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Figure 14. Cumulative Completed and Active On-Line Capacity by Month 
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In 2008, there was an increase in the percentage of MW installed for large commercial.  
This trend reversed itself as more residential systems were installed in 2009 and fewer 
and fewer commercial systems and MW were installed.  Some of this change could be 
due to the change in the federal tax law removing the investment tax credit cap for 
residential systems that went into effect January 1, 2009. 
 

5.2.2 Increases in Third Party Ownership 
 
Overall, 12 percent of systems accounting for 40 percent of installed MW are owned by 
third parties, as shown in Table 40, indicating that larger systems are more likely to be 
owned by third parties when compared with smaller systems. The portion of systems 
owned by third-parties was approximately nine percent in both 2007 and 2008, but 
increased substantially in 2009 to 14 percent.  The portion of total capacity represented 
by third-party owned systems was the same in 2007 and 2009 at 43 percent, but dropped 
to 34 percent in 2008.  Overall, third party ownership appears to have contracted in 2008 
and then grew in terms of systems in 2009. 
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Table 40. Third Party Ownership by Year 

Year Total 

Third 
Party 

Owned  
(n) 

Third-
Party 

Owned  
(%) 

Third 
Party 

Owned 
(MW) 

MW 
(%) 

Third Party 
Owned Average 

System Size 
(kW) 

2007 3,440 319 9% 16.5 MW 43% 51.8 kW

2008 8,443 762 9% 31.9 MW 34% 41.9 kW

2009 13,100 1,793 14% 65.0 MW 43% 36.2 kW

Total 24,983 2,874 12% 113.4 MW 40% 39.5 kW
 

The growth in systems in 2009 appears to come from the residential sector, as shown in 
Table 41.  For residential facilities, the portion of third-party owned systems (both 
number and capacity) was approximately the same in 2007 and 2008.  However, third 
party ownership in the residential sector increased by 155% in 2009, while the entire 
residential sector grew at 56%.  There is clearly an increased trend in third party 
ownership for the residential market.  
 
Table 41. Third Party Ownership – Residential 

Year Total 

Third 
Party 

Owned (n) 

Third 
Party 

Owned (%)

Third Party 
Owned 
(MW) MW%

Third Party 
Owned Average 

System Size (kW) 

2007 3,260 255 8% 1.1 MW 7% 4.2 kW

2008 7,944 627 8% 2.9 MW 8% 4.6 kW

2009 12,386 1,605 13% 8.0 MW 14% 5.0 kW

Total 23,590 2,487 11% 11.9 MW 11% 4.8 kW

 

5.2.3 Energy Delivery Impacts 
 
In 2009, CSI projects generated more than 390,000 MWh of electricity: more than three 
times the amount generated in 200834.  CSI projects are located at utility customer sites 
where they help meet local electricity requirements.  Consequently, the electricity 
provided by CSI facilities during 2009 represents electricity that did not have to be 
generated by central station power plants or delivered by the transmission and 
distribution system.   
 

                                                 
34 118,489 MWh were estimated to be generated by CSI systems in 2008. 
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Table 42 provides annual energy impacts for CSI projects by each PA for 2009, the 
corresponding number of solar systems installed by the end of 2009, and the estimated 
annual capacity factor. 
 
Table 42. Estimated CSI Annual Energy Impacts by PA (MWh) 

Program PV Systems PV Systems Impact 
Annual Capacity 

Factor 

Administrator (n) (MW) (MWh) (kWh/kWp) 

PG&E 15,613 164.1 223,845 0.20 

SCE 6,231 93.0 128,149 0.20 

CCSE 3,139 27.4 38,837 0.21 

Total 24,983 284.5 390,830 0.20 
* The uncertainty on all of these estimates is better than 90/10 confidence. 
** CCSE is the program administrator of the CSI program in SDG&E’s service area. 
 

PV systems installed in the PG&E area are estimated to have supplied slightly over 58 
percent of the total electricity delivered by the CSI in 2009, whereas SCE and CCSE 
systems are estimated to have supplied approximately 32 percent and 10 percent, 
respectively.   
 

5.2.4 Impacts on Peak Demand Reduction 

 
The CA ISO system peak in 2009 was 45,994 MW on September 3rd from 2:00 to 3:00 
PM Pacific Daylight Savings Time (PDT).  The peak was slightly below 46,000 MW 
whereas the system peak for both 2007 and 2008 was slightly above 46,000 MW.  Figure 
15 shows the estimated hourly impact of CSI projects on the 2009 CAISO system peak. 
Table 43 shows the data broken out by utility. Based on the available metered data, CSI 
system generating capacity increased steadily from 8:00 PM to noon; remained fairly 
level from noon to 2 PM and then declined steadily through the rest of the afternoon.  
This overall generation profile is typical of solar systems.   

 

In 2009, there were over 20,100 systems online at the time of the CAISO system peak.35  
These systems had a CEC-AC capacity of approximately 245 MW (nearly four times the 
capacity of CSI projects online during the 2008 peak).  Their generating output for that 
hour was estimated to be 144 MWh.  Consequently, CSI systems had a peak hour 
capacity factor of 0.59 implying that 59 percent of the installed capacity (245 MW) was 
generating electricity for that hour (144 MWh).  The peak hour capacity factor of SCE 

                                                 
35 The differences between the 20,142 and 24,983systems represents those systems that were estimated operational 
after September 3, 2009 and before January 1, 2010. 



CPUC – California Solar Initiative – Annual Program Assessment  

June 30, 2010  74 

was somewhat lower than other areas for 2009.  We believe this is correlated with the 
wild fires in the Los Angeles metropolitan area at this time (including the Station Fire).36  
The additional haze and soot on SCE CSI PV systems would impact their capacity factor. 
 

In comparison, , the total rebated capacity of all on-line SGIP projects (solar PV, wind 
fuel cells, micro turbines, gas turbines and internal combustion engines) during the 2009 
CAISO system peak was 349 MW.  The total impact of the SGIP projects coincident with 
the CAISO peak load was estimated to be 165 MWh.  The collective peak hour capacity 
factor of the SGIP projects on the CAISO 2009 peak was approximately 0.47 kW per kW 
of rebated capacity.  The difference between SGIP and CSI projects demonstrates that the 
performance of new solar projects is getting better on peak (in addition to the fact that 
newer projects tend to perform better).  
 
 
Figure 15: Estimated CSI Impact on CAISO 2008 System Peak 

 

 
 
 

                                                 
36 The Station Fire burned 251 square miles in the Los Angeles metro area.  It began August 26, 2009 and was 100% 
contained October 16, 2009. 
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Table 43. Estimated Demand Impact Coincident with CAISO System Peak 

Program PV Systems PV Systems Impact 
Peak Hour  

Capacity Factor 

Administrator (n) (MW) (MW) (kWh/kWp) 

PG&E 12939 139.5 87.2 0.62 

SCE 5005 82.8 43.3 0.52 

CCSE 2198 22.6 13.6 0.60 

All 20142 245.0 144.0 0.59 

 

 

5.2.5 Comparison of Actual vs. Expected Performance 

The expected annual average output of CSI systems is currently calculated during the 
incentive application process.  These expected average outputs are used to calculate 
incentive payments for EPBB systems and allow Program Administrators to plan 
payments for PBI systems.  Comparisons of estimated annual capacity factor based on 
estimates of system wide generation to expected annual capacity factor provide one way 
to assess actual performance of installed systems.   
 

Figure 16 shows a comparison of actual vs. expected performance for all EPBB Systems, 
all PBI Systems, and all Fixed (non-tracker systems) PBI Systems.  The "actual" 
performance is a combination of metered performance data, and weather adjusted 
estimated data normalized to the metered data.  For the expected data, the figure shows 
both the mean expectation, as well as a range that represents the 90 percent confidence 
level error bounds that would be expected for each type of data based on historical solar 
resource variation.  The methodology for estimating uncertainty for actual performance is 
described in Appendix E of the 2009 CSI Impact Evaluation.   
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Figure 16. Comparison of Estimated Actual and Expected Annual Capacity 
Factors for 2009 by Incentive Type 

 
 
 
The capacity factors for "PBI Actual" systems appear slightly above the uncertainty 
bounds in relation to the estimated annual capacity factor.  When looking at "Fixed PBI 
Actual" systems, which excludes any PBI systems on trackers, the annual performance of 
PBI systems is somewhat lower but is still better than the mean expected.  For "EPBB 
Actual" systems, performance is above the expected average but still within the 
uncertainty bounds for the estimated annual capacity factor37.  These differences could be 
due to a few reasons including: 
 

 The solar insolation in 2009 may have been higher than the TMY2 (Typical 
Metrological Year Data) average used to estimate expected performance; or  

 
 The metered systems used to estimate system wide performance currently are 

slightly out-performing their estimated annual capacity factors. 

                                                 
37 EPBB systems are almost entirely fixed so excluding tracking systems from EPBB systems has no noticeable effect 
on annual capacity factors.   
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5.2.6 Environmental Impacts: GHG, NOx and PM emissions 

 
The CSI 2009 Impact evaluation examined the effect of CSI PV projects on CO2, NOx, 
and PM10 emissions for 2009.  The team estimated the avoided quantity of these three 
pollutants as they comprise the majority of the air and GHG pollutants associated with 
electrical generation.  The estimated emissions impacts for 2009, is the cumulative CSI 
impact and therefore includes capacity installed from 2007 to 2009. 
 

A variety of approaches exist to estimating GHG emissions and air pollutant reductions 
from the installation of PV systems.  Three approaches are noted here, each of which 
gauges what type of generation would likely have produced electricity in lieu of the 
installed PV.   
 

The first approach, referred to here as the Avoided Cost approach, is derived from the 
Avoided Cost calculator developed by Energy and Environmental Economics (E3) and 
uses hourly price data.  The second approach, referred to here as the Plant Schedule 
approach, was developed by KEMA, and uses plant schedule data from the California 
Independent System Operator (CAISO).  The third approach, referred to here as the 
Generator Bid approach, was developed by KEMA, and uses real-time generator bid data 
from the CAISO.  Each method has its drawbacks and benefits, detailed in Section 5 of 
the 2009 CSI Impact Evaluation.  The intent of using multiple approaches to estimate the 
CSI emissions impact is to draw from the benefits of each and to assess the extent of the 
different limitations and their impact on the emission results.   
 

Table 44 illustrates the estimated emissions savings by emission type and by approach.  
The CO2 reductions for the Avoided Cost Approach are 180,136 tons of CO2, which is 
equivalent to taking over 31,000 cars off of the road.38   
 

Table 44. Estimated GHG, PM10 and NOx Emissions Reductions by 
Approach 

Approach 

Energy 
Impact 
(MWh) 

CO2 Emissions 
Avoided  

(tons) 

PM10 Emissions 
Avoided  

(lbs) 

NOx Emissions 
Avoided  

(lbs) 

Avoided Cost 390,750 180,136 24,280 39,649 

Plant Schedule 390,750 208,704 20,817 34,132 

Generator Bid 390,750 163,183 16,277 20,899 

                                                 
38 Based on 5.23 metric tons (5.77 short tons) of CO2 /vehicle/year from 
http://www.epa.gov/grnpower/pubs/calcmeth.htm#vehicles 
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5.2.7 Transmission and Distribution System Impacts 

In addition to providing electricity over the course of the year and during peak demand 
periods, CSI PV facilities impact the transmission and distribution (T&D) systems of 
California’s electrical grid.  CSI PV systems reduce loading on the T&D lines by 
displacing remote sources of electricity with sources close to customer load.  This 
reduced line loading potentially alleviates the need to expand or build new T&D 
infrastructure, saving utility and ratepayer resources.  Delivering less energy through the 
T&D grid may reduce transmission congestion and potentially lower the risk of 
transmission overloads during many operating hours, which in turn may increase overall 
system reliability. The 2009 Impact Evaluation performed an analysis showing the 
various T&D impacts associated with CSI installations. 
 

5.2.7.1 Transmission Benefits 

 
The 2009 Transmission Capacity Benefit (TCB), or the equivalent of how much 
transmission capacity is “freed-up” by the CSI PV systems, is estimated to range from 
500 to 900 MW.39  This is comparable to the delivery capacity of a modern 230kV 
transmission line. Between 2008 and 2009 there was a 240 percent increase in both the 
statewide TCB and transmission loss savings (calculated at peak system load).   
 

In the future when CSI penetration reaches twice the 2009 level, the modeling yields a 
projected 1000-1600 MW statewide TCB, which is comparable to the delivery capability 
of a 500kV transmission line.  Furthermore, the analysis shows that when the CSI full 
capacity target (1,750 MW) is reached, the statewide TCB could grow to 4,000 MW or 
more.  However, it is important to note that these capacity benefits are distributed 
statewide, rather than on any one 230kV or 500kV corridor.  Thus, the incremental 
benefits on each individual transmission corridor within the state of California represent 
only a small percentage of the aggregate TCB.   
 

5.2.7.2 Distribution System Impacts 

 

Based on the 2009 feeder case studies performed, the greatest level of benefits is 
generally expected to occur on feeders with one of more of the following characteristics: 
 

                                                 
39 See Chapter 6 of the 2009 CSI Impact Evaluation for a more detailed definition and discussion of the Transmission 
Capacity Benefit. 
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 Longer distribution feeders 
 Feeders located in inland areas 
 Feeders that have their summer peak demand in the mid-afternoon hours 
 

The 2009 CSI Impact Evaluation shows that positive benefits are generally expected for a 
range of PV penetration levels, but also observes that there can be decreasing (or even 
negative) benefits above certain penetration levels.   
 

5.2.8 Impact on Customer Bills  

A detailed study of customer bill impacts will be part of the CSI Cost Effectiveness 
Evaluation, expected in Fall 2010.  In the 2009 Impact Evaluation, Itron performed some 
customer bill analysis, looking at monthly generation and consumption for a sample of 
households. They did not look at the actual monetary value of the bill impacts, but 
focused on the billable consumption.   
 
Table 45 lists the distribution of pre- and post-electricity consumption by utility.  The 
results indicate that for PG&E and SDG&E over 40 percent of sites have pre- and post-
PV electricity consumption that are within 10 percent of each other, while only 
approximately 27 percent of sites in SCE have pre-electricity consumption within 10 
percent of post-consumption.  For all three IOUs, it is more common for pre-consumption 
to exceed post-PV installation consumption. 
   

Table 45. Pre- and Post-Residential Electricity Consumption Distribution by 
Utility 

Utility 
PG&E 

Site 

PG&E 
% of 
Sites 

SCE 
Site 

SCE 
% of 
Sites 

SDG&
E Site 

SDG&E 
% of 
Sites 

Pre is Less than 50% of Post 6 0.9% 11 4.6% 1 1.1% 

Pre is 50% to 90% of Post 140 20.6% 76 31.4% 14 14.7% 

Pre- and Post are within 10%  292 42.9% 66 27.3% 44 46.3% 

Pre is 110% to 150% of Post 196 28.8% 73 30.1% 33 34.7% 

Pre is more than 150% of Post 47 6.9% 16 6.6% 3 3.2% 

 

Table 46 below shows that PV generation offsets a significant portion of the average 
monthly consumption for each consumption decile. The distribution of household 
consumption and production indicate that average PV production increases with increase 
in consumption, but PV production increases more slowly than consumption.  As 
consumption rises from the lowest 10 percent to the highest 10 percent PV’s share of 
consumption falls from 88 percent to 52 percent.   
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For households with consumption in the lowest 10 percent, the average monthly 
electricity consumption is 335 kWh and the average PV production is 293 kWh.  For 
these households, PV production covers 88 percent of their electricity consumption.  
Households in the top 10 percent of the consumption distribution average 2,584 kWh of 
electricity consumption per month and their PV production averages 1,343 kWh per 
month.  For households in the top 10 percent of consumption, their PV system only 
covers 52 percent of their electricity consumption. 
 
  

Table 46. PV Production and Household Consumption 

Consumption 
Deciles 

Monthly PV 
Production 

(kWh) 

Average 
Size of 

System kW 

Average 
Monthly 

Consumption 
(kWh) 

PV Production 
Share of 

Consumption 

1 293 2.4 335 88% 

2 339 2.7 497 68% 

3 378 3.2 610 62% 

4 448 3.4 722 62% 

5 505 3.7 852 59% 

6 552 4.2 989 56% 

7 599 4.5 1,123 53% 

8 696 5.1 1,320 53% 

9 731 5.3 1,573 47% 

10 1,343 9.5 2,584 52% 

 
The 2009 Impact Evaluation also found that certain households had one or more months 
were solar PV production actually exceeded monthly consumption.  Table 47 below 
shows the share of participating households for which data was available that had surplus 
generation in a given month.  Table 47 also lists the average size of the negative utility 
monthly billing data.  For all three utilities, the average size of the monthly surplus 
generation data increases as the number of months with surplus generation within the 
year grows.  For PG&E, sites with only one month of negative billing data averaged 84.1 
kWh of PV production in excess of consumption for that month, while SCE households’ 
excess production averaged 109.7 kWh and SDG&E CSI participants’ average was 116.2 
kWh.  For sites with nine months of PV production in excess of energy consumption, 
PG&E sites’ monthly average excess production is 300 kWh, SCE sites’ produce 502.6 
kWh in excess of their monthly energy consumption and SDG&E participants’ excess 
production is 246.1 kWh per month.   
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Table 47. Participant Sites with Monthly Surplus Generation 

IOU Months Negative 
Count of 

Sites 
Percent of 

Total 

Mean Monthly 
Negative Utility 

Usage (kWh) 

PG&E 0 449 56.2%  

 1 139 17.4% -84.1 

 3 150 18.8% -157.6 

 6 55 6.9% -253.7 

 9 6 0.8% -300.1 

SCE 0 210 62.9%  

 1 45 13.5% -109.7 

 3 52 15.6% -159.2 

 6 22 6.6% -205.1 

 9 4 1.2% -502.6 

SDG&E 0 79 46.7%  

 1 22 13.0% -116.2 

 3 30 17.8% -154.3 

 6 28 16.6% -207.4 

 9 10 5.9% -246.1 

 

5.2.9 CSI Participants and Energy Efficiency 

The CSI 2009 Impact Evaluation looked at energy efficiency measures installed by both 
residential and non-residential CSI program participants. The evaluation compared the 
measures installed by participants to those installed by non-participants. The residential 
results are presented below, and the full results are in Section 10 of the full evaluation. 
 
From 2006-2009, CSI participants self-reported an average of five energy efficiency 
measures, compared with nonparticipants who reported an average of approximately 3.7 
energy efficiency measures, as shown in Figure 17. A similar trend was found in the non-
residential sector. However, shows while CSI participants have adopted more energy 
efficiency measures overall from 2006 through 2009, they install similar numbers of IOU 
rebated measures as nonparticipants.  Therefore, most of the difference in energy 
efficiency adoptions is due to the number of self-reported measures. More energy 
efficiency measures were installed by customers when their solar contractor discussed 
energy efficiency options with the customer. 
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Figure 17. Measure Adoptions per Customer, Participants vs. 
Nonparticipants and Rebated vs. Self-Reported (2006-2009) 
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Figure 18 below further explores the type and frequency of energy efficiency measures 
installed by participants and nonparticipants over the four-year analysis timeframe, 2006-
2009.  This figure shows all measures verified and reported in the residential phone 
survey.  Approximately 1.1 appliance measures were reported installed by CSI 
participants, compared with 0.9 appliance measures by nonparticipants.  Appliances 
include dishwashers, clothes washers, refrigerators, freezers, and unplugging or removing 
second refrigerators or freezers.  Furthermore, the lighting end use category shows the 
biggest difference between participant and nonparticipant adoption rates, 1.1 versus 0.7, 
respectively. 
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Figure 18. Number of Measures Installed Per Participant by End Use, 2006-
2009 
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5.2.10 System Maintenance 

The regular maintenance and cleaning of panels can go a long way in ensuring high yield 
of a system.  This is particularly critical for systems that are more prone to collecting dust 
over the dry summer, which is typical in California and coincides with the highest 
production periods.  
 

As shown in Figure 19, 55 percent of the residential phone survey participants reported 
regular maintenance and cleaning of panels.  A higher percentage was reported under the 
PBI structure; those participants presumably have a bigger motivation to maximize their 
production for the related financial incentive benefit.  The larger systems also tended to 
have a higher instance of maintenance, again with the motivation of larger investment 
and thus vested interest in high solar production.  The inland and coastal climate 
difference in the level of maintenance was also notable, which may be attributed to the 
potential higher production benefit in the inland versus coastal climates.   
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Figure 19. Regular Maintenance Performed—Residential Customers 
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5.2.11 Residential and Nonresidential Program Satisfaction 
and Awareness 

A phone survey conducted as part of the 2009 Impact Evaluation provided an opportunity 
to ask participants about their level of satisfaction with the program, with their solar 
contractors and with the size and performance of their solar PV system.  Overall for both 
residential and nonresidential participants there is a high degree of satisfaction across 
these attributes, as shown in Table 48.  
 
Table 48. Residential and Nonresidential Satisfaction with CSI (Scale of 1 to 
10) 

Market 
Segment Program Contractor System Size 

System 
Performance 

Residential  8.0 9.1 8.8 9.1 
Nonresidential 7.8 8.6 8.5 9.0 

 
The phone surveys also asked residential participants and nonparticipants how they first 
became aware of the program, shown in Figure 20.  For participants, contractors are the 
most common source of information followed by traditional marketing channels such as 
television, radio, and print advertisements.  Only 1 percent of the participants heard about 
the program through their utility.  More than one-third of the residential nonparticipants 
have not heard of the CSI program.  Traditional marketing channels are the most 
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common source of program information for nonparticipants, with almost 40 percent of 
the survey respondents stating that they learned about the program through these 
channels.  As seen with program participants, only 1 percent of nonparticipants gained 
awareness of the program through their utility. 
 

Figure 20. Source of Program Awareness—Residential  
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5.2.12 Solar Contractor Growth Expectations 

Surveys were conducted with 50 installation contractors active in the CSI program.  
While there are more than 1,400 such active contractors, CSI program jobs and installed 
capacity are concentrated in the top 74 firms.  These top firms account for 80 percent of 
the program installed capacity, and are referred to as “high volume contractors” in the 
Table 49; contractors less dominant in the field are referred to as “general contractors.”   
 
PV installation contractors were asked to comment on their business outlook over the 
next three years.  The results are quite striking, with nearly 80 percent of the contractors 
reporting a positive business outlook, and only 4 percent expressing a negative outlook.  
General contractors are not quite as positive as high volume contractors, with 60 percent 
reporting a positive outlook.   
 

The reasons offered for having a positive outlook are led by a growing market for solar 
(20 percent) and the continued availability of incentives and financing options.  16 
percent mentioned incentives, and another 10 percent mentioned the advent of new 
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programs, including some that offer financing options for customers.  Others cite their 
own business practices, general concern for the environment, and an improving economy.   
 

Table 49 below shows the percent change in full-time-equivalent (FTE) staff experienced 
over the past 12 months and expected over the next 12 months.  Overall, the CSI program 
grew by 55 percent year over year from 2008 to 2009, and this growth is observed with 
the majority growing their FTEs in the past 12 months by an average of 28 percent.  
However, some firms experiencing cutbacks over the past 12 months reduced their FTEs 
substantially, possibly reflecting their own difficult economic conditions.  Expectations 
for future growth are more optimistic.  Among the surveyed contractors that expect 
growth, the average expected increase in FTE is nearly 60 percent. 
 

Table 49. Percent Changes in Firm FTE, Past 12 Months and Expected 
Changes over the Next 12 Months—Solar Contractors 

Total 
High Volume 
Contractors 

General 
Contractors 

Description 
Change 

Description 
Change in 

FTE N 
Change 
in FTE N 

Change 
in FTE N 

Grow 59% 37 33% 28 140% 9 Prospective/ 
Next 12 Months Shrink 100% 1   0 100% 1 

Grew 28% 23 29% 20 23% 3 Retrospective/ 
Past 12 Months Shrank 46% 14 39% 10 65% 4 
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6. CSI Program Budget 
 
This section reports on the status of the CSI Program balancing accounts and CSI 
Program Budget.  

 

6.1 CSI Program Electric Balancing Accounts 
In D.06-12-033, the Commission established a total budget of $2,167 million over ten 
years for the CSI, including all program components except the CSI-Thermal gas-
displacing budget.  The large IOUs were authorized to collect the CSI Program funds 
from electric ratepayers according to the schedule provided by the CPUC.40  The CSI 
funds are held by each utility in a balancing account, which is a standard utility 
accounting practice.  The CSI schedule of collection is slightly front-loaded for a number 
of reasons, including ensuring that participants applying for CSI incentives today can be 
confident that the funds will be available for their projects upon completion.  
 
The CSI Program has collected 43 percent of the total authorized ten year budget through 
the end of 2009. Table 50 shows that as of December 31, 2009, the large IOUs had 
collected just over $922 million and spent more than $364 million.  The CSI expenditures 
include payments for all CSI Program components that are paid out of the CSI Balancing 
Account.  
 
In total, the CSI Balancing accounts had $561 million that was collected but not spent at 
the end of 2009. These accounts are not considered over collected, however, because the 
figures do not include future payments for PBI projects that have been installed but not 
yet paid.  Expenditures for each "in payment" PBI project will be deducted monthly over 
5 years based on actual performance.  If PBI "in payment" projects are considered, the 
balancing accounts are not over collected.  Further, if all pending (not yet installed) 
projects are considered, it is even less likely the balancing accounts would be over 
collected. As of June 9, 2010, the CSI Program had paid or pending incentives totaling 
more than $1.4 billion, or 152 percent of what has been collected so far. Some pending 
incentives will not need to be paid out for several years, so the program likewise faces no 
threat from under collection. 
 

                                                 
40 The CPUC modified the CSI Program rate collections schedule in December 2008, in D.08-12-004. 
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Table 50. CSI Balancing Accounts by IOU, through Dec 31, 2009 
      CSI CSI End of Year 
Year IOU Notes Revenue Expenditures Balance 

PG&E 1,2,3  $   180,513,901  $     (21,913,007)   $158,600,894

SCE 1,3,4  $   251,594,913  $         1,288,000  $252,883,0002007 
SDG&E 1,3  $     72,881,003  $       (4,370,951)   $  68,510,052

Subtotal      $   504,989,904  $     (24,995,958)   $479,993,946

PG&E 2,3  $   106,234,059  $     (82,297,100)   $182,537,837

SCE  3  $   134,750,000  $     (34,690,000)   $352,943,0002008 
SDG&E 2,3  $     34,882,960  $     (11,943,193)   $  91,449,819

Subtotal      $   275,867,019  $   (128,930,293)   $626,930,672

PG&E 3  $   140,960,420  $   (114,873,627)   $208,624,631

SCE 3  $          698,856  $     (71,399,185)  $284,656,1792009 
SDG&E 3  $          277,432  $     (23,886,963)   $  67,840,288

Subtotal      $   141,936,708  $   (210,159,775)   $561,121,098

Grand Total      $   922,793,631  $   (364,086,026)   $561,121,098

Source: Program Administrator Expense Reports, May 2010, data thru December 31, 2009. Notes:  

(1) 2007 collections include transfer to CSI of “unspent SGIP funds" to CSI balancing accounts.  

(2) 2008 collections include transfer back to SGIP of “unspent SGIP funds.” 

(3) End of Year Balance is the cumulative net balance in account at the end of specific calendar year.  

(4) In 2007, SCE transferred $104.6 million of funds from the SGIP Memorandum Account to the CSI 

Program Balancing Account (CSIPBA).  Interest in the amount of $9.1 million more than offset the $7.8 

million of CSI expenses recorded in the SCE CSIPBA in 2007, which resulted in a counterintuitive 

negative total expenditure balance. 

6.2 CSI Program Costs 
Total CSI Program costs are shown in Table 51, as reported in the Program Administrator 
expense reports submitted to the Energy Division. Only costs that have been posted as 
"expenditures" in the CSI balancing accounts are considered spent in Table 51. There is a 
small discrepancy between Table 50 and Table 51, likely due to balancing account 
interest. Table 51 shows the total budget for administration and incentives for each 
program component.    
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Table 51. CSI Program Costs by Program through December 2009 
($millions) 

Category 
CSI  

General 
Market 

SASH MASH SHW PP RD&D Total 

Administration  
10-year Budget 

189.7 16.3 13.0 1.1 7.5  227.5 

PG&E Spent thru 2009 17.1 0.5 0.2 0 0.4 18.2

SCE Spent thru 2009 17.9 1.4 0.2 0 0.2 19.7

CCSE Spent thru 2009 4.8 0.1 0.1 1.5 0.03 6.6

Subtotal Administration  39.8 2.0 0.5 1.5 0.63 44.5
Incentives/Grants  
10-year Budget 

 1,707.3  92.1 95.3  1.5  42.5 1,938.9

PG&E Spent thru 2009 190.1 0.3 0 0 0 190.4

SCE Spent thru 2009 89.4 0.03 0.2 0 0 89.6

CCSE Spent thru 2009 34.0 0.1 0 0.3 0 34.5

Subtotal Incentives  313.5 0.43 0.2 0.3 0 314.5

Total Balance 353.3 2.43 0.7 1.8 0.63 359.0

Source: CSI Program Administrators, Expense Reports May 2010, data thru December 31, 2009.  Note: 

Incentives paid includes only checks issued, but not necessarily PBI Payments committed. 
 
  
 


