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MEMO 
From: Barbara George, Women’s Energy Matters 510-528-5104; bgwem@igc.org 
Subject:  CPUC May Make Big Changes in Energy Efficiency at 3/21 Meeting 

 
The Calif. Public Utilities Commission is expected to make major changes in Energy 
Efficiency programs at its meetings on 3/21 and in April or May. Women’s Energy 
Matters (WEM) is sending you the enclosed information because we think you might be 
interested in WEM’s perspective on these changes. 

WEM is the only intervenor in the Calif. Public Utilities’ Commission’s annual 
review of past energy efficiency programs run by investor-owned utilities. WEM is also 
an intervenor in the CPUC process designing new programs for 2002-3.  

(The Commission has set aside 20% of the 2002-3 energy efficiency funds for 
“local” programs by non-utility entities. This amounts to $50 million a year, out of $250 
million for energy efficiency collected from ratepayers in the Public Goods Charge (not 
counting Low Income Energy Efficiency programs). Commission staff is currently 
reviewing some 250 proposals, including one from Women’s Energy Matters, and is 
expected to choose finalists in April or May.) 

Meanwhile, the CPUC is moving ahead rapidly to approve 2002 “statewide” 
energy efficiency programs, almost all of which will be run by the utilities. The 
Commission will make a key decision at its March 21st meeting: whether or not to offer 
the utilities “Shareholders Incentives” (pure profits) for their 2002 programs. The Draft 
Decision by Administrative Law Judge Sarah Thomas would end the incentives; 
Commissioner Duque’s Alternate Draft Decision would keep them, and move the review 
that determines the size of the incentives into the General Rate Case, where they would 
be less vulnerable to ratepayer challenge. 

Women’s Energy Matters (WEM) is challenging the whole concept of 
shareholders incentives during the current annual review of past programs (called the 
Annual Earnings Assessment Proceeding, or  AEAP). The Administrative Law Judge in 
that case, Christine Walwyn, is echoing WEM’s questions and conducting an unusually 
thorough investigation of how much energy the utilities really have saved since 1995, 
how much it cost, and whether there is any justification for shareholders incentives in the 
present era.  

A Feb. 8th hearing in the case was abruptly cancelled two days beforehand, with 
no word yet on a new date. WEM is worried that the atmosphere of intrigue at the 
Commission and CPUC President Loretta Lynch’s uncertain status may affect both the 
annual review and the future of non-utility energy efficiency programs. Lynch is the 
Commissioner in charge of energy efficiency programs, and has been critical of 
shareholders incentives. 

The utilities claim approximately $350 million of incentives for programs 
performed between 1994-2001. $143 million is on the table this year. Some of the 
incentives are spaced out over ten years, depending on confirmation of installations and 
persistence of energy savings over time. Incentives were reduced to 7% for 2001 
programs, but previously averaged 30% and theoretically could be even larger. 
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Below is a Table of Contents to help you navigate through the enclosed materials. 
They consist of three Women’s Energy Matters’ comments in the annual review of past 
programs (AEAP), a transcript of the 11/20 hearing in the review (with key passages 
highlighted), plus WEM’s comments in the New Energy Efficiency proceeding and a 
related sign-on letter to Commission President Loretta Lynch. WEM’s filings have been 
praised for their readability, humor and plain-spoken explanations of the problems with 
energy efficiency programs run by investor-owned utilities. 

Please feel free to call with any questions you may have — I look forward to 
discussing these matters with you further, and can help you make contact with other key 
players.  

* * * 
LIST OF ATTACHED FILES 
Annual Review of Past Energy Efficiency Programs (AEAP): 
• (filename-9/4/01 wem comm refil 11/16.doc) Refiled Comment of Women’s Energy 
Matters in the 2001 Annual Earnings Assessment Proceeding (9/4/01, refiled 11/16/01 
with minor revisions) 
• (filename-11/16/01 wem supp comment.doc) Supplementary Comment of Women’s 
Energy Matters (11/16/01) 
• (filename-2/7/02 WEM replycommentsrev.doc) Women’s Energy Matters’ Reply 
Comments to ALJ Walwyn’s Questions and Utilities’ Responses (2/1/02, revised 2/7/02) 
• (filename- 11/20/01 PHC – aeap.doc) Transcript of 11/20/01 Pre-Hearing Conference 
 
New Energy Efficiency Programs 
• (filename 11/16/01 Wem re New EE DD.doc) Women’s Energy Matters Comment on 
the Draft Interim Decision Adopting Energy Efficiency Policy Rules (11/16/01) 
• (EE sign-on ltr w/names 12-19.doc) Sign-on Letter to CPUC Pres. Lynch  (12/17/01) 
 
TABLE OF CONTENTS – ATTACHED FILES 
Annual Review of Past Energy Efficiency Programs (AEAP):
• (filename-9/4/01 wem comm refil 11/16.doc) 
Refiled Comment of Women’s Energy Matters in the 2001 Annual Earnings Assessment 
Proceeding (9/4/01, refiled 11/16/01 with minor revisions) 
SECTION I - FINDINGS – p. 1 
   INTRODUCTION – p.2 
   TRYING TO FOLLOW THE MONEY – p.2 
 Summary of expenditure patterns since deregulation – p.2 
 Lack of standard accounting procedures in utility program budgets – p.3 
 Administration & implementation costs lumped together: invitation to abuse-p 3 
 Has money been diverted elsewhere?- p.4 
 “Burn the money” (statement by former PG&E energy efficiency worker)-p.4 
 Inadequate resources of watchdogs to monitor utility programs-p.4 
 How many lawyers does PG&E need to unscrew a light bulb?-p.5 
   DIFFICULTY OF MEASURING EE RESULTS –p.5 
 The myth of Market Transformation -p.5 
 Energy Commission no longer keeps detailed data on energy usage-p.6 
   CONCLUSION 
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SECTION II – DIFFICULTY OF INTERVENING IN THIS PROCEEDING – p. 7 
A. Difficulty of accessing documents – p.7 
B. Objections to the Scoping Memo – p. 9 
C. – Questions and concerns regarding compensation – p. 11 

 
• (filename-11/16/01 wem supp comment.doc) 
Supplementary Comment of Women’s Energy Matters (11/16/01) 
Re: Difficulty of accessing documents –p.1 
    MYSTERY DOCUMENTS – p.1 
    PHANTOM DOCUMENTS – p.2 
Do we need to read all the documents in earlier AEAPs just to follow this one?p.2 
The burden is now on watchdogs to find numbers the utilities have buried; the burden 
should be on the utilities to be forthcoming, clear, and efficient-p.2  
PG&E should not get a $20 million windfall from a change in the rules –p.3 
Another report we would never have known existed –p.3 
Numbers inconsistent from one report to next-p.3 
PG&E programs unfair to residential customers-p.5 
Conclusion – p.6 
 
• (filename-2/7/02 WEM replycommentsrev.doc)  Women’s Energy Matters’ Reply 
Comments to ALJ Walwyn’s Questions and Utilities’ Responses (2/1/02, revised 2/7/02) 
I. SHAREHOLDERS INCENTIVES ARE NO LONGER RELEVANT (IF THEY EVER 
WERE) BECAUE DEREGULATION CHANGED THE RULES -p. 1 
 The sorry story of deregulation’s impact on energy efficiency -p.2 
 Has anyone seen any market transformation?- p. 3 
II. LIES, DAMN LIES, AND STATISTICS – p.4 
 Calculating the real costs and benefits – p.4 
 Don’t leave it to the experts – p.5 
 Cost-effectiveness based on unsupported assumptions – p.6 
 Administrative costs – the wild card – p.7 
 There are better ways to measure cost-effectiveness – p.8 
 The empty promise of standardization –p. 8 
 When is an energy effiency measure only efficient at ripping off ratepayers? - p.9 
III. THE COMMISSION REJECTED SHAREHOLDERS EARNINGS FOR ENERGY 
EFFICIENCY PROGRAMS IN AN EARLIE ERA MUCH LIKE THE PRESENT –p. 10 
IV. WHAT EXACTLY HAPPENED IN THAT SMOKE-FILLED BACKROOM IN 
1989?- p.11 
 
• (filename- 11/20/01 PHC – aeap.doc)  
Transcript of 11/20/01 Pre-Hearing Conference 
(main points are highlighted for easier reading) 
 
New Energy Efficiency Programs 
• (filename 11/16/01 Wem re New EE DD.doc)  
Women’s Energy Matters Comment on the Draft Interim Decision Adopting Energy 
Efficiency Policy Rules (11/16/01) 
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 Eliminate shareholders incentives – p.2 
Include passive solar energy options – p.2 
Devote more money to new construction programs & enforcement of Title 24-p.2 
Give cost-effectiveness more weight – p.3 
Rethink measurement and evaluation – p.3 
Give small customers their fair share of conservation assistance –p.4 
Prioritize public entities for administering new energy efficiency programs –p. 4 
Conclusion – p. 5 

 
• (EE sign-on ltr w/names 12-19.doc)  
Sign-on Letter to CPUC Pres. Lynch  (12/17/01) 
1. Timeline. There is not enough time for many applicants, especially cities, to create 

proposals – p. 1 
2. What happens if there are not enough proposals, or the quality is poor? – p.2 
3. In the revised draft, the utilities gained control over many aspects of third party 

programs – p.2 
a) Contracts and contract language – p.2 
b) Administration – p.2 
c) Measurement and evaluation –p.3 
d) Studies of future energy efficiency potential – p.3 

4. Undue haste is hurting participation in this process – p.3 
What’s the rush?  -p. 3 

 
*  *  * 

Women’s Energy Matters is a non-profit network of women and men who work for a 
rapid transition to a non-polluting energy system based on energy efficiency, solar and 
wind — and celebrate the many ways women use their own energy to make the world a 
better place for all to live. WEM has been deeply involved in clean energy and public 
power campaigns responding to the California “energy crisis.” 


