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Introduction
On August 19, 2015, the California Public Utilities Commission in conjunction with the Low
Income Oversight Board (LIOB) held a joint workshop/meeting and addressed the California
Alternate Rates for Energy (CARE) and the Energy Savings Assistance (ESA) Programs.
The LIOB facilitated discussion of the large Investor Owned Utilities’ (IOUs’ ‐ A.14‐11‐007, et al),
and the Small Multi‐Jurisdictional Utilities’ (SMJUs’ ‐ A.15‐02‐001, et al) CARE and ESA
Programs, focusing on administration, marketing and outreach efforts, water‐energy nexus and
drought‐mitigation initiatives, multifamily housing measures and strategies, and the effect of
the Commission’s ESA program rules on implementation, unspent balances, and achievement
of program objectives.
The joint workshop/meeting took place at the City of Santa Ana Civic Center, from 9:40am until
approximately 1:15pm; participants were also able to join via teleconference. This workshop
report memorializes the workshop presentations and discussions, and includes the workshop
presentations in the Attachment.

2

Workshop Notes
LIOB Members and Commission Decision‐Makers in Attendance
Commission Decision‐Makers For Purposes of the CPUC ex parte rules



Commissioner Catherine J.K. Sandoval
Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) W. Anthony Colbert

LIOB Members
Robert Castaneda, Ortensia Lopez, Patricia Watts, Charlie Toledo, Larry Gross, Dave Stephenson, Benito
Delgado‐Olson and Daniel Rendler
Some LIOB members also represent parties in one or both of the proceedings. Their party status, if any,
is noted in the list below.










Chairman Robert Castaneda
o Proteus Inc., represented by Chairman Castaneda, is a party to A.14‐11‐007. It is not a
party to A.15‐02‐001. Proteus is an ESA contractor to both SMJUs and IOUs. It is also a
member of La Cooperativa, which does LIHEAP contracting.
Ortensia Lopez
o The Energy Efficiency Council, represented by Board Member Lopez, is a party to both
proceedings (A.14‐11‐007 and A.15‐02‐001). The Energy Efficiency Council is an
intervener comprised of subcontractors for low‐income energy efficiency programs.
Daniel Rendler
o Southern California Gas Company, represented by Board Member Rendler, is a party to
A.14‐11‐007.
Dave Stephenson
o California Water Association (CWA), represented by Board Member Stephenson, is a
party to A.14‐11‐007; CWA is focused on water‐energy nexus issues.
Other LIOB members (none of whom have party status)

SMJU Workshop – A.15‐02‐001, et al
Commissioner Sandoval opened the workshop with a summary of the topics to be covered.

Southwest Gas
Presenter: Celine Apo, Program Manager for CARE & ESA programs
Presentation
Ms. Apo provided a brief overview of Southwest Gas, and then moved on to discuss the CARE and ESA
programs in particular. Southwest Gas had over a 90% penetration rate in the prior program cycle, and
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Ms. Apo noted that this penetration level is expected to be maintained in the current cycle. Southwest
Gas has doubled the annual number of homes treated with the ESA program in 2014, over 2012 and
2013. 2015 homes treated are anticipated to be 2100 (vs. approximately 4000 in 2014), but Southwest
Gas states that it plans to increase homes treated in 2016‐17 to “catch up” the number of homes
treated over the entire cycle. Southwest Gas stated that it also intends to increase leveraging efforts
with other utilities and programs such as Liberty Utilities, Bear Valley Electric Service, Lifeline, and
LIHEAP.
Southwest Gas listed the water measures it provides, described its drought‐related bill inserts and ESA
energy education flyer, and described water agency coordination efforts. Ms. Apo stated that
Southwest Gas treats multifamily customers in the same manner as other customers, and that it also
promotes the Commercial Rebates program for common areas. Ms. Apo reported that for ESA,
Southwest Gas has $410,526 of 2014 unspent (carryover) funds; $3,172,693 of 2015 bridge funding
budget and $3,583,219 of 2015 authorized budget with carryover. Southwest Gas anticipates spending
the entire 2015 authorized budged with carryover to treat as many homes as possible. As of June of
2015, Southwest Gas has treated 1,119 homes. Southwest Gas indicated that it has maintained over a
90% penetration rate, and that it plans to continue the same level of penetration rate through the end
of 2017. Finally, Ms. Apo described Southwest Gas’ marketing and outreach initiatives.
Q&A
Chairman Castaneda asked why the number of ESA homes treated has increased. Ms. Apo stated that
this has occurred because two new contractors were added (including Proteus, represented by
Chairman Castaneda). Chairman Castaneda asked what needs might be similar/different for the ESA
programs across the SMJUs and large IOUs. Ms. Apo stated that Southwest Gas has taken
recommendations from the 2013 LINA, but would appreciate expanding the scope of the LINA to more
closely examine the differences in need in SMJU territories.
Board Member Gross asked about differences in water measures in multifamily homes as compared to
other home types. Ms. Apo responded that water‐saving measures are generally the same across
dwelling type. Ms. Apo stated that Southwest Gas tracks which customers participate in ESA, by dwelling
type, but not ESA eligibility by dwelling type. Mr. Gross stated that tracking both would be useful.
Southwest Gas also discussed its outreach to property owners, and agreed with Mr. Gross that property
owner approval is a barrier. Ms. Apo stated that common areas are not treated by ESA, but rather via
commercial energy efficiency rebates.
Board Member Watts asked for more details as to how the new contractors increased homes treated.
Ms. Apo stated that contractors do their own outreach, on top of Southwest Gas outreach. Ms. Apo said
that the focus in outreach is on promoting ESA (and CARE) participation, with common space measures
only promoted once a contractor is conducting the assessment on‐site.
Commissioner Sandoval asked for more details on the reasons for the increase in homes treated and
asked whether there are rule changes that would be helpful. Ms. Apo replied that the increase in homes
treated is driven by the need to meet the homes treated goal for 2020, and is not due to any rule
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changes. Commissioner Sandoval then encouraged Southwest Gas to explore the Commission’s new
water‐energy cost calculator tool to assess whether additional water savings measures may be
advisable. The Commissioner also referred to a past statement by Marin Clean Energy that water‐saving
measures may help address the barrier of landlord approval.
ALJ Colbert asked whether Southwest Gas considers the balance of energy and water savings for
individual measures, and whether Southwest Gas asks water utilities to bear costs for measures that
save significant quantities of water. Ms. Apo stated that this is not done; she added that Southwest Gas
uses the cost‐effectiveness calculations and proposals of the large utilities and does not do separate
analyses. Commissioner Sandoval noted that a water utility contribution has not historically been
required as part of the ESA program. She noted that ESA does not employ a cost‐effectiveness test as
the CPUC energy efficiency program does, but that cost‐benefit is one factor to consider in design of the
ESA program.

Bear Valley Electric Service (BVES)
Presenter: Danielle De Clercq, Program Manager for CARE & ESA programs
Presentation
Ms. De Clercq provided a brief overview of BVES and its service territory. She then summarized BVES’
CARE and ESA penetration. She noted that the CARE high usage post‐enrollment verification non‐
responses have significantly reduced BVES’ CARE penetration. Ms. De Clercq discussed coordination
efforts with Southwest Gas and the recent addition of a new ESA contractor. She stated that BVES
intends to increase marketing for ESA to increase its brand identity and increase enrollments.
Ms. De Clercq then listed BVES’s water‐saving measures, discussed its coordination efforts with two
local water utilities, mentioned website improvements related to the drought, and described flyers and
a water‐saving guide that the utility distributes.
Ms. De Clercq stated that multifamily, mobile home, and single family residents are all treated the same.
Common area measures are funded via commercial energy efficiency programs. Being in a resort
community, BVES stated that it is a challenge to find a local contractor, and that winter conditions can
also be a barrier to contractor access. Ms. De Clercq reported that Bear Valley has $638,744 of 2014
carryover funds; $868,369 of 2015 budget with carryover and $229,625 of 2015‐2017 proposed budget.
As of June 2015, Bear Valley has treated 99 homes, with the goal to treat 210 homes. Bear Valley plans
to deploy a catch‐up plan to use the carryover funds to meet the 2020 goal, and hopes to increase to
400 homes treated beyond 2016. BVES also discussed its marketing and outreach activities, such as bus
advertisements and attending community events. BVES has also added online forms for customers to
express interest in ESA participation.
Q&A
Chairman Castaneda asked how BVES plans to double its homes treated. BVES stated that it believes
that the additional marketing initiatives will enable this increase. Additionally, BVES stated that there
was previously a job vacancy that hindered BVES’ ability to treat a large number of homes.
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Board Member Toledo asked about outreach to seniors and ethnic minorities. BVES stated that it has
been increasing outreach in general and will look into outreach to ethnic minorities. Board Member
Lopez asked about CBO engagement. BVES stated that it attends events and meets with business
owners and community members, presents to the mayor, and has presented at a community church,
and in those ways connects with the community. Board Member Watts asked for more details on
outreach and cold calling; BVES stated that the contractors are the primary ones doing that type of
work, and that the contractors are not too far away to do in‐person outreach.
Judge Colbert asked about how the decision was made to set a goal of 400 homes treated per year.
BVES stated that it has 29,000 eligible customers and that based on its past homes treated, it feels it has
a significant number of homes remaining to be treated, and that the 400 annual homes treated goal is
aggressive but achievable. Judge Colbert asked whether or how this might impact unspent funds. BVES
responded that it has requested funds to reach 200 homes, and will use carryover funds for the
additional 200 homes. It stated that each home costs approximately $1000 to treat. BVES also
discussed its coordination efforts with local water agencies, at ALJ Colbert’s request. Judge Colbert
asked about coordination to ensure that both BVES and water agencies do not offer duplicative rebates
on the same measures; BVES stated that this is coordinated via a joint water saving guide, and that
because BVES is an electric utility, potentially duplicative water‐saving measures such as low‐flow
showerheads are only rarely installed.
Board Member Lopez asked for further description of the high usage post‐enrollment verification
process and disconnection process. BVES stated that it hasn’t tracked how many customers removed
from CARE are later disconnected. In response to questioning from Chairman Castaneda, BVES stated
that the CARE high‐usage process has enabled it to better leverage ESA, and that water‐saving measures
are also a helpful incentive to participate.
Commissioner Sandoval asked whether BVES has encountered any particular barriers related to program
rules. BVES did not recommend changes to program rules, beyond approval of LEDs for high‐usage
areas (to make the program more attractive to customers). BVES noted that CFLs are often the primary
measure when a customer is not eligible for a refrigerator, and stated that many customers will back out
of ESA participation once they find out they are ineligible for a refrigerator, because they don’t
necessarily like CFLs.

Liberty Utilities
Presenter: Lori Williams, ESA Program Manager
Presentation
Ms. Williams provided an overview of the utility and its service territory, highlighting that many
dwellings are ineligible for ESA because they are vacation homes. Liberty recently reassessed its number
of eligible customers, and found that the number of eligible customers is much higher than previously
thought. As a result, CARE penetration has dropped from about 90% to only 53%. Liberty has requested
an increased budget in its application to conduct more outreach and increase CARE penetration.
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Liberty reported on its homes treated and unspent funds. Liberty is currently behind on its homes
treated goals and plans to add a new contractor to increase the number of homes treated. In its
application, Liberty has also requested increased ESA funds, to achieve a 63% increase in homes treated
in the ESA program and more targeted outreach to underserved and rural communities in its service
territory. The application also incorporates administrative costs that were not previously charged to the
CARE program.
Ms. Williams then discussed the water‐saving measures and other drought‐related initiatives at Liberty,
highlighting water/energy pumping savings related to avoiding removal of wastewater from the Lake
Tahoe Basin as all wastewater is required by law to be removed from the Lake Tahoe basin, increasing
the amount of energy needed to pump wastewater to an out‐of‐area treatment point. Ms. Williams
described coordinated activities with the many local water utilities. She then discussed multifamily
initiatives such as allowing landlords to sign a single agreement for multiple units and locations,
installation of non‐invasive measures without landlord approval, and outreach. She further noted that
common area measures are covered under commercial energy efficiency programs.
Liberty presented a discussion of its unspent ESA funds of $62,708 unspent from the 2012‐2014 program
cycle. In the 2012‐2014 program cycle, Liberty treated 768 units (more than its goal of 660 units) and
spent $631,252 (of the $693,962 available from carryover and newly authorized funds). Liberty had
entered the 2012‐2014 program cycle with $91,502 in unspent funds from the prior program cycle, and
Liberty indicated that some of that carryover funding was applied to make up for ESA fund collections
being lower than expected in 2014 due to lower than forecast revenues.
Liberty recommended that the remaining unspent funds be utilized for measures to be installed in the
coming program cycle, or possibly for water and energy saving drought mitigation measures such as low
flow toilets, valve replacements, leak detection tablets, and enhanced installs of HE clothes washers. As
of June 2015, Liberty noted that it has treated 41 homes, with the goal to treat 90 homes.
Liberty proposed a 5‐fold budget increase for ESA targeted outreach (from $13,244/year to
$63,275/year). Liberty stated that the best results seem to come from neighborhood canvassing, door‐
hangers, and mailers from contractors. Other outreach activities include bill inserts, ads, and
coordination with CBOs and community events/businesses. Additional funding was requested for
outreach to more rural communities, which Liberty stated are harder to reach and cost more to treat.
Liberty also coordinates with Southwest Gas. Liberty is also mapping its ESA customers and target areas,
to enable more targeted outreach. Ms. Williams then described CARE outreach and enrollment
activities.
Q&A
Chairman Castaneda stated that the assessment recently conducted by Liberty seems similar to the
forthcoming low income needs assessment (LINA). Ms. Williams stated that some of Liberty’s customer
needs are unique to their cold climate. Liberty stated that it conducted its assessment by hiring a
consultant, Athens, to conduct demographic research with census data.
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Board Member Toledo asked about CBO engagement. Ms. Williams responded that its ESA contractor is
itself a CBO, but that it is not locally based due to the difficulty in finding an appropriate organization
within the service territory. Board Member Toledo described the advantages of working with local
CBOs, who know the population and come from the community. Ms. Williams described existing efforts
to work with such CBOs, such as with a Hispanic community center, and a community services agency
that works with a tribal group in the southern end of the service territory. Board Member Toledo
suggested contracting with CBOs and not simply partnering.
Board Member Watts asked whether the ESA contractor is also a LIHEAP contractor; Ms. Williams
responded in the affirmative. Board Member Delgado‐Olson asked about enrollment targeting
participants in other low income programs, and Liberty responded with its initiatives in those areas,
such as coordination with Meals on Wheels. However, Ms. Williams stated that this outreach can be
very costly due to the fact that there are many small communities to be reached. ALJ Colbert
referenced the CHANGES program, which works with CBOs to increase customer awareness of CARE and
ESA.
Board Member Gross asked about low‐wage hotel workers, and Ms. Williams responded that a
significant barrier is that this demographic moves frequently (for example, individuals who only work in
the area for the summer), and as a result the residents may be less interested in ESA – or the home may
already have been treated when a previous tenant lived there. Board Member Gross suggested
outreach to hotels and to unions, in order to better reach these customers.
Commissioner Sandoval asked about lack of common area measures in multifamily dwellings. Liberty
responded that it is happy to adopt measures adopted by the larger utilities, but that it does not have
the resources to conduct its own analysis. Liberty stated that it has a relatively large number of
apartment and condo complexes, though many condos are part of high‐end resort complexes. Liberty
does outreach to apartment complexes and to mobile home parks. Commissioner Sandoval commented
that it will be important for the LINA study to consider differences between urban, suburban, and rural
territories, including differences between the large IOUs’ and SMJUs’ rural territories.
Chairman Castaneda asked for more information on the installation of non‐invasive measures without
owner waiver. Ms. Williams stated that refrigerators are not replaced (because the refrigerator may or
may not be owned by the tenant), but that lightbulbs, torchieres, and other minor measures may be
installed. Board Member Gross suggested including refrigerators with proof of purchase by resident.
Board Member Lopez asked about how much additional water could be saved if emergency drought
measures were included. ALJ Colbert noted his concern for achieving an appropriate balance and
justification if energy ratepayer funds are to be applied towards water ratepayer savings.

Pacific Power (PacifiCorp)
Presenter: Melissa Nottingham, Customer and Regulatory Manager
Presentation
Ms. Nottingham provided a brief overview of the utility and its service territory. She stated that 39% of
Pacific Power’s customers are low‐income residential customers. Ms. Nottingham presented statistics
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on CARE penetration (81%), ESA homes treated, program expenditures, and unspent funds. Pacific
Power stated that it anticipates meeting its 2015 goal of 150 homes treated (currently at 77).
Ms. Nottingham then described Pacific Power’s outreach activities and coordination with social services
agencies, food banks, and senior centers. For example, CBOs that administer LIHEAP provide participant
information, so that these customers can be automatically enrolled in CARE. Pacific Power has also
found direct mailings to be effective, and will continue them. Pacific Power also plans to conduct a
demographic/needs assessment. By the end of 2015, Pacific Power anticipates that 86% of eligible
households will have been treated by ESA, with 91% treated by the end of 2017.
Ms. Nottingham noted that Pacific Power’s customers do not have natural gas service, which reduces
leveraging opportunities, and that the rural nature of the service territory also makes contractor
treatment more difficult due to long drive times. Ms. Nottingham stated that most customers use
propane or wood for heating.
Ms. Nottingham stated that Pacific Power works with mobile home park owners to distribute
information to their tenants, who are submetered, and that it plans to encourage CBOs to identify and
serve multifamily units. She then detailed the utility’s water‐saving measures and drought relief
initiatives.
Q&A
Chairman Castaneda asked whether the particular regional challenges of the service territory are
referenced in the application. Ms. Nottingham noted that the CBOs are particularly sensitive to the
needs of the community, and that the planned needs assessment will also help the utility to improve its
targeting. Board Member Toledo asked about considering overall dwelling costs, including both rent
and electricity. Ms. Nottingham noted that Pacific Power is providing tips and training to CBOs so that
they can better educate their communities about this issue.
Commissioner Sandoval asked Ms. Nottingham to list the unspent funds and annual budget for ESA, and
to share its proposal for use of the unspent funds. Pacific Power stated that, through 2014, it has
$327,084 of ESA unspent funds; and $674,990 in CARE; Pacific Power’s ESA budget is $950,000. Pacific
Power further noted that it has treated 77 homes as of June 2015, with the goal to treat 150 homes.
Ms. Nottingham also stated that Pacific Power would like to use its unspent funds to include high
efficiency washers and additional measures such as thermostats. Pacific Power will also conduct more
outreach via its ESA contractors, which are CBOs.

Public Comment
Vid Prabhakaran, Counsel for Liberty Utilities
Liberty has asked for funds for common area measures in its application (contrary to current policy of
only including tenant‐space measures in ESA), but is not sure what measures would be best. Liberty
stated that it would like the Commission to specify which measures it should offer.
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Judge Colbert stated that there are no common area measures currently allowed under ESA, as ESA
measures are for the benefit of low income residents and not for common areas, which are owned and
controlled by landlords who are not necessarily low income. Judge Colbert added that this issue is being
discussed in the two CARE/ESA proceedings.

Large IOU Workshop – A.14‐11‐007, et al
Southern California Edison (SCE)
Presenters: John Fasana, Regulatory Project Manager; Tory Weber, Principal Manager, Residential
Demand Side Management Program Operation and Jessica Lim, Principal Manager, Offer Management
& Marketing
Marketing, Education, and Outreach (ME&O)
Ms. Lim described SCE ads in ethnic media outlets (print, digital, radio, television). Ms. Lim stated that
translations also consider how messages can best resonate with each specific community. She also
discussed SCE’s relationships with CBOs, faith‐based organizations, tribal groups, capitation agencies,
and government partners, as well as grassroots outreach efforts. She also listed direct to customer
tactics such as mail and bill inserts. SCE discussed its efforts to test and optimize marketing tactics to
improve response rates. SCE described plans to develop multifamily‐specific collateral, as well as SCE‐
branded collateral for its contractors. Ms. Lim also described coordination with the other IOUs and with
the Lifeline program. Finally, Ms. Lim presented on SCE’s Summer Readiness campaign and associated
water‐saving messaging, as well as on SCE’s safety campaign.
Chairman Castaneda asked about expenditures, noting that they are well below budget and that ME&O
is essential to increase participation. According to SCE’s presentation, there is $3,863,803 in unspent
local and statewide marketing funds from the 2009‐2014 program years, which corresponds to 65% of
authorized funds in this category. Ms. Lim described the various ME&O approaches that SCE
undertakes, and referred Chairman Castaneda to the next presenter, Tory Weber.
CARE and ESA Program Updates
Mr. Weber presented on SCE’s expenditures and unspent funds. He reported that the total unspent
funds from 2009 – 2014 was $88,218,830, and stated that some of this can be attributed to: nearly
doubling budget in 2009, requiring a workforce expansion that took time to implement; meeting the
homes treated goal in 2011 while spending $13 million less than the authorized budget; a 2012 month‐
to‐month bridge period that created program uncertainty; and in 2013 and 2014, customer
unwillingness and the modified three measure minimum rule. He also reported that the projected
unspent funds through 2015 is $112,655,460.
Mr. Weber referred to SCE’s advice letter from 2014, requesting to return unspent funds to ratepayers,
and noted that SCE plans to supplement that advice letter to remove that request, because the issue is
being addressed in the instant proceeding.
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Q&A
Commissioner Sandoval noted that the issue of unspent funds is one that the Commission is looking at
closely. She asked what factors are currently inhibiting spending and what SCE’s approach is to spend
funds. The Commissioner also noted the Commission’s focus on high energy use low income
consumers. Mr. Weber stated that removal of the three measure minimum and go‐back rules, inclusion
of water‐energy measures, and more easy‐to‐install measures would help. On the multifamily side, he
stated that more integration with programs for common area measures would also help. Mr. Weber
noted that adding mid‐cycle measures might also help. He stated that going forward; SCE requests
Commission authorization to return unspent funds to ratepayers on an annual basis.
Board Member Toledo noted that the amount of unspent funds in the large IOU ESA programs is
significant, and thanked Commissioner Sandoval for bringing this issue as an agenda item for LIOB
through this Workshop. Board Member Toledo stated that the unspent funds could be used to help low
income customers who need assistance. Mr. Weber responded that awareness is not as big a barrier as
trust, and setting up appointments. SCE stated that it has considered the LINA recommendations and
has proposed online appointment‐making systems, as well as education on how ESA can help meet
customer needs. Board Member Toledo stated that several tribal organizations have applied to be ESA
contractors, but have not been accepted; she recommended contracting with these companies, which
are in the communities that have high need.
Chairman Castaneda asked what other barriers exist to implementation of ESA and spending authorized
funds. Mr. Weber replied that SCE is working more with CBOs to help overcome the trust barrier that
may deter eligible customers from participating in ESA. It is also finding the appointment‐setting
process to be a big barrier. Mr. Weber said that the requirement for participants to provide detailed
information is also a barrier, though he is not sure how significant of a barrier it is. However, he stated
that SCE is trying to simplify the process by clarifying why this information is needed, by allowing
participants to upload the required documentation online, and by allowing customers to schedule their
home visit appointments online.
Chairman Castaneda noted that inclusion of air conditioning in climate zone 13 might increase
participation, and that rural customers have significant energy burden and concern about their utility
bills.
ALJ Colbert asked for clarification as to whether CARE and ESA customers pay for the discount and
measures they receive, or pay the CARE/ESA surcharge on their bill. SCE clarified that they do not. ALJ
Colbert clarified that if unspent funds were returned to ratepayers, that this would be ratepayer money
being returned to those same ratepayers; Mr. Weber confirmed that this is correct. Mr. Weber further
stated that SCE has requested Commission authorization to return its unspent funds to ratepayers, and
contends that its proposed activities in its application can be covered by the budget proposed in that
application.
Mr. Weber stated that removal of the go‐back rule would not prompt SCE to specifically target already‐
treated homes, but rather that it would treat those homes if it comes upon them in the course of its
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standard ESA work. Judge Colbert asked whether it is SCE’s view that the go‐back should occur because
of new technology making it worthwhile to return. SCE stated that it is more the case that SCE would
like to be able to treat homes once a contractor is inside the home, to the extent that there are
measures that could feasibly be installed, even if it turns out that the home was already treated.
Board Member Gross asked about coordination in multifamily properties between the common area
and ESA programs, and recommended targeting affordable housing developers. Mr. Weber confirmed
that it has done some of this outreach and intends to do more.
Board Member Delgado‐Olson asked whether there is a cost to returning unspent funds to ratepayers.
SCE stated that this activity does not have any additional cost beyond regular ratemaking activities.
Board Member Delgado‐Olson asked for further clarification on how funding would be returned.
ALJ Colbert clarified that SCE’s request relates to previous program cycles, not this program cycle. Judge
Colbert asked whether the budget is set by assuming all eligible homes receive all measures, and that
because this assumption is designed to avoid running out of funds, it is likely that there will always be
unspent funds. SCE clarified that it does generally have unspent funds, and that it proposed in its
application to return funds on an annual basis, going forward, rather than at the end of each program
cycle. Judge Colbert noted that CPUC staff reviews all requests to return unspent funds to ratepayers.

Southern California Gas (SoCalGas)
Presenters: Ted Humphrey, Senior Outreach Advisor and Mark Aguirre, Customer Programs Manager,
Energy Savings Assistance Program
ME&O
SoCalGas presented on its ME&O activities, including online, print, and ethnic media, focusing on its
leveraging activities with CBOs. SoCalGas also described its in‐language CARE/ESA outreach and event
participation, and its CHANGES & Lifeline coordination. SoCalGas also presented on its contractor
outreach, and noted that it has requested in its application that there be higher payments to canvassers
in outlying areas, where outreach is more expensive.
Q&A
Chairman Castaneda noted that electricity bill savings are generally greater than natural gas bill savings,
and suggested a greater level of coordination/leveraging with SCE. In response to questioning from
Commissioner Sandoval, SoCalGas stated that it does not have significant unspent funds in the area of
ME&O.
CARE and ESA Program Updates
At Commissioner Sandoval’s request, SoCalGas focused on the issue of unspent funds. SoCalGas
presented statistics on expenditures and unspent funds. Mr. Aguirre reported that the total amount
authorized for 2015 was $131.4 million and that $50.6 million of that is projected to be unspent in 2015;
the total projected unspent funds through 2015 (including prior program cycles) is $163.9 million. Mr.
Aguirre reported that the total unspent funds through 2014 was $113.3 million and that the major
contributor to this was that fewer homes than expected were treated; he stated that SoCalGas had
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some challenges in meeting its 136,000 homes treated goal. In its current application, SoCalGas stated
that it proposes to treat 80,000 homes on average per year, to meet its 2020 homes treated goal.
SoCalGas also noted that in its application, it suggested returning unspent funds to ratepayers; these
funds were originally collected as part of the Public Purpose Programs (PPP) Surcharge.
SoCalGas stated that it explored the water‐energy calculator, and did not find additional water‐saving
measures to be cost‐effective so as to recommend including them in the ESA program. SoCalGas then
described its existing water‐saving measures and newly proposed thermostatic tub spout measure, as
well as its coordination efforts with water agencies, including the Los Angeles Department of Water and
Power (LA DWP). SoCalGas stated that it does not have any hard caps on water measures. Soft caps do
exist for accounting purposes, but SoCalGas noted that contractors can ask to override them on an as‐
needed basis (for example, if more than seven faucet aerators are needed for a single household).
SoCalGas also highlighted its leveraging effort on multifamily housing with LADWP.
Commissioner Sandoval asked how SoCalGas intends to ensure that budget is well‐calibrated to
customer needs, going forward. SoCalGas stated that it plans to offer more measures per home, which
will increase spending per home.

San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E)
Presenters: Claire Luffborough, Senior Marketing Advisor for the CARE and ESA Programs and Mayda
Bandy, Residential Customer Programs Manager
ME&O
SDG&E described its ME&O budget and spending, as well as providing an overview of its ME&O
strategies: general awareness (such as mass media), partner education and outreach (such as CARE
capitation, contractor outreach to property managers), community engagement (such as presentations
and events, including multicultural and rural outreach), and direct marketing (such as mail and
canvassing). SDG&E then described additional new tactics proposed in each of these areas in its
application. SDG&E also shared “heat maps” detailing regional penetration rates and remaining eligible
customers.
CARE and ESA Program Updates
SDG&E presented on its CARE and ESA enrollment, penetration, expenditures, and unspent funds. Ms.
Bandy reported that SDG&E’s projected expenses for 2015 are $26,904,989, and the amount authorized
through the bridge year funding is $23,772,250. SDG&E therefore anticipates a $3,132,732 additional
need in 2015, and has requested in its application to use $3.1 million in unspent funds to meet that
need: $2.6 million for gas measures and $0.5 million for electric measures. SDG&E has $20,078,232 in
unspent funds from the 2009‐2014 program years.
The majority of SDG&E’s 2009‐2014 unspent funds are in the measures category. SDG&E requested the
ability to transfer unspent funds between electric and gas measures. SDG&E would like to offset
revenue requirements with some of the unspent funds, and to add additional measures with the
remainder. SDG&E stated that it also proposes to work with landlords to allow them to state that they
believe their tenants to be eligible, in order to increase penetration.
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Q&A
Board Member Lopez asked for more clarification on what activities are included under the unspent
fund categories. SDG&E provided further description of what ME&O activities are included under that
line item and offered to provide more information in the future.

Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E)
Presenters: Ayaka Emoto, Senior Marketing Strategist and Allen Fernandez Smith, Manager of Low
Income Programs & Strategies
ME&O
PG&E described its activities to address customer enrollment barriers, as well as its outreach
approaches (such as email, bill inserts, direct mail, telemarketing, and digital media). It also highlighted
its targeting tests to determine effectiveness of these outreach approaches with seniors and non‐
responders, two hard‐to‐reach groups. PG&E also described its efforts to better support and coordinate
with ESA contractors.
CARE and ESA Program Updates
At Commissioner Sandoval’s request, PG&E focused its presentation on unspent funds. PG&E’s
presentation noted that the total amount authorized for 2015 was $160,133,351 and that $12,833,351
in unspent funds is projected in 2015; the total projected unspent funds through 2015 (including prior
program cycles) is $108,593,108. The total unspent funds through 2014 were $95,759,757. Through
June 2015, PG&E noted that it has treated 51,209 homes, with a goal of treating 119,940 homes by the
end of the year.
PG&E stated that 11% of 2009‐2014 funds are unspent. PG&E further stated that it is sensitive to the
need not to overspend its budget, so it anticipates there will always be some unspent funds. PG&E
noted that it has reduced some of its own marketing spending as ESA contractors increase their
marketing and reach homes treated goals. In the future, however, it anticipates that marketing
spending may increase overall, as the number of remaining eligible customers is lower, and they are
harder to reach.
Lastly, Mr. Fernandez Smith explained that a big portion of the unspent funds was due to the shifting of
PG&E’s Natural Gas Appliance Testing (NGAT) funds into the General Rate Case (GRC) and out of the ESA
budget. PG&E filed an amendment to its application outlining this shift.
Q&A
Board Member Delgado‐Olson asked whether the quantity of unspent funds has been consistent across
years. PG&E stated that there is variation across years, and clarified that about $41 million was unspent
in 2009‐2011. PG&E further stated that it proposed to return unspent funds to ratepayers, but it also
noted that it would also consider reallocating some or all of these funds to other areas: (1) measures
(remove measure caps), (2) water‐energy and drought measures, and (3) pilots and general
administration. Commissioner Sandoval also asked about coordination with water utilities, and
requested that PG&E provide additional information to the extent possible, in its comments on this
workshop report.
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Board Member Toledo asked for further information on the balancing accounts, and ALJ Colbert
provided clarification on standard Commission accounting conventions and procedures for balancing
accounts. Board Member Toledo suggested that the funds could perhaps go towards a project to serve
low income customers.

Public Comment
Commissioner Sandoval provided clarification that the workshop will be documented in this workshop
report, and that there will then be an opportunity to comment on the report and issue reply comments.
She further stated that these should be comments about the report itself, and not advocacy comments.
ALJ Colbert concurred with the Commissioner’s statement.
Anna Solorio, Community Housing Opportunities Corp and Energy Efficiency Council (party
to both proceedings)
Ms. Solorio represents a non‐profit that builds and manages affordable housing. She provided
information on the nature of her organization, and its community involvement and mission. She also
stated support for IOU proposals to remove caps and increase measures, and concern about proposals
to return ESA funds to ratepayers, arguing there is still unmet need. Ms. Solorio also noted that
marketing costs are increasing as the number of remaining eligible customers decreases.
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