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Advice No. 3945
(U904 G)

Public Utilities Commission of the State of California

Subject: SoCalGas 2009-11 Low Income Energy Efficiency Program and Budget
Compliance Filing Pursuant to D.08-11-031

In compliance with Ordering Paragraphs (OP) 71 and 78 of Decision (D.) 08-11-031,
Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas) hereby submits for filing with the Public
Utilities Commission (Commission) its expanded 2009-11 Low Income Energy Efficiency
(LIEE) related Program Implementation Plans (PIPs), as shown in Attachments 1 through
4. San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) is concurrently making a similar filing.

Purpose

The purpose of this Advice Letter is to comply with the Commission’s directive to submit a
Tier 2 compliance Advice Letter expanding upon SoCalGas’ PIPs provided in attachments
to the large investor-owned utilities’ (IOUs)! 2009 through 2011 budget applications.

Background

On November 6, 2008, in D.08-11-031, the Commission adopted the I0Us’ 2009-11 LIEE
program budgets and the California Alternate Rates for Energy (CARE) subsidy budgets.
As a result of the significant budget increases approved in D.08-11-031 and articulation of
major new policy directions for LIEE outlined in D.07-12-051, the Commission
emphasized the need for IOUs to capitalize on programs that focus on energy efficiency
savings and evolve more towards resource programs in support of the Commission’s
long-term vision. Subsequently, the Commission outlined stringent requirements to: (1)
treat LIEE as a resource program focusing on energy savings, in addition to customer’s
guality of life, (2) propose substantial budget increases to provide LIEE measures for 25%
of eligible and willing customers in the 2009-11 period, (3) emphasize long-term and
enduring savings, rather than quick fixes, and (4) focus LIEE programs on customers with
high energy use, while continuing to serve all eligible low income populations.?

! Large 10Us consist of SDG&E, SoCalGas, Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), and
Southern California Edison Company (SCE).
2D.08-11-031, page 7.
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OP 71 of D.08-11-031 directs the IOUs to expand upon the LIEE program pilot
descriptions found in their 2009-11 Applications to include: (a) a timeline, (b) projected
breakdown of budgets, (c) estimated energy savings, (d) estimated resources
leveraged/saved, (e) combined estimate of energy savings/shared resources, and (f)
overview of Pilot Evaluation Plan. In Attachment 4, SoCalGas complies with the directives
of OP 71 to expand its Natural Gas High-Efficiency Forced Air Unit Furnace Pilot by
providing the new materials requested by the Commission as part of the LIEE program.

In addition, OP 78 directs the 10Us to expand upon each study’s PIPs found in their 2009-
11 Applications, and the new materials shall include: (a) a timeline, (b) projected
breakdown of budgets, and (c) specification of contractor. In Attachments 1 through 3,
SoCalGas has complied with the directives of OP 78 to expand on the Joint IOUS’
Programmatic Measurement and Evaluation Studies (2009 Process Evaluation Study and
2009 Impact Evaluation Study) and Joint IOU’s Low Income Non Energy Benefits Study
by providing the new materials requested by the Commission as part of the LIEE program.

This filing will not increase any rate or charge, cause the withdrawal of service, or conflict
with any rate schedule or rule.

Protest

Anyone may protest this Advice Letter to the Commission. The protest must state the
grounds upon which it is based, including such items as financial and service impact, and
should be submitted expeditiously. The protest must be made in writing and must be
received within 20 days of the date this Advice Letter. There is no restriction on who may
file a protest. The address for mailing or delivering a protest to the Commission is:

CPUC Energy Division
Attention: Tariff Unit

505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

Copies of the protest should also be sent via e-mail to the attention of both Maria Salinas
(mas@cpuc.ca.gov) and to Honesto Gatchalian (jnj@cpuc.ca.gov) of the Energy Division.
A copy of the protest should also be sent via both e-mail and facsimile to the address
shown below on the same date it is mailed or delivered to the Commission.

Attn: Sid Newsom

Tariff Manager - GT14D6

555 West Fifth Street

Los Angeles, CA 90013-1011

Facsimile No. (213) 244-4957

E-mail: shewsom@ Semprautilities.com

Effective Date

D.08-11-031 directs SoCalGas to submit this Advice Letter as a Tier 2 filing (effective
upon staff’'s approval) and therefore is subject to Energy Division disposition pursuant to
GO 96-B. SoCalGas requests that this filing be effective on February 4, 2009, which is 30
calendar days after the date filed.
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Notice

A copy of this Advice Letter is being served to the parties listed on Attachment A and the
interested parties in A.08-05-025.

RON VAN DER LEEDEN
Director
Rates, Revenues, and Tariffs

Attachments



CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

ADVICE LETTER FILING SUMMARY
ENERGY UTILITY

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

Company name/CPUC Utility No. SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY (U 904G)

Utility type: Contact Person: Sid Newsom
[ ]ELC X GAS Phone #: (213) 244-2846
[ ]pPLC [ |HEAT [ ]| WATER | E-mail: SNewsom@semprautilities.com

EXPLANATION OF UTILITY TYPE (Date Filed/ Received Stamp by CPUC)

ELC = Electric GAS = Gas
PLC = Pipeline HEAT = Heat WATER = Water

Advice Letter (AL) #: 3945

Subject of AL: __SoCalGas 2009-11 Low Income Energy Efficiency Program and Budget Compliance
Filing Pursuant to D.08-11-031

Keywords (choose from CPUC listing): Energy Efficiency, LIEE, CARE
AL filing type: [_] Monthly [_] Quarterly [ ] Annual [X] One-Time [_] Other
If AL filed in compliance with a Commission order, indicate relevant Decision/Resolution #:
D08-11-031

Does AL replace a withdrawn or rejected AL? If so, identify the prior AL N/A

Summarize differences between the AL and the prior withdrawn or rejected AL?!: N/ZA

Does AL request confidential treatment? If so, provide explanation: Na

Resolution Required? [ ] Yes [X] No Tier Designation: [ ]1 X2 []3
Requested effective date: _February 4, 2009 No. of tariff sheets: _ 0O
Estimated system annual revenue effect: (%):___N/A

Estimated system average rate effect (%): __NZA

When rates are affected by AL, include attachment in AL showing average rate effects on customer
classes (residential, small commercial, large C/1, agricultural, lighting).

Tariff schedules affected: ___N/A

Service affected and changes proposed:: NZA

Pending advice letters that revise the same tariff sheets: N/A

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

CPUC, Energy Division Southern California Gas Company
Attention: Tariff Unit Attention: Sid Newsom

505 Van Ness Ave., 555 West 5th Street, GT14D6

San Francisco, CA 94102 Los Angeles, CA 90013-1011
mas@cpuc.ca.gov and jnj@cpuc.ca.gov SNewsom@semprautilities.com

Discuss in AL if more space is needed.
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Aglet Consumer Alliance
James Weil
jweil@aglet.org

Alcantar & Kahl LLP
Annie Stange
sas@a-klaw.com

Barkovich & Yap
Catherine E. Yap
ceyap@earthlink.net

CPUC

Energy Rate Design & Econ.
505 Van Ness Ave., Rm. 4002
San Francisco, CA 94102

CPUC - DRA
Jacqueline Greig
jnm@cpuc.ca.gov

Calpine Corp
Avis Clark
aclark@calpine.com

City of Banning
Paul Toor

P. O. Box 998
Banning, CA 92220

City of Long Beach, Gas & Oil Dept.

Chris Garner
2400 East Spring Street
Long Beach, CA 90806

City of Riverside
Joanne Snowden
jsnowden@riversideca.gov

Commerce Energy
Brian Patrick
BPatrick@commerceenergy.com

Alcantar & Kahl
Kari Harteloo
klc@a-klaw.com

Alcantar & Kahl, LLP
Mike Cade
wmc@a-klaw.com

Beta Consulting
John Burkholder
burkee@cts.com

CPUC
Pearlie Sabino
pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

CPUC - DRA
R. Mark Pocta
rmp@cpuc.ca.gov

City of Anaheim
Ben Nakayama
Public Utilities Dept.
P. O. Box 3222
Anaheim, CA 92803

City of Burbank

Fred Fletcher/Ronald Davis

164 West Magnolia Blvd., Box 631
Burbank, CA 91503-0631

City of Los Angeles

City Attorney

200 North Main Street, 800
Los Angeles, CA 90012

City of Vernon
Daniel Garcia
dgarcia@ci.vernon.ca.us

Commerce Energy
Catherine Sullivan
csullivan@commerceenergy.com

Page 1

Alcantar & Kahl
Seema Srinivasan
sls@a-klaw.com

BP Amoco, Reg. Affairs
Marianne Jones

501 West Lake Park Blvd.
Houston, TX 77079

CPUC

Consumer Affairs Branch
505 Van Ness Ave., #2003
San Francisco, CA 94102

CPUC - DRA
Galen Dunham
gsd@cpuc.ca.gov

California Energy Market
Lulu Weinzimer
luluw@newsdata.com

City of Azusa

Light & Power Dept.
215 E. Foothill Blvd.
Azusa, CA 91702

City of Colton

Thomas K. Clarke

650 N. La Cadena Drive
Colton, CA 92324

City of Pasadena - Water and Power
Dept.

G Bawa
GBawa@cityofpasadena.net

Commerce Energy
Blake Lazusso
blasuzzo@commerceenergy.com

County of Los Angeles

Stephen Crouch

1100 N. Eastern Ave., Room 300
Los Angeles, CA 90063
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Crossborder Energy
Tom Beach
tomb@crossborderenergy.com

Davis Wright Tremaine, LLP
Edward W. O'Neill

505 Montgomery Street, Ste 800
San Francisco, CA 94111

Douglass & Liddell
Dan Douglass
douglass@energyattorney.com

Dynegy
Joseph M. Paul
jmpa@dynegy.com

Goodin, MacBride, Squeri, Ritchie &
Day, LLP

J. H. Patrick
hpatrick@gmssr.com

Imperial Irrigation District
K. S. Noller

P. O. Box 937

Imperial, CA 92251

Kern River Gas Transmission Company
Janie Nielsen
Janie.Nielsen@KernRiverGas.com

Law Offices of Diane I. Fellman
Diane Fellman
diane_fellman@fpl.com

MRW & Associates
Robert Weisenmiller
mrw@mrwassoc.com

March Joint Powers Authority
Lori Stone
23555 Meyer Drive,

March Air Reserve Base, CA 92518-
2038

Culver City Utilities
Heustace Lewis
Heustace.Lewis@culvercity.org

Davis, Wright, Tremaine
Judy Pau
judypau@dwt.com

Douglass & Liddell
Donald C. Liddell
liddell@energyattorney.com

Gas Transmission Northwest
Corporation

Bevin Hong
Bevin_Hong@transcanada.com

Goodin, MacBride, Squeri, Ritchie &
Day, LLP

James D. Squeri
jsqueri@gmssr.com

JBS Energy
Jeff Nahigian
jeff@jbsenergy.com

LADWP
Nevenka Ubavich
nevenka.ubavich@ladwp.com

Law Offices of William H. Booth
William Booth
wbooth@booth-law.com

Manatt Phelps Phillips
Randy Keen
rkeen@manatt.com

Matthew Brady & Associates
Matthew Brady
matt@bradylawus.com
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DGS
Henry Nanjo
Henry.Nanjo@dgs.ca.gov

Dept. of General Services
Celia Torres
celia.torres@dgs.ca.gov

Downey, Brand, Seymour & Rohwer
Dan Carroll
dcarroll@downeybrand.com

General Services Administration
Facilities Management (9PM-FT)
450 Golden Gate Ave.

San Francisco, CA 94102-3611

Hanna & Morton
Norman A. Pedersen, Esq.
npedersen@hanmor.com

Jeffer, Mangels, Butler & Marmaro
2 Embarcaero Center, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94111

LADWP

Randy Howard

P. O.Box 51111, Rm. 956
Los Angeles, CA 90051-0100

Luce, Forward, Hamilton & Scripps
John Leslie
jleslie@luce.com

Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP
David Huard
dhuard@manatt.com

Julie Morris
Julie.Morris@PPMEnergy.com
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National Utility Service, Inc.

Jim Boyle

One Maynard Drive, P. O. Box 712
Park Ridge, NJ 07656-0712

Pacific Gas & Electric Co.
John Clarke
jpc2@pge.com

R. W. Beck, Inc.
Catherine Elder
celder@rwbeck.com

Safeway, Inc
Cathy lkeuchi
cathy.ikeuchi@safeway.com

Southern California Edison Co
Fileroom Supervisor

2244 Walnut Grove Ave., Rm 290, GO1
Rosemead, CA 91770

Southern California Edison Co.
Kevin Cini
Kevin.Cini@SCE.com

Southwest Gas Corp.
John Hester

P. O. Box 98510

Las Vegas, NV 89193-8510

TURN
Marcel Hawiger
marcel@turn.org

Western Manufactured Housing
Communities Assoc.

Sheila Day
sheila@wma.org

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
Ray Welch
ray.welch@navigantconsulting.com

Praxair Inc
Rick Noger
rick_noger@praxair.com

Regulatory & Cogen Services, Inc.
Donald W. Schoenbeck

900 Washington Street, #780
Vancouver, WA 98660

Sempra Global
William Tobin
wtobin@sempraglobal.com

Southern California Edison Co
Karyn Gansecki

601 Van Ness Ave., #2040

San Francisco, CA 94102

Southern California Edison Co.
John Quinlan
john.quinlan@sce.com

Suburban Water System
Bob Kelly

1211 E. Center Court Drive
Covina, CA 91724

TURN
Mike Florio
mflorio@turn.org
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PG&E Tariffs
Pacific Gas and Electric
PGETariffs@pge.com

Questar Southern Trails
Lenard Wright
Lenard.Wright@Questar.com

Richard Hairston & Co.
Richard Hairston
hairstonco@aol.com

Sierra Pacific Company
Christopher A. Hilen
chilen@sppc.com

Southern California Edison Co.
Colin E. Cushnie
Colin.Cushnie@SCE.com

Southern California Edison Company
Michael Alexander
Michael . Alexander@sce.com

Sutherland, Asbill & Brennan
Keith McCrea
kmccrea@sablaw.com

The Mehle Law Firm PLLC
Colette B. Mehle
cmehle@mehlelaw.com
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CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
Zaida Amaya-Pineda
zca@cpuc.ca.gov

RESIDENTIAL WALL INSULATION
CRISTAL BEDORTHA
cristalfour@aol.com

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC
COMPANY

DANIEL COOLEY
dfc2@pge.com

WEST COAST GAS COMPANY
RAYMOND J. CZAHAR, C.P.A.
westgas@aol.com

MOUNTAIN UTILITIES
JOHN DUTCHER
ralfl1241a@cs.com

THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE
ROBERT GNAIZDA
robertg@greenlining.org

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC
COMPANY

KIM F. HASSAN
khassan@sempra.com

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
Kelly Hymes
khy@cpuc.ca.gov

DISABILITY RIGHTS ADVOCATES
MELISSA W. KASNITZ
pucservice@dralegal.org

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
Kimberly Kim
kk2@cpuc.ca.gov

SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION
KEITH LAYTON
keith.layton@swgas.com

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC/SOCAL
GAS

GEORGETTA J. BAKER
gbaker@sempra.com

RICHARD HEATH AND ASSOCIATES,
INC.

ART BRICE
abrice@rhainc.com

LATINO ISSUES FORUM
LAILA CORREA
Icorrea@lif.org

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
Mariana C. Campbell
mcl@cpuc.ca.gov

PACIFICORP
RYAN FLYNN
ryan.flynn@pacificorp.com

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK
HAYLEY GOODSON
hayley@turn.org

ACCES
JAMES HODGES
hodgesjl@surewest.net

BILL JULIAN
billjulian@sbcglobal.net

UTILITY COST MANAGEMENT, LLC
PAUL KERKORIAN
pk@utilitycostmanagement.com

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
Robert Kinosian

gig@cpuc.ca.gov

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
Megha Lakhchaura
mla@cpuc.ca.gov
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CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
DENNIS L. BECK JR.
dbeck@energy.state.ca.us

A WORLD INSTITUTE FOR
SUSTAINABLE HUMANI

SUSAN E. BROWN
sebesqg@comcast.net

CAROLYN COX
carolyncox2@sbcglobal.net

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
Melicia Charles
mvc@cpuc.ca.gov

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
Hazlyn Fortune
hcf@cpuc.ca.gov

PERKINS, MANN & EVERETT, A.P.C.
JERRY H. HANN
jmann@pmelaw.com

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
Risa Hernandez
rhh@cpuc.ca.gov

THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE
SAMUEL S. KANG
samuelk@greenlining.org

DISABILITY RIGHTS ADVOCATES
MARY - LEE KIMBER
pucservice@dralegal.org

ALPINE NATURAL GAS OPERATING
COMPANY

MICHAEL LAMOND
mike@alpinenaturalgas.com

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
Alik Lee
ayo@cpuc.ca.gov
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CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
Robert Lehman
leh@cpuc.ca.gov

PACIFICORP
MICHELLE MISHOE
michelle.mishoe@pacificorp.com

WESTERN MANUFACTURED HOUSING
COMM. SVCS.

IRENE K. MOOSEN
irene@igc.org

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC
COMPANY

CHONDA J. NWAMU
cjin3@pge.com

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
Dan Olson
do2@cpuc.ca.gov

COMMUNITY RESOURCE PROJECT,
INC.

LOUISE A. PEREZ
Iperez@cresource.org

COMMUNITY ACTION AGENCY OF
SAN MATEO

GREGORY REDICAN
gredican@caasm.org

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
Thomas M. Renaghan
tmr@cpuc.ca.gov

SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION
BOBBI J. STERRETT
bobbi.sterrett@swgas.com

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
Johanna M. Sevier
msj@cpuc.ca.gov

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
Ava N. Tran
atr@cpuc.ca.gov

PERKINS, MANN & EVERETT
JERRY H. MANN
jmann@pmelaw.com

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
MICHAEL MONTOYA
montoyml@sce.com

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
Harvey Y. Morris
hym@cpuc.ca.gov

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
David Ng
dhn@cpuc.ca.gov

COMMUNITY ACTION AGENCY OF
SAN MATEO

WILLIAM F. PARKER
wparker@baprc.com

ANDERSON & POOLE
EDWARD G. POOLE
epoole@adplaw.com

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
Sarvjit S. Randhawa
ssr@cpuc.ca.gov

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
COMPANY

STACIE SCHAFFER
stacie.schaffer@sce.com

BEAR VALLEY ELECTRIC SERVICE
KEITH SWITZER
kswitzer@gswater.com

SOCALGAS AND SDG&E
MICHAEL R. THORP
mthorp@sempra.com

TELACU
RICHARD VILLASENOR
richvillad@hotmail.com

Page 2

SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY
ELENA MELLO
emello@sppc.com

GOLDEN STATE WATER/BEAR
VALLEY ELECTRIC

RONALD MOORE
rkmoore@gswater.com

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA FORUM
ARLEEN NOVOTNEY
socal.forum@yahoo.com

SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION
VALERIE J. ONTIVEROZ
valerie.ontiveroz@swgas.com

RANCHO VALLEY BUILDERS, INC.
BRUCE PATTON
bpatton_rancho@sbcglobal.net

QUALITY CONSERVATION SERVICES,
INC.

ALLAN RAGO
arago@qcsca.com

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
Rashid A. Rashid
rhd@cpuc.ca.gov

MARAVILLE FOUNDATION
ALEX SOTOMAYOR
alexsot@aol.com

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
Sarita Sarvate
sbs@cpuc.ca.gov

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
Matthew Tisdale
mwt@cpuc.ca.gov

ELLISON SCHNEIDER & HARRIS L.L.P.
GREGGORY L. WHEATLAND
glw@eslawfirm.com
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PACIFIC ENERGY POLICY CENTER PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DON WOOD SR. COMPANY Karen Watts-Zagha
dwood8@cox.net JOSEPHINE WU kwz@cpuc.ca.gov

jwwd@pge.com

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC
Sean Wilson COMPANY

smw@cpuc.ca.gov JOY C. YAMAGATA
jyamagata@semprautilities.com



Attachment 1
SoCalGas Advice No. 3945
Non Ener gy Benefits Study

Joint Utility Study (PG& E, SCE, SDG&E, SoCalGas) 1

California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) Decision (D.) 08-11-031 directs
PG&E, SCE, SDG&E, and SoCal Gas (the Joint Utilities) to conduct a study on non-
energy benefits (NEBS) of the Low Income Energy Efficiency (LIEE) program.

Ordering Paragraph 78 of D.08-11-031 directs the Joint Utilities to expand on the study
descriptions provided in their Applications to include the following new materials:

e A timeline: projected start and finish dates, reporting dates, and tentative final
report date;

e Projected breakdown of budgets: Categories displaying material costs,
administration, data collection and analysis, reporting costs, contractor fees (when
applicable), should be included along with a brief narrative paragraph explaining
the breakdown; and

e Specification of Contractor: For Programmatic M& E Studies — provide a brief
narrative of selection process for the chosen contractor.

Herein, the Joint Utilities have expanded on the NEBs Study description to provide the
new information requested by the Commission.

Regulatory Background

D.02-08-034 directed the investor-owned utilities (I0Us) to evaluate the cost-
effectiveness of the LI1EE program measures for program year (PY) 2003 using a model
that incorporated NEBs such as comfort, health and safety along with direct energy
savings benefits to assess LIEE program cost-effectiveness. The NEBs developed for
these tests were initially designed for use at the program level and were allocated to
individual measures according to their energy savings. The methodology for conducting
these tests and the criteria for evaluating the test results were recommended to the
Commission by the Cost Effectiveness Subcommittee of the Reporting Requirements
Manual Working Group and the L1EE Programs Standardization Team (Standardization

1 Throughout this document, these utilities are referred to as “the IOUS” or “the Joint Utilities.”



Team) in ajointly filed report in March 20022 and were subsequently adopted by the
Commission in D.02-08-034.

The methodology for estimating the NEBs and allocating them to program measuresis
still being used by the Program today, despite the outdated nature of the assumptions
incorporated into the original model. This Study is expected to update the current
methodology used by the IOUs to assign NEBs to program measures for the purpose of
assessing their cost-effectiveness.

Study Objectives

The study objectives for Phase 1 are:

= Summarize the use of NEBsin energy efficiency evaluations to date;

= Estimate the range of value that NEBs should contribute to total program benefits;

= Recommend an approach for incorporating NEBs in cost effectiveness tests for
the LIEE Program; and

= Develop awork scope for Phase 2 which will develop a methodology for
estimating NEBs for the LIEE Program and integrating them into the cost
effectiveness tests required for LIEE Program reporting.

Study Approach

This study will be conducted in two phases. Phase 1 will essentially be a scoping study
designed to research and report on what has been done with NEBs in energy efficiency
evaluations to date, to evaluate the best methodology for quantifying NEBS in the LIEE
program, and to direct the focus of the second phase of the project.

Specific tasks for the study include the following:
= Provide background on the use of NEBsin cost-effectiveness tests for low-
income energy efficiency programs in the form of aliterature review
= Discuss the appropriate use and range of value for various NEBs in program
design and reporting
= Assessvarious options for quantifying NEBs which may include but not be
limited to:
1. aworking model that calculates NEB values or
2. aset of factorsto be applied to energy savings or
3. alist of NEB values by measure, which may vary by utility or climate
zone
= Develop amethodology for quantifying appropriate NEBs at the measure level
and integrating them into the cost effectiveness tests required for LIEE Program

reporting.

2 Final Report for LIEE Program and Measure Cost Effectiveness, submitted to the CPUC by the Cost
Effectiveness Subcommittee of the Reporting Reguirements Manual (RRM) Working Group and the
LIEE Standardization Project Team, March 28, 2002.



Thefirst step of Phase 1 will entail identifying and reviewing existing studies where
NEBs were estimated for the purpose of quantifying energy efficiency program benefits.
The literature review will include an assessment of the methods used and the resulting
estimated NEBs reported. The studies reviewed will not be limited to low-income
programs, but particular consideration should be given to NEB valuations for low-income
programs. The review will include asummary of value ranges of NEBs reported in the
literature.

Given the results of the literature review and the particular needs of the California LIEE
Program, the Consultant will recommend an appropriate approach for estimating NEBs
and substantially improving their integration into the Program’ s cost effectiveness
testing. The Consultant should consider various options, assess the advantages and
disadvantages of each, and develop arecommended approach for LIEE NEB valuation.
The Consultant will hold a public workshop to vet the recommended approach and
address comments of interested parties. If workshop commentslead to arevised
recommendation, the Consultant shall develop the revised plan and again submit it for
review and comment.

Once the recommended approach is finalized, the Consultant will develop a detailed
work scope for the second phase of this project, which will involve developing the
methodology to be used by the LIEE Program for NEB valuation. The Phase 2 work
scope will include study objectives, key research questions, alist of tasksto be
completed, and a set of deliverables. The final deliverable for Phase 1 will be awritten
report, which will document the work completed during Phase 1 and provide the fina
work scope for Phase 2.

Phase 2 of the study will continue to develop the recommended methodology. The final
deliverable will be amodel to be used by the IOUs to estimated NEBs for the purpose of
cost effectiveness testing. The model shall be accompanied by afinal report
documenting the research and assumptions incorporated into the model.

Project Timeline

Specific deliverable dates and tasks will be determined upon contracting with the winning
bidder. Table 1 presents a suggested timeline for the major components of the study. As
shown, Phase 1 of the study is expected to be completed during 2009. Phase2is
expected to be completed in 2010.



Table 1. Suggested Timeline for NEBs Study

ltem Date

Release of Phase 1 RFP March 2009
Selection of Phase 1 Consultant April 2009
Delivery of Literature Review and Recommendations July 2009
Presentation of Recommendations in Public Workshop(s) August 2009
Final Report including Work Scope for Phase 2 September 2009
Release of Phase 2 RFP October 2009
Selection of Phase 2 Consultant November 2009
Delivery of Model and Final Report April 2010

Project Budget Guidelines

The project budget will be determined by the winning proposal. For preliminary

planning purposes, however, some general guidelines are provided in Table 2.

Table 2: Guidelines for NEBs Study Budget

Total PG&E SCE Cost SoCalGas | SDG&E
Study Task Study Cost (30%) Cost Cost

Cost (30%) ° (25%) (15%)
Project Initiation $9,000 $2,700 $2,700 $2,250 $1,350
Develop Research Plan $18,000 $5,400 $5,400 $4,500 $2,700
Develop Sampling Design $9,000 $2,700 $2,700 $2,250 $1,350
Specify Data Collection
Procedure/Collect Data $135,000 $40,500 $40,500 $33,750 $20,250
Data Analysis $78,000 $23,400 $23,400 $19,500 $11,700
Prepare Draft Report $24,000 $7,200 $7,200 $6,000 $3,600
Prepare Final Report $9,000 $2,700 $2,700 $2,250 $1,350
Project Management &
Reporting $18,000 $5,400 $5,400 $4,500 $2,700
Total Costs $300,000 $90,000 $90,000 $75,000 $45,000




Contractor Selection Process

The NEB study is not a programmatic M& E study, and discussion of the contractor
selection processis therefore not required in this study implementation plan. However,
the IOUs currently anticipate using a bid process to select and hire a consultant to
conduct this study. The key factors by which the proposals will be judged include, but
are not limited to, the following criteria:

1. Soundness, thoroughness, and practicality of the proposed approach in meeting the
objectives and issues described in the RFP,

Experience of key personnel in successfully completing similar evaluations,
Staffing plan and time allocation for the proposed work scope,

Quality of the proposal, and

Bid amount.

AR



Attachment 2
SoCalGas Advice No. 3945
Process Evaluation of the 2009 LI EE Program

Joint Utility Study (PG& E, SCE, SDG& E, SoCalGas)

California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) Decision (D.) 08-11-031 directs
PG&E, SCE, SDG&E, and SoCal Gas (the Joint Utilities) to conduct a process evaluation
of the 2009 Low Income Energy Efficiency (LIEE) program.

Ordering Paragraph 78 of D.08-11-031 directs the Joint Utilities to expand on the study
descriptions provided in their Applications to include the following new materials:

e A timeline: projected start and finish dates, reporting dates, and tentative final
report date;

e Projected breakdown of budgets: Categories displaying material costs,
administration, data collection and analysis, reporting costs, contractor fees (when
applicable), should be included along with a brief narrative paragraph explaining
the breakdown; and

e Specification of Contractor: For Programmatic M& E Studies — provide a brief
narrative of selection process for the chosen contractor.

Herein, the Joint Utilities have expanded on the LIEE Process Evaluation description to
provide the new information requested by the Commission.

Study Objectives

An LIEE process evaluation was recommended by the Joint Utilities because one has not
been done for severa years. With the changes in the program, the Joint Utilities believed
that it would be prudent to conduct an evaluation of the effectiveness and efficiency of
the program design and operations.*

The Process Evaluation will assess the effectiveness of the current L1EE program and
develop recommendations for program design and delivery that will improve the
effectiveness of the program. The primary deliverableisafinal report that will present
the findings and recommendations for possible program changes; however, the Joint

! The CPUC-adopted California Energy Efficiency Evaluation Protocols document states, “It is anticipated
that most programs will have at least one in-depth comprehensive process eval uation within each program
funding cycle (e.g., 2006-2008), but a program may have more or less studies depending on the issues that
the I0OUs need to research, the timing of the information needed and the importance of those issues within
the program cycle.” (p. 133)



Utilities are al so seeking usable information and recommendations as the evaluation
progresses, so that program managers can get timely feedback.

The 2009-2011 LIEE program adopted in D.08-11-031 includes several new components,
such as the whole neighborhood approach and a statewide awareness campaign. The
2009 Process Evaluation will give the Joint Utilities and the Commission our first
opportunity to understand how these new approaches are impacting key Commission and
utility program objectives, so that program elements can be fine-tuned to increase
program participation and effectiveness.

In addition to assessing the effectiveness of various components of the LIEE program
such as outreach, contractor delivery, data tracking, etc., this study will also look at
customer behavior and attitudes towards energy saving opportunities. The study will
assess customer willingness to participate in energy saving programs, the particular needs
of high usage customers, and low income customer response to energy education and
communication efforts. Finally, akey component of this process evaluation will explore
attitudinal and behavioral aspects of the LIEE and CARE population that create barriers
to participation in the low income programs in order to help understand ways to mitigate
and overcome these barriers.

Asareview of program activities during the first year of the 2009-2011 Programmatic
Initiative, the process evaluation will play a very important role in evaluating Joint Utility
program processes and how they align with the Initiative. The Process Evaluation will
also examine the delivery of customer outreach and energy education. The Joint Utilities
believe that an evaluation of customer outreach and energy education will provide useful
data that can be used to enhance Marketing Education & Outreach (ME& O) strategies for
low income customers.

Furthermore, an assessment of the effectiveness of the program strategy will provide an
opportunity to refine and improve delivery and implementation in order to meet the goals
of the strategic plan and other initiatives. In addition, understanding customer attitudes
toward program messages and energy saving opportunities will inform marketing and
outreach plans which will help achieve penetration goals.

The customer outreach and energy education findings will lead to enhancements that,
when integrated into the program, may result in improved customer acceptance and lead
to successful low cost and no cost measures with positive energy efficiency potential,
increased customer awareness and favorable customer energy outcomes — all which
facilitate increased market penetration. The traditional process evaluation will certainly
focus on how the goals of the Programmatic Initiative are being met and how the LIEE
strategies are supporting those goals in practice.

Specific objectives of the 2009 LIEE process evaluation include:

e Documenting program goals, implementation strategies and procedures across
utilities;



e Providing real-time feedback to program managers with specific focus on

improving program recruitment and delivery, and identifying implementation and

program design problems for review and modification to ensure program dollars

are fully utilized and reach intended participants to achieve the greatest benefit;

Assessing the effectiveness of the program;

Evaluating areas of customer and trade ally satisfaction/dissatisfaction;

|dentifying barriers and obstacles to meeting program goals;

Characterizing attitudes and energy-saving behaviors of targeted customers;

Providing recommendations for improving programs;

Determining the effectiveness and efficiency of the new LIEE program design

and operations, including the whole neighborhood approach;

Assessing customer willingness to participate in energy saving programs; and

e Assessing how our low income customers respond to L1EE education and
outreach.

Study Approach

The study will be performed in accordance with the California Energy Efficiency
Evaluation Protocols (the Protocols).? The Protocols allow for various data collection
strategies including, but not limited to, interviews and surveys, focus groups, operational
observations (such as ride-alongs with program contractors), database evaluation, etc.
The RFP will invite bidders to propose one or more approaches that follow the Protocols
while not exceeding the study’ s timeline and budget constraints.

The Joint Utilities are particularly interested in getting timely, actionable
recommendations for reaching Program goal s during the 2009 to 2011 cycle in a cost
effective manner. To that end, the RFP will suggest that continued communication with
the Joint Utilities be maintained during the study, and that findings be delivered via
memorandums as they become available.

Project Timeline

Specific deliverable dates and tasks will be determined upon contracting with the winning
bidder. Table 1 presents a suggested timeline for the major components of the study.

2 California Energy Efficiency Evaluation Protocols: Technical, Methodological and Reporting
Requirements for Evaluation Professionals, April 2006. Available at http://www.calmac.org.




Table 1. Suggested Timeline for Process Study

Iltem Date

Release of RFP August 2009
Selection of Consultant and Commencement of Contract September 2009
Final Research Plan and Sampling Strategy November 2009
Data Collection and Analysis January - May 2010
Present Recommendations in Public Workshop(s) July 2010
Deliver Final Report November 2010

Project Budget Guidelines

The project budget will be determined by the winning proposal. For preliminary
planning purposes, however, some general guidelines are provided in Table 2.

Table 2. Guidelines for Process Study Budget

Total Study PG&E SCE Cost SoCalGas SDG&E

Study Task Cost Cost (30%) (30%) Cost (25%) | Cost (15%)
Project Initiation $ 7,500 $ 2,250 $ 2,250 $ 1,875 $ 1,125
Develop Research Plan $ 15,000 $ 4,500 $ 4,500 $ 3,750 $ 2,250
Develop Sampling Design $ 7,500 $ 2,250 $ 2,250 $ 1,875 $ 1,125
Specify Data Collection $112,500 $ 33,750 $ 33,750 $ 28,125 $ 16,875
Procedure/Collect Data

Data Analysis $ 65,000 $ 19,500 $ 19,500 $ 16,250 $ 9,750
Prepare Draft Report $ 20,000 $ 6,000 $ 6,000 $ 5,000 $ 3,000
Prepare Final Report $ 7,500 $ 2,250 $ 2,250 $ 1,875 $ 1,125
Project Management & $ 15,000 $ 4,500 $ 4,500 $ 3,750 $ 2,250
Reporting

Total Costs $250,000 $ 75,000 $ 75,000 $ 62,500 $ 37,500

Contractor Selection Process

A solicitation for a consultant shall be made using a competitive bid process. The Joint
Utilities will work closely with the CPUC in developing the RFP and the scoring criteria
for the bidsreceived. The key factors by which the proposals will be judged include, but
are not limited to, the following criteria:

1. Soundness, thoroughness, and practicality of the proposed approach in meeting the
objectives and issues described in the RFP;

Quality of the proposal;
Bid amount.

G N

and

Experience of key personnel in successfully completing similar evaluations;
Staffing plan and time allocation for the proposed work scope;




Attachment 3
SoCalGas Advice No. 3945
Impact Evaluation of the 2009 L ow | ncome Ener gy Efficiency Program

Joint Utility Study (PG& E, SCE, SDG& E, SoCalGas)

California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) Decision (D.) 08-11-031 directs
PG&E, SCE, SDG&E, and SoCalGas (the Joint Utilities) to conduct an impact study of
the 2009 Low Income Energy Efficiency (LIEE) program.

Ordering Paragraph 78 of D.08-11-031 directs the Joint Utilities to expand on the study
descriptions provided in their Applications to include the following new materials:

e A timeline: projected start and finish dates, reporting dates, and tentative final
report date;

e Projected breakdown of budgets: Categories displaying material costs,
administration, data collection and analysis, reporting costs, contractor fees (when
applicable), should be included along with a brief narrative paragraph explaining
the breakdown; and

e Specification of Contractor: For Programmatic M& E Studies — provide a brief
narrative of selection process for the chosen contractor.

Herein, the Joint Utilities have expanded on the LIEE Impact Evaluation description to
provide the new information requested by the Commission.

Study Objectives

The Impact Evaluation will estimate first year electric and gas savings by measure group,
utility, housing type and other relevant dimensions. The Joint Utilities will obtain and
utilize these updated savings estimates for inclusion in their 2012-14 budget applications.
Since 2009 isthefirst year of the three year cycle sincreased focus on energy savingsvia
targeted segmentation, threshold criteria and related energy savings strategies, the study
will be designed with these strategic initiatives in mind.

! This study may support the Process Evaluation’s deeper examination of these 2009-2011 changes.



Study Approach

The study will be performed in accordance with the California Energy Efficiency
Evaluation Protocols (the Protocols).> The Protocols allow for various methodol ogies
including regression anayses and engineering models. The RFP will invite bidders to
propose one or more methodol ogies that follow the Protocols while not exceeding the
study’ s timeline and budget constraints.

Previous impact evaluations of the LIEE Program, including the most recently completed
PY 2005 study, have used regression analysis to estimate savings. Regression analysis has
been considered in the past as the best choice for the LIEE program, and will likely be a
key element for the 2009 study. Examining low income customers energy consumption
before and after measure installation is arelatively inexpensive and direct method of
assessing program performance. While cost advantages are strong compared to some
other methods, there may be a problem estimating measure-level savings for measures
with relatively low installations.

In addition, twelve months of post-installation data are typically required for abilling
analysis such as this and, given the deadline for this study, that may be difficult to fit into
the study timeline. The impact analysistimelineiscritical in order to meet deadlines
specified by D.08-11-031 for using impact results in the Joint Utilities 2012-2014 LIEE
Program Applications. The RFP will specify that final results be provided by March of
2011. One possibility for completing a billing analysis within this compressed timeline
could include athree-step approach. In thefirst step, to occur as soon as possible upon
commencement of the contract, the Consultant will deliver a complete data request to the
Joint Utilities. The Joint Utilitieswill then make it a priority to collect and deliver the
data available at that time. In the second step, to occur in 2009, the Consultant will
construct the model and run it with the preliminary data. During this exercise, any
obstacles with the data or the model should become apparent. In the third step, to occur
early in the fourth quarter of 2010, the Joint Utilitieswill deliver the final data set and the
Consultant will conduct the final analysis.

The study is expected to build on the recent 2005 eval uation, which featured measure
grouping to facilitate data requirements and data analysis and examined the relationship
between usage and savings. Being mindful of the Commission’s focus on customer
segmentation as a program strategy, we will be interested in bidders who can demonstrate
an analytical ability to tie segmentation schemas into the 2009 evaluation. Some
potential segments include consumption level, energy insecurity, geography, language or
other delineations available from recent studies such as the Needs Assessment or the
2005 Impact Evaluation. It is expected that the study may not only identify relevant

2 California Energy Efficiency Evaluation Protocols: Technical, Methodological and Reporting
Requirements for Evaluation Professionals, April 2006. Available at http://www.calmac.org.




segments but may also provide savings estimates by these segments for at least planning
purposes.’

In summary, we expect the 2009 study’ s methodology to follow and build upon recent
impact evaluations of the LIEE program. We aso expect the bidders to navigate the
shortened timeframe with creative methodol ogical suggestions while also guiding the
study toward recent Commission policy directives regarding customer segmentation as a
strategy for achieving lasting energy and demand savings for the LIEE program.

Project Timeline

Specific deliverable dates and tasks will be determined upon contracting with the winning
bidder. Thissaid, in order to meet the planning schedule for the 2012-2014 program
cycle, the timeline for the study has a fixed endpoint to support the program design
process for 2012-2014. Table 1 presents a suggested timeline for the major components
of the study.

Table 1: Suggested Timeline for Impact Study

Iltem Date

Release of RFP January 2009
Selection of Consultant and Commencement of Contract February 2009
Final Research Plan and Sampling Strategy April 2009
Preliminary Data Collection and Analysis 2009 to 2010
Final Data Collection and Analysis Last quarter 2010
Draft Results and Discussion January 2011
Final Results and Report March 2011

Project Budget Guidelines

The project budget will be determined by the winning proposal. For preliminary
planning purposes, however, some general guidelines are provided in Table 2.

3 One strategy would be to provide overall averages across segments for reporting at high levels of
precision but to provide segment level savings for planning and targeting purposes at lower precision levels
to keep costs and timelines reasonable.



Table 2. Guidelines for Impact Study Budget

SDG&E

Total PG&E Cost [ SCE Cost SoCalGas Cost
Study Task Study Cost (30%) (30%) Cost (25%) (15%)
Project Initiation $18,000 $5,400 $5,400 $4,500 $2,700
Develop Research $36,000 $10,800 $10,800 $9,000 $5,400
Plan
Develop Sampling $18,000 $5,400 $5,400 $4,500 $2,700
Design
Specify Data $270,000 $81,000 $81,000 $67,500 $40,500
Collection
Procedure/Collect
Data
Data Analysis $156,000 $46,800 $46,800 $39,000 $23,400
Prepare Draft Report $48,000 $14,400 $14,400 $12,000 $7,200
Prepare Final Report $18,000 $5,400 $5,400 $4,500 $2,700
Project Management $10,800 $10,800 $9,000 $5,400
& Reporting

$36,000
Total Costs $600,000 $180,000 $180,000 $150,000 $90,000

Contractor Selection Process

A solicitation for a consultant shall be made using a competitive bid process. The Joint
Utilities will work closely with the CPUC in developing the RFP and the scoring criteria
for the bidsreceived. The key factors by which the proposals will be judged include, but
are not limited to, the following criteria:

1. Soundness, thoroughness, and practicality of the proposed approach in meeting the
objectives and issues described in the RFP,;

VT

Bid amount.

Experience of key personnel in successfully completing similar evaluations;
Staffing plan and time allocation for the proposed work scope;
Quality of the proposal; and




Attachment 4
SoCalGas Advice No. 3945

Natural GasHigh Efficiency Forced Air Unit (FAU) Furnace Pilot

California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) Decision (D.) 08-11-031 directs the
investor-owned utilities (I0Us) to expand upon the Program Implementation Plans (PIPs)
provided in the attachments to their respective Applications. Specifically, Ordering Paragraph 71
of D.08-11-031 directsthe IOUsto filea Tier 2 compliance Advice Letter expanding the PIPs
provided in their 2009 through 2011 budget applications prior to the start of each pilot. The
expanded materials shall include:

a

A timeline: Projected start and finish dates, report dates, assessment timeline and final
assessment date;

Projected breakdown of budgets. Categories displaying material costs, administration,
data collection and analysis, reporting costs, etc., should be included along with a brief
paragraph explaining the breakdown;

Estimated Energy Savings — (Measure Pilots; Measure pilotsinvolve trials of new
technology and/or energy efficiency hardware on asmall scale, with the intention of
expanding the measure to the entire utility and/or sharing results with other utilities if
proven successful);

Estimated Resources L everaged/Saved (Non-Measure Pilots; Non-Measure pilots consist
of partnership, leveraging, education, training and/or other types of trial initiatives that
involve increased leveraging or more efficient use of utility resources in execution of its
low income programs);

Combined estimate of Energy Savings/Shared Resources (Combined Pilots; Combined
pilots have elements of both measure and non-measure pilots);

Overview of Pilot Evaluation Plan (PE): The PEP should identify target datafor
capture, specify data capture activities, state how the IOU will provide results for
estimated energy savings or resources leveraged/saved, give relevant dates and
deadlines, and set forth a definition of success for the pilot.

Herein, SoCal Gas has expanded on the Natural Gas High Efficiency FAU Furnace Pilot
PIP to provide the new information requested by the Commission.



A. Project Timeline

Table 1 below presents the projected timeframe for the major components of the pilot
starting in 20009.

Table 1: Anticipated Timeline

Item Date
Identify Customers with a Minimum Estimated Space Heating March 2009
Need of 300 therms
Contact Customers to determine further pilot eligibility, March-April 2009
Pilot Implementation - Installation of High Efficiency FAU May-Sept 2009
Pilot Implementation Completed Dec 2009
Data Collection and Analysis April-May 2010
Evaluate Pilot June 2010

B. Projected Breakdown of Budget

Table 2 below presents the projected breakdown of the budget for equipment and
installation only. The bill analysis, data collection, and cost assessment activities will be
done in-house with no incremental cost.

Table2: Budget Guidelines

Task Total Cost
Equipment Cost $625,000
Installation Cost $100,000
Collateral Material $0
Data Collection and

Analysis Cost $0
Evaluation Cost $0

Total Costs $725.000




C. Estimated Enerqy Savings

SoCalGas plans to offer this pilot to 250 low-income customers that have a minimum
estimated space heating need of 300 therms during the 2008/2009 Winter Season. With
installation of the high efficiency FAU SoCal Gas anticipates an energy efficiency gain of
42% with a projected annual savings of 88 therms.

D. Estimated Resour ces L ever aged/Saved

SoCalGas plans to leverage its resources at every opportunity that can be identified,
however at this time SoCalGas is not aware of any leveraging opportunities for this pilot.

E. Combined Estimate of Ener gy Savings/Shar ed Resour ces

The projected energy savings for this pilot is not being combined with any other program
element.

E. Overview of Pilot Evaluation Plan

The pilot seeks to replace high-use, inefficient, operational FAU furnaces with high-
efficiency units aimed at providing significant energy savings and lowering customer
bills. The pilot will be evaluated starting in May of 2010 with the expected results to
show that homes receiving a high efficiency FAU using bill analysisto compare natural
gas space heating energy use before and after the installation of the high efficiency FAU
will see a decrease in the amount of natural gas being used during the winter months.
SoCalGas will use hill analysis to determine the cost effectiveness for each installation
and the results will be evaluated to determine if this potential measure meets both a PC
and a UCT benefit-cost ration greater than or equal 0.25. This measure will be offered in
upcoming program years to customers with high space heating needs.





