatory text that is pertinent to my testimony in the attached 

matrix.    

I declare under penalty of perjury, under the laws of the State of California, that the 

foregoing is true and correct.  

Executed on February 19, 2021, at San Francisco, California.  

__________________/s/_____________________ 
Matthew Braunwarth  
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY’S (U 39 M)  

ADVICE LETTER 4387-G/6095-E 
February 19, 2021  

IDENTIFICATION OF CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION  

 

Redaction Reference  
Category from D.06-06-066,  
Appendix 1, or Separate  
Confidentiality Order that Data 
Corresponds To  

Justification for Confidential Treatment  Length of Time Date To Be Kept  
Confidential  

Document: Advice Letter 4387-G/6095-E    

Confidential Appendix A:  

Independent Evaluator 
Report    

Item VIII) A) Bid information and 
B) Specific quantitative analysis 
involved in scoring and 
evaluation of participating bids.  

Item VII) B) Contracts and power 
purchase agreements between 
utilities and non-affiliated third 
parties (non-RPS)  

Public Utilities Code section  
454.5(g)  

The purpose of the Independent Evaluator (“IE”) Report is to 
determine on the basis of bid information whether PG&E’s conduct 
of the EE statewide new construction program fulfilled Commission 
requirements.  The IE Report relies extensively on confidential 
information for its analysis and findings, so to provide as much 
information about the statewide new construction as possible 
without divulging market sensitive information.    

This appendix discusses, analyzes, and/or evaluates the confidential 
terms of the non-RPS contracts and confidential negotiations 
between PG&E and the counterparty.  Disclosure of this information 
will provide valuable market sensitive information to market 
participants.  Release of this information could be damaging to 
future PG&E contract negotiations and ultimately detrimental to 
PG&E’s customers.      

PG&E has redacted confidential bid information and quantitative 
analysis involved in scoring and evaluating the bids from the IE  
Report.  A public version of the IE report has been filed with the 
Advice Letter.  PG&E has compiled with the requirement to 
facilitate the public availability of its energy efficiency procurement 
information by masking its confidential data.  Accordingly, the 
confidential version of the IE report should be protected from public 
disclosure.    

3 years from February 19, 2021  

Confidential Appendix B:  

Solicitation Evaluation  
Criteria Scorecard and  
Program Savings Summary  

VIII) A) Bid information and B) 
Specific quantitative analysis 
involved in scoring and 
evaluation of participating bids 

Appendix B provides the RFA and RFP evaluation criteria with 
associated scorecard weightings for each criteria and sub-criteria 
for PG&E’s 2019-2020 PG&E energy efficiency statewide new 
construction RFA and RFP.  Appendix B also includes summaries 
of program savings and cost-effectiveness.   

Three years after CPUC approval  
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– in its entirety  Disclosure of this information will provide valuable market 
sensitive information to market participants prior to the conclusion 
of ongoing negotiations.  Release of this information could also 
provide sensitive solicitation strategy information and be damaging 
to future PG&E solicitations and ultimately detrimental to PG&E’s 
customers.  

 

Appendix C:  

Statewide new construction 
Solicitation selection 
spreadsheet – in its entirety  

VIII) A) Bid information and B) 
Specific quantitative analysis 
involved in scoring and 
evaluation of participating bids 

Public Utilities Code section  
454.5(g)  

Appendix C provides a spreadsheet of all of the offers received in 
response to PG&E’s 2019-2020 PG&E energy efficiency statewide 
new construction RFA and RFP.  Appendix C also identifies those 
offers that were selected for the shortlist, contract negotiations, and 
contract award.  

Disclosure of this information will provide valuable market 
sensitive information to market participants.  Release of this 
information could be damaging to future PG&E solicitations and 
ultimately detrimental to PG&E’s customers.  

Three years after CPUC approval  

Appendix D:  

Contract and Contract 
Terms Summary – in its  
entirety   

Item VII) B) Contracts and power 
purchase agreements between 
utilities and non-affiliated third 
parties (non-RPS)  

These appendices contain the confidential contract summary and 
conditions of non-RPS contracts.    

Table 1:  Table 1 includes the Confidential Summary Portion of the 
Bidders Proposed Compensation Type (Time and Materials, specific 
deliverables, quantity of installed measures, incremental savings 
payment, customer incentives and performance payments).  

Table 2:  Table 2 includes the major contract provisions made to the 
standard form contract.  The information contains confidential 
contract-related information exchanged between PG&E and the  

Three years after CPUC approval  
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  counterparty.  Release of this market sensitive information could put 
PG&E at a competitive disadvantage with regard to other market 
participants and could detrimentally impact PG&E customers and/or 
may disclose confidential information provided in confidence by a 
third party to PG&E.  

Table 3:  Table 3 includes the major contract provisions made to the 
modifiable form contract.  The information contains confidential 
contract-related information exchanged between PG&E and the 
counterparty.  Release of this market sensitive information could put 
PG&E at a competitive disadvantage with regard to other market 
participants and could detrimentally impact PG&E customers and/or 
may disclose confidential information provided in confidence by a 
third party to PG&E.  

Table B1:  Table B1 contains program level cost effectiveness 
measures on an individual level.  Releasing this market sensitive 
information could put PG&E at a competitive disadvantage with 
regard to other market participants and could detrimentally impact 
PG&E customers.  

PG&E has redacted market sensitive information.  A public version 
of the Table B1 has been filed with the Advice Letter.  PG&E has 
compiled with the requirement to facilitate the public availability of 
its energy efficiency procurement information by masking its 
confidential data.  Accordingly, the confidential version of Table B1 
should be protected from public disclosure. 
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Appendix E:  

Executed Contracts  

Item VII) B) Contracts and power 
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These appendices contain the confidential terms and conditions of  
Third-Party Energy Efficiency Program Implementation  
Agreements.  The information contains confidential contract-related 
information exchanged between PG&E and the counterparty.  
Release of this market sensitive information could put PG&E at a 
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ADVICE LETTER PART 1:  PUBLIC SECTION 

1. INTRODUCTION 

A. Purpose 

Pursuant to the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC or the Commission) Decision 
(D.)18-05-041 – Decision Addressing Energy Efficiency Business Plans, and in accordance 
with the requirements and timeline described in D.18-01-004 – Decision Addressing Third 
Party Solicitation Process for Energy Efficiency (EE) Programs, Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company (PG&E) hereby submits this advice letter to seek Commission approval of the EE 
program implementation agreement (PIA or contract) between Willdan Energy Solutions and 
PG&E resulting from PG&E’s solicitation for Statewide New Construction (SWNC) resource 
EE customer programs.  

As the designated lead Program Administrator (PA) for the SWNC Program, PG&E is 
submitting this Advice Letter for the SWNC Non-Residential All-Electric Program to be 
implemented on behalf of California’s four Investor-Owned Utilities (IOUs) - Pacific Gas & 
Electric Company (PG&E), Southern California Edison (SCE), Southern California Gas 
Company (SCG or SoCalGas), and San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E). 

Willdan’s program named Non-Residential, All Electric - California New Construction (the 
Program) proposes to serve the non-residential customer sub-sectors (consisting of 
commercial, public, industrial, agriculture, and multifamily high-rise) in all California IOU 
service territories.  

Furthermore, with a current total program budget of 30.71 million through December 31, 
2025, the Program will fall within PG&E’s 2018-2025 Business Plan annual budget levels 
approved by the Commission in D. 18-05-0412. The contract between PG&E and Willdan 
Energy Solutions was fully executed on November 30, 2020 and contributes 1.45 percent 
towards meeting PG&E’s 40 percent third-party outsourcing compliance target.  

 
1 The Program has a 5-year term, but the budget is through December 31, 2025 in compliance with the current approved 
ABAL. Program services and budget after December 31, 2025 shall be contingent upon CPUC approving funding for PG&E’s 
energy efficiency program portfolio after 2025 and will require parties do a change order to add additional services and budget 
accordingly. 
2 PG&E’s 2018-2025 Business Plan annual budgets were approved via D.18-05-041, p.2. The business plan budgets set 
expectations for the total annual EE portfolio spending and cost recovery budgets that are requested via an Annual Budget 
Advice Letter (ABAL) filed in September of each year (see D.15-10-028 pp.43, 62, and OP 4, p.123). The ABAL requests 
CPUC authorization of PG&E’s total EE portfolio budget for spending and cost recovery in the upcoming program year, and the 
ABAL EE portfolio budget is comprised of individual program budgets forecasted for the upcoming program year. The EE 
portfolio budget spending request is generally capped at the approved business plan budget for that program year, however an 
ABAL budget can exceed the business plan budget in a given year as long as PG&E’s cumulative budget for 2018-2025 
remains within the total approved cumulative budget for 2018-2025 (D.18-05-041 OP 45, p.192). PG&E will include the annual 
forecasted Program budget in its upcoming ABAL portfolio budgets and expects these total ABAL portfolio budgets to fall within 
the current approved business plan annual portfolio budget caps. 
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I. Background 

On August 18, 2016, the CPUC issued D.16-08-019 – Decision Providing Guidance for 
Initial Energy Efficiency Rolling Portfolio Business Plan Filings, which, for EE program 
purposes, defined the term “third-party program”3 and further defined the term “statewide”.4  
Additionally, in D. 16-08-019, the Commission identified a list of programs to be 
administered statewide, including residential and non-residential new construction programs 
and laid out the basic structure of the requirements for statewide programs going forward.5  

Pursuant to the Commission’s April 14, 2017 Scoping Memo and Ruling,6 PG&E filed its 
Solicitation Plan on August 4, 2017 which detailed the strategy and approach PG&E 
intended to implement for competitive solicitations and for building the new EE program 
portfolio.7  On January 11, 2018, the Commission issued D.18-01-004 – Decision 
Addressing 3P8 Solicitation Process EE Programs, which formalized the third-party 
solicitation process for EE programs and established key milestones on the path to 
maintaining a predominantly third-party implemented EE portfolio by 2023.   

In D.18-05-041, the Commission approved PG&E’s EE Business Plan for 2018-2025, 
outlined the Commission’s vision for new construction programs including its rationale for 
assigning PG&E as the lead PA, and identified areas of sole responsibility for the lead PA 
including the responsibility of procurement and contract administration. D.18-05-041 also 
extended the 25 percent third-party portfolio outsourcing deadline to December 19, 2019.  

On August 15, 2019, the Commission issued D.19-08-034 – Decision Adopting Energy 
Efficiency Goals for 2020 – 2030.  D.19-08-034 identified potential achievable cost-effective 
electricity and natural gas efficiency savings, “established efficiency targets” for IOUs to 
achieve, and significantly reduced the savings and budget targets from the levels identified 
in previous years.     

In accordance with D.18-01-004,9 prior to launching any solicitations, PG&E first assembled 
a Procurement Review Group (PRG) composed of non-financially interested stakeholders to 
advise PG&E and provide oversight to all stages of the solicitation process. PG&E met with 
the PRG monthly to review solicitation progress. In accordance with D.18-01-00410 and in 
consultation with the PRG, PG&E also solicited for and established a pool of five 
Independent Evaluators (IEs) with specific EE subject matter expertise to monitor the 
solicitation process for fairness and transparency, support PRG oversight efforts, and 
provide additional feedback to the IOUs. The Energy Division (ED) of the CPUC approved 

 
3 D.16-08-019, p. 111, Ordering Paragraph (OP) 10. 
4 D.16-08-019, p. 109, OP 5. 
5 D.16-08-019, pgs. 62-64 
6 Scoping Memo and Ruling of Assigned Commissioner and Administrative Law Judges (April 14, 2017) p. 8 https://4930400d-
24b5-474c-9a16-0109dd2d06d3.filesusr.com/ugd/0c9650 025db2dc8d354bb98df3cee59103a236.pdf 
7 Pacific Gas and Electric Company Third Party Solicitation Proposal (August 4, 2017) p. 6  
https://www.pge.com/pge global/common/pdfs/for-our-business-partners/energy-efficiency-
solicitations/PGE Third Party Solicitation Process Proposal.pdf 
8 Third-Party. 
9 D. 18-01-004, pgs. 61-62, OP 3-4. 
10 D. 18-01-004, pgs. 62-63, OP 5. 
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PG&E’s IE pool via letter to PG&E on August 31, 2018.11  

In the first quarter of 2019, PG&E began preparations for the SWNC solicitation. PG&E ran 
both the residential and non-residential solicitations concurrently as a single process. While 
this approach added complexity to solicitation administration, it provided bidders with the 
maximum flexibility to exercise innovative program design.  

PG&E launched the SWNC Residential and Non-Residential Program Request for Abstracts 
(RFA) in May 2019 with responses received and scored in August 2019.  The SWNC 
Request for Proposals (RFP) was issued in March 2020, with responses received and 
scored in July 2020.  Throughout the solicitation process, PG&E worked closely with its PRG 
and its IEs to ensure fairness, transparency, and compliance with all Commission directives 
and program rules while driving towards the original December 31, 2020 deadline for 40 
percent outsourcing requirement.   

In November 2019, PG&E submitted a request for an extension of the 25 percent 
outsourcing requirement deadline to allow sufficient time for early contract negotiations to 
complete.12 On November 25, 2019, the CPUC’s Executive Director granted the request and 
extended PG&E’s 25 percent outsourcing requirement deadline to June 30, 2020.13 The 
November 25, 2019 letter further reiterated that the IOUs must meet the 40 percent 
outsourcing requirement by December 31, 2020.  This program will contribute to the 40 
percent outsourcing requirement.    

II. The Solicitation is in Conformance with State’s Energy Policy Goals    

PG&E’s strategy for the SWNC solicitation was to closely align with California’s energy and 
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) goals. The state has adopted multiple policy goals, such as 
California Senate Bill (SB) 1477,14 California Assembly Bill (AB) 3232,15 and the Governor’s 
Executive Order EOB55-18,16 focused on reducing GHG emissions to meet California’s 
ambitious state climate goals. EE in California’s new construction market is a key success 
factor to achieving these goals. In addition to direct reductions at the power plant, EE 
reduces the investment required to decarbonize buildings and, more generally, reduces the 
cost of renewables needed to achieve energy and climate goals.  

As presented in the CEC’s 2019 California Energy Efficiency Action Plan, “in 2018, two 
major pieces of legislation signaled the state’s evolution from a relatively narrow focus on 
traditional energy efficiency to one that also embraces building decarbonization.”17 SB 1477 

 
11 Edward Randolph Letter to Erik B. Jacobson regarding “Approval of Energy Efficiency Independent Evaluators.” August 31, 
2018. 
12 Eric B. Jacobson – PG&E Letter to Alice Stebbins, Executive Director – CPUC regarding “Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
Request for Extension of Time to Comply with Ordering Paragraph 4 of Decision No. 18-05-041.”  November 5, 2019. 
13 Alice Stebbins, Executive Director – CPUC Letter to Eric B. Jacobson – PG&E.  “Request for Extension of Time to Comply 
with Ordering Paragraph 4 of Decision 18-05-041”.  November 25, 2019. 
14 Codified in Section 748.6 of the Public Utilities Code. 
15 Codified in Section 25403 of the Public Resources Code. 
16 Governor Brown’s Executive Order B-55-18 To Achieve Carbon Neutrality: https://www.gov.ca.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2018/09/9.10.18-Executive-Order.pdf 
17 2019 California Energy Efficiency Action Plan, p. 1. 
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funds the Building Initiative for Low-Emissions Development and Technology and 
Equipment for Clean Heating and AB 3232 requires the CEC18 to assess by January 1, 
2021, the potential to reduce GHGs in buildings by 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030.19 

Also, on August 1, 2019, in D.19-08-009, the CPUC approved modifications to the “three-
prong test” which make it easier for IOUs to demonstrate the cost effectiveness of electric 
technologies when substituting for natural gas appliances.20  

Additionally, three Title 24, Part 6 code development cycles remain to achieve 2030 non-
residential ZNE goals. As the 2022 code development cycle is already in progress, new 
construction programs will support the technologies, systems, and building types expected 
to be centerpieces in the 2025 and 2028 code cycles, and specific appliance standards that 
complement building code objectives.  

Ultimately, as strategic market interventions, new construction programs can reduce barriers 
to new Codes and Standards (C&S) by collecting data to support C&S advocacy. By 
encouraging market changes which prepare the building industry for new C&S, and 
strengthening the compliance improvement supply chain, new construction programs can 
substantively impact energy code development and implementation. 

Program Goals:  PG&E anticipates that starting in the latter part of 2021, the Program will 
provide a statewide all-electric new construction EE program that serves all 5 non-residential 
customer sub-sectors (commercial, public, industrial, agriculture, and multifamily high-rise) 
for all 4 IOU service territories. The Program includes integrated QA/QC and M&V 
throughout program steps, designed by experts in these areas.    

Program Design:  The Program is a stand-alone all-electric program critical to meeting 
California’s aggressive decarbonization goals. Willdan’s objective is to enroll non-residential 
new construction (NC) projects into the program at the earliest design stages and influence 
the NC market to deeper energy savings, and where practical, help the design teams 
transform these designs to all-electric. The Program’s key activities are customer/design 
team outreach and education, real-time energy modeling using a high-level modeling tool, 
EE measure installation verification, and measure data tracking to inform codes and 
standards. The Program incentives are designed to motivate project teams to incorporate 
EE measures in their NC designs above code and/or standard practice, adopt all-electric 
EE, and help overcome financial barriers to their adoption. 

This approach and design focus on reaching the broader building market allows for deeper 
market penetration, compared to the current Savings By Design programs. This broader 
penetration drives new technology to future code adoption. Coupling a deeper market 
penetration and C&S support with a focus on integrated process technologies, when they 

 
18 The CEC will work in consultation with the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), California Air Resources Board 
(CARB), and the California Independent System Operator (California ISO). 
19 “2019 California Energy Efficiency Action Plan”, California Energy Commission Final Staff Report, November 2019, p. 1.  
20 D. 19-08-009 
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exist within building projects, results in the continued advancement of these technologies 
towards code, similar to current refrigeration and data center advancements. In addition to 
new building construction, the Program will focus on process technologies for Industrial and 
Agricultural customers. PG&E recognizes these technologies in Willdan’s program design as 
the key to reduce emissions, increase electrification, and advance technologies for future 
code adoption based on planned and future regulations in California. PG&E believes this 
approach is critical to drive the market to deeper energy savings, resulting in 
decarbonization and maximizing the energy efficiency of all-electric buildings and 
processes. 

Innovative Program Features: To improve program effectiveness and increase customer 
participation, Willdan has proposed the following innovative features into the Program.    

• Analysis Early in Design – The Program use of the high-level energy modeling tool 
gives rapid estimates of various design options.  This allows the design teams to 
consider various HVAC and other measure design options and fuel mixes.  Willdan 
feels these options are critical for California to meet policy goals. 

• Measure Bundles and Path to Decarbonization – The high-level modeling tool 
uses a search function of bundles of energy efficiency measures that increase 
savings with minimal impact in customer incremental costs.  This allows customers 
and their design teams to select measures with the greatest environmental benefits 
while moving towards decarbonization.  

• Real-Time Energy Modeling – Program design integrates 100+ custom measures, 
prioritized by kW, kWh, therm, dollars, or carbon impact to provide timely results to 
assist the design teams.  This allows the design teams to align their projects with 
state decarbonization goals, hourly data for building loads and grid emissions to 
promote both EE and DR measures with energy and carbon savings.  

• Targeting of Grid-Constrained Areas – The Program offers opportunity to target 
grid-constrained areas as a strategic outreach.  This benefits utilities to enhance 
decarbonization by identifying high-intensity areas and facilitate grid harmonization to 
achieve deeper energy savings. 

• Online Application and Platform – The Program will use a mobile friendly online 
application process that will direct potential participants to the appropriate new 
construction programs.  The easy enrollment method is expected to increase 
program participation.  It will also integrate program data across EE, Trade Allies, 
and utility partners to streamline communications, approvals, internal reviews and 
provide transparency for the IOUs and the CPUC.  

• Proactive Outreach – Marketing and outreach teams will leverage extensive 
network of Architects/Engineers contacts and developer.  Use of these existing 
relationships will lead to increased enrollments and deeper market penetration. 

• Flexible Incentives and Financing – The Program offers flexible cash incentives to 
help overcome hurdle rates to participation.  These incentives will also help lower 
barriers for Hard to Reach (HTR) customers to increase EE adoption. 
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an email response to a December 2020 PG&E letter24 requesting interim use of PG&E AGIC 
values for the statewide new construction all electric program.  The AGIC values provided by 
PG&E for bidders’ use in preparing their cost effectiveness submissions were based on a 
letter to the CEC updating PG&E gas extension costs.25 

PG&E provided additional cost effectiveness guidance to bidders on June 4, 2020 via 
PowerAdvocate.  Bidders were provided the deadline of June 14, 2020 to submit questions 
regarding the cost effectiveness guidance. PG&E received a total of 12 questions from 
bidders and uploaded the responses to PowerAdvocate on June 17, 2020. 

Proposal Amendment Submittal: Bidders were given the choice to modify their proposals 
in response to the cost effectiveness guidance if they determined it was appropriate.  The 
deadline to submit an amendment was June 25, 2020. Bidders had the option to provide a 
revised RFP Data Response Form and an addendum to include any proposed changes to 
the Narrative Response Form.  PG&E received 10 amendment submittals by June 25, 2020. 

RFP Cure Period: After the RFP was closed, PG&E reviewed bidders’ CETs and invited 
each bidder to a meeting to discuss the CET output files and the program’s underlying 
assumptions.  Each bidder was provided with one opportunity to submit a revised CET 
based on the discussions in the meeting.  The objective of the cure period was to provide 
feedback to bidders to improve the quality of their submissions, and the revised CETs were 
considered in the final evaluation and scoring of the proposals. 

PG&E hosted 60-180-minute CET discussion meetings (time varied to accommodate 
bidders with multiple proposals) with bidders between July 8-10, 2020. The deadline to 
submit revised CET information to PG&E was on a rolling basis, 5-6 calendar days 
(depending on the number of proposals) after each CET discussion meeting.  PG&E 
received 13 revised CETs and/or supporting documents for the programs’ underlying 
assumptions. The CET review required substantial input from PG&E Subject Matter Experts 
(SMEs) with specialized skillsets and the intensity of the CET review proved time 
consuming.  The Mendota Group, LLC was the IE assigned to monitor all feedback provided 
to bidders to ensure the information provided was unbiased.  

RFP Evaluation:  Individual scoring of proposals started in mid-May and lasted for 9 weeks 
which included the RFP Cure Period.  Each proposal was reviewed against the evaluation 
criteria and sub-criteria listed in Figure 7 – PG&E SWNC RFP Evaluation Criteria. PG&E 
evaluation team members individually assigned a preliminary score for each sub-criterion 
within their area of specialization. IEs performed a parallel evaluation of each proposal 
within their assigned sectors. In total 13 program proposals from 6 individual bidders were 
evaluated in the RFP. 

RFP Calibration:  On July 22, 2020 PG&E conducted calibration discussions across all 
scoring criteria and finalized proposal scores. Preliminary scores from the PG&E evaluation 

 
24 See Attachment C for PG&E letter and email response from Energy Division. 
25 See Attachment D for PG&E letter to the CEC regarding gas extension costs. 
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policies and other CA legislation, PG&E’s EE Portfolio, PG&E’s solicitation strategy, 
and PG&E’s Energy Savings Platform Rulebook. 

• RFA Solicitation documents posted to PG&E EE Solicitations website  

PG&E made all RFA documents available on the PG&E EE Solicitations website 
when launching the RFA. This allowed any interested party to easily access and 
review the solicitation documents without having to register within Power Advocate. 
PG&E will post original RFP documents to the EE Solicitation website after the 
SWNC contracting is concluded. 

VIII. Communications with Bidders 

Whenever possible, communications between PG&E and bidders was managed within the 
PowerAdvocate platform. Use of a single communications platform during a solicitation 
reduces the risk of conflicting information being shared in different venues, maintains a 
complete record of communications, and allows easy access for IEs to monitor discussion 
for bias. Communications with bidders in this process can broadly be categorized into two 
types: one-way communications and two-way communications. One-way communications 
were typically informational messages, instructions, or status updates from PG&E to the 
bidders that did not require a response beyond acknowledgement of receipt. Examples of 
one-way communications with bidders included mid-process status updates, and shortlist 
notifications. Two-way communications most often took the form of a question which 
required a response or a request for additional information. Most two-way communications 
occurred during the RFA Q&A period, the RFP Q&A period, the CET Review. 

(a) RFA Question Themes Observed  

At the RFA stage, PG&E received 9 questions from bidders and observed that the questions 
focused on submission process, and unique aspects of the RFA. In particular, the following 
themes were observed by PG&E in the RFA questions: 

• SWNC RFA Process:  Clarification of the number of abstracts each bidder could 
submit and the inclusion of web links and graphics in the abstract form; 

• Statewide Program Terms: Clarification on contract term and CET requirement. 

(b) RFP Question Themes Observed  

In the RFP, PG&E observed the following question themes: 

• RFP Documents:  Clarifications of submission requirements, and acceptable 
formatting of forms;  

• CET and Avoided Gas Infrastructure Costs:  How to recognize load shifting 
benefits in the CET, CET inputs, Net to Gross ratios, when would a project be eligible 
under an all-electric program for additions and alterations, and what data were used 
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in the avoided gas infrastructure costs;  

• Program Budget:  Clarification on funding for the enhanced C&S, whether bidders 
were limited to the program’s budget cost category targets, and if the budget for each 
sector was allocated to both all-electric and mixed fuel programs. 

PG&E provided responses to these questions during allotted Q&A for the solicitation.   

(c) Other Key Communication Points 

PG&E would like to point out several other major topics that required a tailored 
communication approach: 

Performance Contracting Framework: In parallel with this significant solicitation effort, 
PG&E was also giving its standard EE Contract a significant overhaul to address prior 
known issues of vendor performance and accountability. Ideally the form of this contract 
would be included as part of the RFP, however, this work was still in process and PG&E 
opted to include a term sheet of key contractual terms for bidders to redline. This is a 
common and acceptable solicitation practice adopted from Energy Supply when a 
solicitation is under schedule pressure. The updated contract terms were shared with the 
IEs and the PRG in advance of detailed contract negotiations.  

Significant time was taken during the initial negotiation kickoff meetings to walk bidders 
through the new proposed framework and PG&E provided detailed definitions and an excel 
tool to demonstrate how to model each term.  

IX. Independent Evaluators 

PG&E engaged three IEs from the Commission’s approved list of IEs for this SWNC 
RFA/RFP process. Each IE was assigned responsibility for a customer sector as outlined in 
Figure 2 – PG&E EE Independent Evaluator Pool. The unique approach of deploying 
multiple IEs simultaneously to a solicitation provided the following advantages: 

• Documents were reviewed by all three IEs during drafting resulting in an extremely 
robust review process;   

• IEs were able to meet collectively to discuss emerging issues and the feedback 
provided to PG&E included the full spectrum of available IE perspectives; 

• Dividing the review responsibilities among all IEs reduced the risk of solicitation 
delays and mitigated against the risk of being dependent upon a single IE firm.  

PG&E engaged the IE pool throughout the solicitation process. IE feedback was openly 
received, considered, and discussed. The principle areas of engagement with IEs included:  

• Review of solicitation documentation before the solicitation was issued; 

• Independent evaluation of the abstract and proposal submissions; 

• Shortlist development; 
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• Monitoring communications, feedback calls, and contract negotiations with bidders; 

• Reporting to the PRG and participation in monthly PRG meetings. 

The final IE Contract Report27 is provided as Public Attachment A, and the supplemental 
final IE Contract Report is provided as Confidential Appendix A. 

(a) Summary of IE input in RFA 

Throughout the development of the RFA solicitation materials and during the review of final 
solicitation documents, IEs recorded in a comment tracker all input and recommendations 
to: the general instructions and response forms; scoring criteria and weightings; and 
alignment between the scoring criteria and solicitation documents; and attended the Pre-Bid 
conference; and monitored communications with bidders and PG&E responses to bidder 
questions. PG&E generally accepted or partially accepted IE and PRG feedback. A 
summary of overall IE observations that PG&E incorporated into the RFA process included 
the following: 

• Increased emphasis of innovation in RFA general instructions; 

• Increased emphasis on the importance of savings, cost, and increasing cost 
effectiveness in RFA general instructions; 

• Collected and uploaded key CPUC/legislative decisions, references and definitions 
on the PG&E EE Solicitation webpage; 

• Adjusted RFA scoring criteria allocating more weight to company experience and 
innovation.  

(b) Summary of IE input in RFP 

Throughout the development of the RFP solicitation materials and during the review of final 
solicitation documents, IEs recorded in a comment tracker all input and recommendations 
to: the general instructions and response forms; the contract term sheet, scoring criteria and 
weightings; alignment between the scoring criteria and solicitation documents; and attended 
the Pre-Bid conference; and monitored communications with bidders and PG&E responses 
to bidder questions. PG&E generally accepted or partially accepted IE and PRG feedback. A 
summary of overall IE observations that PG&E incorporated into the RFP process included 
the following: 

• Extensive revisions to narrative and data response forms to improve clarity and 
completeness; 

• Refined definition of alteration; 

 
27 “Given that we are not requiring that all third-party contracts be submitted for formal approval by the commission, we will 
require a formal IE report to accompany only those contracts required to be submitted via a Tier 2 advice letter.”  D. 18-01-004 
p. 37.  
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Confidential Appendix D: Third-Party Contract Summary  

a) Table 1 Contract Summary 
b) Table 2 and 3 
c) Table B1 (Redacted version included with public submittal) 

Confidential Appendix E:  Third-Party Contracts 
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The IEs’ overall observations on the solicitation process and suggested areas of improvement include the 
following: 

• The RFA process was open and transparent; 
• The IEs participated in regular and frequent PG&E meetings throughout the process; 
• IEs monitored PRG comments and tracked responses through a tracker (spreadsheet);  
• IEs listened to and communicated any concerns from members of the PRG and PG&E addressed IE 

and PRG issues; 
• The interaction and coordination between the assigned IEs and PG&E worked well; 
• PG&E listened to and addressed IE recommendations regarding RFA general instructions; 
• PG&E generally accepted IE recommendations on the main scoring criteria but further collaboration 

was needed for scorecard, scorer guidance, and preparing the scoring teams for reviews; and 
• IEs found that the RFA clearly articulated the purpose, goals, and requirements of the solicitation, 

with only a few minor reservations. 

The RFA and RFP were well designed and appropriate for each stage.  For the RFA stage, Bidders were 
asked to provide a conceptual description of their proposed program including the market sector(s) to be 
addressed, the budget and projected savings, and the program team’s qualifications and experience.   

 RFA Design Requirements and Materials 

The RFA solicitation documents were generally well-designed, and PG&E attempted to strike an 
appropriate balance between obtaining sufficient information while not burdening bidders.  

The three IEs closely coordinated and advised PG&E on several versions of the RFA Scorecard drafts.  For 
the most part, the IE and PRG recommendations were adopted and the RFA General Instructions, 
Narrative, and Scorecard reflected both an appropriate balance between requesting sufficient 
information from bidders and not being overly burdensome.  The high-level Scorecard aligned well with 
the information requested of bidders; however, the more detailed scorecard (expanded criteria) was not 
provided to IEs until after the RFA launch, and included some provisions (Assessment of Support for 
Future Codes and Standards) that did not align well with the RFA contents.  Although this version of the 
scorecard was not deliberately withheld (IEs’ understanding was that this was a resource issue) and this 
did not demonstrably affect the scoring process, IOUs should endeavor to produce a final scorecard 
before release of its solicitation. 

Overall, the RFA process was transparent, and the IEs were engaged with PG&E being very responsive to 
IE input.  Discussions have been robust and informative. As a result, the IEs have seen definite 
improvements in the overall approach and in refinement to the documents that were provided to Bidders 
for this solicitation. 

The RFA was issued on May 28, 2019 after significant feedback from the IEs and PRG was incorporated 
into the final documents.  

When complete, the RFA solicitation package included the following documents: 

• RFA General Instructions – an MS Word document providing the regulatory context, submission 
requirements, and the instructions for all bidders to follow in preparing their proposals.  

• RFA Narrative Response Form – an MS Word document with questions for each bidder to answer.  
Additional guidance for specific questions in the form is also given.  Word limits were given for each 
response. 

• Data Response Form – an MS Excel Workbook designed to capture program financial and energy 
related data (savings) for the proposed program. There were also worksheet tabs for the bidder to 
depict the proposed program’s logic model, describe the program schedule and key deliverables, 
present the proposed payment structure and KPIs, and provide details regarding the bidders’ prior 
experience. 
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In the first quarter of 2019, the RFA instructions went through extensive revisions and the process was 
open and transparent. High level recommendations from the IE focused on things such as:  

• Including more Statewide vision and context from PG&E’s business plan; 
• Including CPUC/legislative decisions, references and definitions; 
• Better emphasis on the importance of increased savings, cost, and cost-effectiveness; 
• Requiring Bidders to explain how, and under which circumstances, they will qualify alterations for 

inclusion as new construction; 
• Rephrasing RFA language to encourage bidders to be more innovative in their abstracts; 
•  
  

 
The majority of these recommendations were accepted by PG&E, which greatly improved the RFA design 
and gave more clarity to the bidders.  

The RFA process was open and transparent. In addition to PG&E listening to and addressing IE 
recommendations, PG&E was very responsive to recommendations on main scoring criteria, scorecard 
guidance, scoring team development, and established good processes for incorporating lessons learned 
for process improvement. The team of IEs and PG&E worked well together as processes were established, 
despite tight timelines. 

4.3.2. RFP 

The RFP instructions and data response form went through extensive review and feedback between PG&E 
and the IEs before the RFPs release. PG&E encouraged extensive and ongoing dialogue throughout the 
process. PG&E held weekly meetings with the IEs to discuss progress in the development of the RFP 
materials. There was extensive discussion regarding the Scorecard criteria and weightings, as well. 
 
The comment tracker given to PRG in March 2020 records all IE and PRG feedback as well as documenting 
and confirming PG&E’s responses. It includes 112 comments from the assigned IEs. PG&E accepted or 
partially accepted 101 of these comments and recommendations (nearly 90%). 

5. Bid Evaluation Methodology Assessment 

PG&E’s process and checklist for screening bids was fair and the information was clearly presented in both the RFA 
and RFP materials. Scorecard development, scorer training, evaluation procedures, calibration meetings, and 
shortlisting meetings were transparent and consistent to ensure all bid responses were fairly evaluated and 
compared. 

 Bid Screening Process 

PG&E reviewed and evaluated all submitted bids for completeness and compliance with eligibility criteria as 
the first step of review in both the RFA and RFP stages. For the RFA, 11 bidders submitted 13 abstracts by the 
June 28, 2019 deadline.  An overall summary of the responses is reflected in Table 5 above.  

For the RFP, 6 bidders submitted 13 proposals by the May 11, 2020 due date.  An overall summary of the 
responses is reflected in Table 6 above.   

 Scoring Rubric Design 
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9. Reasonableness of Contracting Process 

 Collaboration on Final Program Design and Scope 

While the final program design for the NRNC program remains the same, the scope of the program changed in 
response to the revised budgets given by PG&E for the program.  Tables 16 and 17 above provides and “before 
and after” summary of the changes for the Mixed Fuel and Electric Only components due to adjustments 
made before and during the negotiations.  In summary, the NRNC program energy and demand savings were 
reduced due to these budget reductions.  

 

 Fairness of Negotiations 

During the negotiations and contract review process for the NRNC sector, EAJ Energy Advisors, LLC did not 
observe or otherwise uncover any issues that would prevent contract execution at this time or indicate 
that any revisions are needed to any contract documents prior to contract execution.  The results of the 
negotiations related to the contract’s terms and conditions, payment terms and other requirements are 
both reasonable and appropriate. The negotiations were characterized by open and frank discussions of 
issues raised by the bidder and PG&E. Both parties to the negotiations demonstrated flexibility in arriving 
at an agreement. 

 Changes to Contract Terms & Conditions  

CPUC standard terms are unmodified in the final Program Implementation Agreement (PIA). They are 
identical to the latest contract templates reviewed by IEs/PRG, and other IOU terms do not supersede 
them.  

 
 

 
 

  PG&E provided a table that maps the elements of the Modifiable Contract Terms and Conditions to 
the contract.  

 Conformance with CPUC Policies and Objectives 

9.4.1. Incentive Design 

The incentive design for Willdan’s NRNC programs (Electric Only and Mixed Fuel) are described as 
follows: 
 
• Both programs offer incentives consisting of three components: 

o Technical Assistance – Real-time energy modeling and customized ROI provided at project start, 
determine potential financing and cash incentive needs to overcome barriers. 

o Project Financing – Provide access to additional capital beyond current project, at construction 
start. 

o Cash Incentives – Offer one-time tiered cash payment at project verification. 
 

In addition, both programs include four participation paths with incentives and/or services, as well as no 
cash incentives, tailored to meet specific participant needs:  
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• Technical Assistance Only,  
• Technical Assistance and Financing 
• Technical Assistance and Cash Incentive 
• Technical Assistance, Financing and Cash Incentive 

9.4.2. NMEC Savings 

For the Willdan’s NRNC contract will not use the NMEC platform for measurement of savings. 

9.4.3. Innovative Program Features 

As defined by the PRG, an innovative program is one that will:  

“…increase the uptake of cost-effective EE by advancing a technology, marketing strategy, 
or delivery approach in a manner different from previous efforts.”17 Ideally, such strategies 
could be scalable and replicable across sectors, segments, and technologies in the future, 
or seek to integrate other demand side technologies where feasible, such as demand 
response and distributed generation. While each innovative program may not individually 
be cost-effective, the intent is to lead to cost-effective savings over time.” 

The Innovative features of Willdan’s NRNC program include the following: 
 
• Measure bundles and Path to Optimal Carbonization (Electric Only and Mixed) – “Genetic” search 

function finds the optimal bundle of measures leading to a projected  in savings with no 
increase in customer incremental costs. 

• Real-time Energy Modeling (Electric Only and Mixed) – program uses over 100 custom measures 
prioritized by kW, kWh, dollar or carbon impact. 

• Analysis Early in the Design Phase (Electric Only and Mixed) – Allows for iterations of strategies and 
fuel mix as design proceeds for greater influence.  All electric solutions implemented at times the 
national average allowing for multiple iterations of strategies applied to multiple all-electric options. 

• Targeting of Grid-constrained Areas (Mixed)– Using LoadSEER for strategic outreach, the program is 
designed to provide ) per kW, kWh, or therm saved 
in grid-constrained areas. 

• Proactive Outreach (Electric Only and Mixed) - Achieve times greater market penetration by 
leveraging more than  existing California architectural and engineering firms and of the 
California developers. 

• Flexible Incentives and Financing (Electric Only and Mixed) –  financing options 
provide cash-flow positive solutions, and lower barriers to HTR/DAC customers. 

• Technical Assistance as Program Incentive (Electric Only and Mixed) – Key stakeholder meeting with 
real time modeling decisions leads to of selected measures implemented. 

• Online Application and Platform (Electric Only and Mixed)– Projected increase in enrollments 
while reducing administration costs by on a per net kWh basis. 

• Ongoing Performance Monitoring (Electric Only and Mixed) – Projected to achieve a  realization 
rate that will decrease the uncertainty of savings projections while informing future modeling. 
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 Contract Execution Deadline 

Willdan’s Statewide NRNC Program met the CPUC requirements and was executed on  
prior to the December 31, 2020 CPUC deadline.   

 Uniformity of Contract Changes 

For the Statewide NRNC program, PG&E selected two proposals (Mixed Fuel and Electric Only) from a 
single bidder, Willdan Energy Solutions, to cover the Statewide New Construction Non-Residential EE 
services.  PG&E reached agreement with Willdan  on all issues that surfaced during 
negotiations.  While the final executed contracts are different from other negotiated contracts with 
respect to the unique aspects of each program’s design, all options were uniformly available to the bidder 
during the negotiations.   
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Attachment B:  Program-Level & Measurement & Verification Plan  

There are no contracted programs calling for an exception to Normalized Metered Energy 
Consumption (NMEC) rules.  
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PG&E Letter and Email Response 
from Energy Division 

 
(Public) 



 

 
 

 
 

 
Subject: Re: AGIC: Question about statewide values 
  
Hello , 

  
Please proceed with negotiation of the new construction contracts. PG&E can use its AGIC 
values in the Advice Letter for contract approval of the  statewide all-electric new construction 

contracts. 
Please confirm you’ve received this and are moving again on the process to bring these 
contracts to execution and submit to CPUC via Advice Letter. 

  
 
Sincerest 

 
  
 _ 

 
-----Original Appointment----- 

  
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
  

 

PG&E would appreciate Energy Division guidance regarding the preferred regulatory path for 
adoption of ex-ante Avoided Gas Infrastructure Costs (AGIC) and modification of Energy 
Division’s CEDARS reporting system and CET models to accommodate AGIC.   This meeting is to 
discuss this topic with you and get your input on how to proceed, particularly with regards to 

the Statewide New Construction (SWNC) program solicitation.   
   
Please see the attached documents for some background of this discussion: 

1. Background document further explaining our request and recommended approach to this issue  
2. Response to PG&E from Energy Division on some initial policy-related questions regarding 

inclusion of AGIC in the SWNC program  



3. Memo that PG&E submitted to the CEC in December 2019 with estimated gas infrastructure 
costs for PG&E 

  
Thank you. 
  

Regards, 
 

 
__ 

 
 
 December 4, 2020 

 
 
Subject:  PG&E request for Energy Division guidance regarding the preferred regulatory path 

for adoption of ex-ante Avoided Gas Infrastructure Costs (AGIC) and modification of Energy 
Division’s CEDARS reporting system and CET models to accommodate AGIC. 
 

Dear , 
 

Background 
PG&E is the Statewide New Construction Programs administrator.  Over the past year we have 
conducted a solicitation for vendors to implement both residential and non-residential 
statewide new construction programs.  This process was overseen by the Commission’s 
independent evaluators and the four selected contracts, two non-residential and two 

residential, were presented to the PRG.   
 

 
 
 

 
 
The proposed all-electric programs will generate significant avoided gas infrastructure cost 

(AGIC) benefits to ratepayers since gas lines will not be extended to new all electric home 
participants, gas meters will not be required, and gas piping on the customer side of the meter 
will not be needed.  PG&E has estimated AGIC benefits for both residential and non-residential 
customers using historical construction and equipment costs1.  We have discussed the inclusion 

of AGIC benefits with Energy Division and have received informal support for the concept 
through the attached May 13, 2020 memo.   
 

 
1 We have not been successful in obtaining methodologically similar cost estimates from the Sempra utilities at this 
time. 



Issues for consideration 
We are now seeking advice on the proper regulatory path to follow in order to ensure: 1) 

formal approval of AGIC benefits and 2) an ability to report program-specific AGIC values that 
can be included in required Commission cost-effectiveness calculations. 
 

What ex-ante AGIC values would be filed? 
PG&E proposes to resubmit AGIC values previously submitted to the CEC (December 5, 2019).  
 

What regulatory vehicle should be used to file the ex-ante AGIC values? 
PG&E suggests that the AGIC values be included with our Tier 2 Advice Letters seeking approval 
of the statewide new construction contracts.   
 

How would ED approve the ex-ante AGIC values? 
PG&E suggests that interim approval come with approval of the aforementioned Tier 2 Advice 
Letters, but that the AGIC values would be publicly reviewed as part of Rulemaking 14-10-003 

which updates the avoided cost calculator every two years.  The avoided cost proceeding 
begins again with an ED workshop on August 1, 20212 and will result in Commission adoption of 
updated avoided costs in April/May of 2022.  PG&E requires interim approval of AGIC in order 

to include accurate prospective cost effectiveness values for the Statewide New Construction 
program in its Advice letter filing 3 for approval of the program and in the September 2021 
ABAL filing.  Inclusion of AGIC values for program accomplishments would not occur until the 

second half of 2022 (owing to ramp-up time for new construction program efforts), hence 
program accomplishments reporting would use the Commission-approved values from the 
2022 avoided cost proceeding. 

 
How would ED affirm that CEDARS and the CET would be modified to accept AGIC values? 
PG&E believes that it is fully within the purview of Energy Division to modify its energy 
efficiency reporting system (CEDARS) and the associated energy efficiency cost effectiveness 

calculator (CET).4  Furthermore, we believe that the latitude provided by D. 12-05-015 allows 
for ED to adopt PG&E’s filed AGIC values on an interim basis until AGIC values are more 
formally adopted as part of the next avoided cost proceeding, thereby allowing for inclusion of 

AGIC benefits in its 2021 ABAL filing.  PG&E is prepared to provide funding support for 
Commission consultants to make appropriate modifications to the CEDARS data structure and 
CET calculator. 

 

 
2 D. 20-04-010, p.74 
3 The advice letter would show all-electric program cost effectiveness based on a manual calculation.  AGIC 
benefits would be added to those from the CET output and be divided by the CET costs in order to capture the 
accurate net benefits and cost effectiveness ratios. 
4 D. 12-05-015 Conclusion of Law 79 The Commission Staff should perform the review and make recommendations 
as to the ex ante values we should adopt. and Conclusion of Law 80. Our Staff should have significant latitude in 
performing DEER and other policy oversight functions and, absent specific directives to the contrary, should not be 
required to consult with or otherwise utilize any other groups to perform this work. 



We appreciate your attention to and consideration of these matters as they are essential to 
ensuring broad IOU support for the all-electric components of the Statewide New Construction 

programs.  At your convenience we would be happy to discuss these issues and proposed 
solutions further with you. 
 

Regards, 
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Albion Power Company 

Alta Power Group, LLC
Anderson & Poole 

Atlas ReFuel 
BART 

Barkovich & Yap, Inc. 
California Cotton Ginners & Growers Assn 
California Energy Commission

California Hub for Energy Efficiency 
Financing

California Alternative Energy and 
Advanced Transportation Financing 
Authority 
California Public Utilities Commission  
Calpine

Cameron-Daniel, P.C.
Casner, Steve
Cenergy Power
Center for Biological Diversity

Chevron Pipeline and Power
City of Palo Alto

City of San Jose 
Clean Power Research 
Coast Economic Consulting 
Commercial Energy 
Crossborder Energy 
Crown Road Energy, LLC 
Davis Wright Tremaine LLP 
Day Carter Murphy 

Dept of General Services 
Don Pickett & Associates, Inc.
Douglass & Liddell 

East Bay Community Energy Ellison 
Schneider & Harris LLP Energy 
Management Service

Engineers and Scientists of California

GenOn Energy, Inc. 
Goodin, MacBride, Squeri, Schlotz & 
Ritchie 
Green Power Institute 
Hanna & Morton 
ICF 

IGS Energy
International Power Technology 
Intestate Gas Services, Inc. 
Kelly Group 
Ken Bohn Consulting 
Keyes & Fox LLP 
Leviton Manufacturing Co., Inc. 

Los Angeles County Integrated 
Waste Management Task Force  
MRW & Associates 
Manatt Phelps Phillips 
Marin Energy Authority 
McKenzie & Associates 

Modesto Irrigation District 
NLine Energy, Inc. 
NRG Solar 

Office of Ratepayer Advocates 
OnGrid Solar
Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
Peninsula Clean Energy


