
  Jody London Consulting    P.O. Box 3629    Oakland, California  94609   
510/459-0667    jody_london_consulting@earthlink.net 

 
MEMORANDUM 

 
TO:   Howard Choy, Nora Hernandez, County of Los Angeles 
   Allan Sandosham, County of Ventura 
   Cheryl Collart, Ventura County Regional Energy Alliance 
   Susan Munves, City of Santa Monica 
   Pat Stoner, Local Government Commission 
 
FROM:  Jody London 
 
DATE:  June 10, 2008 
 
SUBJECT:  6-9 Energy Efficiency Meeting 
 

This memo provides a quick summary of the all-party meeting yesterday at the California 
Public Utilities Commission (“CPUC”) on various energy efficiency issues.  Commissioner 
Grueneich and Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) Gamson stressed that the meeting was NOT 
on the record, but that there are upcoming opportunities to file formal comments on various 
issues.  I suggest that the LGSEC, or perhaps your individual organizations, may wish to file 
comments as indicated below. 

 
Issues Raised by CPUC Staff and Decision Makers 

 
The CPUC Energy Division made several proposals on which the CPUC will take 

comment, and that could affect energy efficiency partnership programs going forward. 
 
♦ For the 2009-2011 program cycle, the Energy Division proposes that all goals for 

utility programs be gross goals, instead of net, as is currently the situation.  The 
Commission issued a Ruling requesting comment on this on June 2, which is 
attached.  Also, for 2009-2011, the Energy Division proposes that the net-to-gross 
ratio NOT be applied.  The Energy Division is hopeful that the combination of the 
revised DEER database for each measure, and this different method for measuring 
goals, will allow the utilities to rebalance their 2009-2011 portfolios.  There is an 
opportunity to comment on this proposed change on June 11, 2008.  Alternatively, the 
CPUC expects to circulate a Proposed Decision on the goals calculation methodology 
on July 1, and we could comment at that time, if you think the proposed change will 
help or hinder ongoing energy efficiency programs. 

 
♦ The CPUC is extending the date on which the utilities must file their 2009-2011 

program portfolios to July 21.  The staff provided examples of the type of 
improvements they expect to see in the applications for 2009-2011, given the 
additional time.  For example, there should be less reliance on upstream compact 
fluorescent light programs (the net-to-gross ratio for these programs has been 
decreased to 0.6), there should be greater emphasis on HVAC and other on-peak 
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savings, there should be an expanded set of integrated, long-term activities that reflect 
both the recently re-submitted Strategic Plan and the funding rules issued last 
October, and there should be overall more emphasis on comprehensive approaches 
and delivery to untapped market segments.  This may provide local governments with 
an opportunity to once again try to include more innovative partnership 
programs, for example, tying together sustainability initiatives with energy 
efficiency programs.  I have the impression that this is the CPUC’s expectation, so 
having a paper trail on our end would be useful. 

 
♦ Grueneich and Gamson emphasized that the utilities should propose bridge funding of 

anywhere from one to three months, as it is now likely that the portfolios will not be 
approved until December.  I and many others were very vocal that any hiatus in 
program delivery is detrimental to program success, and that there is a long track 
record of contracts taking inordinately long to be approved. The Energy Division staff 
said that is why they recommend only a few months of bridge funding, to avoid any 
break in program delivery.  I also encouraged the Commission to put pressure on the 
utilities to negotiate extensions to existing contracts, rather than start from scratch, as 
occurred with the current program.  I encourage you to begin discussing the 
transition with your utility representatives immediately. 

 
♦ The CPUC is going to examine further revisions to the shareholder incentive 

mechanism, having heard over and over that it is a problem in program execution.  
The CPUC will institute a process sometime this year that will lead to a decision in 
the fall of 2009.  There likely will be workshops on this topic.  We should consider 
when the discussion is ripe whether we wish to engage in this process, which 
promises to be extremely technical, as it has been in the past. 

 
Commissioner Grueneich emphasized that she is loathe to re-open the shareholder 
incentive mechanism, and any discussion will be focused on the narrow 
recommendations brought forward by the staff.  The challenge for us will be 
determining whether modifying the incentive mechanism will alleviate the pressure 
we have felt from the utilities for “quick success” projects. 
 

♦ Commissioner Grueneich also urged parties to participate in the low income energy 
efficiency proceeding (R.07-01-042), which is ongoing.  She pointed out that 30 
percent of households in California qualify for these programs, and they must be 
integrated with the overall energy efficiency portfolio.  There is a prehearing 
conference in the low income docket on June 24. 

 
Comments from Parties 
 
 The utilities made a joint presentation.  They requested more clarity around the proposed 
changes to the goals, and want the CPUC to also use gross savings in determining the amount of 
the shareholder incentive.   
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 The Natural Resources Defense Council (“NRDC”) supports the proposed changes to the 
goals calculation.  NRDC does not want to see the CPUC get too bogged down in another 
lengthy proceeding on the shareholder incentive mechanism. 
 
 The Energy Coalition, now led by Craig Perkins (formerly of Santa Monica), highlighted 
the opportunities provided by Assembly Bill 811, pending in the Legislature.  This bill would 
allow cities to establish assessment districts for energy efficiency and distributed generation, 
similar to the program adopted recently by Berkeley. 
 
 The City and County of San Francisco supported the need for bridge funding, and at a 
higher level than has been authorized in the past.  Similarly, other groups including Ecology 
Action, the South Bay Cities Council of Governments, and the University of California spoke to 
the need to avoid delays in program start dates.  UC, in particular, had a very comprehensive 
presentation on the need for decisions now if UC is to obtain governing board approval in time 
for a January 2009 program launch.  San Francisco also asked for the opportunity for local 
governments to work more directly with the California Energy Commission, presumably using 
energy efficiency ratepayer funds. 
 
 The Division of Ratepayer Advocates (“DRA”) was adamantly opposed to the staff 
recommendation on revising the savings estimates.  DRA instead urged the Commission to focus 
on market transformation and altering consumer behavior. 
 
 I spoke on behalf of the County of Los Angeles and the County of Ventura.  As indicated 
above, I requested that the CPUC direct the utilities to negotiate now contract extensions or 
amendments with local government partners, rather than all new contracts.  I expressed hope that 
the proposed changes to the savings methodology, and any subsequent changes to the 
shareholder incentive mechanism would allow the utilities to think more broadly and work with 
local governments on more comprehensive programs.  I also suggested, more to Gene Rodrigues 
than anyone else, that the utilities internally are not working as a team on the local government 
partnerships.  Without getting too specific, I pointed out the many groups within the utility that 
appear to have a say over the partnership design and implementation, and that some of those 
groups have no idea what the partnership is about, for example the group that runs the E3 
calculator.  I also suggested that the Commission hold more of these meetings in other parts of 
the State. 
 
Key Dates 
 

The table below provides key dates highlighted by the ALJ at yesterday’s meeting.  Other 
dates will be added, and dates will shift, but this is what we have for now.   
 

Date Item 
June 2 ♦ CPUC Ruling on using net vs. gross savings to 

establish goals 
♦ Utilities submit revised Energy Efficiency Strategic 

Plan (A.08-06-004) 
June 11 ♦ Parties can file comments on goals methodology, 
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Date Item 
proposed goals for natural gas energy efficiency 
savings, and the 2008 energy efficiency potential 
study 

July 1 Proposed Decision on goals methodology 
July 2 Parties can file comments on the Energy Efficiency 

Strategic Plan (need to clarify) 
July 21 ♦ Utilities submit 2009-2011 portfolio applications 

♦ Parties can submit comments on Proposed Decision 
on goals methodology 

July 31 Commission decision on goals methodology 
 
 
Next Steps 
 
 The most immediate action for local governments, as I see it, is to submit to the utilities 
the comprehensive, “creative” program proposals that were discouraged by the utilities earlier 
this year.  The utilities have been given an extra month to submit their 2009-2011 portfolio 
proposals in order to incorporate these type of programs.  I also encourage you to begin 
discussions now with your utility partners about bridge funding, contract extensions, and other 
administrative details that could bog you down in January if not properly addressed. 
 
 There are several comment opportunities in terms of influencing the record at the CPUC.  
We should decide whether the LGSEC, or any of your organizations individually, wish to submit 
comments on the upcoming Proposed Decision on goals methodology (we can decide after we 
see the Proposed Decision), the revised Strategic Plan, and the 2009-2011 portfolio.  I expect we 
will want to comment on the portfolio, but we can decide for certain later this summer. 
 
 Please contact me with any questions or comments.  We might also consider a conference 
call in the next several days.   


