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March 24, 2023 

Sidney Bob Dietz II 
Director, Regulatory Relations  
c/o Megan Lawson 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
77 Beale St., Mail Code B13U 
P.O. Box 770000 
San Francisco, CA 94177 
 

Subject: Staff Disposition of Pacific Gas & Electric Company’s (PG&E) Advice Letter (AL) 

4713-G/6860-E Third- Party Local Government Partnerships Program contract 

amendments, executed between seven Local Government Partners and PG&E 
 
Dear Mr. Dietz, 
 
The California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC) Energy Division (ED) approves PG&E’s  
AL 4713-G/6860-E with an effective date of March 23, 2023.   
 
Protests 
No protests to this AL were filed. 
 
Background 
On February 10, 2023, Pursuant to Ordering Paragraph (OP) 2 of Decision (D.) 18-01-004, the  
Third-Party Solicitation Process Decision, PG&E filed its Local Government Partnerships Program 
Contract Amendments Advice Letter. 
 
Decision D.18-01-004 requires the four California Investor-Owned Utilities (IOUs) to file a Tier 2 advice 
letter for any third-party contracts that are valued at $5 million or more and/or that have contract terms 
of longer than three years1. The contract amendment in this advice letter incorporates the CPUC  
third-party contract terms and extends the contract with seven Local Government Partnerships until the 
end of 2025.  Due to the new total contract budget of $17,161,511 exceeding the $5 million threshold, 
this contract amendment requires a Tier 2 advice letter.  
 
Discussion 
In operationalizing the review of third-party advice letter contract amendments, EE Staff focused its 
review on the reasonableness of the contract amendment, CPUC intent on how to use these funds, size 
of contract budget, forecasted savings, and the contract’s contribution to the portfolio-level  
cost-effectiveness requirements. Approval of this advice letter is not evidence of CPUC approval of 
ongoing or future program implementation. It is PG&E’s responsibility to manage its portfolio to ensure 
it remains in compliance with its approved business plan and all CPUC Decisions. 
 

 
1 D.18-01-004, pg.57 
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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 CPUC approval if the contract 
meets the advice letter threshold. With the issuance of this disposition, the implementation plans for 
these amended programs are due to be updated and posted no later than May 22, 2023. 
 
Please direct any questions regarding Energy Division’s findings in this disposition to Ely Jacobsohn 
(Ely.Jacobsohn@cpuc.ca.gov).  
 
 
Sincerely,  

 
 

 

Leuwam Tesfai 
Deputy Executive Director for Energy and Climate Policy/ 
Director, Energy Division 
California Public Utilities Commission 
 
 
 
Cc:  Service List R.13-11-005 

Simon Baker, Energy Division 
Jennifer Kalafut, Energy Division 
Alison LaBonte, Energy Division 
Jessie Levine, Energy Division 
Ely Jacobsohn, Energy Division 
 

  



 

 

 
Sidney Bob Dietz II 

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 10, 2023 

  

Advice 4713-G/6860-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 Local Government Partnerships Program contract amendments, 
executed between seven Local Government Partners 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’s (“Commission” or “CPUC”) 
approval of the amendments to Energy Efficiency (“EE”) Local Government Partnerships 
Program; 

• Contract executed between PG&E and City/County Association of Governments; 

• Contract executed between PG&E and San Joaquin Valley Clean Energy 

Organization; 

• Contract executed between PG&E and County of Marin; 

• Contract executed between PG&E and Redwood Coast Energy Authority; 

• Contract executed between PG&E and Sierra Business Council; 

• Contract executed between PG&E and County of Sonoma; 

• Contract executed between PG&E and The Energy Coalition. 

The initial contracts for the Local Government Partnerships program were solicited in 
2019 and contributed to PG&E’s 25 percent compliance target, however they did not 
initially trigger the need for an Advice Letter. The contract amendments that are the 
subject of this advice letter serve to extend each program (granting additional budget), 
refresh labor rates to present day, and update the Key Performance Indicators used to 
measure program performance. Due to the increased contract budget and duration, these 
contract amendments require CPUC approval via Tier 2 advice letter approval.  
 
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 
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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 
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 contracts  Appendix E 

 

 
 

 
1 D.18-05-041 OP (4).  PG&E was granted an extension to June 30, 2020.  
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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 
 
Anyone wishing to protest this submittal may do so by letter sent electronically via E-mail, 
no later than March 2, 2023, which is 20 days after the date of this submittal.  Protests 
must be submitted to: 
 

CPUC Energy Division 
ED Tariff Unit 
E-mail: EDTariffUnit@cpuc.ca.gov 

 
The protest shall also be electronically sent to PG&E via E-mail at the address shown 
below on the same date it is electronically delivered to the Commission:  
 

Sidney Bob Dietz II 
Director, Regulatory Relations 
c/o Megan Lawson 
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 and 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 12, 2023, which is 30 calendar days 
after the date of submittal. 
 
Notice 
 
In accordance with General Order 96-B, Section IV, a copy of this advice letter is being 
sent electronically 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/. 
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   /S/   
Sidney Bob Dietz II 
Director, Regulatory Relations 
 
 
cc: R.13-11-005 Service List  
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S U M M A R Y
ENERGY UTILITY

Company name/CPUC Utility No.:

Utility type:
Phone #: 

EXPLANATION OF UTILITY TYPE

ELC GAS

PLC HEAT

MUST BE COMPLETED BY UTILITY (Attach additional pages as needed)

Advice Letter (AL) #: 

WATER
E-mail: 
E-mail Disposition Notice to:

Contact Person:

ELC = Electric
PLC = Pipeline

GAS = Gas
HEAT = Heat WATER = Water

(Date Submitted / Received Stamp by CPUC)

Subject of AL:

Tier Designation:

Keywords (choose from CPUC listing):
AL Type: Monthly Quarterly Annual One-Time Other:
If AL submitted in compliance with a Commission order, indicate relevant Decision/Resolution #:

Does AL replace a withdrawn or rejected AL? If so, identify the prior AL:

Summarize differences between the AL and the prior withdrawn or rejected AL:

Confidential treatment requested? Yes No
If yes, specification of confidential information:
Confidential information will be made available to appropriate parties who execute a 
nondisclosure agreement. Name and contact information to request nondisclosure agreement/
access to confidential information:

Resolution required? Yes No

Requested effective date: No. of tariff sheets:

Estimated system annual revenue effect (%): 

Estimated system average rate effect (%):

When rates are affected by AL, include attachment in AL showing average rate effects on customer classes 
(residential, small commercial, large C/I, agricultural, lighting). 

Tariff schedules affected:

Service affected and changes proposed1:

Pending advice letters that revise the same tariff sheets:

1Discuss in AL if more space is needed.

✔

✔

Advice Letter Submittal of Pacific Gas and Electric Company's Third-Party Local Government 
Partnerships Program Contract Amendments, Executed Between Seven Local Government Partners and 
PG&E

PGETariffs@pge.com

N/A

✔

Compliance

Clear Form

2

See confidential Declaration and Matrix

4713-G/6860-E

N/A

N/A

Matthew Braunwarth, Matthew.braunwarth@pge.com

✔

Stuart Rubio

✔

N/A

No

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (U 39 M)

03/12/23

(951)965-8905

N/A

stuart.rubio@pge.com

N/A

D.18-01-004



California Public Utilities Commission
Energy Division Tariff Unit  Email: 
EDTariffUnit@cpuc.ca.gov 

Protests and correspondence regarding this AL are to be sent via email and are due no later than 20 days 
after the date of this submittal, unless otherwise authorized by the Commission, and shall be sent to:

Contact Name:
Title:
Utility/Entity Name:

Telephone (xxx) xxx-xxxx: 
Facsimile (xxx) xxx-xxxx: 
Email:

Contact Name:
Title:
Utility/Entity Name:

Telephone (xxx) xxx-xxxx: 
Facsimile (xxx) xxx-xxxx: 
Email:

CPUC
Energy Division Tariff Unit
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

Director, Regulatory Relations

Clear Form

Pacific Gas and Electric Company

(415)973-2093

PGETariffs@pge.com

Sidney Bob Dietz II, c/o Megan Lawson

mailto:EDTariffUnit%40cpuc.ca.gov?subject=
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

 
DECLARATION SUPPORTING CONFIDENTIAL DESIGNATION 

ON BEHALF OF 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY (U 39 M) 

 

1. I, Matthew Braunwarth, am the manager of Energy Efficiency procurement department at 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (“PG&E”), a California corporation. Aaron August, 

the Vice President, Utility Partnerships & Innovation of PG&E, delegated authority to me 

to sign this declaration. My business office is located at: 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
300 Lakeside Dr. 

Oakland, CA 94612 
 

2. PG&E will produce the information identified in Paragraph 3 of this Declaration to the 

California Public Utilities Commission (“CPUC”) or departments within or contractors retained by 

the CPUC in response to a CPUC audit, data request, proceeding, or other CPUC request. 

Name or Docket No. of CPUC Proceeding (if applicable): Application 17-01-013 and R. 13- 

11-005. 

3. Title and description of document(s):  4.0 Confidential Appendix A Final 
 

IE Report LGP.pdf; 5.0 Confidential Appendix B Solicitation Process Overview; 6.1 
 

PGE Solicitation Selection Spreadsheet LGP.xlsx; 7.1 – 7.7 Confidential Appendix D Third-Party  
 
Contract Summary; 8.1 – 8.7 Confidential Appendix E Contracts and Change Orders.  

 

4. These documents contain confidential information that, based on my information and belief, 

has not been publicly disclosed. These documents have been marked as confidential, and the 
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basis for confidential treatment and where the confidential information is located on the 

documents are identified on the following chart: 

 
Check 

 
Basis for Confidential Treatment 

 Where Confidential 
Information is Located on the 

Documents 

Customer-specific data, which may include demand, loads, 
names, addresses, and billing data. 
(Protected under PUC § 8380; Civ. Code §§ 1798 et seq.; 
Govt. Code § 6254; Public Util. Code § 8380; 
Decisions (D.) 14-05-016, 04-08-055, 06-12-029) 

  

Personal information that identifies or describes an 
individual (including employees), which may include home 
address or phone number; SSN, driver’s license, or passport 
numbers; education; financial matters; medical or 
employment history (not including PG&E job titles); and 
statements attributed to the individual. 
(Protected under Civ. Code §§ 1798 et seq.; Govt. Code 
§ 6254; 42 U.S.C. § 1320d-6; and General Order (G.O.) 77-M) 

  

Physical facility, cyber-security sensitive, or critical 
infrastructure data, including without limitation critical 
energy infrastructure information (CEII) as defined by the 
regulations of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission at 
18 C.F.R. § 388.113 and/or General Order 66-D (“The 
subject information: (1) is not customarily in the public 
domain by providing a declaration in compliance with 
Section 3.2(c) stating that the subject information is not 
related to the location of a physical structure that is 
visible with the naked eye or is available publicly online 
or in print; and (2) the subject information either: could 
allow a bad actor to attack, compromise or incapacitate 
physically or electronically a facility providing critical 
utility service; or discusses vulnerabilities of a facility 
providing critical utility service”). 
(Protected under Govt. Code § 6254(k), (ab); 
6 U.S.C. § 131; 6 CFR § 29.2) 

 

Proprietary and trade secret information or other intellectual 
X property and protected market sensitive/competitive data. 

(Protected under Civ. Code §§3426 et seq.;Govt. Code 
§§ 6254, et seq., e.g., 6254(e), 6254(k), 6254.15; Govt. 
Code § 6276.44; Evid. Code §1060; D.11-01-036) 

 See list in matrix below. 



PG&E Confidentiality Declaration (Rev. 11/09/2020) 
3 

 

 

 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5. The importance of maintaining the confidentiality of this information outweighs any public 

interest in disclosure of this information. This information should be exempt from the public 

disclosure requirements under the Public Records Act and should be withheld from disclosure. 

6. I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true, correct, and complete to the best 

of my knowledge. 

7. Executed on this 7th day of February, 2023 at San Francisco, California. 
 
 
 
 
 

 /Matthew Braunwarth/  
Matthew Braunwarth 

 
Manager, Energy Efficiency Procurement 

 
 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company 

 Corporate financial records. 
(Protected under Govt. Code §§ 6254(k), 6254.15) 

 

 Third-Party information subject to non-disclosure or 
confidentiality agreements or obligations. 
(Protected under Govt. Code § 6254(k); see, e.g., CPUC 
D.11-01-036) 

 

 Other categories where disclosure would be against the 

public interest (Govt. Code § 6255(a)) [NEED TO 

EXPLAIN HOW THE PUBLIC INTEREST SERVED BY 

NOT DISCLOSING THE RECORD CLEARLY OUTWEIGHS 

THE PUBLIC INTEREST SERVED BY DISCLOSURE]): 
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY (U 39 M) 
 

Application 17-01-013 and R. 13-11-005 
ATTACHMENT TO DECLARATION 

February 10, 2023 
 
 
 
 

 
ATTACHMENT NAME 

 
DOCUMENT NAME 

CATEGORY OF 
CONFIDENTIALITY 

 
LOCATION 

4.0 Confidential Appendix 

A Final IE Report LGP.pdf 

 
 
 
4.0 Confidential Appendix A Final IE 
Report LGP.pdf 

 
 
Protected market 
sensitive/competitive 
data 

 
 
 

Advice Letter 4713-G/6860-E 

5.0 Confidential Appendix 

B Solicitation Process 

Overview; 

 
 
 
5.0 Confidential Appendix B 
Solicitation Process Overview; 

 
 
Protected market 
sensitive/competitive 
data 

 
 
 

Advice Letter 4713-G/6860-E 

6.1 PGE Solicitation 

Selection Spreadsheet 

LGP.xlsx; 

 
 
 
6.1 PGE Solicitation Selection 
Spreadsheet LGP.xlsx 

 
 
Protected market 
sensitive/competitive 
data 

 
 
 

Advice Letter 4713-G/6860-E 

7.1 Confidential Appendix 

D Third-Party Contract 

Summary for CCAG.pdf 

7.1 Confidential Appendix D Third-
Party Contract Summary for CCAG.pdf 

Protected market 
sensitive/competitive 
data 

Advice Letter 4713-G/6860-E 
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7.2 Confidential Appendix 

D Third-Party Contract 

Summary for Redwood 

Coast.pdf 

7.2 Confidential Appendix D Third-
Party Contract Summary for Redwood 
Coast.pdf 

Protected market 
sensitive/competitive 
data 

Advice Letter 4713-G/6860-E 

7.3 Confidential Appendix 

D Third-Party Contract 

Summary for Marin.pdf 

7.3 Confidential Appendix D Third-
Party Contract Summary for Marin.pdf 

Protected market 
sensitive/competitive 
data 

Advice Letter 4713-G/6860-E 

7.4 Confidential Appendix 

D Third-Party Contract 

Summary for SJVCEO.pdf 

7.4 Confidential Appendix D Third-
Party Contract Summary for 
SJVCEO.pdf 

Protected market 
sensitive/competitive 
data 

Advice Letter 4713-G/6860-E 

7.5 Confidential Appendix 

D Third-Party Contract 

Summary for Sierra Business 

Council.pdf 

7.5 Confidential Appendix D Third-
Party Contract Summary for Sierra 
Business Council.pdf 

Protected market 
sensitive/competitive 
data 

Advice Letter 4713-G/6860-E 

7.6 Confidential Appendix 

D Third-Party Contract 

Summary for Energy 

Coalition.pdf 

7.6 Confidential Appendix D Third-
Party Contract Summary for Energy 
Coalition.pdf 

Protected market 
sensitive/competitive 
data 

Advice Letter 4713-G/6860-E 
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7.7 Confidential Appendix 

D Third-Party Contract 

Summary for Sonoma.pdf 

7.7 Confidential Appendix D Third-
Party Contract Summary for 
Sonoma.pdf 

Protected market 
sensitive/competitive 
data 

Advice Letter 4713-G/6860-E 

8.1 Confidential Appendix 

E Change Order CCAG.pdf 

8.1 Confidential Appendix E Change 
Order CCAG.pdf 

Protected market 
sensitive/competitive 
data 

Advice Letter 4713-G/6860-E 

8.1 Confidential Appendix 

E Contract CCAG.pdf 

8.1 Confidential Appendix E Contract 
CCAG.pdf 

Protected market 
sensitive/competitive 
data 

Advice Letter 4713-G/6860-E 

8.2 Confidential Appendix 

E Change Order Redwood 

Coast.pdf 

8.2 Confidential Appendix E Change 
Order Redwood Coast.pdf 

Protected market 
sensitive/competitive 
data 

Advice Letter 4713-G/6860-E 

8.2 Confidential Appendix 

E Contract Redwood 

Coast.pdf 

8.2 Confidential Appendix E Contract 
Redwood Coast.pdf 

Protected market 
sensitive/competitive 
data 

Advice Letter 4713-G/6860-E 

8.3 Confidential Appendix 

E Change Order Marin.pdf 

8.3 Confidential Appendix E Change 
Order Marin.pdf 

Protected market 
sensitive/competitive 
data 

Advice Letter 4713-G/6860-E 
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8.3 Confidential Appendix 

E Contract Marin.pdf 

8.3 Confidential Appendix E Contract 
Marin.pdf 

Protected market 
sensitive/competitive 
data 

Advice Letter 4713-G/6860-E 

8.4 Confidential Appendix 

E Change Order 

SJVCEO.pdf 

8.4 Confidential Appendix E Change 
Order SJVCEO.pdf 

Protected market 
sensitive/competitive 
data 

Advice Letter 4713-G/6860-E 

8.4 Confidential Appendix 

E Contract SJVCEO.pdf 

8.4 Confidential Appendix E Contract 
SJVCEO.pdf 

Protected market 
sensitive/competitive 
data 

Advice Letter 4713-G/6860-E 

8.5 Confidential Appendix 

E Change Order Sierra 

Business Council.pdf 

8.5 Confidential Appendix E Change 
Order Sierra Business Council.pdf 

Protected market 
sensitive/competitive 
data 

Advice Letter 4713-G/6860-E 

8.5 Confidential Appendix 

E Contract Sierra Business 

Council.pdf 

8.5 Confidential Appendix E Contract 
Sierra Business Council.pdf 

Protected market 
sensitive/competitive 
data 

Advice Letter 4713-G/6860-E 

8.6 Confidential Appendix 

E Change Order Energy 

Coalition.pdf 

8.6 Confidential Appendix E Change 
Order Energy Coalition.pdf 

Protected market 
sensitive/competitive 
data 

Advice Letter 4713-G/6860-E 
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8.6 Confidential Appendix 

E Contract Energy 

Coalition.pdf 

8.6 Confidential Appendix E Contract 
Energy Coalition.pdf 

Protected market 
sensitive/competitive 
data 

Advice Letter 4713-G/6860-E 

8.7 Confidential Appendix 

E Change Order Sonoma.pdf 

8.7 Confidential Appendix E Change 
Order Sonoma.pdf 

Protected market 
sensitive/competitive 
data 

Advice Letter 4713-G/6860-E 

8.7 Confidential Appendix 

E Contract Sonoma.pdf 

8.7 Confidential Appendix E Contract 
Sonoma.pdf 

Protected market 
sensitive/competitive 
data 

Advice Letter 4713-G/6860-E 
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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 (AL) to seek Commission approval of 
contract amendments to the following seven Local Government Partnerships (LGP) 
contracts: 

1. San Mateo County Energy Watch Subprogram between City/County Association of 
Governments and PG&E; 

2. Central California Energy Watch Subprogram between San Joaquin Valley Clean 
Energy Organization and PG&E;  

3. Marin Energy Watch Subprogram between County of Marin and PG&E; 

4. Redwood Coast Energy Watch Subprogram between Redwood Coast Energy 
Authority and PG&E; 

5. Sierra Nevada Energy Watch Subprogram between Sierra Business Council and 
PG&E; 

6. Sonoma Public Energy Subprogram between County of Sonoma General Services 
Department and PG&E; 

7. Central Coast Leaders in Energy Action Partnership Subprogram between The 
Energy Coalition and PG&E. 

 

The local government partnerships (LGPs) target different regions within PG&E’s service 
territory with a primary focus on identifying EE project opportunities for other EE resource 
acquisition programs within PG&E’s program portfolio. The LGPs each provide their own set 
of program services that enable other resource acquisition programs to capture greater 
levels of energy efficiency primarily among local governments and other targeted customer 
groups. The program offerings vary but in aggregate the LGPs will: 

• Increase opportunities for local government customers to save energy in local public 
buildings, especially those serving Hard-to-Reach (HTR) customers and/or customers 
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located in disadvantaged communities (DAC). 

• Increase the opportunities to save energy for non-residential HTR customers and/or 
customers located in DACs through working with local governments. 

• Improve local government staff capacity to conduct activities that will lead to greater EE 
impact for the local government and/or its communities.  

Eight initial contracts for this subprogram were solicited in 2019. One of these eight was not 
extended and this advice letter is focused on the seven contracts that have been extended. 
These seven contracts resulted from PG&E’s LGP solicitation and contributed to PG&E’s 25 
percent compliance target. The contract amendments that are the subject of this advice 
letter serve to extend each program (granting additional budget), refresh labor rates to 
present day, and update the Key Performance Indicators used to measure program 
performance. Due to the increased contract budget and duration, these contract 
amendments require CPUC approval via Tier 2 advice letter approval.  

 

I. Amendment Overview 

This advice letter covers amendments to seven contracts, as shown in Table A. The content 
of the contract amendments are similar across the seven contracts and include changes to 
increase the budget and duration of the contracts, changes to update the labor rates, and 
changes to update the Key Performance Indicators. The scopes of work remain unchanged. 
All seven amended contracts were signed by PG&E and the implementer in December 2022 
or January 2023.  

The increased funding and the extended duration are necessary for the program to continue 
serving local governments and the customers found within HTR areas and DACs within their 
counties. PG&E’s Local Government Partners support the economic, environmental, and 
societal health of their communities. The organizations that run these partnerships are well 
established within their communities, and, as such, can serve as valuable liaisons between 
those communities and PG&E. The LGPs can help customers overcome barriers to EE and 
integrated-demand-side-management adoption and increase participation in EE programs. 
In addition, LGPs can support PG&E’s underserved customers in these jurisdictions by 
targeting HTR customers, as well as DACs and rural communities. Over the past 10 years, 
PG&E has supported LGPs within PG&E’s service territory, currently including 30 counties. 

 The contract budgets shown in Table A reflect the new total contract value including the 
budget increase from these contract amendments. The contract durations shown in Table A 
reflect the new total contract duration including the extensions per these contract 
amendments. Upon CPUC approval, these amended contracts will replace the existing 
(original) contracts. 
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PG&E deems this approach, to extend existing LGP contracts, to be in the best interest of 
the ratepayers due to the following: 

• Current LGP implementers are already ramped up, with existing relationships that 
support the economic, environmental, and societal health of their communities. The 
organizations that run these partnerships are well established within their 
communities, and, as such, serve as valuable liaisons between those communities 
and PG&E. 

• The LGPs help customers overcome barriers to EE and 
decarbonization/electrification adoption and increase participation in EE programs, 
especially in HTR, DAC and Rural communities.  

• Current LGP implementers are demonstrating success in driving EE projects to 
resource acquisition programs, delivering a pipeline of 8,000,000 kwh of energy 
efficiency & decarbonization projects. 

 

The following Table B provides a summary of the LGP contracts and includes the budget 
increase and extended duration per the contract amendments that are the subject of this AL. 
Thus Table B reflects the total contract budget and duration. PG&E has included the 
contract sensitive information as part of the Confidential Section D.   
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1 Solicitation name LOCAL GOVERNMENT PARTNERSHIP THIRD-PARTY ENERGY EFFICIENCY CUSTOMER PROGRAM 

2 
Type of program: local, 
regional or statewide 

Local Government 
Partnership (San 
Mateo) 

Local Government 
Partnership 
(Redwood) 
 

Local 
Government 
Partnership 
(Marin) 
 

Local Government 
Partnership 
(SJVCEO) 
 

Local Government 
Partnership 
(Sierra) 
 

Local 
Government 
Partnership (CC-
LEAP) 
 

Local Government 
Partnership (Sonoma) 
 

3 
Delivery Type and 
Targeting 

       

 a. Direct Install/Downstream 
Customer Targeting (Yes or 
No) 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

 

b. Customer Targeting brief 
description, if applicable 

Customer Targeting 
and valued project 
identification for 
referral to 3P and 
other implementors 

Customer Targeting and 
valued project 
identification for 
referral to 3P and other 
implementors 

Customer 
Targeting and 
valued project 
identification for 
referral to 3P and 
other implementors 

Customer Targeting 
and valued project 
identification for 
referral to 3P and 
other implementors 

Customer Targeting 
and valued project 
identification for 
referral to 3P and 
other implementors 

Customer 
Targeting and 
valued project 
identification for 
referral to 3P and 
other implementors 

Customer Targeting and 
valued project 
identification for referral 
to 3P and other 
implementors 

 c. Midstream/Upstream 
Market Actors receiving 
incentives, if applicable 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

4 Market /Sector(s)  
Public and 
Commercial 

Residential, 
Commercial, Public, 
Industrial, Agricultural 

Public, 
Commercial 

Public Public, HTR/DAC 
SMB 

Public, Commercial Public 

5 Customer Segment(s)  

Municipal, Special 
Districts, K-12 Public 
School Districts, 
Small Hard-to-Reach 
Businesses 

Public Agencies and 
Hard-to-Reach 

Cities/towns/count
y, school districts, 
special districts and 
HTR SMB 

Cities, Counties, 
Special Districts 
and k-12 school 
districts 

Local Governments, 
Public Agencies, K-
12 School Districts, 
HTR/DAC 
customers, 
Unserved Small-to-
Medium sized 
businesses 

City governments 
& townships, 
Tribes, County 
governments, K-12 
school districts, 
Water/wastewater 
agencies/districts, 
Other public 

Cities, Counties, Special 
Districts and k-12 school 
districts 
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agencies (not 
served by 
Statewide 
Programs) 

6 
Third-Party 
Implementer/Subcontractor 
name 

City/County 
Association of 
Governments of San 
Mateo County 

Redwood Marin SJVCEO SNEW CC-LEAP Sonoma 

7` Name of program or service 
San Mateo County 
Energy Watch 

Redwood Coast Energy 
Authority 

Marin Energy 
Watch 

Central California 
Energy Watch  

Sierra Nevada 
Energy Watch 

Central Coast 
Leaders In Energy 
Action Partnership 

Sonoma Public Energy 

8 
Brief description of program 
or service (2-3 sentences) 

San Mateo County 
Energy Watch plans 
to continue to provide 
services to the 
following customer 
segments: local 
governments, special 
districts, K-12 public 
school districts, and 
hard-to-reach small 
businesses. Our 
overall strategy for 
the SMC Energy 
Watch is to work in 
two ways: 1. Drive 
referrals for 
immediate projects 2. 
Build a pipeline for 
future electrification 
projects.  

RCEW will assist local 
governments and public 
agencies with becoming 
energy efficiency 
leaders. RCEW will 
support cost-effective 
delivery of resource 
acquisition program 
services to the Public 
and Hard-To-Reach 
sectors of Humboldt 
County. RCEW will use 
an integrated energy 
management approach 
to services that presents 
customers with 
progressively stepped 
solutions encouraging 
deeper retrofits. 

The team has 
developed 
programs to 
promote renewable 
energy, address 
climate change, 
encourage green 
building, recognize 
green businesses 
and implement 
energy efficiency 
projects in County 
schools, special 
districts and cities 
and towns. 

CCEW aims to 
achieve four goals: 
GHG emission 
reduction, lower 
agency energy 
costs, support local 
control, and have 
our local 
governments to 
ZNE by 2033 
through various 
program activities 
and objectives. 
 

The SNEW 
program expands 
energy efficiency 
and renewable 
energy use in the 
Sierra, empowering 
local action, 
eliminating barriers 
to a clean energy 
future, establishing 
climate resiliency, 
and saving 
communities 
money. The SNEW 
team works closely 
with local 
governments, 
school districts, 
public agencies, and 
small businesses to 

CC-LEAP’s 
mission is to 
empower public 
agencies to adopt 
cost-effective 
sustainable energy 
solutions in Central 
Coast communities. 
CC-LEAP provides 
services to public 
agencies 
throughout the 
areas served by 
PG&E in San Luis 
Obispo, Santa 
Barbara, and San 
Benito Counties.  

County of Sonoma 
Energy and Sustainability 
Division will offer the 
Sonoma Energy Watch 
program. The primary 
program offering will 
come in the form of the 
“Energy Efficiency 
Roadmap” and its 
accompanying services. 
County of Sonoma 
Employees, qualified 
“EE Roadmap 
Specialists”, and PG&E 
3P Resource Acquisition 
Program Implementers 
will assist customers in 
completing a building 
assessment resulting in 
the EE Roadmap report 
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provide energy use 
analysis and audits, 
helping link to 
resources, providing 
project management 
support, and finding 
funding and 
financing solutions. 
They also conduct 
greenhouse gas 
(GHG) inventories, 
develop and 
implement 
emissions reduction 
plans, and execute 
energy projects that 
make communities 
more resilient, 
efficient, and 
vibrant. 

which will outline and 
help customers to 
prioritize and plan 
upgrades and 
improvements to their 
building’s equipment 
over years to come. 
Referrals to PG&E 3P 
Resource Acquisition 
Programs will be a main 
focus of Sonoma Public 
Energy and all leads 
referred will be tracked 
and reported.  

9 
Total kWh Energy Savings 
(First year, net) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

10 
Total MW Energy Savings 
(First year, net) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

11 
Total therms Energy 
Savings (First year, net) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

12 

Hard to Reach (HTR) 
Customers. Provide 
forecasted total number of 
HTR customer accounts. 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 



 

  Page 10 

Public  

13 

Disadvantaged Community 
(DAC) Customers. Provide 
forecasted total number of 
DAC customer accounts. 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

14 
Forecasted Number of 
Customers Served by 
Program Year 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

  
 

 
 

 

15 

Area(s) Served (including 
service territory, climate 
zones, cities, and/or 
counties, as applicable) 

San Mateo County 

Humboldt County Marin County Counties: Kings, 
Tulare, Stanislaus, 
San Joaquin, 
Merced, Fresno, 
Kern, Monterey, 
Madera, San Benito 
(Muni) 

Counties: Lassen, 
Plumas, Sierra, 
Nevada, Placer, El 
Dorado, Amador, 
Alpine, Calaveras, 
Tuolumne, 
Mariposa, Butte, 
Sutter, Yuba 

Counties: Santa 
Barbara, San Luis 
Obispo, San Benito 
(Comm) 

Sonoma County 

16 
Program TRC ratio (CET 
output) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

17 
Program PAC ratio (CET 
output) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

18 
Program $/kWh (TRC 
levelized cost, CET output) 

N/A 
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

19 
Program $/kWh (PAC 
levelized cost, CET output) 

N/A 
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

20 
Program $/MW (TRC 
levelized cost, CET output) 

N/A 
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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21 
Program $/MW (PAC 
levelized cost, CET output) 

N/A 
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

22 
Program $/therm (TRC 
levelized cost, CET output) 

N/A 
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

23 
Program $/kWh (PAC 
levelized cost, CET output) 

N/A 
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

24 
Budget: Forecast budget by 
program year (PY) for each 
year contract in effect  

 
 
 

 
   

 

 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

  
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 

25 

Budget: Forecast 
expenditures by program 
year (PY) for each year 
contract in effect 

 
 
 

 
   

 

 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

  
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 

26 

Budget: Total Program 
Budget, 2020-2025 (include 
explanation for difference, if 
any, from total contract 
budget provided in Table A) 

$2,785,000 $1,765,727 $965,800 $4,139,027 $3,326,957.58 $2,084,000 $2,095,000 
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27 

Budget: If EE/DR 
component to the program, 
provide dollar amount and 
percent of total budget 
dedicated to EE/DR 
component 

N/A 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

28 Measure(s) N/A 
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

29 

Savings Determination Type 
(i.e. custom, deemed, Net 
Metered Energy 
Consumption, or 
Randomized Control Trial) 

N/A 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

30 

Savings Calculation 
Method(s) (Meter-Based, 
Deemed, Calculated, 
Multiple and/or Other) 

N/A 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

31 
Contract start date and end 
date 

07/01/2020 - 
12/31/2025 

07/01/2020 - 
12/31/2025 
 

07/01/2020 - 
12/31/2025 
 

07/01/2020 - 
12/31/2025 
 

07/01/2020 - 
12/31/2025 
 

07/01/2020 - 
12/31/2025 
 

07/01/2020 - 12/31/2025 
 

32 

Program start date and end 
date. If program dates aren’t 
defined by the period the 
program is open for 
customer participation, 
explain, and also include 
customer participation 
period. 

07/01/2020 - 
12/31/2025 
 

07/01/2020 - 
12/31/2025 
 

07/01/2020 - 
12/31/2025 
 

07/01/2020 - 
12/31/2025 
 

07/01/2020 - 
12/31/2025 
 

07/01/2020 - 
12/31/2025 
 

07/01/2020 - 12/31/2025 
 

33 
NAICS codes eligible for 
the program  

Any starting with the 
following two digits 

Any starting with the 
following two digits 

Any starting with 
the following two 

Any starting with 
the following two 

Any starting with 
the following two 

Any starting with 
the following two 

Any starting with the 
following two digits 
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Sector Codes: 11, 22, 
23, 31-33, 42, 44-45, 
48-49, 51, 52, 53, 54, 
55, 56, 61, 62, 71, 72, 
81, 92 

Sector Codes: 11, 22, 
23, 31-33, 42, 44-45, 
48-49, 51, 52, 53, 54, 
55, 56, 61, 62, 71, 72, 
81, 92 

digits Sector 
Codes: 11, 22, 23, 
31-33, 42, 44-45, 
48-49, 51, 52, 53, 
54, 55, 56, 61, 62, 
71, 72, 81, 92 

digits Sector Codes: 
11, 22, 23, 31-33, 
42, 44-45, 48-49, 
51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 
56, 61, 62, 71, 72, 
81, 92 

digits Sector Codes: 
11, 22, 23, 31-33, 
42, 44-45, 48-49, 
51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 
56, 61, 62, 71, 72, 
81, 92 

digits Sector 
Codes: 11, 22, 23, 
31-33, 42, 44-45, 
48-49, 51, 52, 53, 
54, 55, 56, 61, 62, 
71, 72, 81, 92 

Sector Codes: 11, 22, 23, 
31-33, 42, 44-45, 48-49, 
51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 61, 
62, 71, 72, 81, 92 
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Confidential Appendix C: LGP Selection Spreadsheet  

Confidential Appendix D: Third-Party Contract Summary  

a) Table 1 Contract Summary 
b) Table 2 and 3 

 

Confidential Appendix E:  Third-Party Contracts 



Public Attachment A 

Energy Efficiency Third-Party Solicitation Advice Letter 

Energy Efficiency Independent Evaluator’s Final 
Report 

(Redacted) 

February 10, 2023
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2. Background 
The assigned Independent Evaluator (IE) is required to submit an individual IE assessment report 
(IE Report) on each executed energy efficiency third-party contract and the corresponding program 
solicitation process. An advice letter filing is required if the proposed contract value is $5 million or 
greater and/or has a contract term longer than three years. In such cases, the IE Report is filed as 
part of the investor-owned utility’s (IOU) Tier 2 advice letter seeking California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC) approval of the energy efficiency third-party contract. Regardless, the IE is 
always required to provide a report to the IOU’s Energy Efficiency Procurement Review Group 
(PRG).1 

 
In August 2016, the CPUC adopted Decision 16-08-019, which defined a “third-party program” as a 
program proposed, designed, implemented, and delivered by non-utility personnel under contract to 
a utility program administrator. In January 2018, the CPUC adopted Decision 18-01-004 directing 
the four California IOUs—PG&E, Southern California Edison Company (SCE), San Diego Gas & 
Electric Company (SDG&E), and Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas)—to ensure that 
their EE portfolios contain a minimum percentage of third-party designed and implemented 
programs by predetermined dates over a three-year period. Further directions were included in 
Decision (D.)18-05-041, which states: 

“The third-party requirements of Decision (D.)16-08-019 and D.18-01-004 are required to be 
applied to the business plans of the investor-owned utilities approved in this decision. All utility 
program administrators shall have at least 25 percent of their 2020 program year forecast budgets 
under contract for programs designed and implemented by third parties by no later than December 
19, 2019.”2 

In a letter dated November 5, 2019, PG&E requested an extension to June 30, 2020 to meet the 25 
percent requirement to allow for sufficient time for a detailed and thoughtful contract negotiation 
stage for its Local Multi-Sector RFP. In November 2019, the CPUC granted PG&E’s request for 
extension of time to meet the 25 percent threshold by June 30, 2020. 

 
The CPUC further stated that, consistent with D.18-05-041, the IOUs must meet at least 40 percent 
of their energy efficiency portfolios under contract for programs designed and implemented by third 
parties by December 31, 2020. No further extensions of time will be granted to the IOUs for 
meeting the third-party percentage requirements specified in Ordering Paragraph 4 of D.18-05-041. 

 
TWO STAGE SOLICITATION APPROACH 
The IOUs are required by the CPUC to conduct a two-stage solicitation approach for soliciting third 
party program design and implementation services as part of the energy efficiency portfolio. All 
IOUs are required to conduct a Request for Abstract (RFA) solicitation, followed by a full Request 
for Proposal (RFP) stage.3 

 
The CPUC also requires each IOU to assemble a PRG. The IOU’s PRG, a CPUC-endorsed entity, 
is composed of non-financially interested parties such as advocacy groups, utility-related labor 

 
 

1 Id. 
2 Id, OP 4, pp. 182-183. 
3 Id, p. 2. 
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unions, and other non-commercial, energy-related special interest groups. The PRG is charged with 
overseeing the IOU’s EE solicitation process (both local and statewide), reviewing procedural 
fairness and transparency. This oversight includes examining overall procurement prudence and 
providing feedback during all solicitation stages. Each IOU briefs its PRG on a periodic basis 
throughout the process on topics including the RFA and RFP language development, abstract and 
proposal evaluation, and contract negotiations. 

 
Each IOU is required to select and utilize a pool of EE IEs to serve as consultants to the PRG.4 

The IEs are directed to observe and report on the IOU’s entire solicitation process, preparation, 
evaluation, selection, and contracting process. The IEs review and monitor the IOU solicitation 
process, valuation methodologies, selection processes, and contracting to confirm that an unbiased, 
fair, and transparent competitive process is conducted that is devoid of market collusion or 
manipulation. The IEs are privy to viewing all submissions. The IEs are invited to participate in all 
the IOU’s solicitation through selection-related discussions and are bound by confidentiality 
obligations. 

 
TIMELY SOLICITATIONS 
On March 11, 2020, the CPUC’s Energy Division (ED) provided additional guidance to the IOUs, 
in response to specific challenges being experienced in the market, as raised through the semiannual 
CPUC-hosted public workshops to identify process improvements directed at the following issues: 

 
DELAYS IN SCHEDULES GUIDANCE 

• Allocate up to 12 weeks from RFA release to notification of bidders of invitation to respond 
to RFP. 

• Allocate up to 15 weeks from RFP release to notification of bidders’ invitation to contract 
negotiation. 

• Execute contract 12 weeks after invitation to contract negotiation unless the IOU is 
conducting multiple negotiations within the same solicitation, the program is complex, or the 
contract is addressing challenging contract elements. 

• Update the solicitation schedules in their next quarterly update. 
 

RFA GUIDANCE 
• Adhere to the intent of the RFA stage explained in Decision 18-01-004. 
• Refrain from requesting excessive detail in the RFA stage. 

 
BIDDER COMMUNICATION 

• Keep bidders notified of the status of the solicitation throughout the entire process. 
• Provide better feedback to bidders by delivering on their commitments made in response to 

stakeholder requests. 
• Provide non-advancing bidders notification if their abstracts/proposals didn’t advance due to 

incomplete or non-conforming, a violation, or an unmitigated conflict of interest. 
 

After the June 30 and September 30, 2020 deadlines are met, ED encourages the IOUs to make 
feedback available to bidders that they did not advance to the next stage of the solicitations. 

 
 

4 Id, OP 5, p. 62. 
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scoring elements and definitions) was produced after the RFA was released. This limited the ability 
of the IOU to make improvements to the scorecard since bidder information was limited to the 
already-released RFA. For future solicitations, the scoring rubric and supporting scorecard should 
be developed concurrently with the RFA. 

 
5.2 Response to PRG and IE Advice 
Consistent with PG&E’s RFA design, the RFP properly balanced the need for information to 
evaluate bidder proposals and the burden on the bidder in responding to the RFP. The RFP 
included general instructions and a Response Form (narrative and data) along with the applicable 
CPUC standard and modifiable contract terms and conditions. PG&E also presented its proposed 
Company-specific terms and conditions for bidder consideration. PG&E asked bidders to provide 
responses to 39 questions pertaining to their proposed program design. The RFP imposed 
reasonable word-limits that allowed ample opportunity to provide a clear and complete response. In 
the future, PG&E should consider reducing the number of bidder questions for future non-resource 
RFPs. 

 
The IE provided 44 discrete comments and corresponding recommendations, which were all 
accepted by PG&E. The comments were primarily focused on improving the quality and 
compliance of the RFP’s general instructions, narrative response form, and the scoring framework. 

 
5.3 Responses to PRG and IE Advice 
RFA 

Overall, PG&E was very receptive to all input provided by the IE and the PRG throughout the 
development and implementation of the solicitation. Nearly all comments were accepted, and 
recommendations incorporated by the IOU. Early on, certain PRG members expressed their 
concerns regarding the RFA’s limited eligibility requirements. In response, PG&E worked with the 
IE to further expand eligibility. These changes were acceptable to the concerned PRG members. 
Also, some PRG members shared their reservation regarding the future of a non-resource 
partnership model given the current emphasis on cost-effective energy savings results. However, 
PG&E’s solicitation approach focuses local governments on tangible, near-term results which lead 
directly to energy savings in the public sector and in the local communities. PG&E is hopeful this 
new focus will cultivate new and fresh program concepts from bidders. 

 
RFP 
As with the RFA, PG&E was very receptive to all IE and PRG input provided throughout the 
development and implementation of the solicitation. The IE and PRG comments regarding the 
LGP RFP were accepted, and recommendations incorporated into the final RFP by the IOU with 
one exception. The PRG recommended that the RFP scorecard weighting for the proposed key 
performance indicators . 
IE supported the IOU’s action as this weighting was equal to weights assigned to the innovation and 
program design criteria. 
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6. Bid Evaluation Methodology Assessment 

6.1 Bid Screening Process 
RFA 
Prior to scoring, PG&E screened the abstracts for: 

• Timeliness 
• Completeness (substantively incomplete or exceeds length limitations) 
• Non-responsive to the objectives and requirements of the RFA 
• Conflict of interest exists, as determined by PG&E 

In the RFA, PG&E did not disclose selection criteria. However, PG&E did provide a general list of 
factors that would be used to evaluate all abstracts including: 

• The bidder’s experience working with local governments 
• Overall alignment with future portfolio vision laid out in the PG&E Business Plan, PG&E 

Solicitation Plan, and metrics 
• Confidence in the assessment and underlying assumptions of the proposed program impact 

and benefits 
• The proposal demonstrates an awareness and understanding of all key implementation steps 
• The proposed organization possess the qualifications and capabilities essential for program 

execution 
• The proposed organization demonstrates a successful track record of prior program 

implementation experience 
• The proposed program incorporates new, innovative or unique program design elements 

that will enhance program effectiveness 
• Completeness of the proposal and responsiveness to the requirements of this RFA 

PG&E indicated that these factors were not necessarily listed in any order of importance. PG&E 
also stated that at its sole discretion it may decide to use some or all of these factors when evaluating 
the potential value of a proposed program in PG&E’s portfolio. 

 
RFP 
PG&E invited 14 bidders to the RFP stage. The IOU conducted a pre-screening process to confirm 
each proposal was eligible to for further evaluation using the following criteria: 

 
• Eligibility Criterion 1: Participation in Previous RFA 

To be eligible for this RFP, Bidders must have participated in the prior PG&E RFA and been 
notified that their abstract was selected to advance to this RFP. 

 
• Eligibility Criterion 2:  Local Government Relevance 

This targeted solicitation for non-resource LGP Programs is limited to Bidders who are well 
positioned within or with relevant relationships or other access to local governments. Bidders 
must meet one of these three criteria, or their proposals will not be scored: 

 
o Existing lead local partners (LLP) of the current PG&E LGP Programs 
o Local Governments 



Final IE Report – Local Government Partnerships Confidential Market Sensitive Information  14  

Public  

o Entities who have an existing relationship with local government(s) and who can 
leverage local government expertise, access and infrastructure to implement 
energy efficiency programs 

 
• Eligibility Criterion 3: Program Evaluation Contractors and Consultants 

Pursuant to CPUC Decision 05-01-055 – Interim Opinion on the Administrative Structure for 
Energy Efficiency: Threshold Issues, program evaluation, measurement and verification 
(EM&V), activities must be transparent and independent to support sound Commission 
decision-making and portfolio administration. The EM&V structure must be shielded from 
potential conflicts of interest to ensure independence and transparency of the evaluation 
process. 

 
Allowing EM&V consultants (or their firms) who perform program and portfolio impact- 
related studies to also be involved in LGP Program delivery creates a conflict-of-interest. To 
address this conflict-of-interest, EM&V consultants (or their firms) that perform program and 
portfolio impact-related studies in California are prohibited from also participating in this 
RFP. Any business entity that is a Bidder in this solicitation process and also affiliated with an 
EM&V consultant (or their firms) performing load impact studies, must demonstrate how 
both their business entities are clearly demarcated. The Bidder must describe all established 
firewalls and any other protections in place to ensure separation and effectively mitigate any 
perceived or potential conflict-of-interest for their proposal to be considered for evaluation. 
A current list of impact evaluation contractors and subcontractors is at: 
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/eevalidation/ 

 
• Eligibility Criterion 4: IOU Affiliates 

CPUC Decision 05-01-055 prohibits any transaction between a California investor-owned 
utility (IOU) and any program implementer for EE that is a California affiliate of an IOU.9 All 
Bidders must acknowledge that they are not an affiliate of any IOU. Such disclosure will be 
included in the response hereto. Failure to accurately respond will result in immediate 
rejection and disqualification from this RFP. 

 
• Eligibility Criterion 5: Consistency with RFA Scope 

Bidders must submit a proposal that substantively aligns with the program design described in 
their abstract submitted in the Stage-1 RFA solicitation process. The RFA evaluation of the 
Bidder’s abstract is the basis for PG&E enabling a Bidder to advance to later stages of this 
RFP solicitation process, and continuity between the abstract and the proposal is required. 
Bidders are encouraged to elaborate and improve upon their abstract without changing the 
main features of their program design. Proposals that fail to maintain consistency with the 
abstract that was originally proposed in the RFA stage will not be considered for further 
evaluation in the RFP. 

 
Bidders proposing changes to key program design characteristics submitted in their abstract 
are required to clearly identify and explain the purpose of the change within their narrative 
proposal. Examples of key program characteristics include: 

 

9 D.05-01-055, OP 2, “As discussed in this decision, transactions between the IOUs and any program implementer that 
is an affiliate of PG&E, SCE, SDG&E or SoCalGas are prohibited, without exception. This ban becomes effective for 
the 2006 program year and beyond.” 
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misapplication of the scoring guidelines or misunderstanding of the bidder’s response. In certain 
instances, team members elected to adjust scores. All adjustments seemed reasonable and well- 
founded. The IE did not see any team member force their perspective onto others during either the 
RFA or RFP calibration meetings. Discussions were well-reasoned, professional and at no time was 
any score team member coerced into changing their scores. The IE had no significant 
disagreements with the score team’s assessments. 

 
The IOU presented its RFA shortlist selections and RFP rankings to the PRG during the monthly 
PRG meetings. The IOU discussed the rationale of its selection and the IE confirmed that it had 
monitored all aspects of the evaluation process including attending PG&E’s shortlist meeting. The 
PRG did confirm that the proposed abstract budgets were in alignment with the RFA’s stated 
budget. The PRG was also concerned about regions that may not be served by an LGP; however, 
the PRG, ultimately, supported PG&E’s final shortlist. 

7.2 Management of Deficient Bids 
PG&E did not receive any deficient bids as part of the LGP RFA or RFP stages. 

7.3 Shortlist and Final Selections 
PG&E’s approach to identifying the RFA bidder shortlist and selecting the final proposals was 
transparent, well-reasoned, and fair. The IOU followed its Solicitation Plan 10 as presented in their 
Business Plan application which consisted of a two-stage solicitation relying on an RFA and RFP 
stages to determine final selections. Selected bidders were invited to contract negotiations. All 
bidders who were invited to the contract negotiations did execute a contract with PG&E. 

 
A. CONFORMANCE  WITH ESTABLISHED  EVALUATION PROCESSES 
The IOU used the final aggregate team scores to rank both abstracts and proposals. In both the 
RFA and RFP evaluations, PG&E looked for natural breaks among scores to identify the bidder 
shortlist. During the final selection meeting the IOU discussed the following: 

 
• LGP coverage across the whole of the service territory. 
• The need to adjust some of the LGP proposed scopes to remove cost-inefficiencies and/or 

tactics that did not directly support EE retrofits. 
• Lower scoring LGP bids and their strengths and weaknesses and whether they should be 

selected. 
• Allocation of RFP budget across the final selections and the corresponding unallocated 

budget. 
• The heavy reliance on strategic energy management strategies (resource-focused program 

offering) directed at wastewater facilities by the Staples and Associates proposal. 
• Expansion of certain LGP scope to improve geographical coverage especially for DAC or 

HTR customers. 
 

As a result of these discussions, PG&E only selected bids that scored above 60 points noting the 
quality of bids below this score seemed too low to fund. They also decided not to select the Staples 
and Associates bid as it did not fully align with the scope of the non-resource RFP. The bid 
included strategic energy management, a resource strategy, to local government’s with water 

 
10 Pacific Gas & Electric Company Third Party Solicitation Process Proposal, August 4, 2017, pp. 6-8. 
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Are there any resource programs that currently offer SEM training? SEM training is 
considered an innovative strategy. 
IOU Response: That SEM aspect of the proposal was highlighted because it is unique. We 
understand that SEM training can bring value to the portfolio. However, we see this type of 
proposal being duplicative of what resource programs would offer. There will be a statewide 
program that will be directly serving water and wastewater facilities. There are other reasons 
why we recommend dismissing this proposal. The biggest reason is the size and cost. 

 
• IE Comment: The evaluation process asked 38 bidder questions plus required bidders to 

populate 5 unique workbook tabs. There were similar questions which could be consolidated 
and/or removed. For example, 17 bidder questions directed at program design. Future 
solicitations can reduce the number of bidder questions. 
IOU Response: PG&E will regularly refresh and look to streamline the volume of bid 
information making it less onerous for the bidders. 

 
• IE Comment: The calibration meeting should address all scoring deviations not just 

significant deviations. Depending on the weight of a scoring element, an accumulation of  
point deviations can be impactful to the overall score and final selections especially with 38 
unique scoring elements. Also, the IOU’s calibration meeting should include a discussion 
among the evaluators on each bidder question to confirm that evaluators consistently applied 
the scorecard. Also, consider holding a calibration “check-in” meeting after the evaluation of 
the first proposal to confirm consistency among scorers. 
IOU Response: PG&E looks at both the range of scores in the score team as well as the 
standard deviation to focus discussion time on areas of the largest disagreement and it seems 
to be working effectively. We discussed the merits of each proposal overall and specifically 
discussed scoring criteria which have a range in scores . To use a lower range of  
would essentially have every score of every proposal discussed and that is excessive from a 
cost versus benefit perspective. While the calibration meetings have been a venue for great 
discussion and transparency of the process, we have observed that they ultimately have not 
translated into any significant shifts in final scores. Changing the score of a single scorer up or 
down by several points is not incredibly impactful when the score is averaged with the rest of 
the scores from the scoring team and that is the point of having multiple scorers. 

 
7.4 Affiliate Bids and Conflict of Interest 
The CPUC, in Decision 05-01-055, prohibits any transaction between a California IOU and any 
program implementer for EE that is a California affiliate of an IOU. PG&E required all bidders to 
acknowledge that they are not an affiliate of any IOU. There was no instance where a California 
IOU affiliate participated as a bidder in the solicitation. 

 
Additionally, as part of PG&E’s evaluation team instructions, PG&E directed each team member to 
identify any potential conflicts of interests with participating bidders. None were identified as part 
of this solicitation. 
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2) PROGRAM  ALIGNMENT WITH  EE PLANNING  PRINCIPLES 
 

a) REASONABLENESS OF ENERGY SAVINGS GOAL RELATIVE TO TARGETED MARKET’S 
ENERGY EFFICIENCY POTENTIAL 
The LGP offerings, as non-resource programs, do not have specific energy savings goals. The 
LGPs will coordinate with and support the IOU-selected third-party resource program 
implementers in their energy savings goal achievements. 

 
b) PROJECTED ENERGY SAVINGS FROM VIABLE MEASURES 

The LGP offerings, as non-resource programs, will not directly offer EE measures to the 
targeted customer groups. 

 
c) COMPLIANCE OF THE PROPOSED PROGRAM WITH CPUC M&V RULES AND 

REQUIREMENTS 
The Contract requires the Program to be consistent with current CPUC Measurement & 
Verification (M&V) rules and requirements.14 The Implementer is required to provide a final M&V 
Plan as part of the program’s start-up activities.15 The Contracts require LGIs to comply with all 
CPUC directives regarding Program EM&V and must fulfill all EM&V activities as may be required 
by the CPUC. This includes supporting any data collection required by the CPUC Evaluation 
Measure and Valuation (EM&V) efforts for non-resource activities completed during the Agreement 
Term.16 

9. Reasonableness of Contracting Process 

9.1 COLLABORATION ON FINAL PROGRAM DESIGN AND SCOPE 

The Contracts reflect LGP program offerings proposed and designed by the third-party program 
implementers. During contract negotiations, the IOU and the LGIs collaborated on improvements 
to program offerings and geographical coverage. 

 
Since PG&E has not yet authorized new third-party resource programs to begin to work, the LGIs 
could not clearly link their LGP offering to these pending programs. As these new resource 
programs begin pre-program launch activities, PG&E should invite the LGIs to collaborate with 
these new resource program implementers to capture potential program synergies, avoid program 
overlap, and agree upon the finer points of program coordination (e.g., customer outreach, project 
hand-offs, etc.). Results of such collaboration can be recorded in the Implementation Plans and 
corresponding program manuals for both the resource programs and the LGPs. 

 
IOU SUPPORT SERVICES 
PG&E will provide minimum utility support services such as PG&E general marketing support, data 
services, and customer complaint support. These support services are reasonable and will likely 
improve the program’s performance and customer service. PG&E also offered additional support 
services (i.e., branding support, marketing support, account mgmt. support, and enhanced data 
support services) at a direct cost (~$150/hr.) to the LGI. Depending on the LGP offering, some 

 
 

14 Part B, Section H.3, p. 27. 
15 Schedule C, Table 10, p. 80. 
16 Section 2.8, Key Performance Indicators and Evaluability. 
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strengths and weaknesses of the proposal against these six criteria. No greater level of detail was 
offered by PG&E. Most bidders asked for more information regarding the evaluation of specific 
aspects of their proposal, although many bidders understood that PG&E could not share such 
detailed information. 

 
Also, PG&E did specifically ask for feedback on its solicitation process. Many bidders appreciated 
the debriefing session and noted that feedback was rarely provided in other solicitations. The 
following is a list of individual bidder feedback collected by the IE during the debriefing sessions. 
Note the feedback doesn’t reflect the opinions of all bidders and may reflect the opinion of only one 
bidder. 

 
• Some bidders were frustrated with the lack of detail during the debriefing sessions while 

others understood the limitations. 
• More communication to bidders on the on-going status of the solicitation would help bidders 

and its subcontractors with their own planning. 
• Communicate the outcome of the solicitation sooner so, the bidder(s) can develop other 

business opportunities. 
• Provide a specific budget information in the both the RFA and RFP to help guide bidders on 

expected program size. (Note - The RFP covered multiple programs but did not assign a 
specific budget by program/region. The LGP solicitation included an overall $5 million 
budget.) 

• Many bidders complimented PG&E on its PowerAdvocate solicitation platform which 
bidders thought worked very well throughout the solicitation. 

• In some cases, the RFA and RFP asked for the same information. PG&E should improve 
this in the future. 

• RFA and RFP requirements were reasonable relative to federal and state-run solicitations. 
• Appreciated that the detailed budget information was not required in the RFA. 
• Plenty of time to prepare proposals which allowed bidders to further identify subcontractors. 
• Appreciation for the role of the IE and the ongoing monitoring. 
• PG&E should consider non-profit status in the evaluation of the supply chain responsibilities. 

 
Although some bidders were frustrated by the lack of details regarding the evaluation of their 
proposals, PG&E did list areas of strengths and weakness with their proposals which could be easily 
matched to the RFA and RFP requirements by the bidder. This opportunity provided by PG&E for 
bidder self-reflection, if they choose to do so, can provide them with valuable insights to areas 
where they could improve upon in future proposals. Some bidders had the insight to see this 
opportunity while others simply expressed their frustration. PG&E staff did an outstanding job 
managing the debriefing session especially given the level of emotions with certain bidders. PG&E 
should continue to hold debriefing sessions while appropriately setting bidder expectations on the 
level of information that can be shared. 

 
9.5 UNIFORMITY OF CONTRACT CHANGES 

After the conclusion of PG&E’s final bid selections, the IOU entered contract negotiations with the 
selected bidders. As a starting point for negotiations, and consistent with CPUC direction, PG&E 
gave the bidders the set of CPUC standard and modifiable terms and conditions. Along with these 
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CPUC’s terms and conditions, the IOU provided its own proposed additional terms in a separate 
document. At the conclusion of both contract negotiations, the contract terms and conditions were 
the same among all bidders. As previously discussed, there were no changes made to the CPUC 
standard terms and conditions (see, Section 9.3 Changes to Contract Terms & Conditions). 
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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 in the Local Government Partnerships contracts. 
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