
 

 

 

 

MINUTES 
Energy Efficiency Policy Committee 

November 5, 3:30 – 4:30 p.m. 
 

Participants:  

Anna Lowe, Dana Boudreau, Elisabeth Russell, Beckie Menten, Craig Perkins, Lena Luna, 
Amanda Maki, Angie Hacker, Justin LeVeque, Demetra McBride, Jody London 
 

1. Recap on Rolling Portfolio Decision (D.15-10-028 in Rulemaking 13-11-005) 
 
The group focused on whether local government partnerships are able to negotiate longer 

contracts that allow them to participate in the longer cycle of the Rolling Portfolio. It looks like 
three-year contracts are an option for PG&E.  In SDG&E territory, SANDAG is close to 
completing negotiations for a  five-year contract, almost.  With SCE and SoCalGas, LGSEC 

members are not seeing any specific discussion about how the Rolling Portfolio will change 
things.  
 
Regarding the Coordinating Committee, members would want to see a local government 

representative on that body, ideally a LGSEC staff person.   
 

2. Discussion of Energy Efficiency Scoping Memo/revised schedule (R.13-11-005) 

 
The only issue that arose with regard to the new scoping memo is a question about where the 
definition of “hard to reach” will be discussed.  “Hard to reach” is used in regard to customers 

and energy efficiency services, and is different from “disadvantaged,” which members find is 
more related to programs targeted at air quality.  

 

3. Discussion of definition of "disadvantaged"  
 Potential opportunities to highlight this: EE, Integrated Demand Side Resources, 

CARB Cap and Trade Investment Plan 
 

LGSEC members have raised concern about how “disadvantaged communities” are defined for 

purposes of access to funds for a number of programs.  This issue came up recently, in the 
context of an advice letter for PG&E that would change eligibility for energy efficiency 
programs, leaving many communities ineligible.  Members expressed concern that from a 
practical standpoint, it might be hard to identify individuals and businesses who would qualify 

based on the definition PG&E proposes to use (which is the definition used in Cal EnviroScreen).   
 
The group discussed that other agencies use census data for these definitions.  This issue has 

been brewing for a while in other contexts, particularly access to fund for transportation 
projects under SB 375.  Metropolitan Planning Organizations and other transportation agencies 
have been actively fighting this.  Under current definitions, 33 out of 58 counties are not eligible 

for funding.  The LGSEC will look at what’s been said in other venues in the context of 
comments to the Air Resources Board on the Second Cap and Trade Investment Plan.  
 

 



 

 

4. AB 802  
 Baseline issues at CPUC (11/6 workshop) 

 Response to CPUC staff white paper 
 Benchmarking issues at CEC (11/10 workshop) 

 
The group discussed the importance of AB 802.  Members noted that AB 802 contains two 

disruptive elements:  
(1) Measure savings at the meter as opposed to engineering estimates.  The CPUC has directed 
that High Opportunity Potential Projects need to be identified in January.  The CPUC and/or the 

State may need a different way to measure savings.   
(2) Get existing buildings to code, adjust incentives to do that.  This is where most of the 
potential is.  Plans have to be submitted by Sept. 2016, for implementation in 2017.  The group 

discussed how this could imply that the calculated energy efficiency potential from buildings will 
be significantly greater than now.  So, the State may need to invest more in reducing demand, 
and invest differently.   

 
The group noted that PG&E has said it does not need an increase to budgets to do this.  This 
could lead to across-the-board reductions in budgets.  How will this impact on codes and 
standards budgets for utilities? Will that create opportunities to shift funds?   

 
Also, the CPUC will need to update the potential savings study. That also could lead to a shift in 
budgets.   

 
5. Distribution Resources Plans (R.14-08-013) 

 

The group discussed the opportunities with the distribution resources plans.  There is interest in 
ensuring that the plans account for local government plans.  The plans could lead to a situation 
where the utilities are authorized to make investments in their distribution grids that may not be 

needed.  The process the CPUC is using is complex and labor intensive.  Those attending the 
workshops next week will advocate for the CPUC to take its time and to create a deliberate, 
transparent process that is informed by data. 

 
6. Other 

 

Elisabeth Russell encouraged members to send letters to the California Energy Commission 
about proposed amendments to lighting provisions in Title 24.  The group acknowledged that 
this has been a contentious process at the CEC. The current version is a compromise, and if it is 

not adopted at the CEC meeting next week, the opportunity may vanish.  Background 
information on this issue and how to comment was circulated to the committee after the call.   

 

7. Next Meeting: December 3, 3:30 – 4:30 
 


