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COM/CR6/smt PROPOSED DECISION Agenda ID #21272

Quasi-Legislative

Decision PROPOSED DECISION OF COMMISSIONER RECHTSCHAFFEN
(Mailed 12/23/2022)

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking
Regarding Building Decarbonization. Rulemaking 19-01-011

DECISION ADOPTING NEW FUNDING PURSUANT TO
ASSEMBLY BILL 179 FOR THE TECHNOLOGY AND
EQUIPMENT FOR CLEAN HEATING INITIATIVE

Summary
Per Assembly Bill 179, this decision authorizes the transfer of $50 million

to the Building Decarbonization Pilot Program Balancing Account (BDPPBA)
to fund continued implementation of the Technology and Equipment for Clean
Heating (TECH) Initiative. This additional $50 million must be used statewide
without geographic limitations. No modifications are made to the budgetary
allocations adopted in Decision 20-03-027. As the TECH Initiative contracting
agent, Southern California Edison Company is directed to work with the TECH
implementer to identify and track within the BDPPBA the source of the funds
used for program expenses (i.e., which costs were paid using the original

$120 million from Cap-and-Trade allowance proceeds versus the new $50 million
from General Fund tax revenue). This decision allocates at a minimum,

40 percent of the program costs to fund activities that serve equity customers. No
additional program changes are adopted in this decision.

This proceeding remains open.
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1. Background
On September 13, 2018, Governor Jerry Brown signed into law Senate Bill

(SB) 1477 (Stern, 2018).1 SB 1477 promotes California’s building-related
greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reduction goals, and makes available
$50 million annually for four years,? for a total of $200 million, dedicated towards
two building electrification pilot programs: (1) the Technology and Equipment
for Clean Heating (TECH) Initiative; and (2) the Building Initiative for
Low-Emissions Development (BUILD) Program. The funds are derived from the
revenue generated from the GHG emission allowances directly allocated to gas
corporations and consigned to auction as part of the California Air Resources
Board’s (CARB) Cap-and-Trade program.?

On January 31, 2019, pursuant to SB 1477, the California Public Utilities
Commission (Commission) initiated this rulemaking to support the
decarbonization of buildings in California. The proceeding is:

designed to be inclusive of any alternatives that could lead to
the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions associated with
energy use in buildings [related]... to the State’s goals of
reducing economy-wide GHG emissions 40% below 1990
levels by 2030 and achieving carbon neutrality by 2045 or
sooner .

1 SB 1477 was codified as Public Utilities (Pub. Util.) Code Section 748.6, Section 910.4, and
Sections 921-922.

2 Fiscal Year (FY) 2019-2020 to FY 2022-23.

3 Four gas corporations currently participate in California’s Cap-and-Trade program: Southern
California Gas Company (SoCalGas), Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), San Diego
Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E), and Southwest Gas Corporation (SWG).

4 Order Instituting Rulemaking (OIR) 19-01-011 at 2.
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1.1. Phasel
On May 17, 2019, the Assigned Commissioner issued a Scoping Memo and

Ruling setting forth the issued to be considered in Phase I of this proceeding. The
Phase I Scoping Memo and Ruling was amended on July 16, 2019 to include
additional issues. Phase I was resolved in Decision (D.) 20-03-027 which
established the TECH Initiative and the BUILD Program, with total budgets of
$120 million and $80 million, respectively.> To comply with CARB rules for using
Cap-and-Trade funds, D.20-03-027 provided that spending for the two programs,
with limited exceptions, be proportionately directed to the gas corporation
service territories where the funds are derived.® As a result, the funds are to be

spent in the service areas of these four gas corporations in the following

percentages:
TABLE 1: Jurisdictional Allocation of SB 1477 Authorized Funds

LINE UTILITY PERCENT
NO.

1 SoCalGas 49.26

2 PG&E 42.34

3 SDG&E 6.77

4 SWG 1.63

1.2. Phasell

On August 25, 2020, the Assigned Commissioner issued an Amended
Scoping Memo and Ruling setting forth the issues to be considered in Phase II of

this proceeding. Phase II was resolved in D.21-11-002, which: (1) adopted certain

5 See D.20-03-027 at 7.

6 See D.20-03-027 at 3, citing Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations §95893(d)(3)
(“Allowance value, including any allocated allowance auction proceeds, obtained by a natural
gas supplier must be used for the primary benefit of retail natural gas ratepayers of each natural
gas supplier, consistent with the goals of Assembly Bill (AB) 32, and may not be used for the
benefit of entities or persons other than such ratepayers.”)
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principles for the application of incentives; (2) established a new Wildfire and
Natural Disaster Resiliency Rebuild program; (3) provided guidance on data
sharing; (4) directed the study of bill impacts and required utilities to propose
rate adjustments in some cases; and (5) directed utilities to collect data on fuels

used to power various appliances, including propane.

1.3. Phaselll

On November 16, 2021, the Assigned Commissioner issued an Amended
Scoping Memo and Ruling setting forth the issues to be considered in Phase III of
this proceeding. Phase III was resolved in D.22-09-026, which eliminated gas line
extension allowances, refunds, and discounts with regard to all new applications
for gas line extensions submitted on or after July 1, 2023, for all customers in all

customer classes.

2. Assembly Bill (AB) 179
On September 6, 2022, AB 179 (Ting, 2022) allocated

$50 million from revenues in California’s FY 2022-23 General Fund Budget for
use by the Commission to augment funding for the TECH Initiative.

On September 26, 2022, an Assigned Commissioner’s ruling was issued
seeking comments on implementing AB 179 (Ruling).

On October 17, 2022, comments in response to the Ruling were filed by the
Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC), Small Business Utility Advocates
(SBUA), Vermont Energy Investment Corporation (VEIC), PG&E, Southern
California Edison Company (SCE), and Bradford White Corporation (BWC).
Comments in response to the Ruling were also filed jointly by the Sierra Club
and California Environmental Justice Alliance (CEJA), and similarly, Peninsula

Clean Energy Authority, Marin Clean Energy, East Bay Community Energy, and
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Central Coast Community Energy as Joint Community Choice Aggregators
(collectively as JCCA).
On October 27, 2022, reply comments were filed by NRDC and VEIC.

3. Issues before the Commission

The issues currently before the Commission are: (1) how to use the
additional $50 million from California’s FY 2022-2023 General Fund revenues to
supplement the TECH Initiative for the benefit all California residents, regardless
of whether they reside within the territory of a gas corporation under the
Commission’s jurisdiction; and (2) whether any changes should be made to the
implementation or design of the TECH Initiative.

4. Discussion

Based on our review of all comments and reply comments filed in
response to the Ruling, we implement the provisions of AB 179 as follows.

4.1. Allocate $50 Million to TECH
Initiative Balancing Account

No party opposed using the $50 million to augment operations of the
current TECH Initiative. We authorize the Commission’s Fiscal Office to transfer
$50 million from the Commission’s FY 2022-2023 budget to SCE, the TECH
Initiative contracting agent. SCE shall apply the $50 million to the Building
Decarbonization Pilot Program Balancing Account (BDPPBA) to manage the
TECH Initiative. SCE must continue to disburse funds from this balancing
account to pay the TECH Initiative implementer and other TECH Initiative
expenses as authorized in D.20-03-027, with administrative changes discussed
below.

In its opening comments, PG&E states that the TECH Initiative roll-out
saw a significant increase in contractor participation, succeeding beyond initial

program expectations, with a much higher volume of applications than
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anticipated.” PG&E further states that the previously allocated funds became
fully subscribed by mid-2022 resulting in the TECH Initiative program pausing
the acceptance of new applications.t Similarly, SCE and the Joint CCAs also state
the depleted status of the initial funding of $120 million, resulting in a loss of
momentum in the TECH Initiative program.?

With the allocation of the additional budget from AB 179, the program
should be able to accept new applications and continue the implementation of
SB 1477.

4.2. Maintain Current Budgetary
Allocations

Parties made no comments on changing the budgetary allocation of funds
between program costs, administrative costs for the implementer, administrative
costs for the contracting agent, and program evaluation costs. AB 179 did not
provide guidance on the allocation of program funds and implementation. The
budgetary allocation of funds established by D.20-03-027 is reasonable and
requires no other modifications. Therefore, the incremental $50 million will be
allocated using the same percentages below.

TABLE 2: Budgetary Allocation of Additional $50 Million from AB 179

LINE FUNDING CATEGORY PERCENT | DOLLARS
NO. (millions)
1 | Program Costs (No less than) 86.5 $43.25
2 | Administrative Costs for implementer 10.0 $5.00

(No more than)
3 | Administrative Costs for a contracting 1.0 $0.50
agent (SCE) (No more than)

7 PG&E Opening Comments at 2.
8 Ibid.
9 SCE Opening Comments at 2, Joint CCAs” Opening Comments at 3.
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4 | Evaluation Costs paid to program 2.5 $1.25
evaluator (No more than)

TOTAL 100.0 $50.00

Several parties suggest changing the priorities for program costs (e.g.,

funding allocated for incentive payments vis-a-vis other implementation costs),
which we discuss below.

4.3. Statewide Program and Additional
Tracking Requirements

TECH Initiative initial funds of $120 million must be spent, with limited
exceptions, according to specific percentages in the service areas of the four
largest gas corporations in order to comply with CARB rules for the use of
Cap-and-Trade funds, as explained above. AB 179 removes the jurisdictional and
geographic limitations on the additional $50 million. Specifically, AB 179
provides that the funds:

... shall be used by the Commission to expand the program
created pursuant to Section 922 of the Pub. Util. Code [the
TECH Initiative] to benefit all California residents, regardless
of whether they reside within the territory of a Commission
jurisdictional gas corporation.1?

We agree with SCE, VEIC, and NRDC’s opening comments on the Ruling
that AB 179 removes territorial restrictions on incentive disbursements and
makes the TECH Initiative a statewide program. As a result, the TECH Initiative
implementer shall allocate the incremental $50 million, authorized by this
decision, statewide in a way that best meets the TECH Initiative goals. SCE must

track the source and use of funds in the BDPPBA to ensure the requirements of

10 See https:/ /leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml1?bill id=202120220AB179, at
Section 196.
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both SB 1477 and AB 179 are met.!! Specifically, to provide transparency and
accountability, the balancing account must show whether TECH Initiative
expenses are incurred within the service areas of the four gas corporations and
are paid from the initial $120 million or are incurred without geographic
limitation and are paid from the new $50 million.

4.4. 40 Percent Carve Out for Equity
Customers

VEIC recommends a 40 percent carve out for equity customers. VEIC
states that “A 40 percent equity set-aside aligns with the goal committed to
internally by the TECH implementer for the original TECH budget...”12

VEIC proposes that:

... the TECH implementer collaborate with CPUC Energy
Division to define ‘equity community” in a broad but clear
way, using some combination of the California EnviroScreen
4.0 definition of Disadvantaged Community, ‘Hard to Reach
community” as defined by CPUC Resolution G-3497, “ES]
community” as defined by CPUC ESJ Action Plan, CARE /
FERA rate participation, low-income qualification, affordable
housing tenant status, or other elements that CPUC
approves.!3

No party opposed this recommendation. We see the internal set-aside by
the TECH Initiative implementer as consistent with the flexibility we authorize
the implementer, subject to Commission oversight through our Energy Division,
and thus adopt it. The TECH Initiative implementer should work with

stakeholders and Energy Division to develop a specific definition of “equity

11 D.20-03-027, OP5, directed SCE to set up a balancing account to “to track costs associated
with performing the functions required of the contracting agent.”

12 Opening Comments of VEIC at 5.
13 Jdat5 - 6.
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customer” for its implementation of the 40 percent set-aside. All of the
aforementioned categories of customers should be considered in developing a
definition of “equity customer.”

We also note that this 40 percent carve out of program costs (which are
noted in Table 2) is a floor, not a ceiling. The TECH Initiative may exceed that
percentage, and the implementer may follow recommendations from
CEJA/Sierra Club, PG&E, or other parties if they find that to be a strategic use of
the funding. We recognize that the TECH Initiative is working in a dynamic
market and shifting landscape of other programs incentivizing building
decarbonization. As noted by VEIC in their reply comment, “Twelve months ago,
we would not have predicted the upcoming availability of tax credits and rebates
for heat pump technologies through the Inflation Reduction Act.”14

4.5. No Other Program Changes

Several parties recommend that the Commission take a more prescriptive
approach in implementing and supervising this addition of funds to the TECH
Initiative. We decline to do so at this time. The Commission considered, but did
not adopt, a prescriptive approach in the adoption of the TECH Initiative in
D.20-03-027. Instead, within broad guidelines, the Commission authorized the
TECH Initiative implementer to evaluate market structure and dynamics and
propose reasonable intervention strategies:

Market development initiatives involve phases that require
development and testing of strategies and approaches to
arrive at impactful market intervention efforts. Therefore, we
adopt an approach that gives the implementer the flexibility to
approach the TECH Initiative with a menu of tactics. While
we grant the implementer flexibility, we do not deviate from
the statutory mandate that the implementer include an

14 See VEIC Reply Comments at 3.
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upstream and midstream approach to drive market

development, as well as provide consumer education,

contractor training, and vendor training. The statute does not
envision the TECH Initiative delivering downstream or
direct-to-customer incentives. The implementer has the
responsibility to evaluate the market structure and dynamics

by proposing intervention strategies to overcome barriers and
further the market.151617

The TECH Initiative is just over one year old, and the implementer

continues to explore how best to encourage the market development envisioned
in SB 1477. With this approach, for example, and with active oversight from the
Commission through Energy Division, the TECH Initiative implementer has
worked to adapt to various market conditions to achieve maximum impact in
furtherance of program goals.

We recognize the desire of several parties for the TECH Initiative
implementer to pursue new strategies to achieve building decarbonization. As
summarized below, these strategies may be considered by the TECH Initiative

implementer.

15 D.20-03-027 at 82-83.

16 We define upstream “as program elements aimed at encouraging manufacturers to make the
most efficient equipment available at competitive prices. This also includes manufacturer
buydowns to targeted channels such as retailers that are not positioned to collect data from the
purchaser or end-user. For market adoption of energy-efficient products in the upstream supply
chain, the implementer must work with upstream supply chain actors like manufacturers,
manufacturer representatives, and distributors to reduce the real and perceived business risks
of building decarbonization market development.” (D.20-03-027 at 83.)

17 We define midstream as “program elements that provide incentives to wholesale
distributors, retailers, e-commerce companies and/or contractors to stock and/or sell more
efficient products...[and] interventions that will affect contractors, builders, plumbers,
electricians, and retail sales outlets.” (D.20-03-027 at 83-84.)
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For example, PG&E recommends that the TECH Initiative be used to
actively support natural gas decommissioning efforts, focusing on zonal
electrification and a tariff on-bill pilot.18

JCCA had several program suggestions, including the layering of
additional funds that would: (1) define and communicate an electrification
strategy for low-income customers; (2) increase participation from small, local
contractors; (3) continue to cover the cost of panel upgrades, and (4) develop a
streamlined approach for contractor enrollment.?

Sierra Club and CEJA recommend dedicating 100 percent of the funding
augment to environmental and social justice (ES]) communities (given that there
are now incentives from the federal government for market rate customers
through the Inflation Reduction Act), while pilot programs and Quick Start
Grants? should be dedicated to mobile home parks and housing eligible for the
Solar on Multifamily Affordable Housing program.2!

BWC commented that the TECH budget should delineate between heat
pump water heaters and HVAC systems to address the incentive imbalance
given to the two types of appliances (with BWC saying far more TECH

incentives went to HVAC systems).22

18 See Opening Comments of PG&E at 4.
19 See JCCA Opening Comments at 2.

20 Quick Start Grants are a limited part “of the TECH Initiative budget over the first two years
of the program. These funds will be intended to fund localized, vanguard approaches to
decarbonization. This program will consist of a grants program involving the procurement and
administration of a portfolio of high-impact projects and strategy testing engagements with
local, regional and other third-party implementers.” (D.20-03-027 at 85.)

21 See Opening Comments of Sierra Club and CEJA at 1-7.
22 See Opening Comments of BWC at 3.
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NRDC suggests that 50 percent of the funds should be dedicated to: (1) ES]
communities (e.g., through rebate incentives, pilots, quick start grants, or other
TECH activities that directly benefit ES] Communities); (2) updating the
implementation contract with the current TECH contractor; and (3) focusing on
HVAC systems (given funds dedicated to heat pump water heaters through the
Self-Generation Incentive Program (SGIP) program in D.22-04-036).22 NRDC also
states that funding may be used for targeted electrification.

VEIC lists several additional program opportunities, including additional
funding for speedier processing of incentives and further rounds of quick-start
grants. 2 VEIC also requests that the Commission “... initiate a process for more
efficient use of meter data.”?>

We do not direct the adoption of these proposals because we want the
TECH Initiative implementer to continue to have the flexibility to consider and
adopt these or other ideas as the implementer continues to evaluate both market
structure and dynamics, making reasonable adjustments as the program
progresses.

SBUA suggests that TECH Initiative funds be directed to mid-stream
incentives that would benefit small business, as they are inherently “hard to
reach” customers.26. We decline to adopt the recommendation because, pursuant
to SB 1477, the authorized funds are exclusively meant for residential buildings.

Therefore, we cannot expend them for non-residential customers.

2 See D.22-04-036 at 2.

24 See Opening Comments of VEIC at 1-9.
%5 See Opening Comments of VEIC at 2.
26 See SBUA Comments at 2.
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BWC suggests that a carve out be made for heat pump water heaters. We
decline to do so. Rather, we provide flexibility to the TECH Initiative
implementer to use the funds in a way that makes the greatest impact possible to
advance TECH Initiative goals. We note that, in D.22-04-036, we direct
$84.7 million exclusively towards heat pump water heaters that can work as
load-shifting devices through SGIP.2” The implementer should take this into
account when making decisions on program expenses.

VEIC requests that the Commission establish a process for more efficient
use of meter data. This topic is outside the scope of our consideration of
implementing AB 179, as identified in the September 26, 2022, assigned
Commissioner’s Ruling. Therefore, we decline to take up the issue in this
decision.

VEIC states that the additional $50 million might go, in part, to
“[a]dditional staff to decrease processing time, so that contractors are reimbursed
in a more timely manner.”2® We encourage the implementer to consider adding
staff or taking other steps in order to decrease processing time.

5. Conclusion

AB 179 should be implemented as discussed and ordered in this decision,
consistent with AB 179. We maintain the budgetary allocation adopted in
D.20-03-027, clarify that the TECH Initiative is a statewide program, and allocate
a minimum of 40 percent of program costs for activities that serve equity

customers.

27 See D.22-04-036 at 2.
28 See Opening Comments of VEIC at 6.

-13 -



R.19-01-011 COM/CR6/smt PROPOSED DECISION

6. Comments on Proposed Decision

The proposed decision of Commissioner Clifford Rechtschaffen in this
matter was mailed to the parties in accordance with Section 311 of the Public
Utilities Code and comments were allowed under Rule 14.3 of the Commission’s

Rules of Practice and Procedure. Comments were filed on

and reply

comments were filed on by

7. Assignment of Proceeding

Clifford Rechtschaffen is the assigned Commissioner and
Manisha Lakhanpal and Alberto Rosas are the assigned Administrative Law
Judges in this proceeding.
Findings of Fact

1. The Commission initiated this proceeding to consider policy frameworks
supporting decarbonization of buildings.

2. SB 1477 authorized the Commission to establish the BUILD Program and
the TECH Initiative.

3. D.20-03-027 established the BUILD Program and the TECH Initiative
pursuant to SB 1477, with $120 million allocated to the TECH Initiative.

4. The TECH Initiative is a market transformation program providing
incentives to advance the adoption of low-emission space and water heating
technologies in residential buildings.

5. The TECH Initiative is currently funded solely by $120 million in revenue
generated from the GHG allowances directly allocated to California’s four largest
gas corporations and consigned to auction as part of the Cap-and-Trade program
administered by CARB and, pursuant to CARB rules, the funds must be
proportionately directed to the gas corporation service areas from which the

funds are derived.
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6. D.20-03-027 established the TECH Initiative budgetary allocation of funds
(allocated between program costs, administrative costs for the implementer,
administrative costs for the contracting agent, and costs for program evaluation).

7. The initial incentive budget set for the TECH Initiative approved in
D.20-03-027 was fully subscribed by mid-2022, resulting in the TECH Initiative
pausing the acceptance of new applications, and a loss of momentum in the
market development efforts.

8. On September 6, 2022, AB 179 was signed into law, authorizing $50 million
in California General Fund revenue to be appropriated to the TECH Initiative,
and specifying that these funds may be spent on a statewide basis without
geographic restrictions.

9. On September 26, 2022, the assigned Commissioner sought party
comments on the $50 million allocated pursuant to AB 179 and how the
Commission should use the additional $50 million.

10. Of the parties who commented on the TECH Initiative budget expansion,
(a) none opposed the current TECH Initiative implementer receiving the funds;
(b) some recommended staying the course with modest changes required by
AB 179; and (c) others recommended prescriptive changes and/or new budget
allocations directed to specific priorities.

11. SCE is the contracting agent for the TECH Initiative and manages the
BDPPBA, from which TECH Initiative program, administrative, and evaluation
costs are paid.

12. Within broad guidelines, D.20-03-027 gives the TECH Initiative
implementer flexibility to approach the TECH Initiative with a menu of

reasonable intervention strategies.
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Conclusions of Law

1. Itis reasonable to transfer $50 million from the Commission’s budget to
SCE’s BDPPBA.

2. Itis reasonable to apply the current allocation of the $120 million in TECH
Initiative funds (allocated between program costs, administrative costs for the
implementer, administrative costs for the contracting agent, and costs for
program evaluation) to the additional $50 million for the TECH Initiative.

3. Itis reasonable for the TECH Initiative implementer to use the $50 million
in additional funds statewide in a way that best meets the TECH Initiative’s
goals.

4. Additional accounting within the BDPPBA should be required to track the
source and use of funds to provide transparency and accountability to ensure
that requirements of SB 1477 (proportionate use of Cap-and-Trade allowance
proceeds) and AB 179 (allowing statewide use of funds) are met.

5. Itis reasonable to have at least 40 percent of the new program costs set
aside for activities that serve equity customers subject to Commission oversight
through Energy Division.

6. The 40 percent set-aside for equity customers should be a floor, not a
ceiling.

7. The Commission’s Fiscal Office should transfer the $50 million authorized
in AB 179 from the Commission’s budget to the BDPPBA held by SCE, and SCE
should disburse these funds for the TECH Initiative consistent with the
directions in D.20-03-027 as augmented by this order.

8. The additional $50 million should be used by the TECH Initiative
implementer to expand programmatic funding in these proportions consistent

with D.20-03-027:
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(@) no less than 86.5 percent for program costs;

(b) no more than 10 percent administrative costs for the
implementer;

(c) nomore than 1 percent administrative costs for the
contracting agent (i.e., SCE); and

(d)  no more than 2.5 percent for evaluation to the evaluation
contractor, with the remaining amount for program costs
and incentive payments.

9. The TECH Initiative implementer should use the additional $50 million
statewide in a manner unrestricted by Cap-and-Trade program rules, and should
do so in a way that best meets the TECH Initiative goals.

10. Future accounting within the BDPPBA should identify the source and use
of funds to demonstrate compliance with SB 1477 (proportionate use of Cap-and-
Trade allowance proceeds) and AB 179 (unrestricted statewide use of funds).

11. This order should be effective immediately upon issuance.

ORDER

IT IS ORDERED that:

1. The Commission’s Fiscal Office shall, as soon as reasonably feasible,
transfer $50 million from the Commission’s budget to the Building
Decarbonization Pilot Program Balancing Account for the Technology and
Equipment for Clean Heating Initiative operations held by Southern California
Edison Company.

2. Southern California Edison Company shall disburse the $50 million in
funds transferred to it pursuant to this decision for ongoing Technology and
Equipment for Clean Heating Initiative operations in the following proportions
consistent with D.20-03-027:

(@) no less than 86.5 percent for program costs;
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(b) no more than 10.0 percent for administrative costs of the
implementer;

(c) no more than 1.0 percent administrative costs for the
contracting agent; and

(d) nomore than 2.5 percent for evaluation costs paid to the
program evaluator.

3. Southern California Edison Company shall ensure that the disbursement
of the $50 million:

(@) is not restricted to geographic areas;

(b) is used statewide to best achieve the Technology and
Equipment for Clean Heating Initiative goals; and

(c) allocates no less than 40 percent of new program costs for
activities that serve equity customers.

4. Future accounting within the Building Decarbonization Pilot Program
Balancing Account shall identify the source and use of funds to differentiate the
source and use of Cap-and-Trade allowance proceeds from other funds.

5. This proceeding remains open.

This order is effective today.

Dated 2023 at San Francisco, California.
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