
PG&E Program Advisory Group (PAG) Public Workshop 
Local Government Partnerships 

PG&E, 77 Beale Street 
March 25, 2005 

 
 

Attendees: 
 
Jim Staples, Staples Marketing 
Tim Drew, CPUC Energy Division 
Ann Kelly, Cal Broomhead, CCSF 
Neal DeSnoo, City of Berkeley 
Jim Doolittle, El Dorado County 
Mary Tucker, Lori Wallace, Kim Burmahln, City of San José 
Scott Wentworth, City of Oakland 
Maria Sanders, Community Energy Services Corporation 
Bill Knox, YEEP 
Craig Tyler, Tyler and Associates 
Tim Rosenfeld, Marin EMT 
Bruce Chamberlain, Energy Solutions, Local Government Energy Partnership 
Jody London, on behalf of County of Los Angeles 
Tom Crooks, Navigant, CALeep 
Jeff Leonard, Redwood Coast Energy Authority 
Karen Maoz, Kema 
Dana Armanino, County of Marin 
Jim Flanagan, Quantum Consulting 
Dave Clark, Synergy 
Jay Bhalla, Intergy 
Chris Ann Dickerson, K. Ewald, FSC 
Dave Hickman, Steve McCarty, Annette Beitel, Beatrice Mayo,  Misti Bruceri, Susan Randall Nelson, 
Greydon Hicks, Dave Hather, Barbara Madrid, Debra Stevens, PG&E 
 
By Phone: 
Pat Stoner, Local Government Commission 
Cynthia Mitchell, TURN 
Devra Bachrach, NRDC 
Ann Hancock, Climate Protection Campaign 
 
 
 
Welcome - Annette Beitel 
 
 
Introductions - All 
 
 
Overview / Agenda - Greydon Hicks 
 

PG&E recognizes the value of local government and university partnerships.  Programs can take 
advantage of the strengths of each partner, provide opportunities for co-branding, access to 
community groups, and economic development organizations.  Local governments are also an 
effective channel to reach market segments together, better than the utility can do alone. 



 
2006 and beyond, opportunities and challenges...future energy and demand savings goals, integrated 
demand side management (IDSM), coordination of delivery channels, and refining the role and value 
of information and education programs. 
 
Mitchell:  What are the changes in the reduced savings?  Is the slide normalizing for effect of codes?  
If so, I believe we worked out a resolution to reduce the reduction in savings from codes. 
 
Beitel:  It incorporates effects from code changes and the DEER update. 
 
Mitchell:  Regarding air conditioning savings from codes, we haven't lost as much as the chart 
implies. 
 
Hicks:  This is the best data we have at this time. 
 
IDSM, including demand response (DR), self-generation, etc...  Our idea going forward is to market 
all DSM efforts together rather than individually. 
 
Information and education programs are important, but we aren't able to claim any savings credit 
currently.  We recognize there are times when these activities do deliver meaningful results and are 
investigating ways to verify and claim the savings. 
 
Knox:  During the crisis, there was a program that gave customers the ability to receive 20% of bill as 
rebate if they reduced their energy usage.  That was like an information/education program with a 
rebate based on kWh saved. 
 
Hicks:  There is a possibility of returning to this type of program next year. 
 
McCarty:  Yes, there will be a version next year, but we don't have details yet. 
 
Hicks:  We need to review the value of information and education activities.  If the utilities are taking 
funds from statewide programs and putting them into partnerships, we need to make sure we can 
claim the results. 
 
Hickman:  The purpose of the meeting is to glean ideas form everyone in room.  To do that, start with 
current partnerships—nine partnerships.  All are up and running now. 
 
Knox:  I want to mention two other local government partnerships---one is YEEP.  We don't have a 
formal partnership with PG&E, but we do work in partnership with PG&E to bring each others' 
programs to customers.  Ecology Action also works in partnership with ten local governments.   
 
Chamberlain:  There's also another third party program, the Local Government Efficiency Partnership 
(LGEP).  We have 31 local governments enrolled, with a goal of 35. The program is operating in the 
ABAG and AMBAG territories. 
 
Hickman:  The TRC for existing partnerships ranges from 1.0 to 2.25, with the exception of one, West 
Sacramento, which is primarily an information and education program.  That TRC equals 0.56. 
 
Beitel:  Do you also have the levelized costs for the partnerships? 
 
Hickman:  I don't have that here, but I can get that information.  
 

//  Action Item:  Distribute levelized cost data for each partnership program.  // 
 
The nature of the agreements varies depending on the degree of involvement each city or county has 
in the partnership and how the program is organized.  At the end of the discussion, I'll describe the 



different types of arrangements.  The following is a high-level summary of the partnerships in general 
in PG&E territory.  Specific offerings are as listed in presentation handout. 
 
Knox:  You mentioned emerging technologies projects.  Do you have any examples of ET projects? 
 
Hickman:  Yes.  Ann Kelly will tell you about some we are doing in CCSF when she speaks. 
 
All parties bring strengths with them.  Ideally, we agree up-front to identify strengths and roles for 
each partner.  Local governments have different interests and levels of participation.  Some are 
involved in day-to-day operations using their resources.  That's one end of the spectrum.  At the other 
end, some are only involved at a high level, primarily communicating to constituents ways to save 
energy and money.  Going forward, we need to make sure they do in fact contribute to PG&E's 
portfolio objectives.  Emphasize that new partnerships require considerable time and effort up-front to 
put them together.  Find ways to better coordinate delivery channels, for both local government 
partnerships and IOU programs. 

 
 
Panelist Presentations 
 
Cities of Berkeley and Oakland, Neal De Snoo and Scott Wentworth  
 

De Snoo:  High-level description of the East Bay Energy Partnership (EBEP) program, and the 
various elements. 
 
The City of Berkeley is also implementing a third party program, the CA Youth Energy Services 
(CYES) program.  It is an information-only program, but it has a savings component that delivers 
resources also.  High school students are trained in basic energy efficiency measures, and then go 
into homes to do a basic audit and install some simple measures. 
 
We also have a (Commercial Energy Conservation Ordinance (CECO), which requires that certain 
measures are installed in commercial properties at the time-of-sale.  The PG&E third party initiative 
focused on enforcing the requirements. 
 
Wentworth:  We also have other programs, such as our street lighting program.  We're trying to break 
through market barriers and see this as a new opportunity.  We are retrofitting street lights with 
electronic ballasts, which will require a new tariff.  The program isn't just about technology, but also 
overcoming barriers.   
 
There are other things like this, which raises the question---When are we going to start?  We're 
interested in innovation—on-bill financing, performance contracting, expanding multi-family activities, 
codes and standards (C&S), policies, refrigeration, and new delivery channels. 
 
There is a concern that existing programs will continue to saturate the market.  If these programs are 
successful, there will be less and less opportunity. 
 
DeSnoo:  There are also some others, such as comprehensive direct installations or assuming the 
owner's agent role.  Rather than doing just comprehensive lighting, you could also do refrigeration 
and process load while we're there.  That also raises some issues, as some of these activities put us 
in the role of engineering solutions for the client.   
 
The idea is to walk them through the entire process or provide turnkey services.  Those customers 
that don't have an assigned service representative or an energy manager in their employ.  We can 
also leverage resources from water savings.  Alameda County Waste Management Authority 
(ACWMA) has developed an integrated approach. 
 



One possible link to DSM is the Berkeley clean energy fund.  We want to do a bond to do east bay 
projects, and integrate that into partnership.  There's also potential for more C&S work, for example, 
tightening up our residential energy conservation ordinance (RECO). 
 
The low income program savings can be integrated into the utility resource portfolio.  There may be 
limitations on the financial side, but should be counted as a resource. 
 
Berkeley thinking of a 50/50 program, which is obviously a stretch goal.  But the cost diminishes—
small market and some really innovative techniques.  We've done some research into current use in 
the city, there are many homes that are below baseline.  We need to promote effective behavior 
rather than just technologies. 
 
Some difficulties in our existing partnership are branding (who is the brand?  PG&E, the partnership 
or the individual entities?) and we also had some growing pains—it took awhile to get contracts in 
place so we're just getting started. 
 
Wentworth:  Another growing pain is how to get the services we need in our own area without being 
selfish.  How do we get the attention we need in our particular territory without creating a lot of 
infighting.  I'm confident we'll be successful, but it will be a challenge. 
 
Beitel:  Are you referring to having enough qualified contractors? 
 
Wentworth:  When working with local governments, we have an obligation to do the best for our 
community.  So, we face the puzzle of how to make sure we're doing that without kicking our neighbor 
under the table.  How do we get there together?  It's a balancing act. 
 
Beitel:  Competition and working with overlapping programs.  I've heard one recommendation that 
programs with the same or similar measures, is to decide where each will go, not overlap. 
 
Wentworth:  Geographic separation?  That's one of the solutions, but you also need to look at the 
strengths of each, plan up-front, and make good decisions as partners.  Not always one size fits all, 
make decisions about how to split the responsibilities. 
 
Hicks:  Not just based on geography, but also who can best serve that market. 
 
De Snoo:  We have a good relationship with our clients.  We have constant interaction and a warranty 
service.  It's a different situation with local governments.  If there's a problem, the clients know they 
can call me or a city council person.  We're on the hook for a long time, so we work to establish a 
strong relationship. 
 

 
City of San José – Mary Tucker 
 

We are working on a regional basis, to avoid the other cities perceiving San José as the 900 lb gorilla.  
It's a collaborative model, as some of the other cities don't necessarily have the resources to actively 
participate.  We have a target of 902kW, and we wanted to provide a variety of services. 
 
• PEC south:  We started working with IBEW.  This year, also the chamber of commerce 

 
• Savings By Design.  In San José, we are planning almost $1B in new projects and want to make 

sure they participate in the program.  Also encouraging other local governments to reach out to 
the private sector to take advantage of programs. 
 

• Municipal audits.  Our goal is 25 audits among the partnering cities.  The audits range from small 
checklists to full audit. 
 



• Small commercial.  Turnkey lighting retrofits in targeted areas.  We did a lot of pre-planning, 
identified targeted business districts and the role of the municipal partners.  We also placed ads 
in the Silicon Valley newsletter, which is distributed to several thousand businesses.  Our 
incentives sold out in two weeks, about $500k in incentive dollars.  We held training with potential 
vendors also.  
 

• Codes & Standards.  There is a huge potential market here.  Would like to tap into RECO or 
CECO possibilities, make sure that certain measures are in place at time-of-sale.  We're also 
looking at AB549 studies and other state-sponsored work.  We're just starting this program, 
bringing the elected officials together. 

 
Some of our lessons learned include: 
 
We need better quality control.  The city is doing all the post inspections, and we're not always happy 
with the result.  Add pre-audits to ensure that the installations include a more comprehensive 
package of measures.  Implement a process to ensure quality of measures themselves.   
  
In the future, we plan to continue to coordinate with local PG&E staff.  We'd also like to expand the 
municipal facilities services. There are many efficiency opportunities and some DR too. 
Expand residential component.  We're working on a joint low income program as a result of the 
CalPine settlement.  There is $1M funding, working with housing department, and we need to 
coordinate with PG&E's low income program to ensure customers first take advantage of the PG&E 
program, then supplement with this program.  We'd also like to expand to larger customers.  
 
The process was slow in the beginning, which wasn't surprising.  Once we hit the ground, we've been 
very happy. 
 
London:  What did the partners do in their own facilities?  Are they developing more in-house 
expertise? 
 
Tucker:  We're working with facilities managers to target audits where they're most needed.  Lay 
groundwork for specific rebates targeted to municipal facilities. 
 
London:  They're not hiring an energy manager, just using facilities people? 
 
Tucker:  Many didn't even know incentives existed. 
 
Staples:  In Bakersfield, someone from general services has been appointed as the representative for 
each city, they target activities. 
 
Tucker:  We've been working with facilities managers. 
 
Speaker?:  You mentioned that you are working with the other local governments to target 
customers?  How do you know if they are on A1 or A6 rates? 
 
Tucker:  We got the information from PG&E, then melded that with our targeted business districts 
data to target appropriate zip codes.  As vendors sold the program, they knew what type of business 
to target, then verify rate. 
 
Speaker?:  Working with community organizations is important.  Many don't have the resources to 
participate, but there's a lot of interest and demand. 
 
 

 
City of Bakersfield / Kern County - Jim Staples 
 



Our program is different than the others, as we are partnering with three utilities.  The program 
includes a combination of municipal retrofits, residential single family and multi-family, nonresidential 
direct install, training, marketing and outreach. 
 
We thought it was necessary to have one source for all the program information.  We use one 
telephone number, then screen inquiries and transfer customers to the appropriate contact.  It's 
working out well, no problems.  The program is doing very well.  The  single family component is at 
about 50% of goal, and multi-family is just under 50%.   
 
For homebuyers and homeowners, we offer an on-site survey, give away a 5-pack of CFLs, and a 
programmable thermostat.  This component is promoted through our real estate partners in the area.  
If someone buys a house, they are sent a coupon thanking them and informing of the services 
available.  We use the PG&E mail-in survey.  The program completes it, sends it to PG&E, and PG&E 
sends it to the customer. 
 
We are also tracking ethnic participation rates.  Thus far, the participation rate is 1:1 Hispanic and 
Caucasian.  All auditors are bilingual.  This component has been so successful, we will complete our 
goals next month.  We’ve completed 3,000 surveys in six months. 
 
We're promoting the small business component through the chambers of commerce.  We attend 
various events and meetings.  The program has done 350 audits, focusing on lighting measures. 
 
The program originally planned to distribute setback thermostats.  We discovered the local PG&E 
office already had a program, so we pulled the measure out of this program and put the funds into 
other measures.  It is still offered to the customer through PG&E.  It was a win-win-win for everyone. 
 
AC tune-ups.  We are using Proctor's Checkme program and have exceeded our goals by ~50%. All 
the funds are committed. 
 
Marketing and outreach. We are using local, commercial, and Spanish channels in our television 
marketing campaign.  We've also partnered with WalMart, Lowes, and others to set up kiosks on their 
premises.  We use both this program and utility program materials. 
 
Web site http://www.bkenergywatch.com  
 
We also attend other community events, such as the county fair, home shows, etc. 
 
Municipal building retrofits.  The program targets general services people working directly with the 
utilities, and is 90% committed. 
 
We offer training seminars for designers, contractors, etc. 
 
Realtor program and small commercial components will be done in April, even with late start.  There's 
been an overwhelming response. 
 
Next year, we plan to coordinate with water utilities to pick up some lost opportunities. 
 
Knox:  For the residential direct install component, did you use several contractors? 
 
Staples:  PG&E implemented this part. 
 

 
El Dorado County - Jim Doolittle 
 

Our program is focused west of the summit in PG&E territory.  The partnership includes PG&E, the 
County of El Dorado and the City of Placerville. 



 
The program is targeting single family, multi-family, and small businesses.  We're offering installation 
of some residential measures, free energy surveys, and workshops.  For municipal entities, the 
program provide audits and incentives for retrofits.  It was formally launched in September / October 
2004. 
 
In the small commercial component, there are still significant opportunities.  This program is 
scheduled to serve approximately 200-300 businesses, of about 6,000. 
 
Municipal facilities component includes audits, some retrofit funding, and assistance with obtaining 
CEC loans. 
 
Chamberlain:  Incubators? 
 
Doolittle: We're working with vendors to decrease costs, using the buying power of bulk purchases. 

 
 
Marin Energy Management Team - Tim Rosenfeld 
 

Our program is an information-only program.  There are no incentives or financing.  The program 
premise is to create opportunities for other programs.  We're not official partners with PG&E, but 
informal partners.   
Many local governments don't have the efficiency expertise or resources.  They have no ability to 
even reach out to access the available resources.  The County did have resources and has done 
many projects, but realized there are many others within the county that did not.  There's no 
champion, no dedicated staff like in Oakland, Berkeley and San José. 
 
They need to save money without any out of pocket expenses.  Schools are included in project, but 
not from the beginning.  There are 31 separate institutions.  We try to think of it as one institution with 
multiple facilities and a $7M budget.  That makes them a more attractive candidate for vendors, 
programs.  We're working as advocates for them, but first had to get in the door and build trust. 
 
Barriers include lack of expertise, resources, and funding, tech support, systems to measure and 
control energy use and savings, facility managers are not trained to assess the risks and rewards of 
energy efficiency projects.  Have done projects, but are unable to monitor.  In addition, there is no 
support network.  Team works with facility managers, treasurers, principals, etc. throughout the 
organization. 
 
We survey the people before the facilities to get familiar with the level of understanding.  Most (~90%) 
have never taken an energy workshop, or heard of the PEC.  Even if they have, there's no support, so 
it's difficult to apply the knowledge.  Most don't see the energy bill, so they have no way to track.   
 
One software package program deals with all data input, provide the information they need.  The 
system  is to take the information from one bill, then go to PG&E, generate the entire list of facilities, 
work with PG&E's IT department, (very helpful), to present resulting information to customers.  
Figured out how to get building information without using facility staff time to develop an 
understanding of how facilities are functioning.  Provide confirmation that actions result in savings. 
 
Start with an initial survey to capture the existing conditions and prioritize needs.  Trying to build long-
term relationship.  The program has created a repository for all this information, which is posted on an 
intranet (private web site) for all institutions, all data available.  Storing institutional memory, so 
if/when staff changes, records remain. 
 
Also starting peer networks, both between and within institutions.  Staff can't devote much time, so 
there are generally lunch time meetings every other month.  As staff find value, they start devoting 
more time, and sharing information. 



 
The team is leveraging other programs.  They're not looking for low-hanging fruit, but trying to be 
more comprehensive.  Each entity has a five year capital improvement plan, from which you can 
identify points of intervention for energy efficiency.  For example, when replacing HVAC system, 
increase the efficiency, downsize, ducts, etc..  With a single institution, this process is less effective, 
but with 31, there's always something going on. 
 
Program is trying to streamline processes and leverage existing programs.  Local PG&E office was 
trying to move exit signs, and CFLs.  Program team helped move 850 CFLs and 150 exit signs.  
Transaction cost can be lower, able to move quickly, as the program has an established relationship 
and trust.  Had all data for applications, all customer had to do was sign form, provide number of 
units.  Going forward, want to work with programs, streamline, provide necessary documentation, but 
reduce transaction costs.   
 
Currently, two demonstration projects.  Network power management, which has a payback of less 
than one year.  The second is a laminar flow fan, a new product.  It re-circulates hot air from the top 
of a building.  One school is installing it with no rebate, no financing (possibly).  Program provides a 
delivery channel.   
 
Moving forward, trying to establish marketing and transaction channel to reach the smaller customer 
base.  Trying to make the hard-to-reach not hard-to-reach using public agency delivery channels. 
 
Kelly:  The program serves municipal facilities and schools only, the private sector is not part of plan? 
 
Rosenfeld:  This model is not a private sector model, but could be replicated for private sector.  
Would like to extend model, bring in private sector and PG&E programs.  One barrier is that if the 
local government hasn't done it themselves, they lack the leadership to do it in the community.  Model 
can be replicated by others.  Have already replicated the utility management in Sonoma.   

 
 
City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) – Ann Kelly 
 

Program components include:  
 
Commercial program for small customers.  CCSF did the marketing and referrals to programs. 
Fro large customers, PG&E did marketing.  
 
Audits.  While doing an audit, auditors noted measures that weren't in rebate program.  It is primarily 
a peak reduction program, not a gas program, but there are a lot of opportunities for gas savings.  
Developed records, can return to do more work in future. 
 
San Francisco has a winter evening peak, which is atypical in CA.  It is equal to or greater than the 
summer peak in San Francisco.  Program identified statewide rebates that were low because of off-
peak savings.  We raised them for San Francisco because the of unique local condition. 
 
We also added special measures not on the statewide program.  San Francisco has 3,500 
restaurants, so we added common equipment that isn't standard across the state.  They take a lot of 
time, follow-up, etc., rebates processed through PG&E.  CCSF doesn't have separate records.   
 
Speaker?:  Is the program TRC low?  Have to weigh out education and rebates. 
 
Kelly:  The program had its own goals developed jointly. 
 
Speaker?  You're not tracking the commercial turnkey component separately? 
 



Kelly:  Yes, through PG&E's database, but we do have the information.  The program isn't finished 
yet. 
 
We also have a codes and standards component to update our RECO and CECO.  It's an ongoing 
process, and we have a draft nearly ready. 
 
Many multi-family buildings, two to four family homes, fall into the San Francisco single family 
definition, and tend to fall between the cracks.   Found that the winter peak is caused by a lot of 
electric heating.  We’re collecting data with PG&E and analyzing for future program efforts targeting 
residential sector. 
 
Rosenfeld:  Is this funded through the contract, or is CCSF funding? 
 
Kelly: Through our contract.   
 
We've also held torchiere and other light exchanges.  There have been several events, coordinated 
by PG&E and CCSF staff volunteers.  We've had an overwhelming response.  Special thanks go to 
Albert Chiu (PG&E lighting program manager) for all his help.  We're working on an "Open" sign 
exchange, as most of the existing signs are neon.  We worked together to develop the process and 
CCSF is implementing.  In addition to the energy benefits, neon has mercury.  CCSF ensures proper 
disposal.  This effort is helping to establish the basis for LED technology to be used in many 
applications.  
 
We've discovered there aren't enough local contractors that are aware of programs and 
knowledgeable about energy efficiency.  We had a lot of lighting contractors, but realized refrigeration 
was not being addressed.  We worked with PG&E to figure out how to involve refrigeration 
contractors and developed an aggressive program.  The program notified customers and provided a 
special vendor incentive for refrigeration measures.  We learned about the contractor process (things 
that had to be ordered versus measures that could be installed in first visit, etc.), contractors learned 
about programs and that they can be financially advantageous.  It was very successful, over now. 
 
Knox:  What about the single family direct install component?  
 
Kelly:  It is run by PG&E.  The idea was to serve those that were ineligible for low income programs, 
but unable to participate in other programs. 
 
Knox:  Are the measures similar? 
 
Chiu:  They include CFLs, thermostats, and interior hardwired fixtures.  The intention was to serve 
those that did not qualify for LIEE programs. 
 
Kelly:  We use data to focus on multi-family buildings.  
 
De Snoo:  Many smaller operations buy used equipment. 
 
Broomhead:  Yes, that's an argument that we're making at the PAG meetings.  For 2006-08, just 
because there's a standard in effect, there's still a huge market where equipment is kept in service 
way past useful life. 
 
Kelly:  The main thing is that it's important that programs don't compete with others, everyone working 
in same area is aware of other programs, jointly marketed.   
 
Broomhead:  We've also discovered there are 5,000 beer signs (neon also) in CCSF.  A large 
opportunity.  The signs are owned by beer distributors, so we'll try to work with manufacturers and 
distributors.  It's an opportunity for an upstream effort. 
 



 
Process Discussion – Dave Hickman, Greydon Hicks 

 
Hickman:  I'd like to reiterate that partnerships can be very innovative.  The refrigeration component  
came out of the partnership.  LED program for "open" signs developed from a conversation between 
Ann and Gary Fernstrom.  They worked together to develop the calculations and design the program. 
 
Hicks:  We don't want to lose the momentum we've gathered with existing partnerships.  We want to 
evolve them to meet new needs.  Try to do everything we can to keep them viable moving forward.  
Will need to evolve to address new challenges in 2006-2008. 
 
Partnerships will have to deliver savings, IDSM, coordinate delivery channels.  Establish value of 
information and education components.  We also need to discuss how to bring in new partnerships.  If 
you are considering a partnership, you need to analyze the upcoming challenges and how your 
proposal will meet them. 
 
Hickman:  The actual process still being defined.  Local government partnerships are an integral and 
important part of the portfolio.  Between now and the 2nd or 3rd week in April, we'll be discussing 
opportunities to increase savings and address opportunities going forward.  We also want to use that 
time to get additional ideas from you for new partnerships.  There is currently no prescribed format or 
mechanism for getting ideas to us.  Encourage you to jot down ideas on paper, get them to Greydon 
or me and we'll review. 
 
Clark:  What is the role for third party implementers complementing existing partnerships?  Could be 
a non-competing partnership, some possibility. 
 
Hicks:  We're talking to Annette about coordination portion.  Just like we're asking local government 
partnerships to coordinate with us, we need to make sure third parties do the same thing and make it 
a requirement of the bid. 
 
Broomhead:  There are things utilities find difficult to do. Some things we can do or help with.  There 
are even things local governments can't do.  The structure is different for different programs.  The 
East Bay Efficiency Partnership is contracted through Quantum.  We used other providers also, our 
management isn't entirely comfortable with us doing installations.  Need to design for what's the best 
way to do it, then define roles.  Identify the utility role, local government role, then assign third party 
roles. 
 
De Snoo:  We don't need to just coordinate with partnerships.  We need to strategically plan what 
third party proposals will look like to complement and support other programs.   
 
Broomhead:  To the extent we can define what would be a useful role, they can target their proposals 
more effectively.   
 
Clark:  What are the gaps you need filled?  We need to know that up-front. 
 
Hicks:  It's like layers on a cake.  Start with statewide programs, merge them with local government 
partnership, then on top of that, the icing is the third parties. 
 
Mitchell:  Over the next few weeks we'll be talking with existing partnerships about the future.  There's 
no format or mechanism for this now.  It might make sense to form a sub-committee with existing 
partnerships to collect good ideas.  Maybe formalize the process, ask for a one-three page executive 
summary proposal.  What has the program done to-date, what level in future, at what cost.  Meet with 
all partnerships at once to review. 
 
Hicks:  Great idea. 
 



De Snoo:  It's ambitious, but probably a necessary task.  Has to be done by June 1. 
 
Mitchell:  In the interest of streamlining the process to get best results, should not have the utility and 
partner meet individually.  Develop economies of scale.  Ann Kelly should head it. 
 
Kelly:  Maybe one way is for current partners and others like ABAG and Marin, have them write up 
something, send to Dave and Greydon.  What main qualifications are, what they could do best going 
forward, and an estimate of savings.  There are all kinds of different models.  Maybe another list of 
what can't do.  There could be a lot of overlap and inconsistency, but at least it's a starting place. 
 
Mitchell:  Tim Drew—From the ED's perspective, is there money available as part of third party 
program evaluations, to help them pull this all together, help with design of partnerships? 
 
Drew:  I don't think so, but will take the idea back to the office. 
 
Dickerson:  We are doing the evaluation for the 2004-05 partnership programs.  To the extent 
possible, we're providing feedback, interviewing all the program managers, and aggregating data.  
That could feed into caller's question. 
 
Tucker:  What is the timeline? 
 
Dickerson:  Well, we should talk given the June 1 deadline.  We're on board to help.  We just got 
started, but are here to help. 
 
Tucker:  What is the possibility of forming a sub-committee to facilitate meeting with partners to talk?   
 
Dickerson:  Good idea, though it would probably be PG&E meeting, I'll follow-up. 
 
Hickman:  What does the group think about the proposal to form a sub-committee? 
 
General agreement. 
 
Hickman:  I like the idea of a one-two page outline of what the program might look like, including 
include a guess of the energy savings and budget.   
 
Hicks:  It would probably be helpful for the utility to flesh out existing materials and tell the group what 
we think it takes to be successful. 
 

//  Action Item:  Sub-committee meet and develop a template for partnership program executive 
summary proposals.  // 

 
//  Action Item:  PG&E develop and distribute description of successful partnership characteristics.  // 

 
Rosenfeld:  If experience with partners is going to be more than just a nod to the noisiest local 
governments, need to engage local governments that aren't at the table.  We need a process.  
Existing partners, already develop trust.  For new partnerships, it takes time.  Assume you won't 
commit a lot of time to develop that trust.  Need to discuss how to work with new partners to develop 
trust effectively. 
 
De Snoo:  Maybe look at regions.  You need to decide how many partnerships you want to manage. 
 
Broomhead:  Each partnership has a different relationship.  There are nine partners and seven 
models. 
 



Speaker?:  That's all because it was a big rush.  Scott is right, this requires a lot of planning.  I'm 
disappointed that those models aren't in EBEP.  We need to expand.  You may have identified a 
mega model from which you can draw. 
 
Broomhead:  There is a management problem from utility perspective, have to treat everyone 
differently. 
 
Hicks:  Perhaps make different elements modules.  Different people will use different pieces of the 
models. 
 
Hickman:  Right.  We have to be cautious about extent we have partnerships.  The thing that makes 
current ones work is the differences.  We don’t want to end up with a statewide local government 
partnership program. 
 
Wentworth:  There's a need for coordination upstream with PG&E about non-partnership 
opportunities that PG&E plans to coordinate.  Need to extend partnerships, so we're able to 
coordinate better.  All players linked together in various ways.  Roles and links can vary in size and 
importance of link. 
 
Knox:  Has PG&E considered using the standard contract for third parties?  Davis had complaints 
about it, but used it. 
 
De Snoo:  That template has mutual indemnification clauses, which is a unique feature.  CPUC did 
that because they selected the programs.  Don't know if we could do that again. 
 
Tucker:  Many programs provided incentives that were more attractive than Express Efficiency 
rebates.  Helped small businesses take advantage of opportunity.  Then throughout the year, PG&E 
was giving away free CFLs, or increased rebates.  What direction might you be taking within 
portfolio?  That is confusing to customers. 
 
Hicks:  There are  statewide issues also. Different utilities have different rebates, then contractors 
move around to take advantage.  We’ve proved that increased rebates are effective.  SVEP sold out 
in two weeks.  We could have probably lowered the rebate and sold out in three months.  We need to 
analyze this, probably increase statewide rebates and decrease some others.  Use the PGC and 
procurement funds to operate together.  The objective is to do energy efficiency for less than other 
procurement. 
 
Speaker?:  Other issues regarding small businesses.  If we reduced rebates, they wouldn't take 
advantage of the program.  There are missed opportunities that we could build on in future.  
 
Hicks:  We need balance to be cost effective. 
 
Speaker?:  Avoid overlap in programs.  Avoid shopping around and competition between programs. 
 
Hickman:  The other side to that argument that we don't want to overlap because it creates confusion 
and competition.  Sometimes that's good.  Sometimes the customer wants a choice.   
 
Bhalla:  Regarding overlap.  In the San Joaquin program, when we market in a city, we go through 
chambers and other local organizations.  If you target to certain zip codes, cause confusion.  I don't 
see why Express and SPC can't be flexible enough to accommodate city-specific needs.  Can have 
program with flexible rebates.  Cost of setting up a new program is higher than tweaking existing 
programs. 
 
Hicks:  In an ideal world, we'd have incentive levels that work or all customers we'd just have to figure 
out the delivery channels. 
 



De Snoo:  In theory, yes.  If using Express Efficiency, you probably won't get all the savings, but if you 
use a more comprehensive program, get some savings from eliminating the need to return.  Need to 
look at lifetime costs.   
 
Hicks:  Maybe statewide programs need to evolve so there's less Express, etc., more based on 
technologies or measures. 
 
Hickman:  This has been a healthy dialog and discussion and is important, but I want to get back to 
the process, back to the sub-committee.  Who would like to be on it in addition to CCSF, Oakland, 
Berkeley, and Marin.  Please express your interest to Susan Randall Nelson.  We need a process for 
articulating ideas, and the sub-committee can develop a format for how that discussion might occur.  
 
Wentworth:  I would like to submit ideas now, and I hope that the first cut wouldn't include numbers.  
The advantage of local government partnerships is that we're not competing with each other.  
 
Tucker:  Do you see the partnerships as one-year or three-year programs? 
 
Hickman:  At present, we see them as three-year programs.  But, as you develop them, you may 
want to think in terms of how they will evolve over three years. 
 
Chamberlain:  It would be helpful to have a discussion on the information-only model and how it 
avoids duplication of effort.  Why create another rebate pool of funds?  There is value for acting as a 
feeder and educator.  A lot of value, but it's hard to quantify. 
 
Hickman:  We encourage information-only programs, and are looking for opportunities for them.  Look 
for opportunities for them to be used to market rebate programs.  For example, the ABAG program 
works to inform cities in the bay area about programs, etc. and feeds into PG&E programs.  One way 
to make it more effective is to find a way to tie the projects back to the information program.  The 
Express application has a place for a vendor number. We could use that for an information program 
to tie the savings back to that program. 
 
Marin:  That is exactly what we need help with from PG&E. 
 
Hickman:  The ideal would be for you to take on savings goals. 
 
Rosenfeld:  Not to think of information only, but as a marketing and transaction costs reduction 
strategy.  
 
Wentworth:  If move away from strictly info, need some accounting to properly assign credit.  Rebate 
program still takes savings, but we need to account for source of project. 
 
Maoz:  We have a loan program.  Our idea is to verify which projects participate in Express Efficiency 
with the program manager, then our loan program claims credit for the referral, and Express 
Efficiency gets the savings. 
 
Staples:  This has been very informative today.  I recommend once we get programs under way, that 
we set up a workshop two or three times a year to get partners together, share information. 
 
Hicks:  Thanks for coming and participating.  We are greatly encouraged. 

 
 
 
 



Action Items. 
 

 
1. Distribute levelized cost data for each partnership program.   
2. Sub-committee to meet and develop a template for partnership program executive summary 

proposals.   
3. PG&E develop and distribute description of successful partnership characteristics.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


