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 DECISION RETURNING SELF-GENERATION INCENTIVE PROGRAM 
FUNDS TO RATEPAYERS AND IMPLEMENTING THE GREENHOUSE GAS 

REDUCTION FUND SELF-GENERATION INCENTIVE PROGRAM AND 
OTHER PROGRAM MODIFICATIONS 

Summary 

This decision establishes the conditions for returning ratepayer funds and 

closing out all activities related to the ratepayer-funded portion of the Self-

Generation Incentive Program (SGIP). The decision also implements the 

Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund portion of SGIP as well as conditions for its 

closure in 2028. Also included in this decision are modifications to existing rules 

for extending SGIP projects and participation in a qualifying demand response 

program for SGIP’s Residential Solar and Storage Equity budget. 

This proceeding remains open. 

1. Background 

The California Public Utilities Commission (Commission or CPUC) 

established the Self-Generation Incentive Program (SGIP) in Decision (D.) 01-03-

073 in response to Assembly Bill (AB) 970 (Ducheny, Stats. 2000, Ch. 329). AB 970 

directed the Commission to provide incentives for distributed generation 

resources to reduce peak energy demand. Since 2001, the Legislature has refined 

and extended the SGIP several times. Over the intervening years, the SGIP’s 

focus has transitioned from peak-load reduction to greenhouse gas (GHG) 

reductions. 

In 2020, pursuant to Senate Bill (SB) 700 (Wiener, Stats. 2018, Ch. 839), the 

Commission issued D.20-01-021, which authorized the collection of ratepayer 

funds totaling $166 million per year from 2020 to 2024 across the four large 

investor-owned utilities for SGIP. SB 700 also extended the administration of the 

program from January 1, 2021, to January 1, 2026. 
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In September 2022, Governor Newsom signed AB 209. This legislation 

amended the Public Utilities Code (Pub. Util. Code) Section 379.6 to remove the 

requirement that the Commission administer solar technologies separately from 

other technologies in the SGIP. AB 209 also added Section 379.10 to provide 

funding for combined solar and storage incentives to California residential 

customers. The Commission was directed to use AB 209 funds for all California 

residential customers, including those receiving service from a local publicly 

owned electric utility (POU) or other electricity provider.  

AB 102, Stats. 2023, Ch. 38, allocated $280 million to the Commission in 

Fiscal Year (FY) 2023-24 from the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund (GGRF). SB 

123, Stats. 2023 amended Section 379.10 to clarify that the AB 209, referred to 

hereafter as ‘GGRF SGIP,’ incentives are exclusively for eligible low-income 

residential customers, including those receiving service from a local POU, who 

install behind-the-meter energy storage systems or solar photovoltaic systems 

paired with energy storage systems. The new funds allocated to the Commission 

were made available starting in FY 2023-2024, which began on July 1st, 2023. The 

funds are available for encumbrance or expenditure until June 30, 2026, and are 

available for liquidation until June 30, 2028.1  

1.1 Procedural Background 

On April 28, 2025, the assigned ALJ issued a ruling that included a 

proposal describing a close out process for the ratepayer-funded portion of SGIP 

and addressing the GGRF SGIP program administration and close-out. The 

 
1 AB 102.  
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ruling also directed parties to file responses to questions posed by that ruling.2 

On May 12, 2025, opening comments were filed by the following parties: 

Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas), California Solar & Storage 

Association (CALSSA), SCTCA, Center for Sustainable Energy (CSE), Small 

Business Utility Advocates (SBUA), San Diego Gas & Electric Company 

(SDG&E), Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), and Southern California 

Edison Company (SCE).  

On May 15, 2025, D.25-05-010 was issued extending the proceeding’s 

statutory deadline to June 1, 2026.  

On May 16, 2025, GRID Alternatives (GRID) filed reply comments to the 

Ruling. On May 19, 2025, additional reply comments were filed by the following 

parties: SBUA, SDG&E, CSE, CALSSA, and Free Energy Company LLC, DBA 

Quality Conservation Services (Free Energy).  

On July 7, 2025, the assigned Commissioner issued a ruling asking if the 

demand response requirement in SGIP should be removed from the Residential 

Solar and Storage Equity budget.  

On July 15, 2025, PG&E, SCE, CSE, Leapfrog Power and California 

Efficiency + Demand Management Council, CALSSA, SDG&E, GRID, Vote Solar, 

SCG, and the Joint Community Choice Aggregators (CCAs) filed reply 

comments.  

On August 22, 2025 an Assigned Commissioner’s ruling was issued 

staying SGIP non-residential equity project terminations effective February 1, 

2025. 

 
2 Unless otherwise specified in this decision, party comments referenced in this decision were 
filed in response to this ALJ ruling issued on April 28, 2025. 
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2. Issues Before the Commission 

The issues before the Commission that are addressed by this decision are 

as follows: 

a. What conditions and procedures should the Commission 
establish to close the ratepayer-funded portion of SGIP and 
return funds to ratepayers; 

b. What guidance should the Commission provide for 
implementing the new GGRF supported SGIP projects and 
its eventual closeout; 

c. Whether to modify existing rules for SGIP project 
extensions; and, 

d. Whether to modify existing rules for required participation 
in a qualifying demand response program for SGIP 
projects in the Residential Solar and Storage Equity (RSSE) 
budget. 

3. Closeout Process for Return of Ratepayer Funds 

As the Commission considers how best to close the ratepayer-funded SGIP 

activities, we paid careful attention to creating clear administrative processes that 

build on existing program tasks. For example, adding closeout tasks to regular 

SGIP advice letter filings. Aligning the closeout steps with already existing 

practices provides participants with straightforward expectations for what will 

happen when and sets the stage for prudent administrative activities.  

 Ratepayer funds support both residential and non-residential projects. 

SGIP participants include utility residential, commercial and industrial 

customers, technology developers, utility and non-utility program 

administrators (PAs) among others. The current PAs for ratepayer SGIP are 

PG&E, CSE on behalf of SDG&E, SCE, and SoCalGas. 

The existing ratepayer-funded SGIP budget categories are as follows: 
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Table 1: Ratepayer Budgets in SGIP  

Ratepayer Budget  Host Customer Sector  

Generation  Residential and Non-Residential  

Large-Scale Storage  Non-Residential  

Non-Residential Storage Equity  Non-Residential  

San Joaquin Valley Non-Residential  Non-Residential (No funds available)  

Equity Resiliency  Residential and Non-Residential  

Small Residential Storage  Residential  

Residential Solar and Storage Equity -   

Ratepayer  

Residential  

San Joaquin Valley Residential  Residential (Only available in PG&E   

territory)  

  

SGIP currently has 7 ratepayer budgets with available funds. D.20-01-021 

OP 34 authorized SGIP PAs to submit a Tier 2 advice letter to transfer funds 

between technology incentive budgets after December 31, 2022, if the SGIP PA 

believes that there are likely to be unreserved funds in that budget as of 

December 31, 2025. Tier 2 advice letters take a minimum of 30 days to be 

reviewed and disposed of by Energy Division (ED) staff.  

  SGIP projects start with an application which is linked to a Request for 

Reservation Form (RRF). The RRF allocates or reserves funds from the budget 

category to the project. Once the project is completed the developer or applicant 

will file an Incentive Claim Form (ICF)3 to start payment(s) for the project. Larger 

 
3 SGIP applicants have at least a year after submitting a RRF to submit the ICF with access to 
timeline extensions. 
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non-residential projects are paid the final 50 percent of the incentive through a 

five-year Performance Based Incentive (PBI) period. 

 On April 28, 2025, the assigned ALJ issued a ruling (April 28th Ruling) that 

described the ratepayer-funded SGIP close out process and asked specific 

questions, such as what deadline should be set for new applications, how to 

handle allocated and non-allocated funds, what measurement and evaluation 

should be conducted, how to use accumulated interest etc. Parties’ comments on 

the Ruling topics and questions are described in the following sections below. 

3.1 Deadline for New Ratepayer Applications and 
Waitlist 

One key question included in the April 28th Ruling was what deadline 

should be set to stop new applications and close the waitlists. 

3.1.1 Party Comments 

Parties’ comments did not support the statement in the April 28th Ruling 

that applications will be considered to have their funds allocated to them once a 

project reaches RRF confirmed or reserved status. Party comments instead 

supported defining ratepayer funds as allocated once a project reaches RRF 

submitted status.4 The ratepayer SGIP PAs all commented that under current 

program rules “RRF submitted” status is the point at which the SGIP database 

assigns funds to a project and current practice should be maintained.5 We agree 

that for consistency, the current practice should be maintained and a project 

should be defined as “allocated” once the RRF is submitted.  

 
4 Opening Comments of CALSSA at 1-2, Opening Comments of CSE at 2, SBUA Opening 
Comments at 3, Opening Comments of SCE at 3-4, Opening Comments of SoCalGas at 1, 
Opening Comments of PG&E at 1, Reply Comments of GRID  at 3, Reply Comments of Free 
Energy/QCS at 2. 

5 Opening Comments of CSE at 1, Opening Comments of PG&E at 1, Opening Comments of 
SCE at 3, Opening Comments of SoCalGas at 1. 
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Based on this definition, the parties’ comments recommended that the last 

date for applications be as late in December 2025 as possible, with most 

recommending December 31, 2025. SCE’s comments mentioned that a deadline 

of December 31, 2025, has been communicated to stakeholders through the SGIP 

Handbook.6 SoCalGas comments indicated that the SGIP database processes 

applications and assigns funds overnight before the project reaches the “RRF 

submitted” status. SoCalGas supported a December 30, 2025 deadline to ensure 

that projects are considered RRF submitted by December 31, 2025.7 SBUA’s reply 

comments supported SoCalGas’s proposed December 30, 2025, deadline for new 

ratepayer-funded SGIP applications.8 

Most party comments supported closing project waitlists on December 31, 

2025.9 SoCalGas’s comments recommend that all ratepayer-funded incentive 

budget waitlists be closed by December 30, 2025.10 Some parties had additional 

comments about how the ratepayer-funded SGIP project waitlists should be 

handled. For example, Free Energy’s comments describe a two-step process 

where half of the remaining funds in each budget category is immediately 

opened to all and a second step, on or about December 15, 2025, to release all 

remaining funds to clear out any potential waitlist.11  

 
6 Opening Comments of SCE at 3, “Program Administrators will issue incentive reservations for 
any budget with available funds through December 31, 2025, SGIP Handbook at 10”. 

7 Opening Comments of SoCalGas at 1. 

8 Reply Comments of SBUA at 1. 

9 Opening Comments of CALSSA at 2, Opening Comments of SCE at 4, Opening Comments of 
CSE at 3, Opening Comments of PG&E at 2, Reply Comments of GRID at 3. 

10 Opening Comments of SoCalGas at 2. 

11 Ibid. 
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CALSSA’s comments recommended that the Commission consolidate all 

remaining ratepayer-funded SGIP funds, across budget categories, into a single 

pool within each PA service area as soon as possible.12 CALSSA’s comments 

asserted that if such a pooling of SGIP funds were created, the Commission 

would eliminate current administrative caps and carve outs and allow market 

demand to drive the allocation of funding in the limited time left before 

unallocated funds need to be returned to ratepayers.13 

3.1.2 Discussion and Analysis 

After examining the record in this proceeding and reviewing party 

comments, the Commission finds it reasonable to adopt the following 

requirements for closing the ratepayer-funded portion of SGIP:  

1. A ratepayer-funded SGIP project is deemed “allocated” 
once the RRF is submitted. 

2. PAs must no longer transfer funds between incentive 
budgets through advice letters as of the effective date of 
this decision. 

3. The deadline for new applications for ratepayer-funded 
SGIP projects is December 30, 2025.  

4. The ratepayer-funded SGIP waitlists will close on 
December 30, 2025. 

5. Each SGIP PA is required to review all of its RRF 
submitted forms by February 28, 2026 and include funds 
from canceled projects in its estimates of funds that will be 
returned to ratepayers in the 2026 Tier 1 budget advice 
letter.  

6. The date for submitting the 2026 Tier 1 budget advice letter 
is February 28, 2026. 

 
12 Opening Comments of CALSSA at 5. 

13 Ibid. 
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The April 28, 2025, Ruling proposed a process starting on January 1, 2026, 

where the SGIP (PAs) would begin providing repayment of all unallocated 

funds. Projects supported by ratepayer-funded SGIP applications will be 

considered to have their funds “allocated” to them once their reservation 

requests forms (RRFs) are submitted. 

SGIP projects would be allowed construction periods of 12 months for 

residential projects and 18 months for non-residential projects with potential 

access to three six-month extensions after the project is confirmed/reserved at 

RRF. 

3.2.1 Party Comments 

Many parties’ comments suggested that the return of ratepayer funds take 

place as a bill credit. SDG&E’s comments proposed returning unallocated funds 

to ratepayers through an advice letter using the same mechanism in which they 

were collected.14 PG&E’s comments stated that, “the unallocated (SGIP) funds 

identified in each annual budget advice letter should then be returned to 

ratepayers via the subsequent Annual Electric True-Up advice letter.”15 SCG’s 

comments state that, “… all unallocated SGIP funds (should) be accounted for 

and recorded in SoCalGas’s Annual Regulatory Account Balance Update for Rate 

Tier 2 advice letter.”16 SCG’s comments explained further that, “…the repayment 

to ratepayers would be reflected on their gas bill as an amortization on a 

SoCalGas customer’s transportation cost component the first of the following 

year, based on the approved cost allocation methodology.”17 In its reply 

 
14 Opening Comments of SDG&E at 1. 

15 Opening Comments of PG&E at 2 -3. 

16 Opening Comments of SoCalGas at 3. 

17 Ibid. 



R.20-05-012 COM/KDL/cmf PROPOSED DECISION 

 

- 11 - 

comments SBUA recommended that the reimbursement process be uniform for 

all customers across the State and that funds be returned to customers annually 

via Public Purpose Programs (PPP) charge reduction or credit 18 SBUA’s 

comments support comments by SCE that mentioned either an annual 

repayment schedule or a two-stage repayment with initial bill credit after 

January 1, 2026 and then a second payment after all unallocated funds are 

identified.19 

3.2.2 Discussion and Analysis 

 The funding mechanism for the ratepayer-funded portion of SGIP was set 

up to come from electric rates through the Public Purpose Program and from the 

relevant gas rates account for each PA. The Commission agrees with SDG&E’s 

comments stating that funds should be returned to ratepayers using the same 

mechanism in which they were collected. Each year the PAs file a Tier 1 annual 

budget advice letter with the Commission to account for any adjustments to the 

accounts in each SGIP budget category. It seems reasonable to use this same Tier 

1 annual budget advice letter to identify funds for return to ratepayers. The 

Commission finds that the PAs should return funds annually when the funds 

from canceled projects and interest are in excess of $1 million using the existing 

rate true-up process advice letters in October and aligning the return of funds 

following the same ratios used in SGIP collections. SDG&E is unique in that its 

PA is a third-party, the Center for Sustainable Energy (CSE). As of May 20, 2025, 

CSE/SDG&E’s balance of unallocated and waitlist funds make it likely that there 

may not be any funds to return to ratepayers in the first year. Final ratepayer 

 
18 SBUA Reply Comments at 2. 

19 SBUA Reply Comments at 2; See also Opening Comments of SCE at 5. 
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repayment from all IOUs should occur in 2033 after the final Impact Report in 

2032. PAs must stop all SGIP related administrative activities as of February 1, 

2033. 

One of the purposes for deploying SGIP projects was to contribute to the 

statewide electric grid improvement and stability overall. Program requirements 

were added to SGIP such as time-of-use (TOU) and demand response (DR) to 

support grid stability. Currently, SGIP requires all projects to be enrolled in a DR 

program and TOU rate for 10 years. Once SGIP closes it will be important for the 

electric IOUs associated with SGIP projects and customers to monitor ongoing 

compliance with TOU and DR requirements to ensure that the state is achieving 

the full ongoing benefits of these systems. This approach will allow SGIP to close 

before all projects get through the 10-year permanency period while maintaining 

program and grid benefits. To this end, the PAs must send a list of all SGIP 

applicants and associated projects and the end of the respective project’s 

permanency period to the relevant load serving entity DR and Rates teams to 

ensure compliance and tracking of TOU and DR rules into the future. 

3.3 Ratepayer Administrative Budget 

SGIP currently has approximately $535 million allocated to project 

applications. Allocated funds will continue to accumulate interest while they 

remain in bank accounts held by PAs during the period that future projects are 

under construction. A portion of these allocated funds may become unallocated 

if confirmed/reserved projects are canceled.  

The PAs will need to ensure that sufficient funding remains in their 

respective administrative budgets to pay for SGIP administration, program 

evaluations, reports or other tasks required by the Commission.  
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The ratepayer-funded SGIP budget is maintained by the PAs using a 

database to track project funds, communicate with project implementers and 

their customers, submit regulatory filings and prepare reports among other 

activities. Many of these activities must continue even after the program is closed 

to new applications.  

3.3.1 Party Comments 

Parties provided comments about how to manage administrative budgets 

once SGIP closes. CSE’s comments suggested that the SGIP PAs should be 

permitted to submit a Tier 2 advice letter to request utilizing a portion of the 

accumulated interest and canceled project funds when additional funding to 

supplement administrative budgets becomes necessary.20 Free Energy’s 

comments supported the ability of the PAs to get additional administrative costs 

covered if justified.21 SCE’s comments indicated that PAs should use the current 

process of filing a Tier 2 advice letter to formalize any transfer of funds from an 

incentive budget category to the administrative budget.22 PG&E’s comments 

stated that as long as a PA does not exceed the 10 percent cap for administrative 

funds, it can request additional administrative budget through the annual Tier 1 

advice letter process; any excess administrative funds would go back to 

ratepayers.23 

3.3.2 Discussion and Analysis 

The Commission agrees with PG&E’s comments that a reasonable 

approach to addressing the need for additional administrative budgets for the 

 
20 Comments of CSE at 3. 

21 Reply Comments of Free Energy/QCS at 3-4. 

22 Opening Comments of SCE at 6. 

23 Opening Comments of PG&E at 3. 
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SGIP close-out is to use the existing Tier 1 annual budget advice letter process. If 

a PA needs additional administrative budget above the authorized 10 percent 

cap, using a Tier 2 advice letter is appropriate to justify the need for additional 

funds. It is reasonable for all funds from canceled projects and interest not 

transferred to administrative budgets to be returned to ratepayers annually. 

3.4 Performance Based Incentives 

Non-residential SGIP projects have a five-year Performance Based 

Incentive (PBI) period. The applicant for these projects gets 50 percent of the 

SGIP incentive based on continued good performance. These projects provide 

ongoing benefit to the statewide grid after they are installed. Prior to reaching 

PBI, non-residential projects have access to three six-month extensions on top of 

the initial 18-month project timeline to complete ICF. Therefore, ratepayer-

funded SGIP non-residential projects may need up to eight years of 

administrative support to formally complete projects and payments after SGIP 

stops accepting new applications. 

3.4.1 Party Comments 

SCE’s comments recommended that the Commission consider authorizing 

a PBI buyout option for all projects.24 According to SCE if the Commission 

adopts this approach as it did for another statewide program, instead of making 

incentive payments over the entire PBI period, system performance can be 

evaluated over a shorter period and a final lump sum payment can be offered to 

the project developer.25 SCE claims this approach preserved the intent of the PBI 

structure while significantly reducing administrative burden and accelerating 

 
24 Opening Comments of SCE at 8. 

25 Id. at 8-9. 
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program closure.26 SDG&E’s comments acknowledged that the Commission 

needs to provide guidance on how the PAs should handle PBI payments but 

does not offer any solutions.27 

3.4.2 Discussion and Analysis 

The Commission considered the parties’ suggestions regarding a lump 

sum payment or a buy-out for SGIP PBI projects to reduce administrative 

timelines. However, the Commission adopts a reduction in the PBI period from 5 

years to 2 years for projects that enter the PBI period after December 30, 2025.  

This will change the PBI incentive calculation by: 

$/kWh = remaining 50% of incentive / (energy capacity (kWh) * 104 full 

discharges * 2 years) 

SGIP projects already in PBI before December 30, 2025 would retain their 

full five-year PBI evaluation period. As part of the SGIP close-out, all PBI 

extensions will be removed. Any PBI projects performing poorly will result in 

PBI funds being forfeited and returned to ratepayers. These changes to the 

current PBI structure will allow PBI to end in 2030 for general market projects 

and 2032 for equity projects.  

SGIP PBI projects should be handled as follows during closeout: 

1. PAs that have projects that are currently in the PBI period 
must fulfill their five-year term, with the associated 
administration lasting till 2030. 

2. PAs must deny all PBI extension or pause requests and 
make this explicit in the SGIP Handbook. 

3. After December 30, 2025, new SGIP projects entering PBI 
must complete PBI in two years. 

 
26 Id. at 9.  

27 Opening Comments of SDG&E at 6. 
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These changes shorten ratepayer project administration to 203228 instead of 2035. 

3.5 SGIP Project Extension Modifications 

Parties to the SGIP proceeding have requested modifications for project 

extensions for special and unusual circumstances that impacted the initial project 

timeline. The Southern California Tribal Chairmen’s Association (SCTCA) filed 

comments pointing out that tribes, local governments and entities serving 

disadvantaged communities have invested in SGIP projects to safeguard public 

health, local economies and the environment.29 SCTCA’s comments further 

request that the current SGIP Handbook be modified to provide four additional 

six-month extensions beyond the three presently authorized for non-residential 

equity projects, after which no further extensions would be permitted.30 All non-

residential equity projects would be eligible for this relief retroactive to March 1, 

2025.31 According to SCTCA, these changes are needed to prevent SGIP project 

cancellations due to delays and stalls caused by conditions outside of the host 

customer’s control.32 SCTCA claims that cancellation of these non-residential 

equity projects solely due to the inability to meet existing deadlines would result 

in significant setbacks and losses for tribes and local governments.33 Continued 

supply chain delays for project equipment, long interconnection timelines, the 

bankruptcy of the host customer’s developer, and economic uncertainty caused 

 
28 The additional two years come from the SGIP Project Extension Modifications discussed in 
Section 3.5. 

29 Opening Comments SCTCA at 3.  

30 Ibid. 

31 Ibid. (SCTCA‘s Motion for Immediate Relief filed on July 14, 2025 requested a retroactive date 
of February 1, 2025.)  

32 Ibid. 

33 Id. at 4, 9. 
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by new federal government policies are among the circumstances that are 

negatively impacting certain SGIP projects according to SCTCA.34  

3.5.1 Party Comments 

SBUA was supportive of SCTCA’s proposal.35 CALSSA’s comments 

recommended that the Commission rethink its SGIP project extension policy for 

both ratepayer and GGRF funded projects.36 According to CALSSA, it makes no 

sense for the Commission to disqualify projects due to factors entirely outside 

the control of developers or customers.37 CSE’s reply comments supported 

SCTCA’s recommendation to update the SGIP Handbook to allow additional 

project extensions.38 CSE’s reply comments mentioned the challenges faced by 

non-residential equity projects in meeting present SGIP timelines for project 

completion, the elimination of administrative time to cancel projects and the 

Commission’s need to demonstrate its commitment to environmental social 

justice principles in its implementation of the SGIP statute, as reasons for its 

support of SCTCA’s proposal.39 Free Energy was supportive of SCTCA’s 

proposal and requested that the additional extensions be made available to 

residential equity projects as well.40 

 
34 Id. at 8. 

35 Reply Comments of SBUA at 3.  

36 Opening Comments of CALSSA at 6. 

37 Ibid. 

38 Reply Comments of CSE at 6. 

39 Id. 6-7. 

40 Reply Comments of Free Energy at 3.  
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CALSSA notes that the Ruling did not include the one-year COVID stay on 

cancellation and asks for clarification that the Ruling does not seek to preclude or 

revise the Handbook language around the COVID stay on cancellation.41  

3.5.2 Discussion and Analysis 

 The Commission finds it reasonable to grant SCTCA’s request for non -

residential equity projects to have access to up to four additional six-month 

extensions if the following conditions are met: 

a. The host customer has begun installing the project and 
has passed the Proof of Project Milestone submitted 
stage. 

b. The project will be completed before all extensions 
expire. 

c. The host customer agrees to transition to the Net-Billing 
Tariff and participate in a SGIP-approved Demand 
Response program for ten years by Incentive Claim 
Form submission. 

SGIP has a total of 236 active non-residential equity projects that have 

reserved $177 million that could benefit from these extensions.42 The current 

process for projects that have exhausted all extensions is to cancel and reapply to 

the same SGIP budget. Reapplication would result in the project complying with 

recent program rules that are intended to improve ratepayer benefits from the 

program such as transition to the Net-Billing Tariff and participation in a 

Demand Response program.43 At the time of this decision, SCG, SCE, and PG&E 

have incentive funds available to non-residential equity projects while CSE’s 

 
41 Opening Comments of CALSSA at 6-7.  

42 SGIP project data analyzed by ED staff on July 8,2025. 

43 D.24-03-071 at 69 and 75.  

https://www.californiadgstats.ca.gov/downloads/
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budgets are waitlisted. However, all ratepayer budgets are set to close to new 

applications on December 30, 2025.  

To ensure that non-residential equity projects are able to successfully be 

completed, receive the expected SGIP incentive, benefit the host customer, and 

benefit all ratepayers; the Commission finds it reasonable to grant up to four 

additional six-month extensions only to non-residential equity projects that 

conform to the existing extension request process detailed in the SGIP Handbook 

and meet three new criteria set forth in this decision. First, the project must have 

begun installation and have submitted the Proof of Project Milestone forms. This 

will ensure projects are progressing in a timely manner past the planning stage. 

Second, the project must demonstrate the project will be completed by the final 

allowable extension. This will ensure projects are fully aware of the program 

deadlines and will not reach the end of the final extension only to be canceled, 

delaying return of funds to ratepayers and further harming the host customer. 

Third, the host customer must agree to transition to the Net-Billing Tariff and 

participate in a SGIP-approved Demand Response program for ten-years. This 

will ensure the project is bringing sufficient benefit to non-participant ratepayers 

and aligns these extensions with the current practice in SGIP. This relief will be 

granted retroactively from February 1, 2025.  

The Commission only grants up to four additional extensions to non-

residential equity projects due to the higher cancellation rate, utilization of the 

existing third extension, and the longer average time to payment than any other 

project customer sector, see Table 2.  
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Table 2: Ratepayer SGIP Project Success by Customer Sector44  

Project 
Sectors 

Active 

Projects 

Percent of 
Active 
Projects 
in 3rd 
extension 

Average Time 
to Payment 

% to Payment 
after 3 
extensions 

% Canceled Total 
Projects 
since 
2020 

Non-
Residential 
Equity  

236  64%  25 months  
(2 extensions)  

50%  60%  1131  

Non-
Residential 
General 
Market  

435  23%  20 months  
(1 extension)  

40%  38%  1251  

Residential 
Equity  

2869  5%  15 months  
(1 extension)  

8%  30%  21426  

Residential 
General 
Market  

2957  3%  9.6 months  
(0 extensions)  
  

1%  27%  40195  

 

During the COVID-19 pandemic, SGIP projects were granted a ‘Stay on 

Cancellation.’ The Commission finds that the COVID-19 Stay on Cancellation 

was only intended for a project that “was progressing in a timely manner prior to 

the COVID-19 pandemic.”45 Therefore, the SGIP PAs are directed to remove all 

references to the COVID-19 Stay on Cancellation from the current SGIP 

Handbook to prevent applicant confusion.  

4. Other SGIP Program Modifications 

4.1 Demand Response Requirement in the 
Residential Solar and Storage Equity 

The current SGIP program, pursuant to Decision (D.) 24-03-071  

requires that all Self-Generation Incentive Program (SGIP)-funded devices enroll 

in a Qualified Demand Response (DR) program. On July 7, 2025, the assigned 

 
44 SGIP Database project data analyzed by ED Staff on July, 8 2025. 

45 D.21-03-009. 
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Commissioner issued a ruling asking parties to comment on whether the 

Commission should remove the DR requirement for all residential low-income 

customers applying to the RSSE budget.46  

4.1.1 Party Comments 

PG&E’s comments of the Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling (ACR) 

recommended that the Commission should not remove the DR participation 

requirement for low-income RSSE participants, or for any SGIP battery incentive 

recipient, but that the Commission make the requirement easier to meet.47 

PG&E’s commented that it has recently expanded DR offerings through the 

Automated Response Technology program that is accessible to both bundled and 

unbundled PG&E customers and was approved as a qualified DR program for 

SGIP on July 8, 2025.48 Moreover, PG&E’s comments asserted that if the 

Commission decides to ease the DR requirement in any way, it is more fairly 

eased for low-income participants of the current ratepayer-funded budgets 

rather than for RSSE participants, or it should be eased for all low-income 

participants but only while the challenge with access to a qualified DR program 

is unresolved.49 

In contrast, SCE’s comments recommended that the Commission remove 

the DR enrollment requirement for RSSE participants and instead encourage 

 
46 All references to the Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling hereafter refer to the Assigned 
Commissioner’s Ruling on July 7, 2025. 

47 Opening Comments of PG&E July 15, 2025 at 2.  

48 Id. at 7. 

49 Id. at 6. 
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participation only for customers with access to qualifying programs.50 CSE’s 

comments encouraged the Commission to determine that DR program 

participation should be optional in SGIP, rather than required, to allow SGIP 

participants to decide for themselves how best to operate their system.51 The 

California Efficiency + Demand Management Council and Leap Frog Power 

Inc.’s comments recommended that the Commission retain the DR participation 

requirement for all SGIP participants but only if all CCA load modifying and 

supply side DR programs, third-party RA contracts, and all CEC DR programs 

are approved to be qualified DR programs.52 In their comments the California 

Solar & Storage Association argued that the Commission should remove this 

requirement for all SGIP projects, not just for low-income customers.53 The Joint 

CCAs’ comments recommended removing the requirement for all low-income 

customers and supported removing the requirement for all residential customers 

until all residential customers have access to a qualified DR program.54 Vote 

Solar, SDG&E’s and GRID’s comments supported removing the DR requirement 

for the residential low-income customers applying to the RSSE.55 SoCalGas’s 

comments recommended modifying the DR requirement to expand the 

 
50 Response of SCE to the Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling, at 1 and 5. 

51 Comments of CSE to the Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling at 3. 

52 Opening Comments of The California Efficiency + Demand Management Council and Leap 
Frog Power, Inc. on Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling at 6 and 7. 

53 Comments of the CALSSA July 15, 2025 at 7. 

54 Joint Comments of Ava Community Energy, California Choice Energy Authority, Clean 

Energy Alliance, Clean Power Alliance of Southern California, Marin Clean Energy, Peninsula 
Clean Energy Authority, Sonoma Clean Power Authority, San Diego Community Power and 
The City of San Jose on the Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling at ii. 

55 Comments of SDG&E on Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling at 1, Comments of GRID 
Alternatives at 2, Opening Comments of Vote Solar on Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling at 1. 
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requirement exemption to include all residential low-income customers applying 

to the RSSE and other low-income host customers when a DR program is 

unavailable.56 

4.1.2 Discussion and Analysis 

The Commission, after reviewing party comments, supports granting an 

exemption to the requirement to participate in a qualifying DR program for all 

residential low-income customers applying to the RSSE budget.  

The ACR included mention of several advice letters that proposed CCA 

and IOU DR programs to be considered for qualified DR programs in SGIP.57 

PG&E advice letter (AL) 7577-E, which proposed the PG&E Automated 

Response Technology (ART) program that is open to PG&E bundled and 

unbundled, was approved on July 7, 2025. PG&E AL 7486-E, SCE AL 5491-E, SCE 

AL 5500-E, and PCE AL 41-E; which proposed CCA DR programs; were rejected 

for not meeting the D.23-12-005 criteria for qualified DR programs. PG&E AL 

7458-E, which proposed that PG&E act as an aggregator in CBP for both 

residential bundled and unbundled customers; SDG&E AL 4569-E, which 

proposed to expand the CBP to all bundled and unbundled residential customers 

through an aggregator; and CSE AL 165-E and CEA AL 12-E, which proposed 

CCA DR programs are still suspended. Due to these recent developments, the 

Commission finds that PG&E bundled and unbundled residential customers can 

access the ART directly or the Capacity Bidding Program (CBP) through an 

aggregator; all SCE bundled and unbundled residential customers can access the 

CBP through an aggregator; and all SDG&E bundled residential customers can 

 
56 Opening Comments of SoCalGas on Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling at 1.  

57 Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling on July 7, 2025 at 3. 
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access the Critical Peak Pricing rate. The Commission finds that SDG&E 

unbundled residential customers have access to no qualified DR program at this 

time.  

As the RSSE is meant to be accessible to all low-income customers across 

the state, the Commission finds it unreasonable to expect these low-income 

customers to not be able to progress from SGIP RRF to incentive payment due to 

the current lack of qualified DR in some territories. In supporting this exemption, 

the Commission agrees with SCE’s comments that it reduces participation 

barriers for the RSSE low-income SGIP customers and maintains several of the 

grid and climate benefits already built into SGIP. In addition, as SCG’s comments 

mentioned, removing the DR requirement for RSSE low-income customers 

where there is no qualified DR program may help increase low-income 

participation in SGIP, which is in alignment with the intent of AB 209.58  

Lastly, the existing SGIP requirements for all customers to enroll in high 

differential time-of-use rates, or charge the storage from on-site solar or set the 

storage to solar self-consumption mode, and to fully discharge the battery a 

minimum amount of times per year will still ensure that load shifting is 

occurring and that these systems contribute to grid benefits.  

For all non-RSSE ratepayer budgets, these funds are intended to provide 

more benefit to non-participating ratepayers. Therefore, the Commission finds it 

reasonable to expect applicants to non-RSSE ratepayer budgets to still comply 

with the DR participation requirements.  

 
58 Opening Comments of SoCalGas on Ruling Requesting Comments on Assigned 
Commissioner‘s Ruling at 3.  
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4.2 SGIP Handbook Modifications 

The current SGIP Handbook directs participants and PAs to use a petition 

for modification (PFM) to make any changes to existing rules or processes set 

forth in a Commission Decision. As SGIP market conditions have changed 

parties have been challenged to request changes to existing rules. 

4.2.1 Party Comments 

PG&E’s comments stated that,”…the (SGIP) program is too complicated 

for stakeholders to participate.”59 PG&E’s comments mentioned that efforts to 

streamline SGIP would require Petitions for Modifications to change many of the 

existing inefficient requirements and processes.60 Many existing SGIP rules and 

processes were established by Commission decision and therefore a new decision 

is needed to update a prior document. PG&E’s comments recommended that the 

Commission use advice letters or ALs instead of Petitions for Modifications to 

streamline and simplify SGIP.61 

4.2.2 Discussion and Analysis 

As the ratepayer-funded SGIP begins its sunset phase and the GGRF 

portion of SGIP has opened for applications, it is important to make adjustments 

that will increase customer satisfaction and reduce costs for customers and PAs. 

SGIP PAs are already able to use a Tier 2 advice letter to make edits to the SGIP 

Handbook if the language does not directly conflict with direction provided in 

the ordering paragraphs of Commission decisions. The SGIP Handbook at over 

152 pages contains directives that span over twenty years. The Commission 

 
59 Opening Comments of PG&E at 4. 

60 Ibid. 

61 Ibid. 
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agrees with PG&E’s comments that an additional path to make changes to the 

SGIP Handbook should be examined. 

Depending on the changes needed, the Commission supports the 

following activities to be approved: 

1.  Joint SGIP PAs can propose to modify the SGIP Handbook 
and application process to implement recommended changes 
from the PA and Program Performance Reports and other 
M&E reports to improve program performance using a Tier 3 
AL if the language was required by Decision.  

2. PAs can continue to propose modifications to the SGIP 
Handbook language using a Tier 2 advice letter if the 
proposed language was initially required by a Resolution or 
added by PA advice letters. 

This pathway represents a practical alternative to PFMs. Using a Tier 2 and 

Tier 3 advice letter process to make changes to the SGIP Handbook would allow 

the Commission to review and approve proposed changes to ensure that they are 

in line is statutory requirements and aligned with Commission goals. 

4.3 Ratepayer and GGRF SGIP Measurement and 
Evaluation 

All existing SGIP projects have a permanency period of 10 years. 

Measurement and evaluation (M&E) activities for SGIP projects have been 

developed and conducted on a regular basis over the past program years. The 

April 28th Commission Ruling included a proposal to efficiently use the 

remaining ratepayer administrative budgets to manage existing SGIP M&E tasks. 

The Ruling mentioned that the M&E plan should streamline any outstanding 

reporting tasks and set a schedule for final reports. The existing M&E activities 

currently required in SGIP include the following: 
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• Renewable Fuel Use: Completed annually62 to evaluate 
whether generation projects comply with minimum 
renewable fuel use requirements. A Performance Based 
Incentive (PBI) project using biogas needs 10 years of 
compliance after being installed.63 

• Fiscal Audit: Completed every two years64 to ensure program 
funds are accounted for and are being spent appropriately. 

• Program Administrator Performance: Completed annually,65 
to evaluate if PAs were timely, clear, accessible, and helpful 
to program participants. 

• Impact Evaluation: Completed annually to evaluate impacts 
of all SGIP projects that year. 

The Ruling also included, as an attachment, a proposed joint ED staff and 

PA “Final M&E Plan.” 

4.3.1 Party Comments 

PG&E’s comments supported adoption of the M&E plan included in the 

April 28th Ruling and suggested that the Biannual Fiscal Audit be removed as a 

requirement and that the PAs be allowed to make programmatic changes based 

on the PA and Program Performance Report.66 SCE’s comments about M&E 

recommended that the Commission consolidate the two proposed audits into a 

single, final audit to reduce administrative burden and maximize funds to 

customers.67 In its comments SCG supported the adoption of the Final M&E Plan 

 
62 Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling in R.12-11-005, on November 8, 20212, pursuant to Decision 
02-09-051 Reducing the Frequency of the Renewable Fuel Use Reports for the Self-Generation 
Incentive Program.  

63 SGIP Handbook 2024 at 63. 

64 D.16-06-055 at 47. 

65 Ibid. 

66 Ibid. 

67 Opening Comments of SCE at 7. 



R.20-05-012 COM/KDL/cmf PROPOSED DECISION 

 

- 28 - 

in the April 28th Ruling and recommended that the Final Program Summary 

report be kept as part of the final M&E plan. According to SCG, retaining the 

report will provide valuable insight and key takeaways.68 CSE’s comments 

similarly supported the adoption of the Final M&E Plan in Attachment A of the 

April 28th Ruling for the ratepayer-funded portion of SGIP.69 

4.3.2 Discussion and Analysis 

Information from M&E activities provides useful information about 

potential improvements for SGIP and possible successor efforts. The PAs and ED 

staff worked collaboratively to create the Final M&E Plan included in the April 

28th Ruling. 

The Commission adopts the combined ratepayer and GGRF SGIP M&E 

plan as included in Attachment A of this decision, for ratepayer and GGRF 

funded SGIP M&E. 

The Commission agrees with SoCalGas’s comments that a final M&E SGIP 

summary report may be useful. However, instead of a stand-alone report as SCG 

suggested, the final SGIP Impact Report can include an executive style summary 

that SCG is requesting. The Commission modifies the frequency of the PA 

Performance Reports from what was included in the April 18th Ruling to ensure 

the reports can better inform program changes. The Commission considered 

SCE’s and PG&E’s suggestions to either eliminate or consolidate SGIP fiscal 

audits. However, as funds start being returned to ratepayers and as GGRF funds 

launch, it will be important to track the movement of funds on both sides of 

 
68 Opening Comments of SoCalGas at 5. 

69 Opening Comments of CSE at 4. 
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SGIP. Therefore, the existing SGIP audit reports will be retained with the existing 

frequency and should report on both ratepayer and GGRF funds. 

Finally, the Commission finds it reasonable for the Commission’s ED staff 

to modify the M&E tasks and reporting in Attachment A as needed to improve 

M&E efforts, including removing reports.  

5. GGRF SGIP Implementation and Closeout Process  

The GGRF funded SGIP budget was opened for incentive reservation on June 

2, 2025 in the Residential Solar and Storage Equity budget (RSSE) for all but Los 

Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP). The PAs are expected to 

process applications and administer the program in a similar manner to the 

ratepayer-funded SGIP. The Commission uses this decision to determine the 

deadline for applications to the RSSE, treatment of accumulated interest, and 

addresses several other administrative needs.  

The GGRF SGIP PAs include PG&E, SoCalGas, CSE for SDG&E, SCE, and 

LADWP.  

5.1 GGRF SGIP Timeline and Closeout 

The April 28th Ruling referenced a Finding of Fact in D.24-03-071 that 

mentioned a timeline for the GGRF budget, “the [GGRF] funds are available for 

encumbrance or expenditure by the Commission until June 30, 2026, and must be 

liquidated by June 30, 2028.” No final application deadline for the RSSE was set 

in D.24-03-071 and the decision was silent on transferring funds between PAs. 

The SGIP PAs have informed the Commission that the GGRF administrative 

funds have been mapped out based on applications no longer being accepted 

after June 30, 2028, with additional administrative work through 2030 to get the 

last projects to SGIP payment. When a final Impact Evaluation report is done, it 

could take place up to one year after the last project received a SGIP payment. 
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5.1.1 Party Comments 

Parties offered a wide range of closeout timelines. As a process to transfer 

accumulated interest to administrative budgets is outlined in a later section, the 

timelines offered by PG&E and SCG based on limited administrative budgets are 

not discussed further.70 SCE‘s comments suggested closing the GGRF SGIP 

budget category to new applications on May 20, 2027.71 CSE and SCG 

recommend that the closeout date be June 30, 2028.72 CALSSA and GRID 

recommend that the close date be December 31, 2032 to align with the Solar on 

Multifamily Affordable Housing (SOMAH) program.73 In reply comments, 

CALSSA noted that the complexity of new rules and long delay in opening the 

GGRF SGIP budgets make a later program close necessary.74 CSE replied that 

SOMAH and GGRF SGIP have entirely different statutory and regulatory 

regimes, making it unreasonable to tie SGIP’s closeout to SOMAH.75 SDG&E 

noted that CSE is contracted to run the GGRF SGIP through June 30, 2028 and 

highlights the GGRF Advanced Payment Program closeout be timely handled 

before funds must be returned to the Commission.76 PG&E noted that D.24-03-

071 at 20 required “The PAs must return to the Commission any unspent AB 209 

funds by June 30, 2028, in line with the statutory requirement for the 

Commission to liquidate these funds.”77  

 
70 Opening Comments of PG&E at 5; Opening Comments of SDG&E at 5. 

71 Opening Comments of SCE at 7. 

72 Opening Comments of CSE at 7; Opening Comments of SoCalGas at 6. 

73 Opening Comments of CALSSA at 3; Reply Comments of GRID at 3. 

74 Reply Comments of CALSSA at 2. 

75 Reply Comments of CSE at 4. 

76 Opening Comments of SDG&E at 7. 

77 Opening Comments of PG&E at 6. 
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Parties were split on if GGRF funds should be transferred between PAs. 

SCE and CSE were against transferring unallocated incentive funds to another 

PAs waitlist.78 CALSSA was supportive of using unallocated funds in any PA 

territory in the final three months of the program.79 CSE was supportive of 

transferring unallocated administrative funds only if the PA has no further 

administrative duties and has run out of incentive funds.80 PG&E was supportive 

of PAs transferring unallocated incentive funds to another PA that has a waitlist 

if the PAs have a sufficient administrative budget.81 GRID, Free Energy and 

SBUA were supportive of PAs transferring unallocated incentive funds.82 

SoCalGas was supportive of transferring unallocated incentive funds using a 

joint Tier 2 AL after the final application deadline and once the PAs had 

reviewed the final applications and waitlisted projects for project downsizing.83 

5.1.2 Discussion and Analysis 

GGRF SGIP opened to applications on June 2, 2025. Residential 

applications have 12 months to complete the Incentive Claim Form and access to 

three six-month extensions pending PA approval.84 Therefore, the first wave of 

applications could reserve funds until December 2, 2027, if they use all three 

extensions, only to be canceled.  

 
78 Opening Comments of SCE at 8; Opening Comments of CSE at 7-8. 

79 Opening Comments of CALSSA at 4. 

80 Opening Comments of CSE at 7-8. 

81 Opening Comments of PG&E at 5. 

82 Reply Comments of GRID at 4; Reply Comments of Free Energy/QCS at 2; Small Business 
Utility Advocates Reply Comments at 2. 

83 Opening Comments of SoCalGas at 7. 

84 SGIP Handbook 2025 at 21. 
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The Commission determines that the GGRF SGIP will close to new 

applications on June 30, 2028, to ensure funds from the initial rush of 

applications can be efficiently utilized. The Commission further requires the PAs 

with unallocated incentive funds to transfer those funds to other PAs with 

waitlists after the final applications are reviewed, for optimal use of the funds. 

The PAs can use a Tier 1 advice letter to transfer funds between each other. If the 

PAs need additional administrative funds to carry out this process, the PA can 

follow the process laid out in the following section.  

PG&E, SCE, LADWP, and SoCalGas must return all GGRF administrative, 

incentive, and interest funds to the CPUC, by January 2033 following the last 

SGIP Impact Evaluation Report in 2032. CSE must return all GGRF 

administrative, incentive, and interest funds to SDG&E by January 2033. SDG&E 

shall have until February 28, 2033 to return funds to the CPUC. These returns 

shall be documented in the January 30, 2033 Tier 1 SGIP Budget advice letter. 

Because the Advanced Payment Program has access to a shorter project timeline 

and less project extensions, all advanced payment projects will have been either 

completed or canceled and the funds returned by this deadline. 

Similar to ratepayer-funded SGIP, once GGRF-funded SGIP closes it will 

be important for the load serving entities associated with SGIP projects and 

customers to monitor ongoing compliance with TOU requirements to ensure that 

the state is achieving the full ongoing benefits of these systems. To this end, the 

PAs must send a list of all GGRF SGIP applicants and associated projects and the 

end of the respective project’s permanency period to the relevant load serving 

entity Rates teams to ensure compliance and tracking of TOU rules into the 

future. 
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5.2 GGRF Administrative Budget and Accumulated 
Interest 

Under its authority to regulate utility programs, the Commission can 

direct the PAs on how to utilize the funds coming into SGIP from accumulating 

interest and canceled project incentives. 

The April 28th Ruling also asked parties to comment on what process the 

Commission should adopt for a PA to manage accumulated interest in the GGRF 

budget. 

5.2.1 Comments 

Parties were divided on how the accumulated interest should be treated. 

PG&E and SDG&E recommended that 10 percent of the interest be transferred to 

the administrative budgets and the rest go to incentives to ensure the GGRF SGIP 

does not close prematurely due to lack of administrative funds.85 In reply 

comments, CALSSA agreed with PG&E’s proposal that 10 percent of interest go 

to administrative budgets as long as the administration of the program was 

extended past June 30th, 2026 through 2032.86 SCE’s comments suggested that 

more than 5 percent of the interest will be needed to supplement the 

administrative budget and recommends the exact percentage be determined at a 

later date once the administrative needs of the GGRF SGIP are better 

understood.87 GRID and Free Energy suggested that the Commission set 

reasonable limits on the percentage of interest that can be transferred to the 

administrative budget through advice letter.88 CSE’s comments recommended 

 
85 Opening Comments of PG&E at 4; Opening Comments of SDG&E at 5. 

86 Reply Comments of CALSSA at 2. 

87 Opening Comments of SCE at 7. 

88 Reply Comments of Free Energy/QCS at 3-4; Reply Comments of GRID at 3. 
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that PAs use a Tier 2 advice letter to transfer any percentage of the accumulated 

interest to administrative budgets as CSE expects a high cancellation rate of 

projects and administrative churn in line with what was seen in the Equity 

Resiliency Budget.89 SoCalGas recommended that the Tier 1 SGIP Budget advice 

letter be used to transfer up to 50 percent of the accumulated interest to the 

administrative budgets and the remaining accumulated interest to the incentive 

budget. Once GGRF SGIP closes, SoCalGas’s comments recommended that the 

PA be able to transfer any amount of the interest to the administrative or M&E 

budgets.90  

5.2.2 Discussion and Analysis 

The 2025 Tier 1 SGIP Budget ALs, showing funds as of January 1, 2025, 

indicates that LADWP had 38 percent,91 CSE had 2 percent,92 PG&E had 7 

percent,93 SCE had 7 percent,94 and SCG had 22 percent95 of their administrative 

budgets expended or reserved. PG&E claims 25 percent of their administrative 

budget will be used for database updates.96 As the GGRF SGIP budget opened 

for incentive reservation on June 2, 2025, the exact administrative burden is 

unknown. Because the GGRF funds had a lower administrative budget allocation 

of 5 percent while the ratepayer side had an administrative budget allocation of 

 
89 Opening Comments of CSE at 5. 

90 Opening Comments of SoCalGas at 5-6. 

91 LADWP AL 02-E-A, March 13, 2025 at Attachment A. 

92 CSE AL 162-E, January 30, 2025 at 6. 

93 PG&E AL 5030-G/7495-E, January 30, 2025 at Attachment B. 

94 SCE AL 5467-E, January 30, 2025 at Appendix B. 

95 SCG AL 6436-G, January 30, 2025 at 4. 

96 Opening Comments of PG&E at 5. 
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7-10 percent,97 it is reasonable to assume that the PAs will need more 

administrative funds to successfully carry out the GGRF SGIP. Therefore, the 

Commission finds that the SGIP PAs be able to transfer up to 10 percent of the 

accumulated interest annually to the administrative budget in the existing Tier 1 

SGIP Budget AL and any additional transfer to the administrative budget to 

require a Tier 2 AL. Any interest not transferred to the administrative budget 

should be transferred to the incentive budget while the program is still accepting 

applications.  

6. Comments on Proposed Decision 

The proposed decision of Commissioner Karen Douglas 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 

Karen Douglas is the assigned Commissioner and Hazlyn Fortune is the 

assigned Administrative Law Judge in this proceeding. 

Findings of Fact 

1. D.20-01-021 authorized the collection of ratepayer funds totaling $166 

million per year from 2020 to 2024 across the four IOUs to fund SGIP. 

2. AB 209 allocated $280 million to the Commission in Fiscal Year (FY) 2023-

2024 to fund the SGIP RSSE budget. 

Conclusions of Law 

1. The Commission should close the ratepayer-funded portion of SGIP 

pursuant to California statute. 

 
97 D.24-03-071 at 77. 
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2. The Commission finds it reasonable to adopt the following requirements 

for closing the ratepayer-funded portion of SGIP:  

a. PAs must no longer transfer funds between incentive 
budgets through advice letters as of the effective date of 
this decision. 

b. The deadline for new applications for ratepayer-funded 
SGIP projects is December 30, 2025. 

c. The ratepayer funded SGIP waitlists be closed on 
December 30, 2025. 

d. The date for submitting the 2026 Tier 1 budget advice letter 
is February 28, 2026. All subsequent Tier 1 budget advice 
letters must be submitted by January 30th of that year. 

e. A ratepayer-funded SGIP project is deemed “allocated” 
funds once the RRF is submitted. 

f. Each SGIP PA is required to review all of its RRF 
submitted forms by February 28, 2026 and include funds 
from canceled projects in its estimates of funds that will be 
returned to ratepayers in the 2026 Tier 1 budget advice 
letter. 

g. Each PA on an annual basis should use a Tier 1 budget 
advice letter to designate funds that will be returned to 
ratepayers. 

h. It is reasonable to set a $1 million threshold for the annual 
return of ratepayer funds using the existing October rate 
true-up process and aligning the return of funds applying 
the same ratios used in SGIP collections. 

i. PAs must send a list of all SGIP projects and the timing for 
the end of the respective project’s permanency period to 
the relevant load serving entity’s DR and Rate teams/staff 
to ensure compliance and tracking of TOU and DR rules 
compliance. 

j. It is also reasonable for all funds from canceled projects 
and interest, not transferred to administrative budgets, to 
be returned to ratepayers annually. 
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k. PAs may use the Tier 1 budget advice letter to request 
additional administrative budget up of to 10 percent of the 
year’s accumulated interest. 

l. PAs needing additional administrative budget above the 
authorized 10 percent cap may use a Tier 2 advice letter to 
justify the need for additional funds. 

m. SGIP projects already in PBI before December 30, 2025 will 
retain their full five-year PBI evaluation period. 

n. After December 30, 2025, all SGIP PBI extensions will be 
removed, this requirement will be entered into the SGIP 
Handbook after the effective date of this decision. 

o. After December 30, 2025, new SGIP projects entering PBI, 
must complete PBI in two years. 

p. All SGIP non-residential equity projects are granted access 
to up to four additional six-month extensions retroactively 
from February 1, 2025 if: 

i. The host customer has begun installing the project and 
has passed the Proof of Project Milestone submitted 
stage. 

ii. The project will be completed before all extensions 
expire. 

iii. The host customer agrees to transition to the Net Billing 
Tariff and participate in an SGIP qualifying Demand 
Response program for ten years from Incentive Claim 
Form submission. 

q. SGIP PAs are directed to remove all references to the 
COVID-19 Stay of Cancellation from the current SGIP 
Handbook as of the effective date of this decision. 

3. The Commission finds it reasonable to adopt the following modifications 

to SGIP: 

a. All residential low-income customers applying to the RSSE 
budget are exempted from the requirement to participate 
in a qualifying demand response program. 
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b. SGIP PAs can propose to modify the SGIP Handbook and 
application process to implement changes from the existing 
PA and Program Performance Reports and other M&E 
reports to improve program performance using a Tier 3 
advice letter if the language was required by a Commission 
decision. 

c. PAs can continue to propose modifications to the SGIP 
Handbook language using a Tier 2 advice letter if the 
proposed language was required by a Resolution or added 
by advice letters. 

4. The Commission finds it reasonable to adopt the following measurement 

and evaluation requirements to the ratepayer funded and GGRF funded portions 

of SGIP: 

a. The M&E Plan attached to this decision as Attachment A 
should be adopted. 

b. The final M&E SGIP summary report should include an 
executive style summary to capture overall lessons from 
SGIP. 

c. ED staff may modify the M&E tasks and reporting in 
Attachment A as needed to improve M&E efforts, 
including removing reports. 

5. The Commission finds it reasonable to adopt the following requirements 

for implementing and closing the GGRF funded portion of SGIP: 

a. GGRF SGIP will close to new applications on June 30, 2028. 

b. PAs with unallocated incentive funds should transfer those 
funds to other PAs with waitlists after the final 
applications are reviewed. 

c. PAs can use a Tier 1 advice letter to transfer funds between 
each other. 

d. PG&E, SCE, LADWP, and SoCalGas must return all GGRF 
administrative, incentive, and interest funds to the CPUC, 
by January 2033, following the last SGIP Impact Evaluation 
Report in 2032. 
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e. CSE should return all GGRF administrative, incentive, and 
interest funds to SDG&E by January 2033. 

f. SDG&E should have until February 28, 2033 to return all 
GGRF funds to the CPUC. 

g. The details for the return of GGRF funds to the CPUC 
should be outlined in the Tier 1 SGIP budget advice letter 
due January 30, 2033. 

h. PAs should send a list of all GGRF SGIP applicants and 
associated projects and the end of the respective project’s 
permanency period to the relevant load serving entity 
Rates teams. 

i. SGIP PAs may transfer up to 10 percent of the accumulated 
interest annually to the administrative budget, as needed, 
using the existing January 30 Tier 1 budget advice letter. 

j. Additional transfers to the administrative budget require a 
Tier 2 advice letter. 

k.  Any interest not transferred to the administrative budget 
should be transferred to the incentive budget while the 
program is still accepting applications in the Tier 1 budget 
advice letter. 

l. When GGRF RSSE closes and after administrative and 
incentive needs are met, any remaining interest 
accumulated should be returned to the CPUC. 

 

O R D E R  

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. Within 30 days of the issuance of this decision, Southern California Gas 

Company, the Center for Sustainable Energy, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, and Southern California Edison 

Company shall file a joint Tier 1 advice letter to confirm the implementation of 

the Self-Generation Incentive Program (SGIP) modifications required by the 
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conclusions of law of this decision, including all required modifications to the 

SGIP Handbook. 

2. Southern California Gas Company, the Center for Sustainable Energy, 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company, and Southern California Edison Company 

shall submit their 2026 Tier 1 budget advice letter by February 28, 2026. Los 

Angeles Department of Water and Power’s 2026 Tier 1 budget advice letter and 

all subsequent Tier 1 budget advice letters shall be submitted by January 30th of 

that year.  

3. Southern California Gas Company, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 

Southern California Edison Company, and San Diego Gas & Electric Company 

on behalf of the Center for Sustainable Energy, shall return all unallocated 

ratepayer funds from the Self-Generation Incentive Program (SGIP) to ratepayers 

in the relevant October rate true-up advice letter filings on an annual basis, 

starting in 2026, when funds to return to ratepayers are larger than $1 million. 

Final ratepayer repayment for SGIP should occur by 2033. 

4.  Southern California Gas Company, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 

Southern California Edison Company, Los Angeles Department of Water and 

Power, and the Center for Sustainable Energy shall, for both ratepayer and 

Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund SGIP, transfer up to 10 percent of the 

accumulated interest annually to the administrative budget using the existing 

Tier 1 budget advice letter process as necessary. Any additional transfers to the 

administrative budget shall use a Tier 2 advice letter.  

5. Southern California Gas Company, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 

Southern California Edison Company, and the Center for Sustainable Energy, 

shall, on an annual basis, include ratepayer accumulated interest not transferred 
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to the administrative budget and funds from canceled projects as to be returned 

to ratepayers in the Tier 1 budget advice letter.  

6. Southern California Gas Company, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 

Southern California Edison Company, Los Angeles Department of Water and 

Power, and the Center for Sustainable Energy shall, on an annual basis, transfer 

GGRF accumulated interest not transferred to the administrative budget to the 

incentive budget in the Tier 1 budget advice letter while the program is still 

accepting applications.  

7. After June 30, 2028 but before August 30, 2028, Southern California Gas 

Company, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison 

Company, Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, and the Center for 

Sustainable Energy shall transfer unallocated incentives funds for the 

Greenhouse Gas Reduction Funded SGIP to Program Administrators with 

waitlists after the final applications Request for Reservation Forms are reviewed 

using a joint Tier 1 advice letter.  

8. Southern California Gas Company, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 

Southern California Edison Company, and Los Angeles Department of Water 

and Power shall return all Greenhouse Gas Reduction Funds in SGIP 

administrative, incentive, and accumulated interest accounts to the Commission 

by January 31, 2033. 

9. The Center for Sustainable Energy shall return all Greenhouse Gas 

Reduction Funds (GGRF) in Self-Generation Incentive Program (SGIP) 

administrative, incentive, and accumulated interest accounts to San Diego Gas & 
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Electric Company by January 31, 2033; San Diego Gas & Electric Company shall 

return all GGRF funds in SGIP accounts to the Commission by February 28, 2033. 

10. Southern California Gas Company, the Center for Sustainable Energy, 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, 

and Southern California Edison Company (SGIP PAs) shall send a list of all SGIP 

projects and the respective project’s permanency period to the relevant load 

serving entity Demand Response and Rates teams to ensure compliance and 

tracking of Time-of-Use and Demand Response rules for both ratepayer and 

Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund projects by January 2033. The SGIP PAs shall 

submit a Tier 1 advice letter to indicate this has occurred by January 30, 2033.  

11. This Rulemaking 20-05-012 remains open. 

This order is effective today. 

Dated      , at __________, California 

  



R.20-05-012 COM/KDL/cmf PROPOSED DECISION 

 

- 43 - 

Attachment A: Final SGIP M&E Plan 

All reports are for both ratepayer and GGRF SGIP unless noted otherwise. 

Report  Due Date  

Biannual Fiscal Audit (Ratepayer only) June 30, 2025  

Renewable Fuel Use Report No 34. for Q3 + Q4 PY 

2024 and Q1 + Q2 PY 2025 (Ratepayer only) 

August 31, 2025  

PY 2024 SGIP Impact Report (Ratepayer only) November 30, 2025  

Renewable Fuel Use Report No. 35 for Q3 + Q4 PY 

2025 (Ratepayer only) 

March 31, 2026  

PY 2025 PA and Program Performance Evaluation  June 1, 2026  

PY 2025 SGIP Impact Report  November 30, 2026  

Biannual Fiscal Audit  June 30, 2027  

PY 2026 SGIP Impact Report  November 30, 2027  

PY 2027 PA and Program Performance Evaluation June 1, 2028  

PY 2027 SGIP Impact Report  November 30, 2028  

Biannual Fiscal Audit  June 30, 2029  

PY 2028 SGIP Impact Report  November 30, 2029  

PY 2029-2031 SGIP Impact Report*  November 30, 2032  

*PY 2029-2031 SGIP Impact Report only to be completed if either the GGRF or 

Ratepayer components of the program have more than 10% of remaining 

incentive funds as of 12/31/2028.  

Commission staff may modify the M&E Plan as needed, including 

removing or adding reports.  

  

Summary of the M&E Plan  

Biannual PA and Program Performance Evaluation  
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• Reports are to include, at a minimum, a survey of program participants 

regarding the participants experience with the program and the PAs. 

Potential survey topics include: clarity and timeliness of oral and written 

communications, accessibility, applicants experience of the submission and 

review process, and the clarity and helpfulness of SGIP websites.  

• Separate sections for ratepayer and GGRF incented systems.  

Annual SGIP Impact Reports  

• These reports should follow the scope of previous SGIP Impact Reports 

with guidance from Commission staff.  

• Separate sections for ratepayer and GGRF incented systems.  

• Ratepayer incented generation systems will only be evaluated through 

each project’s permanency period of ten years.  

• A one-time evaluation of energy storage system longevity will be included 

in the final SGIP Impact Report.  

Biannual Fiscal Audit Reports  

• These audits should ensure that SGIP funds are accounted for, are being 

spent appropriately, and that safeguards are the place to ensure this. 

• Separate sections for ratepayer and GGRF incented systems.  

 

(END OF ATTACHMENT A) 


