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FINAL REPLY COMMENTS OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY (U 904 G) 

I. INTRODUCTION 

On September 25, 2017, several parties to this proceeding filed their final opening 

comments, pursuant to the Administrative Law Judges’ Ruling seeking a round of final comments 

and reply comments, intended to allow parties to wrap up any additional subjects not already 

covered and/or to supplement the record in this proceeding with more comprehensive comments 

on the full breadth of the proceeding issues. 

The Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) filed comments that included approximately 

ten pages1 of unfounded accusations alleging wrongdoing by SoCalGas.  In the later stages of 

discovery, ORA issued two focused data requests inquiring about two very specific topics under 

the broader category of Codes & Standards:  (1) a Department of Energy (DOE) Notice of 

Proposed Rulemaking in the 2015 timeframe on proposed furnace-related energy efficiency 

standards (Furnace Rule), where SoCalGas took a different position from Pacific Gas and Electric 

                                                            
1 See Final Comments of the Office of Ratepayer Advocates on Energy Efficiency Program 
Administrators’ Business Plan Applications (ORA Comments) (September 24, 2017), pp. 5-16. 
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Company (PG&E); and (2) a California Energy Commission (CEC) rulemaking on tub spout 

diverter efficiency methods, where SoCalGas is taking a leading role on behalf of the IOUs, 

efforts for which are ongoing.  Although ORA issued the identical data requests to the four IOUs, 

it is now readily apparent that ORA was intent on targeting SoCalGas, in an attempt to portray the 

gas-only utility as a “bad actor” in the arena of energy efficiency. 

Relying on selected quotes contained in company emails, ORA alleges that SoCalGas used 

ratepayer funds to engage in a concerted effort to undermine the State’s energy efficiency goals.  

The allegations are misleading and contradicted by the very documents ORA relies upon, such 

that the only appropriate response is a Motion to Strike, which SoCalGas is concurrently filing.  

Rather than devoting a large portion of these reply comments to respond to each and every 

baseless allegation contained in ORA’s comments, SoCalGas asks the Commission to refer to the 

Motion to Strike.  This way, reply comments can focus on the relevant, productive, and forward-

looking issues pertaining to the energy efficiency business plans, as the program administrators 

seek to deliver energy efficiency programs in line with newly adopted goals and under the 

framework known as the rolling portfolio process.  Notwithstanding, SoCalGas’ work in Codes & 

Standards is addressed, as well as why ORA’s recommendations to have SoCalGas removed from 

Codes & Standards are imprudent and without merit. 

II. CODES & STANDARDS 

A. SoCalGas’ Strong Support for Energy Efficiency 

SoCalGas has a long history of supporting energy efficiency in California, of prudent 

stewardship of ratepayer funds, and of achieving the aggressive environmental goals of the State 

of California.  For over 30 years, SoCalGas has successfully delivered energy efficiency programs 

in California.  In 2016, SoCalGas demonstrated the success of its energy efficiency programs 
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partnering with customers to save more than 35.9 million therms, which represents nearly 124% 

of the energy efficiency goal established by the Commission.2  As part of SoCalGas’ commitment 

to help California meet its goal of greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reductions, its energy 

efficiency programs reduced nearly 360,000 tons of carbon dioxide in 2016 alone.  From 2013 to 

2016, SoCalGas saved a total of 105.5 million therms, with 34.7 million therms attributed to 

Codes & Standards efforts.3  Further, at SoCalGas, sustainability and being a responsible 

environmental steward is a fundamental part of doing business.  SoCalGas actively works to 

reduce the environmental impact of its operational practices in furtherance of meeting the State’s 

stringent environmental mandates.  SoCalGas assists customers to reduce their environmental 

footprint through education and outreach programs aimed at efficient energy usage.  SoCalGas 

partners with publicly owned utilities, other IOUs, and water districts to deliver comprehensive 

gas, electric, and water efficiency measures to customers throughout its territory. 

As the State’s largest gas-only utility, SoCalGas’ Codes & Standards efforts largely 

contribute to natural gas energy efficiency, since that is where its expertise lies.  Yet it is 

supportive of an overall prudent energy efficiency portfolio, and is more often than not aligned 

with the other IOUs.  Since 2014, SoCalGas has participated in over ten DOE rulemakings, filed 

seventy comment letters in response to seventeen CEC pre-rule or rulemakings for Title 20, and 

supported the 2016 and 2019 Title 24 Code Cycles through the IOUs’ forty-four Codes & 

Standards Enhancement (CASE) initiatives.4  SoCalGas joined the IOUs’ comments to all 

                                                            
2 Southern California Gas Company (U 904 G) Energy Efficiency Programs 2016 Annual Report, May 24, 
2017, accessible at http://eestats.cpuc.ca.gov.  
3 Southern California Gas Company Energy Efficiency Programs Annual Reports, 2013-2016, accessible at 
http://eestats.cpuc.ca.gov. 
4 DOE Rulemakings found at www.Regulations.gov; Title 20 rulemakings found at www.Energy.ca.gov; 
Title 24 rulemakings found at www.Title24stakeholders.com. 
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seventeen CEC Title 20 pre-rule and rulemakings.  SoCalGas submitted independent comments in 

only two of the ten DOE rulemakings, among which was the Furnace Rule.  The other IOUs have 

likewise abstained from commenting or filed individual comments.5  While the IOUs strive for 

statewide alignment in DOE advocacy, an IOU either abstaining from a comment letter or filing 

separately to provide different viewpoints is not isolated to SoCalGas, and cannot credibly be 

viewed as advocating against the State’s energy efficiency goals. 

Additionally, SoCalGas has worked diligently to co-fund and lead multiple measures 

within the Codes & Standards subprograms.  SoCalGas has developed nine co-funding 

agreements and 27 contracts within the Building Standards, Appliance Standards, Compliance 

Improvement, Reach Codes and Planning & Coordination Subprograms supporting the 

advancement of Codes & Standards both statewide and nationally.6  SoCalGas has been the lead 

on behalf of all IOUs for the Title 24 Drain Water Heat Recovery CASE Report, and the Title 20 

Tub Spout Diverters rulemaking. This is in stark contrast to ORA’s portrayal of SoCalGas as a 

utility disassociating itself from the other IOUs to work against the State’s energy efficiency 

goals. 

B. SoCalGas’ Advocacy Aligns with and Promotes the Goals of the Statewide 
Program Implementation Plan (PIP) 

ORA’s attempt to denigrate SoCalGas’ contributions to the achievement of energy 

efficiency goals, and ultimate motive to remove SoCalGas from its role in Codes & Standards, is 

misguided.  SoCalGas has conducted Codes & Standards advocacy efforts in accordance with the 

                                                            
5 See e.g., Exhibit A, Ex-01 (SoCalGas response to Question 7 of DR-ORA-A1701013-SCG004).  See 
also, DOE Energy Conservation Standards for Residential Conventional Cooking Products, 
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EERE-2014-BT-STD-0005-0067   
6 All contract data was provided to ORA through data request ORA-008.  Co-funding agreements were not 
included, as other IOUs held these contracts. 
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approved Statewide Program Implementation Plan (PIP).7  As an administrator of energy 

efficiency programs, SoCalGas has a responsibility to study, scrutinize, and ultimately comment 

on matters that impact natural gas energy efficiency in California.  The contributions of 

organizations such as the American Gas Association (AGA), American Public Gas Association 

(APGA), and Gas Technology Institute (GTI) are instrumental in evaluating the claims of cost-

effectiveness as contained in the DOE’s Furnace Rule, especially where there is a dearth of voices 

willing to bring to light analyses, and at times, criticisms, of energy efficiency rules, regulations, 

or measures that impact natural gas and gas customers.  This is consistent with the PIP: 

Advocacy also includes affirmative expert testimony at public 
workshops and hearings, participation in stakeholder meetings, 
ongoing communications with industry, and a variety of other 
support activities.8 

 
As described in the PIP, SoCalGas and other IOUs are expected and encouraged to use 

reputable industry organizations such as AGA, APGA, and GTI, as well as consultants such as 

Negawatt and BIRAenergy, to benefit from their technical expertise in assessing the viability of 

Federal and State energy efficiency policy related to energy efficiency technologies.  All activity 

conducted by SoCalGas through Codes & Standards advocacy was and continues to be within the 

guidelines of the PIP.  SoCalGas is certainly not the only IOU that engages industry experts and 

consultants when evaluating energy efficiency rules, regulations, or measures.9 

As part of the Statewide advocacy sub-program, SoCalGas will continue to advocate for 

sensible policies by collaborating with relevant industry experts to obtain the best and most recent 

                                                            
7 See 2013-2014 Energy Efficiency Programs Statewide Codes and Standards Program Implementation 
Plan (May 29, 2013).  SoCalGas request that the Commission take official notice of this document, which 
can be accessed at: http://eestats.cpuc.ca.gov/EEGA2010Files/SCG/PIP/2013/Clean/6%20SW-
%20SCG%20SW%20CS%20PIP%205_24_13.pdf  
8 Program Implementation Plan, p. 2. 
9 See Exhibit A, Ex-17-19. 
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information on natural gas efficiency technologies and potential impacts such as source energy 

reduction, cost-effectiveness, and consumer benefit.  At times, there will be opposition to a 

particular proposed energy efficiency rule or regulation or measure, such as the Furnace Rule, 

which can have multiple organizations, experts, and utilities raising different points of view.  Yet, 

these are all done in a very public and transparent forum, and nothing produced by ORA, 

including internal company emails, shows that SoCalGas’ concerns about the Furnace Rule were 

inconsistent with its public comments.  Indeed, the value of having DOE and CEC inviting 

feedback is enhanced, not hindered, by a broad range of evaluations, opinions, and 

recommendations, and not just unconditional support, as both DOE and CEC are charged with 

putting forth proposals that are both energy efficient and cost-effective.10 

Therefore, the Commission should give no weight to any notion that SoCalGas engaged in 

subversive or undermining efforts against the State’s goals, simply because it worked with 

industry organizations and experts, with subject-matter expertise, to thoroughly evaluate the 

DOE’s proposed Furnace Rule. 

C. SoCalGas Is a Key Contributor to Codes & Standards and Should Have a 
Continuing Role in Its Advocacy 

ORA’s Comments are quite clear that it views SoCalGas’ efforts to study and raise 

concerns about the Furnace Rule as improper use of energy efficiency budget to undermine 

energy efficiency, such that it should have no continuing role in Codes & Standards.  This is not 

supported by the record (as discussed in detail in the Motion to Strike concurrently filed in this 

                                                            
10 United States Department of Energy Methodology for Evaluating Cost-effectiveness of Commercial 
Energy Code Changes (August 2015). 
https://www.energycodes.gov/sites/default/files/documents/commercial_methodology.pdf; California 
Energy Commission Building Energy Efficiency Standards, April 2015. 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/commission/fact_sheets/documents/EE-
Building_Energy_Efficiency_Standards.pdf 
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proceeding).  ORA’s flawed point-of-view, if given any weight, would create a chilling effect 

upon any IOU bringing to light any mistakes, faulty assumptions, or potential negative impacts 

regarding a proposed energy efficiency rule, regulation, or measure.  ORA’s singular focus on 

removing the State’s sole gas-only utility program administrator, serving over 20 million gas 

consumers, from Codes & Standards, is particularly troubling, as if SoCalGas should either 

remain silent, or not be trusted, because of the service and expertise it provides.  The plain reading 

of the comments SoCalGas submitted in the DOE’s Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on the 

Furnace Rule11 would dispel any notion that SoCalGas was advocating against energy efficiency 

or was working against ratepayer interests (see Motion to Strike). 

SoCalGas is an integral voice in informing regulators of Codes & Standards as well as the 

broader issues impacting natural gas energy efficiency, rather than dismissing what the natural gas 

industry would have to contribute to energy efficiency.  Federal and State regulators should 

welcome and desire a broad range of perspectives and analyses, even ones that are not supportive, 

to better inform their adoption of rules, regulations, and measures for the entire State.  Even in the 

realm of the California Public Utilities Commission, raising concerns and issues should not be 

viewed as obstructionism.  Recently, SoCalGas filed comments to the Commission’s proposed 

decision in Rulemaking (R.) 13-11-005 adopting new energy efficiency goals for 2018-2030.  

SoCalGas raised what it determined to be errors in an analysis prepared by Navigant Consulting 

on behalf of the Commission.12  In its final decision (D.) 17-09-025, the Commission stated: 

SoCalGas also recommends further revisions to the potential and 
goals study, specifically regarding the assumptions for its 
behavioral programs and for Industry Standard Practice baselines.  
We agree with SoCalGas’s proposed percent incremental 

                                                            
11 See ORA Comments, Appendix C, Ex. 2. 
12 See Comments of Southern California Gas Company (U 904 G) on Proposed Decision Adopting Energy 
Efficiency Goals for 2018-2030 (September 14, 2017), pp. 5-7. 
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penetration for its behavioral programs, and Staff has adjusted the 
potential and goals study accordingly.13 

While its IOU peers may sometimes voice contrary views or push for different priorities 

with respect to energy efficiency advocacy, this does not mean that SoCalGas is anything less 

than fully supportive of advancing energy efficiency and meeting the State’s aggressive goals.  

And there is proof.  SoCalGas has consistently delivered therm savings, as evidenced by its 

Energy Savings and Performance Incentive (ESPI) awards, which are reviewed and approved by 

Commission Staff.14  ORA is incorrect when it states that “ratepayer funding for shareholder 

incentives for managing codes and standards advocacy programs is to encourage and reward the 

utilities for their work advocating for more stringent codes and standards on ratepayers’ behalf.”15  

The ESPI is “[a] management fee award for the IOUs advocacy of codes and standards.”16  There 

is no requirement that management of Codes & Standards involve promotion of “more stringent” 

Codes & Standards such that advocacy for more stringency is the singular focus, over impacts to 

ratepayers and the environment.17 

SoCalGas has put forth a Business Plan to outline for the Commission its goals, plans, and 

strategies to help achieve the State’s goal to double Statewide energy efficiency by 2030.  The 

IOU business plans should be the focus of these proceedings.  ORA’s attempt to use SoCalGas’ 

advocacy efforts in 2014-2015 related to the Furnace Rule for the purpose of derailing the 

company’s reputation and ignoring its quantifiable contributions in energy efficiency are a 

                                                            
13 D.17-09-025, p. 42. 
14 2013 Ex Ante: AL4661/ Resolution G-3497; 2013 Ex Post & 2014 Ex Ante: AL4826 & AL4859/ 
Resolution G-3510; 2014 Ex Post & 2015 Ex Ante: AL5024/ Resolution E-4807; 2015 Ex Post & 2016 Ex 
Ante: AL5182  
15 ORA Comments at 6. 
16 Energy Efficiency Shareholder Incentive Mechanism http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/General.aspx?id=4137 
17 See D.13-09-023, Decision Adopting the Efficiency Savings and Performance Incentive Mechanism, 
where advocacy earnings are defined, and nowhere tied to “stringent” Codes &Standards. 
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distraction to the relevant issues in this proceeding.  The motion to strike being concurrently filed 

discusses in detail why ORA’s allegations are misleading and should be removed from 

consideration. 

To summarize, SoCalGas should continue to promote and advocate for prudent and cost-

effective gas energy efficiency Codes & Standards and technologies, even if this means 

sometimes taking a position that questions the validity or effectiveness of a particular rule, 

regulation, or measure, or that is not shared by other IOU program administrators.  SoCalGas 

would be derelict in its duties relating to Codes & Standards if it simply rubber stamped every 

energy efficiency rule, regulation, or measure without thorough investigation. 

III. REPLY TO PARTIES’ OPENING COMMENTS 

B. SoCalGas’ Account Representative Energy Efficiency (EE) Activities Are Justified 
and Should Continue To Be Charged to the EE Balancing Account 

ORA disagrees that third-party implementers will necessarily utilize utility personnel for 

customer acquisition or that this utility personnel should be charged to EE balancing accounts18 

opining that those costs to ratepayers are unreasonable given the lack of justification.19  ORA 

attempts to marginalize the justification of maintaining the connectivity with customers to support 

their participation in third party programs, despite the fact parties have stressed their critical 

value. 

In comments to the May 24, 2016 Ruling of Assigned Commissioner and Administrative 

Law Judge Seeking Input on Approaches for Statewide and Third-Party Programs, CLEAResult 

identifies the value that IOU account representation brings in a third party delivered setting: 

If such [core and third party] programs were outsourced to 
different competing parties, it is unclear who would help customers 

                                                            
18 See ORA Comments at 34. 
19 See Id. at 33. 
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navigate the options, ensure alignment of incentives in each 
program, and who would be the arbiter of choice – this is currently 
predominantly a role for utility account reps and utility program 
staff.20 

 
Additionally, Nexant indicates the necessity of IOU competency and expertise in the 

transition to the majority third party program portfolio:  

The Commission should look to better utilize the utility/customer 
relationship to increase EE participation and delivery rather than 
marginalize the role of utilities in deployment of EE.  Among all 
EE stakeholders, only the IOUs have a comprehensive view of 
customer needs, customer data, and other Demand Side 
Management (“DSM”) offerings.21 

SoCalGas argues this importance in maintaining and leveraging the connectivity with the 

customer through customer engagement executed through account representatives and program 

staff to support successful program implementation by third-party providers.22  Given the 

directive in D.16-08-019, SoCalGas’ activities in this area is not intended to limit third-party 

vendors from offering these services, but to increase their success and effectiveness by leveraging 

the strong and long standing relationships the IOUs have with customers. 

Further, while ORA argues that the IOUs have given “little indication of how they will 

redeploy resources in response to their changing roles and responsibilities as PAs as third parties 

take greater responsibility for the design and delivery of energy efficiency programs,”23 given the 

changes made by the Commission in D.16-08-019 to third-party programs, SoCalGas reiterates 

that it is unknown what programs will be offered by third parties as part of the new portfolio and 

                                                            
20 Comments of CLEAResult on Ruling of Assigned Commissioner and Administrative Law Judge 
Seeking Input on Approaches for Statewide and Third-Party Programs (June 17, 2016), p. 5. 
21 Reply Comments of Nexant on Ruling of Assigned Commissioner and Administrative Law Judge 
Seeking Input on Approaches for Statewide and Third-Party Programs (July 1, 2016), p. 6. 
22 See Southern California Gas Company’s (U 904 G) Energy Efficiency Program Solicitation Plan 
(August 4, 2017), p. A-1. 
23 See ORA Comments at 30. 
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what utility support will be required.  Account representatives actively contribute to the success of 

energy efficiency programs.  For example, since 2014, account representatives have been 

involved in delivering at least 8.6 million therms saved on average each year through SoCalGas’ 

calculated incentive programs.24  To make immediate changes to program administrators’ 

resources in absence of any further information puts at risk significant energy savings 

opportunities and would be inconsistent with delivering on state goals, including SB 350.  This 

valid complication is also recognized by third parties as stated by CLEAResult in final comments: 

The Commission must recognize that the IOUs, and all program 
administrators, will be unable to address many questions regarding 
the maintenance and structure of the portfolios or of their ongoing 
activities until solicitations are actually underway and the market is 
allowed to respond.  In particular, the IOUs will need to solicit a 
substantial portion of their new portfolios in order to ascertain the 
robustness of their future portfolio and therefore determine their 
own internal needs.25 

Therefore, SoCalGas maintains that the 2018 projection for account representatives to be 

charged to the EE balancing account are necessary and appropriate to ensure the successful 

continuity of EE programs as the portfolio transitions to third party programs.  Given that the 

aforementioned charges are appropriate, SoCalGas request the Commission deny ORA’s request 

to maintain account representative charges through non-tariff service agreements as they would 

add an unnecessary layer of complexity which may ultimately imped the transition to the new 

third-party programs. 

  

                                                            
24 Southern California Gas Company Energy Efficiency Programs Annual Reports, 2014-2016, accessible 
at http://eestats.cpuc.ca.gov. 
25 Final Comments of CLEAResult on Energy Efficiency Program Administrators’ Business Plan 
Applications (September 25, 2017), p. 6. 
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C. The Commission Should Adopt a Streamlined Solicitation Process that Allows 
Program Administrators to Meet Timing Requirements in D.16-08-019 and Does Not 
Hinder the Bidder Community 

 
1. SoCalGas Supports NRDC’s Position on the Viability of the Commission’s 

Contract Review 

SoCalGas agrees with the Natural Resources Defense Council’s (NRDC) statement 

regarding parties’ requests for a formal contract review, “in practice, such a review is not viable 

given the current Energy Division workload.”26  At the June 16, 2017 Solicitation Workshop, 

Energy Division raised the same concern stating that this process would be burdensome and was 

unsure whether contracts could be reviewed in a timely manner considering the number of 

contracts to be submitted.  

Several parties have recommended applying the supply-side energy resource procurement 

contract approval process to energy efficiency program contracts.27  As stated in prior comments, 

SoCalGas believes this is unnecessary as it is redundant to the Commission’s approval of the 

business plans.28  ORA cites the energy resource procurement process as a guiding example to use 

for energy efficiency solicitations,29 but they fail to acknowledge the specific reasons for which 

the process was put in place.  The origins of the current electric energy procurement advice filing 

process was borne out of necessity to fill a timing gap created by the need of electric utilities to 

enter into energy contracts prior to the Commission’s approval of the utilities’ long-term 

                                                            
26 Natural Resource Defense Council (NRDC) Opening Final Comments on Program Administrator 
Business Plans and Related Items (NRDC Comments) (September 25, 2017), p. 6 
27 See e.g., Response of the Office of Ratepayer Advocates to the Request for Comprehensive Solicitation 
Process Proposals (August 4, 2017), pp. 4-5; Coalition for Energy Efficiency Solicitation Process Proposal 
(August 4, 2017), pp. 6-7 
28 See Comments of SoCalGas to Other Parties’ Energy Efficiency Program Solicitation Plan Proposals  
(August 18, 2017), p. A-5. 
29 See ORA Comments at 7. 
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procurement plans.30  The Commission has already determined that a detailed energy efficiency 

business plan application – including a detailed program solicitation plan and annual budget 

advice letter – is the optimal way to review and approve the energy efficiency program portfolio 

while allowing public comment through a formal proceeding.31 

Furthermore, a procurement advice letter process may encroach upon the confidentiality 

requirements ingrained in the solicitation process.  The established trust between bidders and 

SoCalGas as it relates to the Request for Abstract/Request for Proposal process is predicated on 

SoCalGas’ ability to maintain strict confidentiality of all ideas and documents submitted by the 

bidders.  Given that bidders provide proprietary competitive information including the conceptual 

design, cost effectiveness, proposed measure mix, and other information in their bids, requiring a 

public advice letter process where crucial bid details may be revealed, is neither fair or in the best 

interest of the bidder community, SoCalGas, or its customers.  Such a process may completely 

undermine the trust that the bidder community has placed in the investor-owned utilities. 

2. Third-Party Solicitations Should Be Fair and Unbiased for All Potential 
Vendors 

Small Business Utility Advocates (SBUA) request the Commission to require that all 

program administrators (PAs) give preference to proposals put forth by small businesses and to 

larger businesses that include in their bid a commitment to subcontract at least 25% of their bid 

price to one or more small businesses.32  SBUA states that “the California Legislature recognizes 

the importance of small businesses and therefore requires State Agencies to give a 5% small 

                                                            
30 Supra, Comments of SoCalGas to Other Parties’ Energy Efficiency Program Solicitation Plan Proposals, 
at A-5 – A-6. 
31 See D.15-10-028 at 43, 47, and 123-124 (OPs 1 and 4) 
32 See Final Comments Of Small Business Utility Advocates On Energy Efficiency Business Plans (SBUA 
Comments) (September 25, 2017), pp. 13-14. 
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business bid preference.”33  Although SoCalGas supports small business development, many of 

which are our customers, SoCalGas’ focus is on providing a competitive platform for third party 

implementers to propose, design and deliver new program concepts.  SoCalGas opposes any 

percentage of bid preference or special treatment which could result in a bias and unfair 

solicitation, limit the number of potential vendors willing to participate in the solicitation and 

impact the benefit to ratepayers. 

Notwithstanding, SoCalGas has other channels to assure small and diverse business 

enterprises do business with us.  Through SoCalGas’ Supplier Diversity Program, in 2016 

SoCalGas totaled $672.4 million in spending with diverse firms and hired a total of 682 diverse 

suppliers.34  Through SoCalGas’ Smaller Contractor Opportunity Realization Effort (SCORE) 

program, in 2016 SoCalGas spent more than $19.7 million with SCORE contractors.35 The 

SCORE program identifies procurement opportunities at SoCalGas and matches them with 

qualified smaller diverse suppliers.  SoCalGas’ supplier diversity has evolved into an integral part 

of our strategy and a core company value that is embedded in our culture. 

D. The Commission Should Deny LGSEC’s Request for the Creation of an Energy Use 
Database and Public Access Portal 

In comments, the Local Government Sustainable Energy Coalition (LGSEC) urges the 

Commission to create an energy database and public access portal based on the UCLA Energy 

Atlas model.36  LSGEC asserts that “statewide access to an Energy Atlas tool will allow LGC 

[local government communities] to conduct the data analysis needed to establish local 

                                                            
33 SBUA Comments at 14. 
34 See SoCalGas Supplier Diversity 2016 Annual Report and 2017 Annual Plan, p. 3. 
http://www.sempra.com/pdf/about/2017-SDGE_DBE_Annual_Report.pdf.  
35 See Id. at 5. 
36 See Final Comments of The Local Government Sustainable Energy Coalition (LGSEC Comments) 
(September 25, 2017), p. 10. 
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government program common metrics baselines and targets within the appropriate sectors.”37  As 

previously noted by SoCalGas, LGSEC’s proposal is a concept that was previously considered but 

not authorized by the Commission in Rulemaking (R.) 08-12-009.38  LSGEC’s energy database 

portal ignores the directives of the Phase III Smart Grid Decision, D. 14-05-016 (Privacy 

Decision), which concluded R.08-12-009. 

The proposal is similar in form and function to the rejected Energy Data Center, and 

would, among other things, allow third parties such as local governments, which pursuant to the 

Privacy Decision have limited access to IOU customer data, full access to potentially sensitive 

data.  The Privacy Decision notes that workshops held in R.08-12-009 concerning customer 

privacy in the provision of energy data to third parties suggested that “it might prove possible to 

address requests for data by establishing “use cases” and having the Commission determine 

whether current laws and regulations permitted the provision of data,”39 and that, in regards to the 

Energy Data Center, use cases might ameliorate the need for a data center.40  A use case (Use 

Case 1) was established to determine local governments access to covered and non-covered data.  

The Privacy Decision determined that “local government entities, like other third-parties, may 

obtain monthly energy usage data by zip code from utilities’ websites,”41 further noting that, 

“access to this data will enable cities to a certain extent to complete their climate action plans and 

promote general policies of EE, which are in the interest of Californians and customers.”42  In 

                                                            
37 Id at 11. 
38 See Response of SoCalGas To Motion of The County Of Los Angeles, On Behalf Of Southern 
California Regional Energy Network For Approval Of Its Energy Efficiency Rolling Portfolio Business 
Plan And Local Government Sustainable Energy Coalition Statewide Local Government Program Energy 
Efficiency Business Plan Proposal (March 3, 2017), p. 16. 
39  D.14-05-016, p. 6. 
40 See Id. 
41 Id. at 32. 
42 Id. at 32. 
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regards to granular data, the Privacy Decision acknowledged that data is “extremely useful in 

assessing government energy programs,”43 and so the Commission directed the utilities to “fulfill 

requests from local, city, and county governments and regional governmental entities for 

aggregated or anonymized energy data,”44 and established a Data Request and Release Process 

(DRRP) for release of such data.45  

However, despite Commission guidance on this matter, LGSEC implies that obtaining 

data is limited and onerous, noting that “local government programs struggle to access IOU 

data.”46  Furthermore, LGSEC claims that “Data access is an on-going struggle. Obtaining even 

very limited data often requires a significant and time-consuming administrative effort for each 

local agency. Often public disclosure is restricted for even limited available data.”47  Publicly 

available usage data was part of the Privacy Decision.  Currently, all the IOUs publish zip code 

level energy usage data broken out by market sector (Commercial, Residential and Industrial 

aggregated) according to the Commission’s rules for each sector.  SoCalGas has been publishing 

quarterly data since 2014 and maintains 3 years’ worth of data online as part of its Energy Data 

Request and Release Program (EDRP).48  Additionally, since SoCalGas initiated the EDRP, it has 

fulfilled 29 data requests for market sector aggregated data from local governments in its service 

territory.49  

  

                                                            
43 Id at 32. 
44 Id. at 33. 
45 Id. 34-35. 
46 Supra, LGSEC Comments at 8-10. 
47 Id. at 8. 
48 See https://energydatarequest.socalgas.com/.  
49 See Advice Letter No. 5199, SoCalGas Quarterly Notice on the EDRP (October 6, 2017), Attachment A. 
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Notwithstanding, LGSEC asserts that “an independent, third party, non-profit program 

administrator is needed to replace the current unorganized, disaggregated and inefficient IOU 

program administration”50 and that doing so would solve the “data gathering and dissemination 

protocols that differ from utility to utility.”51  As discussed above, the Privacy Decision 

established the Data Request and Release Process, a protocol for IOUs to follow when providing 

customer usage data to eligible third-party requestors.  A new program administrator will not 

change the privacy rules established by the Commission and solve the issues raised by LGSEC.52 

As such, SoCalGas strongly urges the Commission to take no action in furtherance of such 

proposal until all questions concerning customer privacy in such an effort have been fully 

addressed by the Commission.  Denying LGSEC’s request would ensure that LGSEC’s proposal 

be consistent with the Commission’s directives in its Privacy Decision, and by which the utilities 

must comply. 

E. Regional Energy Network (REN) Business Plans 

1. The Commission Should Deny the REN Business Plan Applications Until REN
Pilots Are Evaluated

Southern California REN urges the Commission to approve its business plan because its 

“portfolio supports the Commission’s needs and delivers strategies motivating customers to adopt 

more comprehensive energy efficiency approaches.”53 Similarly, 3C-REN urges the Commission 

to approve is business plans to provide the service and support needed in the Tri-County Region.54  

50 Supra, LGSEC Comments at 2. 
51 Id. at 2. 
52 See Id. at 2. 
53 The County Of Los Angeles On Behalf Of The Southern California Regional Energy Network (CPUC 
#940) Final Comments On The Energy Efficiency 2018-2025 Rolling Portfolio Business Plan Applications 
(September 25, 2017), p.4. 
54 Final Comments of the County of Ventura on behalf of 3C-REN, TRI-County Regional Energy Network 
(September 25, 2017), p. 4. 



 

18 

As previously stated in SoCalGas comments,55 the Commission established the objectives for 

Regional Energy Network (RENs) and authorized the funding for approved program offerings of 

RENs as pilots in D.12-11-015.56  In D.16-08-019, the Commission reiterated that RENs should 

continue to focus on: “activities that utilities cannot or do not intend to undertake; pilot activities 

where there is no current utility program offering, and where there is potential for scalability to a 

broader geographic reach, if successful; and pilot activities in hard to reach markets, whether or 

not there is a current utility program that may overlap.”57  The REN business plan proposals58 

contain proposed activities beyond the existing offerings authorized by the Commission in D.12-

11-015.  As one of the objectives of a REN is to fill gaps in IOU offerings, the proposed new 

activities, as described in the SoCalREN proposal,59 for Codes & Standards, finance (modified 

PACE), and workforce education and training (WE&T) are either duplicative of current and/or 

planned efforts by SoCalGas and Southern California Edison Company (SCE) or inconsistent 

with the Commission policy for proper use of energy efficiency ratepayer funds. 

SoCalGas requests that the Commission not approve the RENs business plans.  SoCalGas 

believes it is premature to approve such proposals when the Commission has yet to evaluate the 

success of REN pilots.  In D.09-09-047 the Commission noted that “we intend to scrutinize pilot 

programs to ensure they achieve their objectives before allowing these programs to become more 

                                                            
55 Response of SoCalGas To Motion of The County Of Los Angeles, On Behalf Of Southern California 
Regional Energy Network For Approval Of Its Energy Efficiency Rolling Portfolio Business Plan And 
Local Government Sustainable Energy Coalition Statewide Local Government Program Energy Efficiency 
Business Plan Proposal (March 3, 2017), p. 2. 
56 See D.12-11-015, pp. 7-16. 
57 D.16-08-019 at 11. 
58 See Motion of the County of Los Angeles, On Behalf of Southern California Regional Energy Network 
For Approval Of Its Energy Efficiency Rolling Portfolio Business Plan; Motion of the Local Government 
Sustainable Energy Coalition Statewide Local Government Program Energy Efficiency Business Plan 
Proposal; and Motion of the 3C-REN, Tri-County Regional Energy Network, For Approval of Its 
Residential Energy Efficiency Rolling Portfolio Business Plan and Budget Proposal. (January 23, 2017). 
59 SoCalREN at 9-10. 
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permanent,”60 much less expanding them.  There is a need for RENs to achieve their current 

objectives before expanding beyond the RENs’ current offerings.  SoCalGas supports continued 

funding of existing RENs as pilots where (1) they demonstrate value and success in their non-

resource programs to direct deeper retrofits and further energy savings, and (2) they adhere to the 

criteria set forth in D.12-11-015 and reiterated in D.16-08-019.  SoCalGas maintains that the most 

prudent course of action is to complete the evaluation of REN pilots before new REN activities or 

new RENs are authorized. 

However, should the Commission decide to approve the RENs’ proposals, SoCalGas urges 

the Commission to direct RENs to coordinate with the IOU PAs to avoid any duplication of 

efforts.  As previously discussed in comments, SoCalGas has identified several areas that would 

result in the duplication of efforts beyond what is practical for engaging the hard-to-reach 

population and underserved market segments.61  In order to provide a clear and customer-friendly 

energy efficiency landscape that responsibly utilizes ratepayer funding, the possibility of 

duplication should be addressed at the forefront. 

2. IOU Program Administrators are the Best Fit to Administer Local 
Government Programs 

LGSEC asserts that “no single IOU would be appropriate to administer this [local 

governments] program....”62  SoCalGas respectfully clarifies that no IOU program administrator 

has proposed statewide administration of local government programs (LGPs).  Furthermore, the 

Commission has not issued any specific direction requiring the IOUs to propose a statewide lead 

for LGP.  In fact, in D.16-08-019 the Commission concluded that “Local Government Programs 

                                                            
60 D.09-09-047, p. 47. 
61 Supra, SoCalGas Response to Motion at 7-10. 
62 LGSEC Comments at 3. 
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may be, but should not be required to be, handled in a statewide manner.”63  Furthermore, the 

Commission directed that “all business plans should also include strategies for improving the 

consistency of LGP administration statewide.”64  The IOUs recognize that there is still much room 

for improvement on local government programs and are working closely with local partners to 

drive toward greater consistency across the state, while allowing partners to retain their ability to 

tailor programs to their local needs.65 

F. The IOUs’ Downstream Program Pilots Are in Accordance with Commission 
Direction and Should be Approved 

ORA claims that the “IOU’s proposals to pilot specific programs is counter to the intent of 

the Commission in D.16-08-019, that going forward ‘all program design and delivery would be 

presumed to be conducted by third parties, unless the utility specifically made a case for why the 

program activity must be conducted by utility personnel.’”66  ORA misinterprets the referenced 

decision, which refers exclusively to third-party programs, specifically in the large commercial 

sector,67 and not the Commission’s directive to pilot the statewide approach for the downstream 

programs to be proposed by PAs. The IOUs’ proposals for statewide downstream program pilots 

are in accordance with Commission direction as stated in D.16-08-01968 and align with the IOUs’ 

commitment to provide their customers with the most comprehensive energy efficiency 

experience with the goal of delivering simple, clear and effective offerings.  Further, the 

Commission has required that four programs be piloted on a Statewide basis and proposed in the 

                                                            
63 D.16-08-019 at 104 (Conclusion of Law 53). 
64 Id.  
65 See Pacific Gas and Electric Company Business Plan, Appendix D to Public Sector; San Diego Gas & 
Electric Company Business Plan, p. 127; Southern California Edison Company Amended Business Plan 
p.197; SoCalGas Business Plan (January 17, 2017), p. 287. 
66 ORA Comments at 16-17. 
67 See D.16-08-019 at 73. 
68 See Id. at 111 (OP 9). 
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business plans.69  The four downstream programs presented by the IOUs fulfill this obligation and 

should be approved. 

G. MCE’s Proposals 

1. Downstream Liaison Solution Creates Barriers to Broader Third-Party 
Solutions and Should be Rejected 

MCE proposes to assume the role of a downstream liaison, a single point of contact, and 

limit program offerings to customers within its electric service territory by precluding PG&E and 

third-party downstream programs from delivery in MCE’s service area.70  This proposal allows 

for prioritization of some PAs over others, affording one PA the power to select and deny 

programs that can negatively impact customer choice and participation.  Furthermore, MCE’s 

approach could create market uncertainty and limit customer choice and participation by having 

MCE choose programs on customers’ behalf.  As raised by SoCalGas’ protest of MCE’s 

application,71 MCE does not have a compelling basis for excluding any energy efficiency 

programs to customers in a shared territory.  Given the potential negative impacts to customer 

choice and participation, MCE’s proposal, which provides potential barriers to the ability of 

Program Administrators operating within MCE’s territory, may make it more challenging to 

achieve a cumulative doubling of energy efficiency savings. 

MCE’s proposal is in contrast with the vary statute of the CCA formation in which a 

program is required to “advance the public interest” and to “accommodate the need for broader 

statewide or regional programs.”72  While MCE notes that its proposal encourages PAs to plan in 

                                                            
69 Id. 
70 See Final Comments of Marin Clean Energy on Energy Efficiency Business Plans (September 25, 2017) 
(MCE Comments), p. 15. 
71 See Protest of Southern California Gas Company (U 904 G) To Application of Marin Clean Energy For 
Approval Of Its Energy Efficiency Business Plan (March 3, 2017), pp. 4-7. 
72 Public Utilities Code Section 381.1 (a). 
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advance to avoid overlap,73 should the Commission allow MCE the right to preclude any program 

at any time, no amount of advanced planning will prevent program disruption. 

2. Prior Commission Decisions Do Not Authorize MCE to Independently 
Administer Gas Programs and Any Gas Funding Should be Limited to 
Incidental Gas Savings  

The Commission has twice asserted the limit to which MCE can access gas funding, first 

through D.14-10-04674 and then D.15-08-010.75  MCE, through contract with PG&E, administers 

electric programs with incidental gas savings, and in D.15-08-010 the Commission clarified any 

measures that produces gas savings are those that “simply complement MCE’s authorized 

electrical programs.”76  In D.15-08-010 the Commission notes that they “limit funding under 

section 381.1 for CCA-administered programs to electricity, and not gas programs…because the 

funding source for CCA-administered programs under Section 381.1 is a non-bypassable charge 

on electricity, not gas, and because CCAs provide only electricity, and not gas, to their 

customers.”77 

MCE incorrectly interprets D.14-10-046 Ordering Paragraph 26 and uses it to argue to 

independently administer gas programs contrary to the overall intent of D.14-10-046, Public 

Utilities Code Section 381.1, and D.15-08-010. 78  Through its budget outline, MCE’s request for 

gas funds constitute up to 80% ($54 million) of their total budget.79  Previous analysis done by 

PG&E pointed out MCE’s over-reliance on gas-only measures, not on dual-fuel measures which 

                                                            
73 See MCE Energy Efficiency Business Plan, Section 4.3 (January 17, 2017), p. 13. 
74 See D.14-10-046, p. 120. 
75 D.15-08-010 at 6-7. 
76 D.14-10-046 at 120. 
77 D.15-08-010 at 3 
78 See Reply Comments of Marin Clean Energy on Scoping Memo and Ruling of Assigned Commissioner 
and Administrative Judge (June 29, 2017), p. 2. 
79 See MCE Comments at 10, Table 1. 
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they are authorized to implement.80  MCE’s business plan, moreover, does not clearly indicate 

where and how there are electric measures with significant gas savings or whether they are cost-

effective.  MCE should not be allowed to administer gas-only programs; rather, the Commission 

should limit MCE to gas funds where there are incidental gas savings from the installation of an 

electric measure.  

H. The Commission Should Reject TURN’s Proposal to Create a Total Resource Cost 
Levelized Cost of Energy Metric 

Commission should reject TURN’s proposal to create a total resource cost (TRC) 

levelized cost of energy (LCOE) metric as the TRC includes cost inputs that are outside the 

control of the PA.  Specifically, the TRC calculation is heavily influenced by an estimated 

incremental measure cost (IMC) value.  Since the IMC estimate is outside the control of the PA, 

the PA cannot influence the outcome of a TRC levelized cost metric to show improved cost 

performance.  In contrast, the cost values to the PAC are under the PA’s control.  ORA states: 

“Because the PAC contains only costs that the PAs directly control, ORA recommends the 

Commission order performance targets for each PA’s LCOE using the PAC.  PAs should also 

track LCOE calculated using the TRC, however we do not recommend specific targets for LCOE 

based on the TRC.”81  SoCalGas agrees with ORA’s recommendation to rely on a PAC-only 

LCOE metric.  SoCalGas also supports the continued reporting of the TRC LCOE as part of the 

annual energy efficiency report. 

SoCalGas also prefers a PAC LCOE metric at the portfolio level only.  Contrary to ORA’s 

recommendation to apply a PAC LCOE metric at the sector level,82 SoCalGas believes this may 

                                                            
80 See Response Of Pacific Gas and Electric Company (U 39 M) To Comments on Attachment A of the 
Scoping Memo and Ruling and To Attachment B Questions (June 29, 2017), p. 4. 
81 ORA Comments at 20. 
82 See Id. 
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be at odds with the Commission’s current policy of applying the TRC and PAC tests at only the 

portfolio level.  As stated in SoCalGas’ metric filing: 

At the sector-level, a levelized cost metric may likely send a signal 
to PAs to constrain investment in longer-term energy efficiency 
(i.e., energy efficiency investments/technologies not yet cost-
effective but may prove so in the future) to reduce costs, thereby 
creating greater importance on cost-effectiveness at the discrete 
sector levels. This approach could be viewed as contrary to current 
Commission policy which applies cost-effectiveness monitoring at 
the portfolio level. SoCalGas suggests to the Commission that the 
levelized cost metric be applied exclusively at the portfolio level.83 

I. The Definitions of Behavioral Programs Should Be Reevaluated  

SoCalGas supports the recommendations of SDG&E and PG&E to have the Commission 

discard the existing definition of behavioral programs and adopt a broader definition that can 

capture all possible EE savings potential.84  Senate Bill (SB) 350 requires the Commission to 

update policies to achieve deeper savings through behavioral programs.85  It is important for the 

Commission to consider all potential savings of behavioral programs and reevaluate its limits on 

those programs in order to meet the requirements of SB 350.  Additionally, alternative 

measurement techniques for the next generation of behavior programs should be explored through 

Evaluation, Measurement & Verification. 

  

                                                            
83 Southern California Gas Company’s (U 904 G) Revised Sector-Level Metrics Proposals (July 14, 2017), 
Appendix 1, p. 4. 
84 Pacific Gas and Electric Company's (U 39 M) Opening Comments On The Energy Efficiency Business 
Plans (September 25, 2017), at 44-45; Opening Comments Of San Diego Gas & Electric 
Company (U 902-M) On Issues Raised In Proceeding (September 25, 2017), at 11. 
85 Public Utilities Code §399.4 (d) (3). 
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IV. CONCLUSION 

SoCalGas respectfully submits these reply comments for the Commission’s consideration. 
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Exhibit 
# 

Data 
Request 

 

File Name  Description 

01  ORA‐
A1701013‐
SCG004 

<ORA‐A1701013‐SCG004>  SoCalGas Response to ORA Data 
Request SCG 004. 

02 
 

ORA‐
A1701013‐
SCG004 

<RE_LCC Considerations 
DOE Furnace Proceedings> 

Email between SoCalGas and PG&E in 
Feb‐March 2015 timeframe regarding 
DOE Furnace Rule proceeding. 
 

03 
 

ORA‐
A1701013‐
SCG004 

<031215_A>  Emails between SoCalGas and GTI 
regarding analyzing impact of Furnace 
Rule on fuel‐switching and impact to 
customers. 
  

04  ORA‐
A1701013‐
SCG004 

<032715_A> 
 

Internal SoCalGas communication 
describing status of position on Furnace 
Rule as of March timeframe, stating 
continued support for higher efficiency 
levels in natural gas appliances and 
equipment and its first priority to assess 
the impact to SoCalGas customers. 

05  ORA‐
A1701013‐
SCG004 

<072815_A> 
 

Internal SoCalGas communication 
containing a proposed note in response 
to PG&E’s question on SoCalGas’ 
position on Furnace Rule as of late July 
2015. 

06  ORA‐
A1701013‐
SCG006 

<ORA‐A1701013‐SCG006>  SoCalGas Response to ORA Data 
Request SCG 006.  

07  ORA‐
A1701013‐
SCG006 

<041217_A>  Emails between SoCalGas and PG&E in 
mid‐April 2017 discussing status of 
pending CASE Report, with discussion of 
SoCalGas inquiring into status. 

08  ORA‐
A1701013‐
SCG006 

<042417_A>  Emails with consultant, Negawatt, in 
late‐April 2017 on status of work on 
measure. 

09  ORA‐
A1701013‐
SCG006 

<050417_A>  Email from Negawatt in early‐May 2017 
inquiring of SoCalGas whether additional 
information was provided by PG&E. 

10  ORA‐
A1701013‐
SCG006 

<051517_17>  Email from SoCalGas to PG&E in mid‐
May 2017 inquiring about status of 
information of tub spout diverters. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

11  ORA‐
A1701013‐
SCG006 

<051617_A>  Email between Negawatt and SoCalGas 
in mid‐May 2017 regarding review of 
CEC presentation and statement that 
SoCalGas was still waiting for 
information from PG&E. 

12  ORA‐
A1701013‐
SCG006 

<051817_A>  Emails between PG&E and SoCalGas in 
mid‐May 2017 stating Energy Source has 
not completed the analysis on the tub 
spout diverters. 

13  ORA‐
A1701013‐
SCG006 

<052217_C>  Emails between Negawatt and SoCalGas 
in late‐May 2017 discussing review of 
PG&E attachments and possible 
additional lab work. 

14  ORA‐
A1701013‐
SCG006 

<052317_B>  Emails between PG&E and SoCalGas in 
late‐May 2017 regarding SoCalGas taking 
the lead. 

15  ORA‐
A1701013‐
SCG006 

<061517_A>  Internal SoCalGas emails, and emails 
with NRDC in mid‐June 2017 regarding 
NRDC’s interest in tub spouts. 

16  ORA‐
A1701013‐
SCG006 

<062317_C>  Email reply from PG&E stating that 
“none of the other IOUs expressed 
concern” about SoCalGas’ plan to not 
respond to the initial request.   

17  ORA‐
A1701013‐
PGE006 

<020215>   Example of other IOUs’ collaboration 
with organizations and consultants. 

18  ORA‐
A1701013‐
PGE006 

<021215>  Example of other IOUs’ collaboration 
with organizations and consultants. 

19  ORA‐
A1701013‐
PGE006 

<061915>  Example of other IOUs’ collaboration 
with organizations and consultants. 
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of Southern California Edison Company 
(U338E) for Approval of Energy Efficiency Rolling 
Portfolio Business Plan. 

Application 17-01-013 
(Filed January 17, 2017) 

And Related Matters. 

Application 17-01-014 
Application 17-01-015 
Application 17-01-016 
Application 17-01-017 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY (U 904 G) MOTION TO STRIKE 
PORTIONS OF OFFICE OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES’ FINAL COMMENTS 
ON ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAM ADMINISTRATORS’ BUSINESS PLAN 

APPLICATIONS 

I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 

Pursuant to Rule 11.1 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the California Public 

Utilities Commission (Commission), Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas) moves to 

strike portions of the Office of Ratepayer Advocates’ (ORA) Final Comments on Energy 

Efficiency Program Administrators’ Business Plan Applications (ORA Comments), which were 

filed September 25, 2017.  Specifically, ORA devotes approximately ten pages of its Comments1 

to accuse SoCalGas of using ratepayer funds to advocate against the State’s energy efficiency 

goals in the Codes & Standards area, when it opposed energy efficiency standards for residential 

furnaces proposed by the Department of Energy (DOE) (Furnace Rule) in the 2014-2015 

timeframe.2  ORA also accuses SoCalGas of being an ineffective lead in an ongoing California 

                                                 
1 See ORA Comments, pp. 5-16. 
2 See Id. at 7-12. 
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Energy Commission (CEC) rulemaking on tub spout diverters.3  ORA recommends that 

SoCalGas be removed from Codes & Standards efforts and that it return to ratepayers funds it 

used to commission studies opposing the Furnace Rule.4  The Motion to Strike should be granted 

because: 

1. ORA’s allegations are baseless.  ORA is wrong to allege SoCalGas advocated against 

the State’s energy efficiency goals because SoCalGas did not join comments fully 

supporting a proposed Federal rule on residential furnaces, but instead submitted its 

own comments voicing concern over technical flaws and potential negative impacts 

to customers; 

2. The evidence ORA relies on to make its inflammatory allegations (which include 

emails produced by SoCalGas and other Investor Owned Utilities (IOUs)) provides 

no credible support that SoCalGas had an anti-energy efficiency agenda, but rather, 

those documents reveal that SoCalGas could not reach consensus with other IOUs on 

the Furnace Rule for several reasons, all of which were in public comments in the 

DOE’s rulemaking docket; 

3. The emails cited by ORA also show that SoCalGas voiced concerns several times 

about the potential cost impacts to Southern California Gas customers and low-

income customers if the Furnace Rule was enacted without revision; 

4. Many of ORA’s characterizations of email excerpts are taken out of context, and in 

some cases, are outright false or misleading; 

  

                                                 
3 See Id. at 12-15. 
4 See Id. at 14-16. 
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5. ORA failed to disclose other emails contained in the data request responses from 

SoCalGas that provide important and relevant insight into why SoCalGas did not 

support the Furnace Rule (see Exhibit A); 

6. ORA’s attack on SoCalGas’ work with reputable industry organizations and 

consultants such as the American Gas Association (AGA), American Public Gas 

Association (APGA), Gas Technology Institute (GTI), and Negawatt Consulting 

(Negawatt), is misguided given the Codes & Standards Statewide Program 

Implementation Plan (PIP) encourages use of external resources, which other IOUs 

have also employed; 

7. ORA’s portrayal of SoCalGas as a bad actor in energy efficiency is directly 

contradicted by SoCalGas’ track record in achieving gas energy efficiency savings;  

8. ORA’s use of selective emails to portray SoCalGas as an ineffectual leader in the 

CEC’s current tub spout rulemaking is directly contradicted by emails ORA had in its 

possession but chose not to disclose; 

9. ORA’s allegations and careless treatment of the evidence it relies upon are 

counterproductive to this proceeding and highly prejudicial to SoCalGas, and serve 

only to damage SoCalGas’ character as a company and reputation in the energy 

efficiency marketplace and before its regulators; 

10. ORA’s allegations are ultimately a distraction to the decision-making process and the 

review of business plans and all the comments, arguments, and evidence offered by 

parties on the issues that matter in this proceeding.   

Although SoCalGas believes ORA’s entire Codes & Standards allegations against 

SoCalGas merit no weight whatsoever, this Motion only requests that ORA’s false and 
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misleading statements be stricken.  The facts and assertions actually supported by evidence, as 

well as the documents contained in ORA’s Appendix C, speak for themselves and do not need to 

be stricken.5  

II. SECTIONS AND STATEMENTS THAT SHOULD BE STRICKEN 

A. The Entirety of ORA’s Section II.B. Introduction Should be Stricken as 
Misleading 

ORA’s Codes & Standards attack on SoCalGas begins on page 5 of its Comments, and 

includes several statements that are misleading, inflammatory, and lacking in evidentiary 

support.  ORA alleges that SoCalGas has used ratepayer funds to engage in a concerted effort to 

undermine the State’s goals in Codes & Standards advocacy,6 and claims that SoCalGas’ own 

emails and invoices somehow show that SoCalGas advocated directly against state energy 

policies and goals.7  In addition, ORA alleges that SoCalGas impeded development of new 

federal and state energy efficiency codes and standards in multiple DOE and CEC proceedings.8  

ORA claims that SoCalGas worked with organizations like the AGA to formulate adverse policy 

positions in an attempt to delay or halt implementation of rules it considered likely to reduce gas 

throughput.  ORA further claims that SoCalGas acted to undermine the advocacy efforts of other 

investor-owned utilities (IOUs) that sought to comply with state energy efficiency goals. 

 Fact Check:  Since 2014, SoCalGas has participated in over ten DOE rulemakings, filed 

seventy comment letters in response to seventeen CEC Pre-Rule or Rulemakings for Title 20, 

and supported the 2016 and 2019 Title 24 Code Cycles through the IOUs’ forty-four Codes & 

                                                 
5 See Id, Appendix C. 
6 SoCalGas also moves to strike this language from the Table of Contents, and from the Introduction (Id. 
at 1). 
7 See Id. at 5.  
8 See Id. at 6. 
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Standards Enhancement (CASE) initiatives.9  Among the DOE rulemakings, SoCalGas did not 

join the other IOUs in only two, including the Furnace Rule. 

SoCalGas worked diligently to co-fund and lead multiple measures within the Codes & 

Standards subprograms.  SoCalGas has developed nine co-funding agreements and twenty-seven 

contracts within the Building Standards, Appliance Standards, Compliance Improvement, Reach 

Codes and Planning & Coordination Subprograms supporting the advancement of Codes & 

Standards both statewide and nationally.10  SoCalGas has been the lead for the Title 24 Drain 

Water Heat Recovery CASE report, and the Title 20 Tub Spout Diverters rulemaking. 

In the 2014-2015 timeframe, SoCalGas voiced concern over the DOE’s Furnace Rule, 

and did so in formal, public comments submitted in DOE’s Notice of Proposed Rulemaking.  

Emails produced in discovery provide additional insight into SoCalGas’ concerns as well as the 

concerns and views of PG&E and its hired consultants on the Furnace Rule.  There is no dispute 

that there were disagreements over the Furnace Rule, and SoCalGas and PG&E in particular 

were not able to resolve their differences. 

SoCalGas reached out to AGA and other industry experts and consultants for technical 

assistance in reviewing the Furnace Rule.  SoCalGas did so under the approved Codes & 

Standards Statewide Program Implementation Plan (or PIP).  According to the PIP: 

Advocacy also includes affirmative expert testimony at public 
workshops and hearings, participation in stakeholder meetings, 
ongoing communications with industry, and a variety of other 
support activities.11 

  

                                                 
9 DOE Rulemakings found at www.Regulations.gov; Title 20 rulemakings found at www.Energy.ca.gov; 
Title 24 rulemakings found at www.Title24stakeholders.com. 
10 All contract data was provided to ORA through data request ORA-008.  Co-funding agreements were 
not included, as other IOUs held these contracts. 
11 Program Implementation Plan, p. 2. 
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SoCalGas voiced several times in emails that it had a concern over the cost impact of the 

adoption of the Furnace Rule, without modification, to Southern California Gas customers.  One 

email string produced by ORA contains a statement from a SoCalGas Codes & Standards 

employee:  

“As for the PG&E question, they have adopted a position that 
California is moving too slowly in this area and they are going to 
advance efficiencies regardless of the potential negative to 
customers.”12  (emphasis added) 

And in another email string, that same employee stated,  

“I have received the reports from the two analyses SoCalGas 
conducted regarding the DOE Furnace Rulemaking.  I have 
highlighted a few of the most relevant points below and based on 
these findings am recommending that we prepare and file 
comments in opposition to this rulemaking on behalf of our 
customers.  These reports indicate several reasons that this 
rulemaking is not good for Southern Californian’s but the most 
poignant is that using the DOE’s own inputs and variables, more 
Southern California customers will suffer a net cost rather than 
a net benefit and that is contrary to the DOE’s own requirements 
for enacting a rule of this nature and contrary to California’s 
requirements for cost effectiveness.”13  (emphasis added) 

SoCalGas’ response to an ORA data request further explains this concern for SoCalGas 

customers.  ORA issued a data request to the IOUs on the DOE’s Furnace Rule.  ORA asked 

SoCalGas:   

“Describe your rationale for not commenting on or for not 
supporting DOE’s proposed efficiency level (TSL) for all 
rulemakings responsive to Question 6.”14   

SoCalGas responded (in relevant part): 

In DOE Rulemaking for the Energy Conservation Standards for 
Residential Furnaces, EERE-2014-BT-STD-0031, SoCalGas did 

                                                 
12 See ORA Comments, Appendix C, Ex. 18. 
13 See Id. at Ex 9, p. 39. 
14 See Exhibit A, Ex-01, which contains ORA’s questions and SoCalGas’ responses to Data Request 
ORA-A1701013-SCG004. 
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not support the DOE’s proposed TSL 6.  The analysis that was 
conducted showed that even with the split standard, it continues to 
be an economic hardship on Southern California customers.  
SoCalGas submitted two sets of analyses to the original NOPR that 
provided a comprehensive evaluation of the underlying inputs, 
assumptions and methods of DOE’s life cycle cost (LCC) analysis 
and data filtered by region (California and Southern California).  
SoCalGas had also conducted a second analysis based on the 
updated LCC calculations and associated technical support 
document (TSD) released with the SNOPR.  SoCalGas requested 
the DOE to review the summary of our findings and address all 
concerns with the TSD and LCC prior to issuing a final 
rulemaking.15  (emphasis added) 

ORA did not produce SoCalGas’ data request responses in its Comments (SoCalGas 

introduces them in Exhibit A).  ORA did produce several email strings, as well as SoCalGas’ 

official comments to the Furnace Rule.  This body of evidence provides no support whatsoever 

that SoCalGas was engaged in any improper our obstructionist activities against the State’s 

energy efficiency goals.  It demonstrates that while SoCalGas ultimately did not join the other 

IOUs in their support of the DOE’s proposed Furnace Rule, SoCalGas voiced its concerns with 

the IOUs, and formalized them in public comments. 

Conclusion:  If SoCalGas is going to be accused of a concerted effort to halt, delay, or 

work against the State’s energy efficiency goals because it voiced an informed opinion about 

issues it had with the proposed Furnace Rule, and did so without the support of the other IOUs, 

there will be a chilling effect upon any IOU program administrator to voice any concerns over 

any proposed rule, regulation, or measure.  This is arguably contrary to the intent of the DOE’s 

Notice of Proposed Rulemaking which solicits public comment.  ORA views this (at least for 

SoCalGas) as engaging in a concerted effort against the State’s energy efficiency goals, which is 

a preposterous notion and should be stricken from consideration.   

                                                 
15 See Exhibit A, Ex-0., Response to DR-ORA-A1701013-SCG004, Question 7. 
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B. Further Statements Which Should be Stricken 

The specific underlined sections contained in ORA’s Furnace Rule allegations should be 

stricken.   

 ORA Comments at 7 

2.  SoCalGas opposed adoption of amended federal energy conservation standards 
for residential gas furnaces on the grounds that improved efficiency would 
encourage fuel switching away from natural gas. 

 Fact Check:  The source document in question is SoCalGas’ comments in the DOE’s 

Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, which ORA attached as Exhibit 2 to Appendix C.  That 

document includes seven specific reasons why the proposal was problematic:  (1) economic 

infeasibility for Southern California customers, (2) burden on low-income communities, (3) 

increases in energy consumption (where fuel switching is discussed), (4) data requires additional 

clarification and transparency, (5) concern over the “no-new-standards case furnace assignment” 

methodology, (6) life cycle cost savings were overstated, and (7) use of outdated price 

forecasts.16   

Further, as to the reference to fuel switching, SoCalGas was not expressing a concern 

about gas throughput, but the implied forced switch to another fuel source that would have 

resulted from mandating a condensing furnace that would require a full infrastructure change-out 

at replacement.  As stated in its Furnace Rule public comments: 

The increased costs of moving to a 92% AFUE minimum 
efficiency gas furnace from the current industry standard of 80% 
AFUE… make fuel-switching (using split-system or mini-split 
heat pumps) an attractive alternative to consumers on a cost, rather 
than performance; basis. A switch from gas to electricity space 
heating will, however, increase source energy consumption due 
to the inefficiencies of losses in generation, transmission and 
distribution of electricity…. The resulting increased source energy 

                                                 
16 See ORA Comments, Appendix C, Ex. 2. 
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use is contrary to the stated goals of the legislation that provides 
the basis for efficiency standards.17  (emphasis added)  

Conclusion:  By failing to provide the complete picture, ORA is misleading the 

Commission when it claims SoCalGas opposed improved energy efficiency standards because it 

would promote fuel switching away from gas.  SoCalGas raised several concerns over whether 

this standard was viable, and its comment on fuel switching focused on the impact to energy 

consumption, not the mere fact that there was a switch from gas to electricity. 

 ORA Comments at 8, 9, 10, and 14 

SoCalGas used ratepayer-funded studies to undermine gas efficiency standards. (at 8 and 
Table of Contents)  

In other words, after AGA commissioned research that it found useful in 
advocating against more stringent codes and standards, SoCalGas used ratepayer 
funds to commission an additional study for its service territory by the same 
consultant for the same purpose, suggesting a coordinated effort by AGA and 
SoCalGas to undermine the furnace standard. (at 9) 

This series of emails show a clear effort on the part of SoCalGas to coordinate 
with AGA and APGA in their joint efforts to undermine pending gas energy 
efficiency standards and the use of ratepayer funded consultants to do so.  (at 10) 

Since at least 2014, SoCalGas has actively advocated against state policies and goals 
related to codes and standards, using ratepayer funds to support consultant activities that 
sought to undermine and/or stall their implementation. SoCalGas emails show its concern 
for maintaining gas throughput, even at the expense of more stringent codes and 
standards that could increase the efficiency of residential gas furnaces.  (at 14) 

 Fact Check:  In accordance with the Statewide PIP, SoCalGas and other IOUs are 

expected and encouraged to use industry sources.  AGA, APGA, and GTI are among the most 

reputable in the industry and offer an expertise in natural gas that can bring useful information to 

the evaluation of energy efficiency.  They are not the only industry voices or experts, but they 

                                                 
17 Id. 
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are among many who have collaborated with IOUs and other organizations in energy efficiency.  

All activity conducted by SoCalGas on the Furnace Rule was consistent with its obligations 

under the PIP. 

Conclusion:  ORA’s allegations that there were joint efforts to undermine energy 

efficiency are irresponsible and misleading and tarnishes the reputations and contributions of 

respected industry organizations and consulting firms which offer their knowledge and technical 

expertise.  IOUs and other stakeholders will need to continually engage and collaborate with 

them going forward, and ORA’s allegations are counter-productive and damaging to those 

relationships.  Further, not every proposed agency rule in energy efficiency is presumptively a 

good one, cost beneficial to customers, or beyond scrutiny and improvement.  Efforts to expose 

and possibly improve rules are beneficial to the development of sound and customer-beneficial 

energy efficiency rules.  

 ORA Comments at 10 

SoCalGas attempted to obstruct the efforts of other utilities to implement the 
state’s energy efficiency goals.  

 
Fact Check:  SoCalGas filed comments on the Furnace Rule independent from the other 

IOUs.  Both sets of comments are included in ORA’s Comments, Appendix C.  While all IOUs 

attempted to reach consensus, SoCalGas did not ultimately join in support for the Furnace Rule 

because of the concerns raised in the filed comments, which are consistent with the emails 

introduced by ORA during that timeframe.  In another DOE rulemaking (Energy Conservation 

Standards for Residential Cooking Products), it was PG&E which did not join the other IOUs’ 

comments.18  Not every IOU will ultimately decide it can fully support joint comments. 

                                                 
18 See Exhibit A, Ex-01, SoCalGas’ response to data request ORA-A1701013-SCG004, Question 7. 
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Conclusion:  Claiming that SoCalGas obstructed efforts of the other IOUs is misleading 

and should be stricken. 

 ORA Comments at 10 

Further, in internal communications, SoCalGas executives noted with concern 
PG&E efforts to comply with state policies.  

Fact Check:  The SoCalGas executive, in response to an employee’s detailed briefing of 

the Furnace Rule, asks two questions:  (1) “How many of the furnaces is out [sic19] service 

territory fall within the lower size limit by PG&E and then the larger size proposed by DOE?” 

and (2) “Why is it PG&E is so in favor of these rules?”20  A later email from the same executive 

(directed at two employees) states, “I would like to get your input.”21  This appears to be the 

entirety of ORA’s support, and yet the plain language of the email does not state or imply that 

SoCalGas leadership voiced any concern over PG&E complying with any State policy. 

Conclusion:  ORA misrepresents by suggesting multiple executives voiced concerns 

about complying with State policies.  This is not what this document says or suggests.  Further, 

characterizing an inquiry into PG&E’s position on the Furnace Rule as concern that PG&E was 

complying with State policies (thus by extension, SoCalGas was opposed to complying) is 

unreasonable, unsupported, and prejudicial.  ORA’s statement therefore lacks evidentiary 

support and is misleading, and should be stricken. 

  

                                                 
19 This is a direct quote; however, it is likely the intent was to state “How many of the furnaces [in our] 
service territory . . ..” 
20 See ORA Comments, Appendix C, Ex. 18. 
21 See ORA Comments, Appendix C, Ex. 9, at 8. 
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 ORA Comments at 11 

In condemnation of these acts, another SoCalGas manager decries PG&E as 
“blighters.”  

ORA’s own commentary on this particular one-word email offers no probative value, 

lacks foundation, and should be stricken. 

 ORA Comments at 11 

In October 2015, the SoCalGas codes and standards manager described PG&E’s 
position on the furnace rules to a vice president at SoCalGas’ parent company 
Sempra who asked why PG&E favors the rules:  “They [PG&E] have adopted a 
position that California is moving too slowly in this area and they are going to 
advance efficiencies regardless of the potential negative impact to customers.”  
This email suggests that SoCalGas views the state’s energy efficiency goals as a 
threat and something to be opposed rather than seeing support for the state’s 
energy efficiency goals as a fundamental obligation of ratepayer funding. 

 
Fact Check:  The executive in question was a SoCalGas employee, not a Sempra Energy 

employee.  The lengthy email briefing the executive discusses why the Furnace Rule was 

problematic, and includes a summary of an in-depth analysis performed by GTI.     

Conclusion:  Nowhere does this email string say or suggest that SoCalGas viewed 

California’s energy efficiency goals as a threat or something to be opposed.  It is an unreasonable 

and unsupportable stretch to extrapolate that an email detailing concerns of a proposed Furnace 

Rule is a view that the State’s energy efficiency goals are a threat and should be opposed.  

ORA’s statements are misleading and lack evidentiary foundation, and should be stricken. 
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 ORA Comments at 12 and 14 

As a part of negotiations over statewide leads, SoCalGas worked out an 
agreement with PG&E’ s Senior Director responsible for EE to have PG&E’s 
codes and standards principal fired as a condition of PG&E becoming the overall 
statewide lead for codes and standards. (at 12) 

 
SoCalGas made contingent its acceptance of the lead decisions on the 
replacement of PG&E’s representative and PG&E acceptance of SoCalGas as co-
lead on gas initiatives. (at 12, FN. 37) 
 
SoCalGas also offered to serve as a statewide lead on codes and standards 
initiatives, but conditioned approval of all statewide lead administrators on the 
removal of PG&E’s lead codes and standards principal. (at 14) 

 
Fact Check:  A plain reading of the email statement does not support ORA’s version of 

events.  The statement from SoCalGas’ director reads in its entirety:  “Let me know how today 

goes.  If you get closure on replacing [NAME REDACTED] and securing the Gas co-lead we 

can send out the joint communications with the leads identified.”22  The PG&E employee ORA 

claims was fired has remained an active employee at PG&E and continues to work in Codes & 

Standards.  The plain language of the email nowhere suggests this employee was fired or should 

be fired.  The email speaks for itself. 

Conclusion:  ORA’s version of events, based on this one statement, is unsupported by 

this evidence, lacks foundation, and plainly misleads the Commission by claiming there was an 

agreement between PG&E and SoCalGas to have a PG&E employee fired.  These statements 

should be stricken. 

  

                                                 
22 See ORA Comments at 12, referencing, Appendix C, Ex. 20.  
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 ORA Comments at 12 

In addition, SoCalGas has not worked with the other IOUs in good faith to 
promote enhanced codes and standards statewide, undermining statewide 
collaboration and jeopardizing the state’s leadership on energy efficiency.   For 
example, with respect to the 2017 DOE RFI response, SoCalGas participated in a 
process of drafting a joint letter with other utilities, but formally withdrew from 
that process only one day before comments were due despite determining a week 
earlier that they could not sign a joint letter.  

Fact Check:  As shown in an email string produced by ORA, SoCalGas was internally 

considering filing a separate letter on July 6, 2017, but continued to try to negotiate a joint letter 

up until July 12.23  Then on July 13, PG&E stated:  

“As the IOUs have worked through comments over the last month 
there was an explicit agreement that the IOUs can submit 
separate RFI comment letters since there may be different policy 
stances on the RFI questions.”24  (emphasis added)  

Moreover, it was an individual at PG&E who stated on July 13:  

“PG&E has a few overarching comments on SCG’s most recent 
version of the letter, and recommends separate letters.”25 
(emphasis added)  

Conclusion:  ORA has taken one statement out of context and ignores other evidence in 

order to support a highly misleading factual statement.   It should therefore be stricken. 

 ORA Comments at 12, 13, and 14 

SoCalGas demonstrated its inability to effectively lead IOU codes and standards 
efforts.  (at 12) 
 
In early 2017, SoCalGas volunteered to act as state lead on a CEC rulemaking on 
tub spout diverter efficiency standards but failed to perform basic activities until 
pressed to do so repeatedly by the CEC and other IOUs.  (at 12) 

  

                                                 
23 See ORA Comments, Appendix C, Exs. 21, 22 at 2-3.   
24 Id. at, Ex. 22 at 2.   
25 Id. at Ex. 21 at 1. 
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After pressed to take action by the CEC and other IOUs, SoCalGas management 
appears to have grudgingly agreed to participate in the rulemaking due to threats 
to the company’s prestige.  (at 13) 
 
However, even after agreeing to participate, SoCalGas failed to make the 
necessary resources available to fulfill their obligations as the lead IOU for the 
rulemaking. (at 13) 
 
For example, even though it lobbied to be the lead IOU on tub spout diverters, 
SoCalGas did not respond to an invitation from the CEC to participate in a 
meeting on tub spout diverters. (at 13) 
 
Only after repeated requests from the CEC and other utilities did SoCalGas finally 
issue an initial response and preliminary research plan for the rulemaking, though 
it continued to insist that more analysis was needed. (at 13) 
 
See June 23, 2017 internal email from executives of SoCalGas parent company 
Sempra Utilities, which details the timeline of events and identifies a “possible 
risk of loss of credibility if we do not comment.”  (at 13) 

 
At a minimum, SoCalGas’ failure to proactively address the CEC’s data gathering 
needs for the tub spout diverter rulemaking demonstrates its incompetence and 
potentially its inability or unwillingness to implement codes and standards 
advocacy programs as directed by the Commission. (at 14)  

 

Fact Check:  SoCalGas provided in discovery to ORA its reasons for deciding not to 

submit an initial comment on the tub spout diverters.  ORA did not include that data request 

response in its Comments (SoCalGas provides the full responses in Exhibit A).   ORA asked in 

discovery:   

“Describe your rationale for not commenting on or for not 
supporting CEC’s proposed efficiency level for all pre-
rulemakings or rulemakings responsive to Question 6.” 

SoCalGas responded: 

At the time of the Invitation to Participate (ITP), the first open 
comment period in the CEC docket . . . research, testing and 
analysis had not taken place.  Although SoCalGas is supportive of 
exploring Tub Spout Diverters for inclusion in future code, without 
any specific validation for the measure it seemed prudent to gather 
scientific data that would allow for future support that would be 
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considered informed and indisputable.  SoCalGas agreed that 
conducting research and considering tighter standards was sensible 
due to savings potential, but the CEC had already made that case 
very well.  As a result, SoCalGas decided to not comment at that 
time.  It is important to note that this was shared on a Statewide 
call with the CED on June 22nd (Please see email response 1.zip; 
062217_S.pdf) and no objection was voiced. 

Furthermore, as part of its discovery response, SoCalGas provided ORA with emails on 

tub spouts which ORA did not include in its Comments.  These emails reveal that SoCalGas had 

been informed that the initial data gathering had been started by PG&E consultant, Energy 

Solutions.  A month after proactively reaching out for updates and documents, it was shared that 

“they hadn’t completed the analysis on the tub spout diverters.”26  SoCalGas then gathered 

information and data as quickly as possible setting up various manufacturer and test lab 

interviews.  Yet despite such efforts, SoCalGas felt it was not adequately prepared to issue a 

sufficient initial response to the CEC.  That decision was not opposed by the other IOUs.  In fact, 

SoCalGas was assured by another utility’s employee that “this isn't a big deal, you/we had no 

way of knowing” that the CEC was expecting a response.27 

Conclusion:  The data request response and the additional emails, which ORA did not 

bring to light, directly contradict ORA’s assertions that SoCalGas is an incompetent or reluctant 

lead.  Therefore, these flagged statements are not supported by a full and fair evidentiary record, 

are misleading, and should be stricken. 

 ORA Comments at 13 and 14 

Oddly, SoCalGas’ proposed research plan omitted the field studies that the CEC 
and other utilities considered crucial to understanding the feasibility and 
effectiveness of the proposed standard, instead proposing to rely solely on 
interviews with manufacturers who were opposed to the new standard. (at 13) 
 

                                                 
26 See Exhibit A, Ex-12. 
27 See Id. at Ex-16.  
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Only under pressure from the CEC and other utilities did SoCalGas eventually respond, 
but even then SoCalGas required additional pressure before agreeing to undertake the 
research efforts required to support the rulemaking. (at 14) 

Fact Check:  Emails included in ORA’s Comments show that SoCalGas’ consultant only 

initially suggested collecting data directly from manufacturers.  The consultant did not include 

independent testing on its initial plan, but, after feedback from the Energy Division, SoCalGas 

agreed to revise the plan to incorporate additional testing (and to address other comments).28  

The process of developing a plan and other steps in considering a potential measure is a 

collaborative and ongoing process so that potential shortcomings can be addressed and remedied.  

SoCalGas’ draft research plan was circulated for comments to all of the IOUs and the CEC.29     

Conclusion:  The CEC’s tub spout diverter rulemaking is ongoing.  As shown in the 

point above, SoCalGas is active and collaborative on this matter.  Initial plans are constantly 

subject to feedback, revision, and improvement.  It is a team effort which SoCalGas is 

proficiently leading.  ORA’s mischaracterization seems intended to discredit SoCalGas’ lead on 

this effort.  However, the facts do not support any notion that SoCalGas is unable to fulfill its 

role on this current rulemaking.  These excerpts therefore deserve no merit and should be 

stricken. 

C. The Entirety of ORA’s Section II.C. Should be Stricken 

This section of ORA’s Comments discusses ORA’s proposed remedies against SoCalGas 

for alleged misuse of ratepayer funds.30  ORA largely repeats its claims that SoCalGas has 

actively advocated against state policies and goals related to Codes & Standards.31  Further, ORA 

                                                 
28 See ORA Comments, Appendix C, Ex. 26. 
29 See Exhibit A, Ex-06. 
30 See ORA Comments at 14 
31 See Id. 
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alleges that “[r]egardless of whether SoCalGas’ efforts have been compromised, inconsistent, or 

merely ineffective, SoCalGas has deprived ratepayers of the benefit of the bargain made on their 

behalf to pursue more stringent codes and standards in exchange for ratepayer funding and 

shareholder performance incentives.”32   

Fact Check:  A few excerpts from SoCalGas’ comments on the Furnace Rule33 speak for 

themselves: 

“The average savings for Southern California is over 99 percent 
less than the “Rest of the Country” region California is identified 
under for the proposed split standard, putting our customers at a 
severe disadvantage and making this economically infeasible.” 

  “The simple payback for Southern California is more than three 
times the “Rest of the Country” region California is identified 
under for the proposed split standard, making this not cost-
effective.” 

“The average payback for impacted customers in Southern 
California is more than double the “Rest of the Country” region, 
again, making this not cost-effective.” 

“DOE’s own analysis shows that low-income consumers in the 
“Rest of the Country” region may bear a larger burden than other 
consumers with this rulemaking, despite the split standard.  This 
burden is compounded by the fact that low- and fixed-income 
homeowners typically live in smaller spaces, which require less 
energy to heat and therefore will achieve less annual savings.  
Additionally, low- and fixed-income renters will likely be forced to 
deal with higher rents when landlords are required to install high-
efficiency furnaces, passing the costs to the renters, contrary to 
DOE assertions.”  

Conclusion:  ORA’s entire section contains inflammatory and misleading assertions to 

justify its proposed remedies against SoCalGas.  The fact is that SoCalGas was a strong advocate 

for ratepayers when it voiced concerns over the DOE’s Furnace Rule, even if it had to voice 

                                                 
32 Id. at 15. 
33 See Id., Appendix C, Ex. 2. 
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them apart from the rest of the IOUs.  These actions are not indicative of a utility that has acted 

in contravention to ratepayer interests.  Quite the opposite.  Therefore, ORA’s recommendations 

lack any merit; and, this entire section should be stricken. 

III. CONCLUSION 

ORA is entitled to strongly advocate against SoCalGas’ Business Plan or aspects of 

SoCalGas’ role in energy efficiency.  However, it should not be permitted to propagate 

misleading and unsubstantiated allegations in the process.  ORA’s allegations are inflammatory, 

misleading and prejudicial, and lacking in evidentiary support.  Therefore, the sections and 

excerpts identified in this Motion should be given no weight and should be stricken so that they 

do not continue to be a source of distraction to this proceeding, and defamation to SoCalGas.   

 

Respectfully submitted on behalf of 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY, 
 
 
 
By:  /s/ Johnny J. Pong    
    

JOHNNY J. PONG 
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Attorneys for 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY 
555 West Fifth Street, Ste. 1400 
Los Angeles, CA  90013 
Telephone:  (213) 244-2990 
Facsimile:  (213) 629-9620 
E-mail:  jpong@semprautilities.com 

 
October 13, 2017



 

 

 

EXHIBIT A 

 

ADDITIONAL EVIDENCE 



Exhibit 
# 

Data 
Request 

 

File Name  Description 

01  ORA‐
A1701013‐
SCG004 

<ORA‐A1701013‐SCG004>  SoCalGas Response to ORA Data 
Request SCG 004. 

02 
 

ORA‐
A1701013‐
SCG004 

<RE_LCC Considerations 
DOE Furnace Proceedings> 

Email between SoCalGas and PG&E in 
Feb‐March 2015 timeframe regarding 
DOE Furnace Rule proceeding. 
 

03 
 

ORA‐
A1701013‐
SCG004 

<031215_A>  Emails between SoCalGas and GTI 
regarding analyzing impact of Furnace 
Rule on fuel‐switching and impact to 
customers. 
  

04  ORA‐
A1701013‐
SCG004 

<032715_A> 
 

Internal SoCalGas communication 
describing status of position on Furnace 
Rule as of March timeframe, stating 
continued support for higher efficiency 
levels in natural gas appliances and 
equipment and its first priority to assess 
the impact to SoCalGas customers. 

05  ORA‐
A1701013‐
SCG004 

<072815_A> 
 

Internal SoCalGas communication 
containing a proposed note in response 
to PG&E’s question on SoCalGas’ 
position on Furnace Rule as of late July 
2015. 

06  ORA‐
A1701013‐
SCG006 

<ORA‐A1701013‐SCG006>  SoCalGas Response to ORA Data 
Request SCG 006.  

07  ORA‐
A1701013‐
SCG006 

<041217_A>  Emails between SoCalGas and PG&E in 
mid‐April 2017 discussing status of 
pending CASE Report, with discussion of 
SoCalGas inquiring into status. 

08  ORA‐
A1701013‐
SCG006 

<042417_A>  Emails with consultant, Negawatt, in 
late‐April 2017 on status of work on 
measure. 

09  ORA‐
A1701013‐
SCG006 

<050417_A>  Email from Negawatt in early‐May 2017 
inquiring of SoCalGas whether additional 
information was provided by PG&E. 

10  ORA‐
A1701013‐
SCG006 

<051517_17>  Email from SoCalGas to PG&E in mid‐
May 2017 inquiring about status of 
information of tub spout diverters. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

11  ORA‐
A1701013‐
SCG006 

<051617_A>  Email between Negawatt and SoCalGas 
in mid‐May 2017 regarding review of 
CEC presentation and statement that 
SoCalGas was still waiting for 
information from PG&E. 

12  ORA‐
A1701013‐
SCG006 

<051817_A>  Emails between PG&E and SoCalGas in 
mid‐May 2017 stating Energy Source has 
not completed the analysis on the tub 
spout diverters. 

13  ORA‐
A1701013‐
SCG006 

<052217_C>  Emails between Negawatt and SoCalGas 
in late‐May 2017 discussing review of 
PG&E attachments and possible 
additional lab work. 

14  ORA‐
A1701013‐
SCG006 

<052317_B>  Emails between PG&E and SoCalGas in 
late‐May 2017 regarding SoCalGas taking 
the lead. 

15  ORA‐
A1701013‐
SCG006 

<061517_A>  Internal SoCalGas emails, and emails 
with NRDC in mid‐June 2017 regarding 
NRDC’s interest in tub spouts. 

16  ORA‐
A1701013‐
SCG006 

<062317_C>  Email reply from PG&E stating that 
“none of the other IOUs expressed 
concern” about SoCalGas’ plan to not 
respond to the initial request.   

17  ORA‐
A1701013‐
PGE006 

<020215>   Example of other IOUs’ collaboration 
with organizations and consultants. 

18  ORA‐
A1701013‐
PGE006 

<021215>  Example of other IOUs’ collaboration 
with organizations and consultants. 

19  ORA‐
A1701013‐
PGE006 

<061915>  Example of other IOUs’ collaboration 
with organizations and consultants. 
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Exhibit 02 ‐ ORA‐A1701013‐SCG004 
<RE_LCC Considerations DOE Furnace Proceedings> 
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<031215_A> 

 

 



 



 

 





Exhibit 04 ‐ ORA‐A1701013‐SCG004 
<032715_A>
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Exhibit 06 ‐ ORA‐A1701013‐SCG006 
<ORA‐A1701013‐SCG006> 

 



 



 



 



 



 

   



Exhibit 07 ‐ ORA‐A1701013‐SCG006 
<041217_A>





 
 

   



Exhibit 08 ‐ ORA‐A1701013‐SCG006 
<042417_A>





 
 

   



Exhibit 09 ‐ ORA‐A1701013‐SCG006 
<050417_A>





 
   



Exhibit 10 ‐ ORA‐A1701013‐SCG006 
<051517_17>







 
   



Exhibit 11 ‐ ORA‐A1701013‐SCG006 
<051617_A>









 
 

   



Exhibit 12 ‐ ORA‐A1701013‐SCG006 
<051817_A> 

 



 
 

   



Exhibit 13 ‐ ORA‐A1701013‐SCG006 
<052217_C>

 











 
 

 



Exhibit 14 ‐ ORA‐A1701013‐SCG006 
<052317_B>

 





Exhibit 15 ‐ ORA‐A1701013‐SCG006 
<061517_A>





 
 

   



Exhibit 16 ‐ ORA‐A1701013‐SCG006 
<062317_C>

 



 
 

 



Exhibit 17 ‐ A1701013‐PGE006 
<020215> 
https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/0c9650_e2ca6ea1850145b69836cd6a700c6bfd.pdf  

 
 
 



Exhibit 18 ‐ ORA‐A1701013‐PGE006 
<021215> 
https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/0c9650_6aaf51bf95ee4b9097b7490cb33718b9.pdf  

 



 
   



Exhibit 19 ‐ ORA‐A1701013‐PGE006 
<061915> 
https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/0c9650_b8a2f7bd75f140938b40f06ab4e1b2dc.pdf 
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          Lisa Larroque Alexander                                                  
Vice-President                                              

Customer Solutions & Communications  
 

                 555 W. Fifth Street, GT20B7  
Los Angeles, CA  90013-1101 

 
Tel: 213.244.2957                                                                                                     

LAlexander@semprautilities.com  

  
  

BEFORE THE 
OFFICE OF ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND RENEWABLE ENERGY 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
WASHINGTON, DC 

 
Energy Conservation Program )   
for Consumer Products: )      Docket No. EERE-2014-BT-STD-0031 
Energy Conservation Standards )      RIN 1904-AD20 
For Residential Furnaces ) 
 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS (SoCalGas®) COMMENTS: 

In response to the United States Department of Energy’s (DOE) Supplemental Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking (SNOPR) regarding non-weatherized gas furnaces (NWGF) and mobile home gas furnaces 
(MHGF), as well as the introduction of a separate product class for non-condensing furnaces with a 
designated input rating threshold, SoCalGas respectfully submits our comments and analyses on the 
impact to our customers should this standard advance.  We commend DOE for revisiting energy 
conservation standards for residential furnaces and appreciate this opportunity to provide the following 
comments about this SNOPR. 

SoCalGas has been delivering clean, safe and reliable natural gas to its customers for more than 140 
years. We are the nation’s largest natural gas distribution utility, serving 20.9 million consumers through 
5.8 million meters in more than 500 communities. The company’s service territory encompasses 
approximately 20,000 square miles in diverse terrain throughout Central and Southern California, from 
Visalia to the Mexican border. 
 
California leads the nation in energy policy.  The state’s Investor Owned Utilities are advancing energy 
efficiency not only to protect the environment but also to serve our residential, commercial and 
industrial customers.  For decades, SoCalGas has been actively pursuing strategies to promote the 
efficient use of natural gas and energy efficiency.  We have driven advancements in natural gas 
equipment and low emissions technologies and invested significantly in the advancement towards 
renewable natural gas and distributed generation. 
 
We appreciate the DOE’s efforts to find a resolution by recommending a split standard. However, the 
analysis shows that even with the split standard, it continues to be an economic hardship on Southern 
California customers.  SoCalGas submitted two sets of analyses to the original NOPR that provided a 
comprehensive evaluation of the underlying inputs, assumptions and methods of DOE’s life cycle cost 
(LCC) analysis and data filtered by region (California and Southern California).  We have now conducted a 
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second analysis based on the updated LCC calculations and associated technical support document (TSD) 
released with the SNOPR.  
 
Notwithstanding our proven commitment to advancing energy efficiency and our long-standing support 
of DOE’s efficiency actions, SoCalGas respectfully requests the DOE review the summary of findings 
below and address all concerns with the TSD and LCC prior to issuing a final rulemaking.  We have 
provided the supporting documents again for your review as well as a recalculation of the impacts to our 
customers conducted based on the SNOPR. 
 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS: 
 
1) Economic infeasibility for Southern California customers. The California climate and market is 

drastically different than the states representing the “Rest of the Country,” however, the DOE has 
regionally categorized California with this group.  For this reason, we have conducted a non-
weatherized gas furnace (NWGF) LCC analysis using the DOE’s applied model with updated Annual 
Energy Outlook (AEO) 2016 forecast pricing in the table below. To summarize: 

a) The average savings for Southern California is over 99 percent less than the “Rest of the Country” 
region California is identified under for the proposed split standard, putting our customers at a 
severe disadvantage and making this economically infeasible; 

b) The simple payback for Southern California is more than three times the “Rest of the Country” 
region California is identified under for the proposed split standard, making this not cost-
effective; 

c) The average payback for impacted customers in Southern California is more than double the 
“Rest of the Country” region, again, making this not cost-effective. 

 
Table 1.1 – Lifecycle Cost Analysis for NWGFs1 

Metric Location 
Split Standard Threshold [kBtu/hr] 

55 60 65 70 75 

 

 

Average Savings [$] 

National $629 $662 $621 $637 $637 

North $607 $669 $607 $621 $610 

Rest of Country $644 $654 $638 $656 $677 

California $383 $715 $260 $281 -$37 

Southern California $3 $229 $169 $187 -$5 
 
 

 

Simple Payback 
Period [yrs] 

National 6.7 6.6 6.8 6.7 6.6 

North 7.3 7.2 7.3 7.2 7.0 

Rest of Country 5.3 4.9 5.0 4.8 5.0 

California 10.4 7.7 11.6 11.0 11.8 

Southern California 19.0 11.0 13.8 11.4 12.5 
 
 

 

Average Payback 
Period [yrs] 

National 11.7 10.7 10.0 10.1 10.0 

North 10.6 10.1 10.4 10.5 10.6 

Rest of Country 12.5 11.3 9.6 9.7 9.2 

California 21.3 17.2 19.4 20.5 24.4 

Southern California 26.1 21.7 16.3 17.3 21.0 

Assumptions: AEO 2016; 92% AFUE for large furnace category; residential buildings only for California 

due to sample size; results omitted when there are < 10 samples above the threshold per DOE. 

recommendation.                                                  
1 NegaWatt, “Evaluation of DOE Supplemental Proposed Rulemaking on Residential Furnace Standards Life Cycle 
Cost Analysis: Inputs and Results with Emphasis on Southern California,” pages 9-10, December 20, 2016. 
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In keeping with SoCalGas’ commitment to energy efficiency, we would have welcomed this 
rulemaking had it proven to be economically feasible to our customers. 

 
2) Burden on low-income communities. DOE’s own analysis shows that low-income consumers in the 

“Rest of Country” region may bear a larger burden than other consumers with this rulemaking, 
despite the split standard.2 This burden is compounded by the fact that low- and fixed-income 
homeowners typically live in smaller spaces, which require less energy to heat and therefore will 
achieve less annual savings. Additionally, low- and fixed-income renters will likely be forced to deal 
with higher rents when landlords are required to install high-efficiency furnaces, passing the cost to 
the renters, contrary to DOE assertions. 
 
DOE maintains that these increased costs are necessary and worthwhile given the energy needs of 
the nation. The US Census Bureau estimates that nearly a quarter of California residents live in 
poverty.  With a total state population of 38.7 million people,3 that percentage amounts to 
approximately 9.7 million residents statewide and over 5.2 million within SoCalGas’ service territory. 
This rule may create an undue burden on a significant number of vulnerable residents who do not 
have the economic flexibility to absorb what might seem to some to be an incidental cost. 
 

3) Increases energy consumption. The increased costs of moving to a 92% AFUE minimum efficiency gas 
furnace from the current industry standard of 80% AFUE, particularly in the retrofit market where the 
switch from non-condensing to condensing furnaces require changing the flue and providing a 
condensate drain, make fuel-switching (using split-system or mini-split heat pumps) an attractive 
alternative to consumers on a cost, rather than performance, basis. A switch from gas to electricity 
space heating will, however, increase source energy consumption due to the inefficiencies of losses in 
generation, transmission and distribution of electricity.4 This is particularly true if the heat pumps 
with lower performance are selected for cost reasons and when, on very cold weather days, heat 
pumps don’t function well, built-in backup resistance heaters are triggered. The resulting increased 
source energy use is contrary to the stated goals of the legislation that provides the basis for 
efficiency standards.  The introduction of a 55,000 Btu/h split standard does not change the potential 
for fuel switching and therefore does not reduce the potential for the increase in source energy 
consumption, negating the intent of the rulemaking. 

 
4) Data requires additional clarification and transparency. The TSD requires clarification on the 

probability distribution, labor rate, and teardown analysis inputs into the LCC calculation.  DOE’s LCC 
calculation is complex and additional documentation and justification for some critical input data is 
necessary for stakeholders to accurately assess the methodology of the calculations. We have several 
concerns with this approach:   
 
a) Appendix 8B of the TSD5 includes some rudimentary statistics background about probability 

distributions and a table showing the distributions. However, stakeholders are not provided 
sufficient details and/or information to review and determine the reasonableness and 
equitability of the inputs on more than one hundred probability distributions.  

                                                 
2 Table 11.3.10 and Table 8.6.10 of the TSD, https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EERE-2014-BT-STD-0031-
0217  
3 January 2015 population, California Department of Finance 
4 NegaWatt, “Evaluation of DOE Supplemental Proposed Rulemaking on Residential Furnace Standards Life Cycle 
Cost Analysis: Inputs and Results with Emphasis on Southern California,” page 6, section “General Observations, 
Three,” December 20, 2016. 
5 https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EERE-2014-BT-STD-0031-0217  

https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EERE-2014-BT-STD-0031-0217
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EERE-2014-BT-STD-0031-0217
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EERE-2014-BT-STD-0031-0217


4 

 

b) RS Means, a reference cited by DOE, includes city-level labor rates but DOE up-sampled that data 
to statewide or multi-state averages before using it.6  We recommend that the city level data be 
used instead to improve the regional accuracy of the LCC results.  

c) The DOE used teardown analysis to create the furnace first cost input for the LCC model. Per 
Chapter 5 of the TSD, the DOE did physical teardowns of 31 models, virtual teardowns of 46 
models, and obtained some real-world manufacturer selling prices. However, DOE does not 
provide detailed selection criteria, nor make, model, and specifications of the equipment that 
were studied. Stakeholders are unable to confirm the representativeness of the selection and the 
conclusions drawn.  
 

With additional clarification on these important items, stakeholders will be able to better understand 
and review the LCC calculations that are believed to be yielding overstated LCC savings.  

 
5) No-New-Standards Case Furnace Assignment Methodology:  SoCalGas, along with various 

stakeholders were concerned with the no-new-standards case furnace assignment methodology 
during the NOPR phase. In the SNOPR, the DOE discussed this comment but did not implement any 
improvements. Furthermore, the addition of the split standard makes the accuracy of this 
methodology even more critical. National energy savings are calculated against the no-new-
standards case. It therefore makes a significant difference whether a building sample is placed in the 
small furnace category, and is thus certainly not impacted, or placed in the large category and 
potentially impacted.  

 
The DOE’s no-new-standards-case furnace efficiencies are based on shipment data and an AHRI 
directory of furnace products. The shipment data is at best, categorized by state and by condensing 
versus noncondensing and the directory does not include sales data. This is very coarse data to apply 
to the specific buildings in the RECS database. DOE states that they have requested sales data but 
have not received it. We recommend that DOE and the manufacturers further pursue the sharing of 
non-proprietary data given its importance in improving the accuracy of the selection model. We also 
recommend that the DOE use building specific data (e.g. heating load) when assigning a furnace 
efficiency during each trial to improve accuracy. 

 
The DOE’s furnace capacity section model is currently based on building square footage, outdoor 
design temperature, and the aforementioned shipment and directory data. It does not include 
building specific data such as building age or heating load. The DOE responded to a comment during 
the October 17, 2016 public meeting stating that home vintage was not an input into their furnace 
capacity assignment algorithm. Given the importance of building envelope tightness when evaluating 
HVAC sizes and energy/thermal efficiency, the absence of this information in the no-new-standard 
furnace selection model makes the DOE’s offer of a new split standard inadequate. 

 
The DOE also assumes that furnaces are typically oversized and therefore consumers that would 
otherwise choose a furnace that has a capacity slightly above the threshold in a given split standard 
would downsize in order to purchase a cheaper furnace.7 DOE cites two sources to support their 
choice of a 35 percent oversizing factor. The possibility that existing oversizing factors may vary by 
retrofit versus new construction, region, capacity range, home vintage, air conditioning 
requirements, and home size is not addressed.  

 
6) LCC Savings Overstated:  DOE’s predictive LCC model results combine general assumptions and a 

limited consumer model that overstate LCC savings compared to a more robust Consumer Economic 

                                                 
6 TSD, page 8D-37, https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EERE-2014-BT-STD-0031-0217 
7 Appendix 8M of the TSD provides a brief explanation of the downsizing methodology. 

https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EERE-2014-BT-STD-0031-0217
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Decision-making (CED) framework methodology,8 offered by GTI. In response, DOE discussed this 
comment in the SNOPR but did not change the consumer model. DOE did not further utilize the 
American Home Comfort Study as GTI and others recommended. They also did not address the 
significant deviation the GTI model shows from what DOE claims to be the LCC results.  

 
We recommend that prolonging furnace replacement by way of deep maintenance repairs should be 
accounted for as a consumer choice in the fuel switching model. This may be the most economical 
option for some retrofit consumers who need equipment with capacity above the threshold but for 
which switching to electric equipment would be too expensive. If this option were added, it will 
increase the accuracy of the fuel switching model and reduce nationwide savings. Additionally, a 
consumer’s choice to prolong aged equipment may delay the commercialization of higher efficient 
equipment, invariably, adversely affecting the consumers with overstated LCC savings. 

 
7) Aged Price Forecasts:  DOE’s use of AEO 2015 price forecasts for energy prices is outdated. We 

recommend that DOE implement AEO 2016 price forecasts into a revised LCC spreadsheet and 
SNOPR immediately rather than when the final rule is determined. This would give stakeholders a 
chance to review and understand the true impacts the price forecast changes would have on the LCC 
outputs. 

 
Attached for your further review and consideration is (1) the GTI technical analysis originally provided at 
the time of our NOPR comment submission, and (2) an updated NegaWatt technical analysis of 
supplemental TSD.  

 

CONCLUSION 

SoCalGas has dedicated decades to advancing efficiencies in energy use and our results in that area are 
substantial.  We will continue to work to drive higher efficiency standards wherever it is proven to be 
cost effective for our customers.  Our efforts have realized savings equivalent to almost 152 million 
therms over the past five years and over 560 million therms since 1990.  Currently, we run 82 energy-
efficiency programs, have an annual savings goal of over 25 million therms, an annual budget of $89.5 
million and employ 186 people to deliver these programs.  In addition, our low-income energy efficiency 
programs have treated over 569,000 low-income households with energy efficiency upgrades at no cost 
to those households.  In 2014 alone, we avoided 170,000 tons of CO2 emissions.  Our energy efficiency 
programs alone have also helped to create over 8,000 jobs in California.   
 
We would like to reiterate our support for the DOE for their tremendous effort in trying to update the 
energy conservation standards for residential furnaces. We thank the DOE for the opportunity to be 
involved in this process and encourage the DOE to carefully consider the recommendations outlined in 
this letter prior to the issuance of a final decision. 

 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Lisa Alexander 
Vice President, Customer Solutions 

                                                 
8 GTI, “Technical Analysis of DOE Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on Residential Furnace Minimum Efficiencies and 
Its Impact in Southern California,” pages 6-9, July 7, 2015. 




