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[1] PG&E Shareholders Want CEO’s Money

Shareholders at Pacific

Gas & Electric’s annual roae : - —
meeting shouted for chief s Dt

o c

executive officer Bob Glynn bl e

to give up his $7 million v Mk gl ———
salary and benefits package v ,,,

for the year. Auditors doing o S LA Z |
double duty, executive bonus Bl ‘ﬁ
bookkeeping and Diablo

Canyon’s nuclear waste storage were also on shareholders’ minds. At [20], the
lack of dividends can get those “widows and orphans” awfully testy.

[2] Utilities Roll Up Sleeves on Procurement

Utilities this week filed much-anticipated long-term procurement plans
with the California Public Utilities Commission that say the jury is out on
whether they will invest in new generation. Before investing in new
plants, the commission needs to set rules on cost recovery and resolve
other key policy issues, agree the utilities. At [12], Pacific Gas & Electric

presses for a core/non-core market structure.

[3] Power Projects in the Doldrums Nationwide

News on building new and proposed power plants is not good, as proj-
ects continue to fall by the wayside or remain stalled. Much of the prob-
lem is attributed to lenders who are holding back on traditional power
plant loans but at the same time pouring big bucks into multibillion-dollar
liquefied natural gas projects around the globe. Highlighting merchant
generators’ troubles are two projects in the Golden State proposed by
Duke Energy that sit in the California Energy Commission licensing
queue. Duke asked that a decision on its Avalon project be delayed
but hopes for a tentative ruling on its controversial Morro Bay facility.
Track the electrons, or lack of them, at [14].

[4] AB 1734 Threatens Community Choice, Favors Utilities,

Critics Charge

If AB 1734 passes in its current form, utilities would take over all ad-
ministration of energy-efficiency programs and cities could be blocked
from receiving public-goods charges for demand-side programs, accord-
ing to critics. Pacific Gas & Electric maintains that the bill aims to im-
prove the timeliness of state regulators’ decisions on utilities’ efficiency
budgets. Though utilities would be responsible for administering all pro-
grams, third-party groups would not necessarily be elbowed out, accord-
ing to PG&E. At [16], will community aggregation be left in the lurch?
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[16] Stakehoiders Grapple over Future of

Energy-Efficiency Programs (from [4])

A bill pending in the California Legislature would
give utilities total control over state energy-efficiency
programs and could lead to the demise of community-
choice energy aggregation, according to critics.

Language in AB 1734, introduced by the Utilities
and Commerce Committee in the Assembly, would
require that utilities give their demand-side budgets to
state regulators at least six months before spending
money on corresponding programs. If the California
Public Utilities Commission does not take action on
the budgets, they “shall be deemed approved,” ac-
cording to the bill.

For Women’s Energy Matters executive director
Barbara George, the bill’s intentions are not tied to
budget timing.

“AB 1734 would kill community-choice energy ef-
ficiency, as well as third-party programs under the ex-
perimental program at the CPUC,” she said.

George charged that utilities are scheming to regain
the purse strings for the state’s public-
goods charge, which is used to fund en-

ergy-efficiency programs. Currently, the ‘Utilities have always
supported third-party
contractors.’

CPUC requires that 20 percent of de-
mand-side programs be conducted by
parties other than the state’s investor-
owned utilities.

Public-goods funds for energy efficiency total
about $240 million statewide for 2003.

“This allows cities, nonprofits and other groups the
opportunity to do some programs without the heavy
hand of the utilities controlling them,” said George.
Under AB 1734, administration of these set-aside pro-
grams would shift from the CPUC to utilities.

George added that the bill could thwart the abil-
ity of cities and communities to procure power under
AB 117, passed during the Legislature’s 2002 session.
As part of that legislation, a “community choice” ag-
gregator would be able to apply to state regulators to
administer demand-side programs for its constitu-
ency—and to receive public-goods funding for those
efforts proportionate to its customers’ contributions.

“For example, San Francisco can apply to the
CPUC to get money that comes from city ratepay-
ers into the public-goods charge. That would be
about $7 million or $8 million,” said George. Un-
der AB 117, the CPUC is required to set guidelines
for such community-choice activities by July 15 of
this year.

In fact, attempts to direct public-goods funds to
San Francisco moved forward this week as state regu-
lators voted that the city should get $16 million for
demand-side programs out of the $240 million total
(see story at [13]).

The CPUC formally opposes AB 1734. “This bill
would limit actions that the commission has taken and
is taking to improve energy-efficiency programs,” said
CPUC legislative director Alan LoFaso. In addition,
bill provisions calling for automatic approval of de-
mand-side budgets “could impair the commission’s
ability to fulfill its legal requirement to approve cost-
effective efficiency programs,” he said.

LoFaso agreed that the bill might deter community
aggregators from obtaining public-goods funds. “Cer-
tainly, the bill conflicts with provisions of AB 117, but
it’s not clear how that conflict could play out,” he said.

Pacific Gas & Electric government relations con-
sultant Kent Kauss said that the primary focus of AB
1734 is to address the fact that, because of delays in
CPUC decision-making, program proposals often are
not acted upon prior to the beginning of the year to
which they apply.

Kauss stressed that the bill would not preclude
third-party groups from engaging in energy-efficiency
programs. Still, utilities would be overseeing those efforts.

“Those third parties could still do the
work, but the programs would be admin-
istered by the utilities,” he said, adding that
passage of AB 1734 would not lead PG&E
to shut non-utility groups out of energy-
efficiency programs.

“Utilities have always supported
the use of third-party groups. PG&E
fully supports that,” Kauss said. “We use quite a
few third-party contractors. And we would still have to
get approval for the programs from the PUC.”

Kauss was not sure whether AB 1734 would inhibit
community-choice aggregators from securing public-
goods money for efficiency programs.

“That’s more of a legal question. It is codified [in
AB 117] that they’re allowed to go for these dollars,”
he said. “It depends on your statutory interpretation.”

Approximately $106 million of the total of
$240 million in demand-side public-goods funds is
apportioned to PG&E territory.

Representatives from the Legislature did not return
phone calls regarding the bill’s ramifications before
press time.

“Utilities are going to try every way they can to get
that money back,” George said, referring to the
CPUC’s 20 percent set-aside. “This is their first
legislative attempt.”

George claimed that utilities are also using the
CPUC’s proceeding on future energy-efficiency policy
to argue against third-party programs [R01-08-028].

“Women’s Energy Matters wants to see the process
of choosing who gets to do programs more competi-
tive,” said George. “Utilities tend to spend the maxi-
mum amount of money for the minimum amount of
energy savings” [Jason Mihos].
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