Attachment I:

Southern California Edison’s

Final 2006-2008 Energy Efficiency Program Plans And Program Solicitation Selections
Dated:  January 6, 2006

Table Of Contents


11.
Executive Summary


32.
Final Energy Efficiency Program Portfolio


32.1
Overview


32.2
Program Enhancements


42.3
Implementation Of Programs Chosen Through Solicitation Process


42.4
Continuation Of 2004-05 Successful Third Party Programs


53.
Competitive Bid Process


53.1
Introduction


53.2
Results Of SCE’s Program Solicitations


63.3
Coordination With Peer Review Group


63.4
Solicitation Types


73.4.1
Targeted Solicitations


73.4.2
IDEEA Solicitation


83.4.3
INDEE Solicitation


83.5
Program Solicitation Structure


83.5.1
Bid Process


133.7
Solicitation Participation


144.
Compliance


144.1
Background


154.2
Ordering Paragraph 7 of the Phase I Decision


154.3
Program Solicitation Process


164.4
Goals and Cost Effectiveness


184.5
Bill Impacts


194.6
Statewide Coordination


204.7
Policy Rules


234.8
Governor’s Green Building Executive Order





1.
Executive Summary

Southern California Edison (SCE) submits its final 2006-2008 energy efficiency program portfolio which incorporates various enhancements to the program plans originally presented to the California Public Utilities Commission (Commission or CPUC) on June 1, 2005
 as well as the results of the program solicitation recently completed by SCE.  In total, SCE’s 2006-2008 portfolio represents an investment in energy efficiency of $674.8 million which will result in approximately 3.5 billion kilowatt-hours (kWh) of net energy savings and 888 megawatts (MW) of net peak demand reduction.  The forecasted portfolio results are expected to meet the Commission’s energy efficiency goals over the 2006-2008 implementation period.
In support of the 2006-2008 energy efficiency program portfolio, SCE successfully implemented a competitive program solicitation process consistent with the Commission’s bid evaluation criteria for the purpose of soliciting innovative ideas and program proposals for improved portfolio performance. 
  SCE’s 2006-2008 energy efficiency program solicitation process resulted in the selection of 42 energy efficiency programs totaling more than $235.9 million in contract awards representing 35% of SCE’s overall energy efficiency program portfolio. 
  SCE expects to realize more than 1 billion kWh of installed net energy savings and nearly 280 MW of net peak demand reduction from this program solicitation process.  SCE’s Peer Review Group (PRG) is in full agreement of SCE’s final program plans and program selections.  
SCE’s program solicitation drew from the skill, experience, and creativity of the energy efficiency community.  SCE implemented multiple program solicitations in order to complement SCE’s 2006-2008 energy efficiency program portfolio.  As a result of the solicitations, SCE maintains a cost-effective portfolio that fills gaps SCE was seeking to fill along with promising program strategies and technologies SCE is anxious to launch.  

The following provides a summary of SCE program selections and providers:
[image: image1.emf]SCE - 2006 Program Solicitation Results

Program Implementer Contract Amount Expected Energy 

Savings, kWh (net)

Expected Demand 

Reduction,MW (net 

Summer Peak)

Applicance Recycling 34,000,000 $                177,322,800 30.8                             

         Appliance Recycling  ARCA- California Inc.  

         Appliance Recycling  JACO Environmental 

Ligthing Exchange  Organizational Support Services  3,752,250 $                  5,570,796 5.1                               

Home Energy Efficiency Surveys  KEMA  4,089,089 $                  Non-Resource Non-Resource

3,800,000 $                  12,765,871 8.7                               

 Heschong Mahone Group (SF) 

 ICF Consulting (MF) 

Comprehensive HVAC   Conservation Services Group  53,000,000 $                161,885,050 89.1                             

Retrocommissioning  Portland Energy Conservation, Inc.  9,800,000 $                  39,045,120 9.6                               

Industrial EE 36,800,000 $                159,332,820 30.0                             

PMC Role  Aspen Systems Corporation 

Waste Water Program BacGen Technologies, Inc.

Refrigeration VaCom Technologies

California Manufacturing Technology Consulting  - VeSM

Onsite Energy Corporation (Monitoring and Targeting)

Oil Production  Global Energy Partner 

Agricultural Energy Efficiency 24,200,000 $                129,368,274 36.1                             

PMC Role  California State University, Fresno Foundation 

Golf Course Pumping and Irrigation Staples Marketing Communications

Audits Global Energy Partners/Ensave

Small Business Direct Install 41,150,000 $                303,970,143 55.1                             

Direct Install  California Retrofit, Inc. 

Direct Install  FCI Management Consultants 

NRDI On-Bill Financing  Quantum Energy Services and Technologies  3,000,000 $                  Non-Resource Non-Resource

Mobile Education Unit

 Organizational Support Services  1,300,000 $                  Non-Resource Non-Resource

Southern California Home Performance Program California Building Performance Contractors Association (CBPCA) 1,333,851 $                  Non-Resource Non-Resource

Coin Operated Laundry Partnership Program Cal-UCONS, Inc. 930,005 $                     4,918,194 1.1                               

Recovering Opportunities Cheers 1,500,000 $                  Non-Resource Non-Resource

Demand Responsive Emerging Tech.  (EE only) Consol 528,000 $                     75,752 0.1                               

80 Plus ECOS Consulting 500,000 $                     4,874,056 0.9                               

EE/DR Flex Program Energy Controls and Concepts 1,000,000 $                  2,401,919 1.0                               

Map Energy Efficiency Program Energy Innovation Group LLC 1,800,000 $                  7,132,212 1.8                               

Lighting Energy Efficiency w/ Demand Response Program Energy Solve Demand Response LLC 2,973,950 $                  10,993,672 3.8                               

Cool Change Program Ensave 733,002 $                     3,493,912 0.6                               

One-2-Five Energy Program Envinta 500,000 $                     Non-Resource Non-Resource

Convenience Store and Service Stations EE Geothermal Heat Pump Consortium 700,000 $                     1,798,497 0.6                               

Affordable Housing EE Alliance Heschong Mahone Group 522,362 $                     Non-Resource Non-Resource

Design for Comfort: Efficient Affordable Housing Heschong Mahone Group 588,882 $                     234,138 0.4                               

CA Preschool Energy Efficiency Program Low Income Investment Fund 2,999,696 $                  3,786,435 1.9                               

Web Community Nexus 600,000 $                     Non-Resource Non-Resource

Lights for Learning CFL Fundraiser Portland Energy Conservation Inc. 612,882 $                     8,517,757 0.8                               

Aggregation of Housing Agencies for Energy Retrofit & Mgmt. Projs. Strategic Energy Innovations

1,363,569 $                  Non-Resource Non-Resource

Innovative Pool Pump Technology Delivers Radical Efficiency Gains  Advanced Energy  500,000 $                     1,301,625 1.0                               

Low Pressure R.O.  Dantec Engineering  334,430 $                     1,298,892 0.3                               

NightBreeze EE Program  Intergy Corporation  487,000 $                     151,950 0.4                               

Best Wireless HVAC Maintenance System

 Northwrite  500,000 $                     468,086 0.4                               

Totals

235,898,968 $              1,040,707,971 279.8

% of Total Program Portfolio 35.0%

Future Program Solicitations

IDEEA 3,896,323 $                 

InDEE 13,238,648 $               

TOTAL 253,033,939 $             
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2.
Final Energy Efficiency Program Portfolio

2.1
Overview

SCE presents its final 2006-2008 energy efficiency program portfolio which incorporates various enhancements to the program plans originally presented to the Commission on June 1, 2005
 as well as the results of the program solicitation recently completed by SCE.  In total, SCE’s 2006-2008 energy efficiency portfolio represents a $674.8 million investment producing approximately 3.5 billion kWh of net energy savings and 888 MW of net peak demand reduction.  The portfolio is also expected to achieve approximately 20.5 million tons of CO2 emission reductions and 5.5 million pounds of NOx emission reductions over the life of the energy efficiency measures installed.  The forecasted portfolio results are expected to meet the Commission’s energy efficiency goals over the 2006-2008 implementation period.  

	
	Energy Savings (kWh)
	Demand Reductions (MW)

	Three-Year Cumulative Goal
	           3,135,000,000
	               687,000 

	Three-Year Projected Results
	           3,179,222,798 
	               815,761 

	Percentage to Goal
	101%
	119%

	
	
	

	2009-12 Projected Results
	              306,640,013 
	               72,571 

	
	
	

	Total Projected Results

	           3,485,862,711 
	            888,332 


2.2
Program Enhancements
Since SCE filed its initial 2006-2008 energy efficiency plans, we have continued to make program enhancements in order to optimize the programs’ performance and to respond to various input received through the on-going public planning process.  For instance, SCE and the other investor-owned utilities (IOUs) have continued to work on further developing the program plans for statewide offerings with the goal of developing consistent rebate levels and participant eligibility requirements.  Additionally, the marketing firms chosen by the IOUs have been working collaboratively to deliver statewide messaging in support of the energy efficiency programs.  These firms are also looking for ways to leverage private advertising dollars to deliver a consistent energy efficiency message.  The various program enhancements are identified within each of the program implementation plans shown in Attachment III of this filing.

2.3
Implementation Of Programs Chosen Through Solicitation Process

SCE has made its final program selection from its recently completed program solicitation process and have notified the selected bidders.
  SCE has now begun pre-award meetings with selected program bidders with the goal of entering into contractual agreements
 immediately following the Commission’s final approval of SCE’s program selection.  During the pre-award meetings SCE may seek additional information from the bidder and may also discuss program issues such as modifications to:  program design, measure level assumptions, budget levels, energy and demand savings targets, etc.  As a result, program implementation plans associated with the program solicitation, as shown in Attachment III of this filing, may evolve over time.  In some cases, selected bidders may not be willing to enter into a contractual agreement to implement the selected program.  In those cases, SCE may choose an alternate program proposal if it is associated with a targeted solicitation or SCE may earmark the funds for the next solicitation if the program was selected under an IDEEA or InDEE solicitation.
There will be significant challenges to get this many new programs and implementers started as quickly as possible.  It will be even a greater challenge to achieve the installed energy and demand savings targets.  In order to alleviate this pressure, SCE may choose to extend the 2004-05 program and providers until the new programs and implementers can begin offering services.  This will also ensure that there will be no gap in program services and customers will be able to participate in programs throughout the year. 

2.4
Continuation Of 2004-05 Successful Third Party Programs

In SCE’s program application filed on June 1, 2005, SCE identified four programs that SCE intends to extend into 2006-2008 that were selected under the Commission’s 2004-05 program solicitation process.  These programs were considered successful and, more importantly, did not duplicate a proposed program solicitation offering.  For instance, there were a number of direct install energy efficiency programs that were selected under the Commission’s 2004-05 solicitation.  However, SCE chose not to extend them because they would have duplicated SCE’s solicitation to have a more robust direct install program offering.  
The following is a list of programs SCE plans to extent from the 2004-05 program cycle:  Green Schools, Green Campus, Chinese Language Efficiency Outreach and the Comprehensive Mobile Home program.

3.
Competitive Bid Process
3.1
Introduction

In support of the 2006-2008 energy efficiency program cycle, SCE successfully implemented a competitive bid process consistent with the Commission’s bid evaluation criteria for the purpose of soliciting innovative ideas and program proposals for improved portfolio performance.
  SCE’s Peer Review Group (PRG) is in full agreement on SCE’s final program plans and bid selections.  
SCE’s program solicitation drew from the skill, experience, and creativity of the energy efficiency community.  SCE implemented multiple program solicitations in order to complement SCE’s 2006-2008 energy efficiency program portfolio.  As a result of the solicitations, SCE maintains a cost-effective portfolio that fills gaps SCE was seeking to fill along with promising program strategies and technologies SCE is looking forward to successfully testing.  

3.2
Results Of SCE’s Program Solicitations

SCE’s 2006-2008 energy efficiency program solicitation process concluded in the selection of 42 programs totaling more than $235.9 million in contract awards representing 35% of SCE’s overall energy efficiency program portfolio.
  SCE expects to realize more than one billion kWh of installed net energy savings and nearly 280 MW of net peak demand reduction.  Overall, the results of the program solicitation process will maintain a cost-effective portfolio with a total resource cost ratio of 2.38 and a program administrator cost ratio of 3.16.  
SCE is awaiting final Commission approval before entering into contractual agreements with the selected bidders.  In the meantime, SCE is currently in pre-award discussions with the selected bidders.  If the selected bidder is not willing to enter into a contractual agreement, SCE to choose an alternate proposal or earmark funds for future solicitations.
Based on the proposals submitted to and selected by SCE, we have developed initial program implementation plans and corresponding program budget and cost-effectiveness workbooks.  These program plans and corresponding budget and cost-effectiveness showings are presented in the Attachments II and III to this filing, respectively.

3.3
Coordination With Peer Review Group

SCE conducted its program solicitations under the oversight of its PRG.  SCE’s PRG consisted of representatives from non-financially conflicted entities including the Office of Ratepayer Advocates, California Energy Commission, The Utility Reform Network, National Resource Defense Council and the Commission’s Energy Division.  SCE meet throughout the program solicitation process with its PRG to discuss numerous aspects of the program solicitations.  For example, SCE discussed, in detail, each of its selections during Stage I and Stage II including proposals which were ultimately not selected by SCE.  A more detailed discussion of the PRG’s assessment of SCE’s program solicitation process is shown in the Attachment III to this filing.  It should be noted that the PRG Assessment Report reflects only the viewpoints of the PRG and not necessarily that of SCE.
Overall, SCE received positive responses from its PRG during the program solicitation process.  The PRG did make various suggestions to SCE during the solicitation process.  For instance, the PRG did recommend greater coordination among selected programs and other programs offered by SCE and Southern California Gas Company.  The PRG also recommended that SCE perform an in-depth analysis of the proposal’s cost-effectiveness ratios before scoring.  In all cases, SCE accepted the suggestions made by its PRG and will continue to work with PRG on future program solicitations (i.e., 2006 IDEEA and InDEE and 2007 InDEE solicitations). 
3.4
Solicitation Types 

SCE conducted multiple energy efficiency program solicitations that were classified under two general categories:  targeted and general.  Under the targeted solicitation category, SCE offered multiple solicitations that were seeking programs targeted to specific market segments and/or end-uses.  Under the general solicitation category, SCE offered two different types of general solicitations:  IDEEA (Innovative Design for Energy Efficiency Applications) and INDEE (INnovative Design for Energy Efficiency).  

For IDEEA and INDEE, SCE will conduct additional solicitations during the three-year program cycle.  This will enable SCE to continue to identify the latest program concepts and technologies in order to constantly improve and enhance the overall program portfolio especially for the longer-term.  This also affords an opportunity for bidders that were not successful to submit new proposals for consideration along with those did not participant in the recently concluded program solicitations. 

3.4.1
Targeted Solicitations

Under the targeted solicitations, SCE identified various programs and areas which we proposed to bid.  During the planning process, SCE looked to current programs which could be enhanced through improved design and implementation.  In the competitive bid, SCE sought bids that will improve overall program effectiveness through innovative approaches.  The enhancements sought could take on various forms such as greater outreach, improved penetration, improved coordination with other programs, or innovative delivery approaches which could possibly reduce program cost.  

In addition to improving the overall cost effectiveness of the program portfolio through the targeted solicitations, SCE also sought improvements to program implementation and design through new and innovation approaches.  The proposed residential Home Energy Efficiency Survey (HEES) program is a prime example of such a solicitation.  In 2005, SCE offered the HEES program through an array of different types of residential audits including in-home, mail-in and online.  Although comprehensive, SCE sought to improve the quality and coordination of these offerings as well as looking to add other strategies for a more robust offering.  In sum, the targeted solicitations were a way to improve upon existing program design and performance through different approaches and innovation. 
3.4.2
IDEEA Solicitation

In addition to the targeted solicitations, SCE conducted a general solicitation to look for new program designs that have a real potential for cost effective energy efficiency.  SCE was looking to the IDEEA program portfolio to provide cost-effective energy efficiency opportunities similar to the performance of the overall program portfolio.  SCE was also looking for these programs to provide installed energy savings in the years they are funded.

  The overall purpose of IDEEA was to find, fund, and implement the most promising program designs and to provide the opportunity to “mainstream” these selected programs, if proven successful, into the overall SCE-managed portfolio of other proven, reliable programs.  SCE completed the first of two IDEEA solicitations.
  The selected IDEEA program providers will be allowed up to 24 months to implement and complete all related program installations.  This will allow sufficient time to test and gauge the program’s success.  Due to the change in the accounting for energy savings and demand reduction results by the Commission,
 programs are expected to install energy savings in each of the years they are funded.  SCE may conclude the IDEEA program sooner, or reduce the funding level, if the program is not achieving desired results or not delivering results on a timely basis.  Conversely, program funds may be increased for a particular 

IDEEA program if the design has proven so effective that it should be expanded, or “mainstreamed”, into the larger program portfolio.  

3.4.3
INDEE Solicitation


The INDEE solicitation is a search for unique and newer energy efficiency technologies and/or very distinctive approaches to capturing cost effective energy efficiency in order to create a future for the next generation of energy efficiency programs.  INDEE places much more emphasis on innovation and promotion of promising technologies and as a result the INDEE programs are typically less cost effective, at least initially, than other programs in the portfolio.  The INDEE solicitation proposal is borne from SCE’s experiences with its 2004-05 IDEEA solicitation.  SCE found a number of interesting program designs typically promoting the application of emerging technologies.  Although these technologies may have proved technically feasible in lab testing and individual showcasing, it was not clear whether, and if so where, their application would be successful in the marketplace.  In addition, many of these proposals were very costly to implement and/or had very weak potential for short-term cost effective energy and demand savings.   

SCE strongly believes there needs to be a place to test the market feasibility for newer and proven energy efficiency emerging technologies.  Although these technologies may not yield immediate cost effective energy savings they do have potential for longer-term energy savings.  This approach is also consistent with the Commission’s 2006 energy efficiency policy to encourage innovation from promising new technologies over the longer-term.
  

3.5
Program Solicitation Structure

SCE’s program solicitation process incorporates a two-stage approach tested effectively in SCE’s 2004-05 IDEEA solicitation.  The process involves multiple steps with multiple review loops by SCE that allow for process checks and to ensure the solicitation process moves forward and, ultimately, results in the selection of energy efficiency programs with the best potential.  The following summarizes the program solicitation implemented by SCE.

3.5.1
Bid Process

A. Pre-announcement – In early June 2005, SCE sent a pre-announcement to energy efficiency providers, engineering firms, consultants, government organizations, and non-profit organizations.  SCE utilized its internal list of potential bidders along with sending announcements to organizations on the Commission’s energy efficiency and demand response service lists.  Organizations receiving the pre-announcement were encouraged to share and forward the pre-announcement regarding SCE’s program solicitation to ensure 

B. the widest coverage.  In addition, SCE had an announcement page for prospective bidders for the Targeted, IDEEA, and INDEE programs on www.sce.com.  

C. Solicitation – The beginning of this sealed bid process began with an official notification.  This two-stage process included an abstract submission (Stage I) and a full proposal submission (Stage II).  This process allowed SCE to cast a wide net on Stage I to receive as many program abstracts or concept papers without having to burden prospective bidders with writing a full proposal and providing a detailed program budget, workpapers, or cost effectiveness calculations and worksheets.

The Stage I solicitation distribution list was developed using the original pre-announcement and additions to that list as a result of several mass e-mailings.  An announcement and registration were included in this sealed bid process and made available at sce.com.  Full versions of the request for proposals (RFPs) were available for download.  However, to be able to respond to these RFPs, the prospective bidder needed to register or contact SCE’s Material Supply organization or the program manager and receive a confirmation e-mail from SCE.  As an official sealed bid process, a confirmation e-mail was required to ensure an open and fair process.

D. Abstract Submission (Stage I) – Bidders were required to submit to SCE a program proposal abstract.  Evaluation of the abstracts during Stage I was fairly subjective with a high level review of program concepts, and in the case of targeted programs, the relative skill and experience in providing the requested work.  Prior to review, all applicable targeted, IDEEA, and InDEE Program proposal abstracts underwent a technical review from SCE’s Design and Engineering group to ensure the proposal was promoting energy efficiency.  After the technical review was completed, SCE’s program staff which included managers, program managers, analysts, and engineers reviewed Stage I proposal abstracts.  Each IDEEA and InDEE Program proposal abstract received at least three separate reviews conducted by three separate review teams.  Based on the results of the review teams, SCE’s portfolio managers identified program proposal abstracts which qualified to proceed to Stage II.  The selected Stage I bidders were notified of selection and asked to develop a full proposal based on the concepts of the abstract.  The Stage I bidders that did not get selected for Stage II were also notified.
E. Proposal Submission (Stage II) – The proposal submission for all programs were aided by a web-based submission of the proposals and its attachments.  Nevertheless, hard copies of the full proposals were required of the bidders.  

The proposal review process involved an extensive evaluation of each proposal based on proposed evaluation criteria adopted by the Commission. 

Evaluation teams were organized with each team comprised typically of program management, measurement, and/or engineering members.  This ensured a more thorough and robust evaluation of all aspects of the proposal. The proposals were ranked from high to low, under each program solicitation, then presented to management (portfolio managers) for determination of program suitability and portfolio fit.  In the cases of IDEEA and InDEE, proposal were further categorized by residential, nonresidential and crosscutting to ensure a greater variety of programs selected under these general solicitations. The relationship of the RFP phases, review loops, and teams are illustrated below.
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E.
Program Portfolio – There were two portfolio managers assigned to the program solicitation process. One was assigned to make the final selection for the nonresidential portfolio and one selected to the residential portfolio, including crosscutting programs.  These roles were developed during the planning process to ensure that the contractors, program designs, and technologies all fit into the overall energy efficiency portfolio.  To that end, the portfolio managers evaluated the reviewed program proposals and held open discussions, when necessary, with members of the review teams.  This forum was designed to discuss the strengths and weaknesses of program design and how it may or may not coordinate with the overall portfolio.  Any proposal discrepancy, changes, and suggested improvements were noted and if the program was ultimately selected for implementation.  These suggested changes will be used when SCE meets with the selected bidders during bid clarification and pre-award contract negotiation meetings.  These meetings are held prior to entering into a contractual relationship with the winning bidders.

3.6
Criteria Applied

SCE applied the selection criteria that were approved by the Commission in Decision (D.)05-09-043.   SCE also used the weighting recommended by the Commission in D.05-09-043 with one exception.  SCE inadvertently applied a slightly different weighting to three of the targeted, non-resource program solicitations.  In D.05-09-043, the Commission made a slight change to the scoring criteria applied to the targeted, non-resource program solicitations.  Specifically, the Commission modified an agreement between SCE and its PRG regarding the weighting of certain criteria under targeted, non-resource program solicitations.  The Commission stated: 
 “In addition, we note that SCE’s revised evaluation criteria for non-resource programs under its targeted solicitation have dropped any consideration of “lost opportunities” in order to respond to the recommendations of its PRG.  We believe that its [SCE] original proposal for this solicitation is preferable because it does include “innovation” as an evaluation criterion, and is also more consistent with the review criteria proposed by the other utilities and their PRGs for this type of solicitation.  Therefore, we will adopt SCE’s original proposal for non-resource programs under its targeted solicitation.” 
  [emphasis added]  SCE’s original proposal is shown in Figure B, below.

As noted in D.05-09-043, SCE and its PRG agreed to assign the weights shown below to the targeted, non-resource programs.  (see, “Weights Applied” under Figure B).  SCE inadvertently used this weighting scheme in the Home Energy Efficiency Survey, Mobile Energy Unit and the On-Bill Financing solicitations.  SCE believes this oversight does not significantly alter the Commission’s intended weighting scheme since the innovation criteria used applied the same weighting scheme and the intended weighting scheme for the lost opportunity criteria was only 5 percent of the total evaluation.  SCE has subsequently evaluated the scoring against the other weighting scheme and the selection remained unchanged.  Thus this unintended oversight did not alter the final selections.  SCE seeks approval of its program selection considering this slight modification to the criteria weighting scheme noting that the PRG was originally in support of the weighting scheme applied by SCE.
The following criteria were used to assist in the scoring of the responsive of each proposal.  

Targeted Program Solicitations:

Figure A.
Targeted - Resource Programs - 

	Criteria
	Weights Applied

	Proposal Responsiveness
	pass/fail

	kWh and kW Potential
	35%

	Cost Effectiveness 
	25%

	Program Implementation and Feasibility
	15%

	Program Innovation
	10%

	Skill and Experience
	10%

	Minimizing Lost Opportunities
	5%


Figure B.
Targeted - Non-Resource Programs - 

	Criteria
	SCE’s Original
Weights
	Weights Applied

	Proposal Responsiveness 
	pass/fail
	pass/fail

	Cost Efficiencies
	30%
	40%

	Program Implementation and Feasibility
	20%
	20%

	kWh, kW Tie-in
	20%
	15%

	Program Innovation
	15%
	15%

	Skill and Experience
	10%
	10%

	Minimizing Lost Opportunities
	5%
	0%


General Program Solicitations:

Figure C.
IDEEA - Resource Programs - 

	Criteria
	Weights Applied

	Proposal Responsiveness 
	pass/fail

	kWh and kW Potential
	20%

	Cost Effectiveness (Levelized Costs, TRC/PAC Tests)
	20%

	Program Implementation and Feasibility
	15%

	Program Innovation
	30%

	Skill and Experience
	10%

	Minimizing Lost Opportunities
	5%


Figure D.
IDEEA - Non-Resource Programs - 

	Criteria
	Weights Applied

	Proposal Responsiveness 
	pass/fail

	Cost Efficiencies
	25%

	Program Implementation and Feasibility
	15%

	kWh, kW Tie-in
	15%

	Program Innovation
	30%

	Skill and Experience
	10%

	Minimizing Lost Opportunities
	5%


INDEE - Solicitation - 

Figure E.
Resource Programs - 

	Criteria
	Weights Applied

	Proposal Responsiveness 
	pass/fail

	kWh and kW Potential
	20%

	Cost Effectiveness (Levelized Costs, TRC/PAC Tests)
	20%

	Program Implementation and Feasibility
	15%

	Program Innovation
	30%

	Skill and Experience
	10%

	Minimizing Lost Opportunities
	5%


3.7
Solicitation Participation 

As explained herein, SCE conducted multiple program solicitations for the 2006-2008 energy efficiency program portfolio.  It was SCE’s goal to receive as many qualified proposals from a variety of different bidders to ensure the highest probability of receiving quality program proposals.  For Stage I, SCE received nearly 300 program abstracts associated with 13 RFPs.  In turn, SCE conducted more than 500 reviews during Stage I and, as a result, allowed nearly 200 program abstracts to submit a full proposal in Stage II.  In Stage II, SCE received more than 120 full proposals.  As a result, SCE selected 42 proposals for a total of $234.2 million.  The table below summarizes the levels of participation in SCE’s program solicitations.
[image: image3.emf]SCE - 2006 Program Solicitation Results

Program Abstracts 

Received

Abstracts 

Approved

Proposals 

Received

Proposals 

Approved

Applicance Recycling (ARP) 5 2 2 2

Ligthing Exchange (Staple) 22 9 3 1

Home Energy Efficiency Surveys (HEES) 15 7 4 1

CA New Homes 13 10 7 2

Comprehensive HVAC (R, NR) (CPACS) 18 16 7 1

Retrocommissioning (RCx) 12 12 2 1

Industrial EE (IEE) 25 25 20 6

Agricultural Energy Efficiency (AEE) 6 5 5 3

Small Business Direct Install (NRDI) 18 18 6 2

NRDI On-Bill Financing (OBF) 12 12 4 1

Mobile Education Unit (M)U

5 4 3 1

IDEEA - 2006-07 113 54 47 17

INDEE - 2006

32 19 13 4

Totals

296 193 123 42
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4.
Compliance

4.1
Background

This Advice Letter and the revised portfolio of programs included herein comports with all applicable Commission directives regarding this 2006-2008 energy efficiency compliance filing.  The filing includes the information requested in D.05-09-043, “Interim Opinion:  Energy Efficiency Portfolio Plans And Program Funding Levels For 2006-2008 – Phase 1 Issues” (Phase I Decision), including all the details of the bid process completed since the Phase I Decision, the scenario analyses performed around SCE’s cost-effectiveness calculations, and an updated bill impact calculation.  The program plans, portfolio impacts, and portfolio cost-effectiveness represented in this Advice Letter represent the integrated results of the competitive bid solicitations and the final program plans.

Upon adoption of the Phase I Decision the Compliance Phase began, in which SCE (with input from its PRG) finalized its competitive bid solicitations, selected winning bidders and developed final program plans for Commission consideration.  As discussed in the Phase I Decision, this Compliance Phase is intended to supplement the adopted programs and details provided in Phase I of this proceeding.  The Compliance Phase is intended to focus on the following issues
:

1.
Has the utility solicited competitive bid proposals and evaluated them in a manner consistent with the Commission’s approved bid evaluation criteria?

2.
Has the utility adequately responded to any criticisms presented by the PRG (and Energy Division consultants) during the bid review process?

3.
Is the resulting portfolio still expected to be cost-effective on a prospective basis?”

This Advice Letter provides the information which meets the Commission’s needs in addressing these issues.  Section 3 of this Advice Letter details how SCE solicited competitive bid proposals and evaluated them in a manner consistent with the Commission’s bid evaluation criteria approved in the Phase I Decision.  Section 3 also details how SCE responded to criticisms presented by the PRG (and Energy Division consultants) during the bid review process.  This section, supported by the tables in Appendix II, shows that SCE’s revised portfolio is still expected to be cost-effective on a prospective basis and meet the Commission’s cumulative 2008 impact goals.  In addition, SCE’s proposed portfolio continues to maintain consistency with the Commission’s policy framework, as previously demonstrated in SCE’s June 1, 2005 Application for 2006-2008 programs and adopted in the Phase I Decision.  This Section details the compliance elements of this Advice Letter, listing all of the applicable requirements and the discussing how these elements are provided in this Advice Letter.

4.2
Ordering Paragraph 7 of the Phase I Decision

As stated above, this Section of the Advice Letter details the compliance elements of this Advice Letter and how these elements are provided in this Advice Letter.  The primary compliance elements required in this Advice Letter are listed in Ordering Paragraph 7 of the Phase I Decision.  Ordering Paragraph 7 requests that the following elements are included in the compliance Advice Letter
:

(a) The results of the competitive bid solicitations and the final program plans.

(b) Calculations of portfolio cost-effectiveness based on the final program plans, including scenario analysis around key input assumptions as directed by this decision.

(c) Projections of energy savings and demand reductions that will be achieved by the final portfolio plans, including the scenario analysis directed by this decision.

(d) Additional program detail to reflect the statewide coordination plans, and a report on the status of the statewide coordination efforts described in this decision.  These efforts shall be guided by the following policy goals:

(i) Ensure that all firms with a footprint or facilities in multiple service areas should have easy and consistent access to all statewide programs; 

(ii) Develop consistent rebate levels and participant rules for products promoted in statewide programs for use in negotiating with manufacturers and suppliers; 

(iii) Leverage private advertising dollars for more savings impact; 

(iv)Reinforce energy efficiency investments with positive statewide message; and

(v) Protect the utilities’ abilities to reduce the competition among utility service territories or among programs within the same service territory 

(e) Estimates of the overall bill impacts expected from the portfolios, working with PRG members to develop a consistent estimating methodology across utilities.

(f) The assessments of the utilities’ Peer Review Groups.
4.3
Program Solicitation Process

As discussed fully in Section 3 above, SCE implemented the bid process pursuant to the Commission’s direction.  Decision 05-01-055, “Interim Opinion on the Administrative Structure for Energy Efficiency:  Threshold Issues” (Administration 

Decision) requires that SCE, upon receiving Commission approval of its June 1 application, complete the process of selecting programs and program implementers to design and deliver the programs approved in its June 1 Application.  Pursuant to the Administration Decision and reiterated in the Phase I Decision, SCE developed and issued RFPs using the criteria approved by the Commission in the Phase I Decision and selected a set of bids.  SCEs Peer Review Group observed the IOUs’ bid selection process to ensure that the criteria were applied properly.  Before finalizing their selections, SCE discussed the proposed results of their bid review process with its Peer Review Group (and Energy Division’s independent consultants).  Pursuant to the Administration Decision, Section 3 of this compliance filing describes how SCE discussed the proposed results with its PRG and responded to criticisms presented by the Peer Review Group (and Energy Division consultants) during this process.

As stated in the Administrative Decision, if the Peer Review Group and IOU were in full agreement on the final program plans and bid selections, this filing will be made as an advice letter.  As discussed in Section 3 of this filing, the Peer Review Group and IOU were in full agreement on the final program plans and bid selections, and as such this filing has been made as an advice letter in the consolidated application docket, requesting Commission approval of the final programs.  Also, pursuant to the Administrative Decision, the written assessment of the Peer Review Group is appended to this compliance filing in Attachment IV.
4.4
Goals and Cost Effectiveness

Consistent with the requirements of the Phase I Decision, this compliance filing provides calculations of portfolio energy savings, demand reductions, and cost-effectiveness including the results of the competitive bid solicitations and the final program plans.  Decision 04-09-060, “Interim Opinion:  Energy Savings Goals For Program Year 2006 and Beyond” (Goals Decision) has a primary requirement that SCE’s proposed energy efficiency program plans and funding levels meet the savings goals adopted by the Commission.
  As shown in Attachment II to this Advice Letter, SCE’s proposed energy efficiency program plans continue to meet the cumulative 2008 savings goals adopted by the Commission.  Details on the program implementation plans are included in Attachment IV to this filing.

Pursuant to the requirements set forth in the Phase I Decision, this compliance filing provides a sensitivity analysis which allows the Commission to assess whether SCE’s energy efficiency portfolio adopted in the Phase I Decision remains cost-effective and continues to meet the Commission’s energy savings and demand reduction goals if key parameters related to savings are lower than expected.  SCE, the other utilities, and the PRGs jointly developed a consistent set of sensitivity scenarios.

The Phase I Decision listed multiple “key input factors,” the alteration of which at the measure, program, or portfolio level would alter the lifecycle energy savings, demand reductions, and cost effectiveness resulting from the 2006-2008 energy efficiency portfolios.  The Phase I Decision explicitly listed the following as “key input factors”:

· NTG Ratios

· Unit install levels (also known as "number of program participants")

· Effective Useful Lives

· Other lighting parameters

· With and without pre-2006 Codes and Standards work

Working with the PRGs, the key input factors which were determined to be included in the Scenario Analyses were the net-to-gross ratios and the impact of the new programs resulting from the solicitations and the final partnership programs.

In addition, in the Phase I Decision it was ordered that the utilities should assess whether the 2006-2008 portfolio plans are expected to meet the savings goals using a “with and without” scenario with respect to savings from pre-2006 codes and standards.  The “with” scenario would credit 50% of the ex ante GWh, MW and Mth estimates presented in the HMG Report towards the goals.  SCE includes such a scenario with the remainder of the scenarios in this Advice Letter.  Pursuant to the Phase I Decision, savings from pre-2006 codes and standards advocacy work will not be counted when calculating cost-effectiveness (TRC or PAC tests) associated with portfolio plans.  Thus, the cost-effectiveness scenario analysis does not include a “with” scenario (only a “without”) with respect to these savings.

Thus, the final Scenarios are as follows: 

[image: image4.wmf]Scenario #

Scenario Name

Scenario 1:

Base Case

Scenario 2:

75% of Current NTG Ratios

Scenario 3:

50% of Current NTG Case

Scenario 4:

Breakeven NTG Case

Scenario 5:

3rd Party & Partnerships 75% 

Impacts

Scenario 6:

3rd Party & Partnerships 50% 

Impacts

Scenario 7:

Breakeven 3rd Third Party and 

Partnerships Impacts

Scenario 8:

Codes and Standards Case

Impact on Cost Effectiveness and Energy Savings due to a reduction in the Impact Forecasts of Third Party & 

Partnerships to 50% of forecasted.  Assumes underused funds not shifted to other programs.

% Reduction in Impact Forecasts of Third Parties and Partnerships at which Costs = Benefits, kWh Achieved = kWh 

Goal, and kW Achieved = kW Goal.  Assumes underused funds not shifted to other programs.

Impact on Energy Savings and Demand Reduction Including 50% of 2006-2008 C&S Pgms ex ante impacts.  Not 

Applicable to Cost Effectiveness Scenarios per D.05-09-043.

Scenarios

Description

As Filed in Compliance Filing

Impact on Cost Effectiveness, Energy Savings, and Demand Reductions due to a reduction in the NTG Ratios to 

75% of forecasted.

Impact on Cost Effectiveness, Energy Savings, and Demand Reductions due to a reduction in the NTG Ratios to 

75% of forecasted.

% Reduction in NTG Ratios at which Both TRC and PAC are both 1.0 or greater, and Both kWh and kW goals are 

Achieved.

Impact on Cost Effectiveness and Energy Savings due to a reduction in the Impact Forecasts of Third Party & 

Partnerships to 75% of forecasted.  Assumes underused funds not shifted to other programs.



Results of the Scenario Analyses can be viewed in Appendix II.

In addition, pursuant to the Phase I Decision, SCE and the other utilities held a workshop with interested parties within 15 days of the effective date of the Phase I decision to discuss the energy efficiency avoided costs and cost-effectiveness calculator details used to estimate peak demand reductions.  The workshop was held on October 3 and 4, 2005 and, as discussed in the Phase I Decision, besides being informational, the workshop facilitated the identification of improvements to the “E3 calculator” that were relatively easy and quick to implement by the utilities, without causing delays to the bid solicitation schedule.  Such improvements to the “E3 calculator” that were relatively easy and quick to implement by the utilities were completed and utilized in the calculation of energy savings, demand reduction, and cost effectiveness estimates in this filing.  Also pursuant to the Phase I Decision, the utilities jointly filed a report summarizing the discussion at the workshops on November 1, 2005.  The report discussed the E3 calculator refinements and presented a preliminary list of issues that participants recommend be addressed during the “post-compliance” updating process described in the Phase I Decision.
4.5
Bill Impacts

The Phase I Decision included the projected rate and bill impacts associated with increasing funding requirements for the authorized programs in SCE’s service territory.  However, the projected rate and bill impacts included in the Phase I Decision did not reflect the net impact on rates and bills over time, after accounting for the benefits of the programs.  The overall impact of SCE’s programs is that customer bills will decrease relative to the level without the energy efficiency programs.  Pursuant to the Phase I Decision, Attachment II provides estimates of the overall bill impacts expected from the portfolios in their compliance filings.

SCE worked with its PRG members and the other utilities to develop a consistent estimating methodology for energy efficiency benefits to include in the bill impact analysis.  The following methodology was utilized for the calculation of bill impacts resulting from the 2006-2008 energy efficiency portfolio plans.
The calculation methodology utilizes the total projected program costs in each year, subtracts these total costs from the total estimated dollar value of the resource benefits of the portfolio of energy programs in that year, leaving a total net benefits (or costs).  This total value of net benefits (or costs) is then allocated to both residential and nonresidential customers and divided by the total number of customers in each category.  The final calculated amount provides the average impact in customer bills from the portfolio of programs in each year.

The formula for calculation of average bill impact in $/customer/year is shown as:

(PC - AC)/NC, where:

PC = program costs to the utility in year t

AC = avoided energy and capacity savings in year t

NC = number of customers

The results of the Bill Impact analysis are shown in Appendix II.

4.6
Statewide Coordination

Included in the Phase 1 Decision was a requirement to submit additional program detail to reflect the statewide coordination plans and to report on the status of the statewide coordination efforts described in this decision.  The Phase 1 Decision also directed that these efforts be guided by the following policy goals:

(i) Ensure that all firms with a footprint or facilities in multiple service areas should have easy and consistent access to all statewide programs; 

(ii) Develop consistent rebate levels and participant rules for products promoted in statewide programs for use in negotiating with manufacturers and suppliers; 

(iii) Leverage private advertising dollars for more savings impact; 

(iv)Reinforce energy efficiency investments with positive statewide message; and

(v) Protect the utilities’ abilities to reduce the competition among utility service territories or among programs within the same service territory 


In response, SCE has been working with the other IOUs throughout the 2006-2008 energy efficiency planning to identify statewide programs and program strategies.  In past program cycles, IOU statewide program have been successfully implemented by ensuring program participants, especially those that cross IOU service territory boundaries have easy and consistent access to each statewide program and program strategy.  This statewide consistency applies to rebate levels and program eligibility requirements.  SCE, and the other IOUs, have identified various programs and program strategies that will be offered on a statewide basis during the 2006-2008 program cycle.  These statewide offerings are described in more detail in the program implementation plans shown in Attachment III of this filing.

Additionally, the firms chosen by the IOUs to continue the statewide marketing and outreach program activities during the 2006-2008 program cycle have been working collaboratively to develop coordinated program plans.  These program implementation plans are presented in Attachment III of this filing.  Included in these plans are approaches by which private advertising dollars will be leverage to promote energy efficiency.  The marketing plans also include positive statewide messaging to reinforce energy efficiency investments.

Finally, SCE continues to coordinate with other IOUs regarding the programs selected through the program solicitation process in order to identify any programs that may be offered on a statewide basis.  Based on the current IOU program solicitation schedules, the final competitive solicitation (i.e., Pacific Gas and Electric’s solicitation) 

will conclude in early 2006.  At that point SCE will confer with the other IOUs on any potential statewide programs selected through the competitive bid solicitations.  The IOUs will work to deliver any such statewide program as efficiently and effectively as possible.
4.7
Policy Rules

Decision 05-04-051, “Interim Opinion: Updated Policy Rules For Post-2005 Energy Efficiency And Threshold Issues Related To Evaluation, Measurement And Verification Of Energy Efficiency Programs” (Policy Rules Decision) updates the existing Energy Efficiency Policy Manual to reflect policy rules (Rules) that articulate the Commission’s objectives for energy efficiency and provide guidance to the Program Administrators, program implementers, and interested parties for the development of program portfolios for 2006 and beyond.  Among other things, the Rules describe threshold requirements for cost-effectiveness and discuss how to calculate and present cost-effectiveness results for Commission consideration in this Advice Letter.  The Rules also summarize Commission determinations in D.05-01-055, the Administration Decision, regarding competitive bidding, advisory groups, affiliate rules and other administrative structure issues.  In addition, the Rules describe Commission expectations regarding the information that SCE is to file in the program planning Application and this compliance Advice Letter.

SCE’s Advice Letter and the portfolio presented herein continue to comport with the Policy Rules Decision and the Rules adopted therein regarding the 2006-2008 energy efficiency programs.  Details of SCE’s compliance with these Rules are found throughout the Advice Letter.  However, the following summarizes SCE’s compliance with major points in the Policy Rules:

· Policy Rule II.2. – SCE has developed its 2006-2008 energy efficiency program portfolio to exceed both the annual (2006, 2007, 2008) and cumulative (2008) savings goals.
  SCE’s accomplishments towards the annual and cumulative energy savings and demand reduction goals are provided in Attachment II to this Advice Letter.

· Policy Rule II.5. – SCE’s revised portfolio aggressively increases overall capacity utilization and lower peak loads through the deployment of low load factor/high critical peak saving measures in both the Residential and Nonresidential sectors.  Each of the programs utilizes measures and strategies which maximize peak load reductions.  Descriptions of these measures and strategies can be found in the program implementation plans for each of the individual programs as shown in Attachment III.
SCE’s portfolio also provides strategies to minimize “lost opportunities,” particularly through the New Construction Sector.  Lost opportunities are those energy efficiency options which offer long-lived, cost-effective savings and which, if not exploited promptly are lost irretrievably or rendered much more costly to achieve.  SCE’s strategies are described in the program implementation plans shown in Attachment III of this Advice Letter.

· Policy Rule II.6 – In this Advice Letter SCE maintains the selection of statewide marketing and outreach programs, upstream market transformation programs, information and education programs, support for codes and standards and other activities that support the Commission’s short-term and long-term energy savings goals.  SCE has allocated a sufficient portion of portfolio funding to statewide marketing and outreach to continue and build upon the success of the existing program.  The program implementation plans for the statewide marketing and outreach activities are presented in Attachment III.
· Policy Rule II.7. – SCE’s portfolio explores ways in which to co-brand with the California Climate Action Registry that will encourage the accurate reporting of emissions in California.  In the applicable program implementation plans in Attachment III of this Advice Letter, SCE describes ways in which such co-branding will be supported.
· Policy Rule II.8 –SCE proposes a selection of statewide marketing and outreach programs, upstream market transformation programs, information and education programs, support for codes and standards and other activities that support the Commission’s short-term and long-term energy savings goals.  SCE has allocated a sufficient portion of portfolio funding to statewide marketing and outreach to continue and build upon the success of the existing program.

SCE has worked with the California Energy Commission (CEC) and other appropriate stakeholders to include appropriate levels of funding to demonstrate and commercialize emerging technologies funded through the California Public Interest Energy Research (PIER) program and other sources that otherwise would not receive funding for pre-commercialization demonstration.  In this Advice Letter, SCE proposes emerging technologies programs that include higher funding levels as compared to previous years’ budgets.

· Policy Rule IV.6. – This filing includes a prospective showing of cost-effectiveness using the Dual-Test for the entire portfolio of ratepayer-funded energy efficiency activities and programs, including all costs not assignable to individual programs, such as overhead, planning, evaluation, measurement verification and administrator compensation for performance achievements.  SCE’s prospective showing of cost-effectiveness at the portfolio level is provided in Attachment II to this filing.

· Policy Rule IV.8. – To support comparisons of all resources in the utilities’ procurement portfolio, SCE provided levelized unit cost estimates at the program level basis in its June 1 Application. 
· Policy Rule IV.11. – To the extent possible, the assumptions that are used to estimate load impacts (e.g., kWh and kW savings per unit, program net-to-gross ratios, incremental measure costs and useful lives) in the calculation of the TRC and PAC tests are taken from the Database for Energy Efficiency Resources (DEER).  For measures where the required load impacts for cost-effectiveness test inputs were not available in DEER, documentation supporting the inclusion of new information from alternate sources was available as part of SCE’s June 1 Application workpapers.

· Policy Rule VI.3. – As directed in D.05-01-055, SCE herein proposes a portfolio of programs (with input from the Program Advisory Groups as described in that decision) that reflects the continuation of successful IOU and non-IOU implemented programs and new program initiatives designed to meet or exceed the Commission’s savings goals with cost-effective energy efficiency.  As part of this process, SCE has identified a minimum of 20% of funding for the entire portfolio of programs that has been or will be put out to competitive bid to third-parties for the purpose of soliciting innovative ideas and proposals for improved portfolio performance.

· Policy Rule VI.6. – SCE worked with the Commission’s Energy Division and Legal Division, and other parties to develop a standard contract for future partnership programs.  SCE submitted such a contract with its June 1 2006-2008 program plan, Appendix 10.3.
· Policy Rule X.1. – Attachment II to this Advice Letter presents various information on funding levels, energy and demand savings targets, cost-effectiveness projections, and demand growth reduced by the energy efficiency programs in compliance with Ordering Paragraph 13 of Decision 04-12-048.
· Policy Rule XI.3. – SCE’s program proposals for energy efficiency funding describe a dispute resolution process to be used in dealing with complaints from end-use electric consumers participating or attempting to participate in the program.  In programs where the SCE holds a contract 

· with a third party, those contracts also include dispute resolution provisions.
· Policy Rule XI.4. – 4.  With input from the Program Advisory Groups, SCE submitted in its June 1 Application proposed fund shifting guidelines with its 2006-2008 Program Application.  Final fund shifting guidelines were adopted in the Phase I Decision.

4.8
Governor’s Green Building Executive Order

Executive Order S-20-04 (Executive Order) was signed by the Governor in December 2004.  The Executive Order requires that the state commit to aggressive action to reduce state building electricity usage by retrofitting, building and operating the most energy and resource efficient buildings by taking all cost-effective measures described in the Green Building Action Plan for facilities owned, funded or leased by the state and to encourage cities, counties and schools to do the same.  State agencies, departments, and other entities under the direct executive authority of the Governor are to cooperate in taking measures to reduce grid-based energy purchases for state-owned buildings by 20% by 2015, through cost-effective efficiency measures and distributed generation technologies.  In addition, the Commission is urged to apply its energy efficiency authority to support a campaign to inform building owners and operators about the compelling economic benefits of energy efficiency measures; improve commercial building efficiency programs to help achieve the 20% goal; and submit a biennial report to the Governor commencing in September 2005, on progress toward meeting these goals.
SCE’s filing provides sufficient programs and opportunities for State agencies, departments, and other entities under the direct executive authority of the Governor to take measures to reduce grid-based energy purchases for state-owned buildings through the installation cost-effective efficiency measures under SCE’s proposed programs.  In addition, SCE proposes to continue Statewide Marketing and Outreach programs that create general awareness of energy efficiency opportunities across the state.  In addition, SCE’s Advice Letter proposes targeted, program-specific marketing to assist customers in participating in the specific programs that benefit them.

� Application 05-06-015.


� D.05-01-055, Section 5.2.1, p.94.  SCE notes that a slight change was made to the criteria weighting for three solicitations under the targeted, non-resource solicitation.  See, Section 3.6 of this report.


� As noted herein, SCE will conduct one more IDEEA and two more InDEE program solicitations in 2006 and 2007 representing an additional $17.1 million in program funding.  Altogether, SCE expects to award $251.4 million representing more than 37% of SCE’s energy efficiency program portfolio.  


� Application 05-06-015.


� Excludes pre-2006 Codes and Standards energy savings and demand reduction estimates.  Includes projected low income energy efficiency projected results (2006-2008) which are not funded through energy efficiency program funds.


�  Bidders that were not selected have been notified by SCE of their status.  


� SCE is currently in contract discussion with the various bidders, if SCE and bidder are unable to reach a contract agreement, SCE may be resigned to choose an alternate proposal.


� D.05-01-055, Section 5.2.1, p.94.  SCE notes that a slight change was made to the criteria weighting for three RFPs under the targeted, non-resource solicitation.  See, Section 3.6 of this report.


� As noted herein, SCE will conduct one more IDEEA and two more InDEE program solicitations in 2006 and 2007 representing an additional $17.1 million in program funding.  Altogether, SCE expects to award $251.4 million representing more 37% of SCE’s energy efficiency program portfolio.  


� The second IDEEA solicitation will be conducted in calendar year 2006.  


� D.04-09-060, p.33.


� D.05-04-051, p.54.


� p. 118.


� D.05-09-043, pps. 17-18.


� D.05-09-043, Ordering Paragraph 7.


� D. 05-01-055, p.110.


� Clarified by Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling Providing Clarification On Energy Efficiency Savings Issues Associated With The 2006-2008 Program Cycle, May 11, 2005.


� SCE met the goals as clarified by Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling Providing Clarification On Energy Efficiency Savings Issues Associated With The 2006-2008 Program Cycle, May 11, 2005.
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