ta total consumption in Californiaand

Power Measurements the U.S. between 1960 and 2008Until
the mid-1970s, total electricity use in

oy [ . . ) Californiaand the United Stat
Stabilizing California’s s s e s

that, Californis usage leveled off, while

M usage in the United States assawhole

continued to incresse®

The r%' ressons tEh'nd the Stafeenergy Sa\/ln@ California is Different

By CyNTHIA MITCHELL, ET AL Californies GHG-reduction policy
appears in large part premised on the
state already having achieved a strong

ciency (EE) as California highest priority resource for meeting future needsina and direct ‘cause and effect bet

Clean, rel iable, and low-cost mapnérln 200.6., the California legislature and gov- energy savings (utility EE programsand
ernor positioned energy conservation and efficiency as the comerstone of the date building and appliance standards) and
ﬁlobal Wagn!_l!né Solgtpns Act1 ;’gg ;Act Irsrwacr;:at&?a ZOZO'T:iaNIdﬁ .|Im§q on gn?en-e nergy consumption. As noted above,
e e commnSHig et

. EE savings in accounting for the differ-
accommodates continued brisk population growth and protects the sieonomy ! unting !

" i dislocati d . ent consumption trendsevident in Cali-
rom economic dislocations and recessionary pressures. forniaand the rest of the United States,

The California Energy Commission  remained relatively stable over the past 30 When we started this project two
(CEC) and California Public Utilities  years, while nationwide electricity use hasyears ago, we could find no studies that
Commission (CPUC) point to Califor-  increased by almost 50 percerit. demonstrated the strength of the rela-
nia’s historical record in saving energse( The CEC and CPUC take credit for tionship between EE savings and con-
Figure 1), coupled with its current stable saving, on a cumulative statewide besis  sumption in California. Since then,
per capita electricity use relative to the balfrom 1975 to 2003, about 40,000 GWh, some analyses have been undertaken,
ance of the United Statessé Figure 2, a8 or the equivalent of 15 percent of annual but, a8 yet, there has been no analysis
proof that it is up to this formidable chal-electricity use, through a combination of that models consumption in California
lenge:“Because of itsenergy efficiency  utility EE programsand applianceand by looking at the specific contribution
standards and program investments, elec- building standardsse Figure 2).2Figure  of changes in the level of EE savings to
tricity use per person in Californiahas 2 illustrates the trend in average per capi- changes in consumption via multiple
regression. Our own attempts to under-
take such an analysis, while preliminary
(and the best we felt it worthwhile to do
given the limitations of the available
data) showed that annual changes in the
level of EE savings were not associated
highly with changes in per capita elec-
tricity consumption. Even when many
outliers were excluded, simple linear
regression showed that the relationship

I n 2005, Californis energy policymakers and regulators established energy effi-

XS

Fo 1 Caurrva Quviame GAH Savnes: ULy BEEProRaVS H
AND BULDING & APPLIANCE STANDARDS

UOBSLLLUCO ABBUE BLUOJIED

15% of Calformia's 2003 Flect

Uiility Efficiency Programs

Cynthia Mitchell isa princioal with
Erergy BEonomics Inc., a utility aonsulfan-
oy providing energy efficiency resoures-
planning srvicss, Bmail her af cenitrel! -
@sbaylobal.ret. Reuben Deumling and
Gill Court are asooiaswith tefirm.
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between these two variables was less
than 20 percent. In addition, the EE
savings variable was not significant
within any of the multiple regression
models. A major issue we encountered
wes that on a per capita besis, annual
changes in the level of EE savings, were
small in relation to the changes in
annual electricity consumption. While
fully controlling for all other factors that
contribute to annual fluctuations in the
level of electricity consumption may
have allowed us to identify the role of
EE savings, we were able to control only
for about half of the annual variation in
consumption and did not sucoeed in
specifying the role of EE savings.

While we have no doubt that EE
programs have contributed to the rela-
tively stable pattern of per capita elec-
tricity consumption in California, we
were interested to see whether there were
other factors that distinguish California
from the rest of the country that also
should be taken into account when
explaining the divergence in consump-
tion. We found that California is differ-
ent from the rest of the United States
in saveral other aspectsife., in addition
to the scope of its EE programs) that
could help acoount for some of the dif-
ference in consumption trends. These
are: the price of residential electricity;
climate; household size; housing mix;
conservation ethic; and the structure of
the economy.

In addition to savings from EE pro-
grams, building codes and appliance
standards could help account for the dif-
ferent consumption trendsevident in
Californiaand the rest of the United
States over the pest 30 years.

> Electricity Pricesin California, as sumption. These findingsare in keeping

elsawhere, there is a predictable relation-
ship between electricity pricesand the
annual variation in residential per capita
electricity consumption. On an annual
besis, increases in the price of residential
electricity are associated with decresses
in consumption e Figure 3). For every
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one mil increzze in the price of residen-
tial electricity in California, per capita
consumption declines by about 6 kWh
per capita® The data points lie relatively
well clustered about the line, with price
changes explaining about 40 percent of
the annual variability in per capita con-

with the national data on residential
energy pricss and residential per capita
consumption that we analyzed: Those
states with higher energy prices have
lower per capita consumption and vice
versa @e Figure 4).°

Electricity prices in Californiaare

NS

LI SOLLUE /GBLE

5
Change In price (mils)

higher than those in the United States as
awhole, and the difference in price has
become more marked over the past thir-
ty-five years. In 1970, the price of resi-
dential electricity in California wes
0.0809 cents per kWh, only a little high-
er than the U.S. average of 0.0806
cents/kWh. By 2005, the price had risen
by 37 percent in California, t0 0.1109
cents’kWh. In the United Statesasa
whole, however, it had risen by just 4
percent, with the 2005 price, at 0.0838
cents/kWh, substantially lower than in
California®

If there is a planetary imperative to
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reduce overall energy consumption, and
Californigs marked departure in histori-
cal per capita consumption trend in
relation to the balance of the United
States is in large part, energy price
induced, one might ask, why not just
raise energy prices further? California
energy policymakers and regulators dis-
cuss EE as the one component of the
states aggressive GH G-emissions reduc-
tion policy that will keep money in state
and local economies, while all of the
other GHG-reduction strategies will be
expensive. In other words, California
needs moderate energy prices to help
keep the economy going!

> Climate: Not surprisingly, the
weather also isastrong driver of per

Changes in energy-
efficiency savings
were sirall compared
o changes in
California ‘s electricity
consumption.

number of cooling degree days (CD Ds)
in California against per capita residen-
tial electricity consumptiorf? This
analysis showed that years with higher
numbers of CD Ds, are associated with
higher levels of per capita electricity con-
sumption ge Figure 5). Thisis in large

Wealso found that California tends
to experience fewer CDDs than the
United States asa whole. The stataela-
tively moderate climate greatly affects
the amount of residential electricity that
is used for space cooling in the summer.
Heating is less of an issue because of the
dominance of gas heating in the state.

A good summary messure of the differ-
ence between Californiaand the United
States as regards climate is the annual
number of CD Ds each experience. For
the period between 1975 and 2005,
California had an average of 932 CDDs
annually. This issubstantially less than
the US. average of 1,274 CDDs, and
represents an average difference of 342
CDDs, or 27 percent fenef® While

capita electricity use. We conductedan  part due to the electricity demands of air  there is limited evidence of a divergence
analysis of the relationship between the  conditioners in years with warm summers. between Californiaand the United

PR CAPmA RssievmaL BEoRoTY CoNSUVPTION AND
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States in terms of the number of CDDs
over the past 30 years, it is likely that
part of the reeson for Californgrela-
tively low per capita residential electric-
ity consumption is due to the stake
lower average number of CDDs. Cali-
fornigs relatively mild climate means
that the demand for air conditioning is
likely to have incresged less than in the
United States as a whole, despite the
rising income levels in the state.

> Household Size:In explaining
the overall trend in consumption, we
need to assess the impect of variables
such as household size and housing mix.
In California, use per household has
increesed more than electricity use per
capita since the introduction of EE pro-
grams. California households are larger
than average for the United States: In
2006, they contained an average of 2.93
persons compared to 2.61 persons in
the United Statesasa wholé.

Household size is important because
while each additional person in a house-
hold adds to household consumption,
they do so by a declining amount Fur-
thermore, in California, household size
has increased since 1980, when there
wes an average of 2.68 persons pep
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household. This is in contrast to the pat-
tern in the United States asawhole,
which has seen household size decline
over thesame period: In 1980 the aver-
age U.S. housshold sizwes 2.75, a little
higher than for California, wheress by
2006 this figure had fallen t0 2.61.
Given that larger houssholds consume
less electricity per person than do
smaller households, these trends in
housshold size may have contributed to
the divergence between Californiaand
the United States in terms of residential
electricity consumptiori®

> Housing MixCalifornia has
become more highly urbanized with
multi-family and attached housing
accounting for 39 percent of total units
in 2000, compared to an average of 31
peroent in the rest of the United Statés.
In addition, the state has diverged from

Fc 6 Reacrp Carorva Cuvuave BNeRay GAVH SavinGs:
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1989-1999

urbanized
multi-family and
attached housing
accounting for 39
percent of total
units.

the rest of the United States in this
respect: Since 1970 the proportion of
total unitsaccounted for by multi-fam-

ily and attached housing hes incressed in

California (from 33 percent to 39 per-
cent) wheress in the rest of the country
it has remained stable. Housing mix is
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important to understanding per capita
oconsumption of electricity because
multi-family and attached housing units
generally use less energy than detached
structures due to the insulating effects of
multiple units.

= California's Conservation Ethic:
While we found that annual changes in
savings from EE programs do not well
predict changes in per capita consump-
tion of electricity in California, the
states focus on EE and conservation
issues, along with the impact of price
differentials, may have helped to createa
“conservation ethic’ Data from the
2001 Residential Energy Consumption
Suney (RECS) show that California
households are more likely than those in
the United States overall to report that
they lower their winter temperature set-
tings when no one isat home or during
sleeping hours. For example, almost 60
percent of California households
reported lovering their winter tempera-
ture settings when no one isat home or
during sleeping hours, compared to less
than 45 percent of all U.S. houssholds.
While this does not contribute signifi-
cantly to reduced electricity usage, it is
in keeping with other data that support
the idea of a Californidconservation
ethic.” For example, in Californiaa
smaller proportion of households report
using electricity for heating water and
cooking, and fewer households have
electric dryers for clothing and a freezer
separate from their refrigerator, than is
the ca=e nationally® The=e findings
likely reflect the stateefforts with
regard to EE and the promotion of
energy consenation.

Industrial Shift

One of the factors that can influencea
states consumption of energy is the type
of industries that dominate the econ-
omy. The manufacturing sector issec-
ond only to transportation in terms of
its share of total energy consumed
nationally, and so can heavily influencs
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overall consumption levels. Thus, the
mix of industries in California is likely
to beacontributing factor to the stdte
relatively stable electricity consumption
trend. Our analysis indicates that the
manufacturing sector has contributed
both to the relatively low levels of per
capita consumption of electricity in
California, and the divergence between
trends in consumption in thestate and
those in the rest of the United States.
The California manufacturing economy
is more heavily dominated by non-
energy-intensive industries than is the
caee nationally, and between 1990 and
2005, employment in energy-intensive
industries declined more in California
than wes the case for the rest of the
United States.

In California, energy-intensive man-
ufacturing industrie® accounted for
about 20 percent of total manufacturing
employment in 2005 compared to 26
percent in the rest of the United Statés.
In terms of trends over time, in Califor-
nia, energy-intensive manufacturing
industries have shown greater reductions
in employment than is the case for the
rest of the United States. Between 1990
and 2005, employment in the groups of
industries characterized by high energy
use fell by 20 percent in California com-
pared to 16 percent in the rest of the
United States. This helpsexplain the
divergence between Californiaand the
rest of the country in terms of overall
energy consumption per capita. Trends
within the primary metal industries pro-

vided additional evidence to suggest that sive industries than is the case nationally,

employment in the specific industries
that are particularly energy intensive
declined to a greater extent in California
than nationally. In California, the num-
ber of employess in the energy-intensive
aluminum industry declined by 40 per-
cent compared to 31 percent in the rest
of the United States. Conversely,
employment in the less energy-intensive
pharmeaceutical industry (a sub-industry
within the chemicals group) grew more
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rapidly in California than nationally (by
81 percent compared to 34 percent). In
addition, theenergy intensity of one of
Californigs most important industries,
computer and electronic product manu-
facturing (which accounts for over one-
fifth of both manufecturing
employment and manufacturing value
added in the state, compared to 10 per-
cent nationally), hes declined substan-
tially over the past 20 years. Not only is
this industry a relatively low user of
energy, but its use of energy per $ value
added also has declined?

i
i

Energy-intensive
industries in
Califomia have
shown greater
reductions in
employment than
in the rest of the
United States.

This analysis indicates that the man-
ufacturing sector has contributed both
to the relatively low levels of per capita
consumption of electricity in California
and the divergence between trends in
consumption in thestate and those in
the rest of the United States. The Cali-
fornia manufacturing economy is more
heavily dominated by non-energy inten-

and between 1990 and 2005 employ-
ment in energy-intensive industries
declined more in California than wes
the ca=e for the rest of the United States.

Energy-Efficiency Savings

2).2 If utility program EE savings are
most likely less robust than historically
characterized, then it makessense that
Californies historical EE savinggse
Figure 1)cannot fully account for
Californies per capita consumptiofse
Figure 2)

Since the late 1980s, Californtautil-
ity EE prograns have contributed to
only a modest growth in new or incre-
mental savings? building and appliance
standards apparently register the lidn
share of continued EE savings growtH.
This is illustrated per Figure 6, which
reorders or restacks the CEGestimate
of Californié historical cumulative EE
savings shown in Figure 1, so that the
utility EE program savings are layered in
first, followed by building and appliance
standard savings®

This is in part because the utilities
have relied on EE measures that are
short-lived, such as compact fluorescent
lamps, (or CFLs). In essence what this
means is the California utilitiesare
treading water when it comes to grow-
ing cumulative long-term EE savingg.

The historical California utility EE
program savings data used by the CEC
in its DSM forecasting model isas
reported by the utilities on amx ante
besis—or prior to measurement and ver-
ification. Recent preliminary independ-
ent analysis of the California utilities
2006 and 2007 reported EE accom-
plishmentis indicate the utilitiéslaimed
savings to be off or high by asignificant
amount.®

Not until 1989 were utility-reported
savings adjusted for free ridership or net-
togross (NTG) ratios. In response to
the possible argument that via spillover
(or “free drivers), the California utilities
have caused much greater levels of EE
than reflected in Figure 1, it is impor-

Interestingly, our per capita analysis pro- tant to note two important fects: The
vides additional insight to our earlier sep- current NTG ratios were in fact derived

arate analysis concerning the utility EE
program savings portion of Califorria
cumulative energy savingsie Figure

by the California utilities; and the cur-
rent NTG values include the effects of
free ridership and both participang
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and nonparticipant spillovet®

From 1989 through 1999, some
billing analysis also wes used to adjust
reported savings on arex postbesis.

Since that time, the EE savings data has
reverted to utility-reportedx antesav-
ings. Also, for the first decade of run-up
in claimed EE savings from zero to close
to 15,000 GWh, the utility EE pro-
grams largely were home audits and edu-
cation and information programs, with
the first cash rebate given in 1982. Thus,
to reprezent those EE savings asequive-
lent “steel in the ground supply-side
resources is extremely far-fetched. Fur-
ther, about 10 percent of the generation
and capecity savings are ascribed to util-
ity T&D consenvation voltage reduction
implemented from 1975 through 1980.
Such utility-system efficiency savings,
while beneficial, are not generally classi-
fied as consumer EE.

If the current trend continues (from
2006 through 2008) in utility EE sav-
ings as forecasted by the utilities, there
will be little if any new or incremental
utility EE savings towards the CPUE
aggressive EE saving targets. That trend
can beseen in the forecast of Califorria
cumulative utility EE program savings
from 2004 to 2013, based on PG&E,
SCE, and SDG & Es forecast of 2006
through 2008 EE portfolio savingsge
Figure 7).* To develop this forecast, a
weighted average EE measure (energy
useful life) EUL of 7.1 years was used,
calculated from the |OUsforecasts of
the mix of EE measures in their 2006
through 2008 EE portfolics. By 2013
there will be little if any gains in new or
incremental GWh savings! (Se Fig. 7)

Restarting Growth

Over the past 20 years, there hasbeen a
strong divergence between California
and the United States with regard to per
capita electricity consumption. This
divergence has been attributed to Cali-
fornigs ambitious and far-reaching EE
programs and standards. However, this
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school of thought fails to address the fect
that California is different from the rest
of the United States in multiple
respects—many of which influence elec-
tricity consumption. To isolate one par-
ticular difference between Californiaand
the United States (EE savings) and
attribute the divergence in per capita use
to this one factor, is likely to overstate the
impact or import of that variable. While
EE programs and standards undoubtedly
have contributed to the relatively stable
pattern of per capitaelectricity consump-
tion in California, our analysis found a
relatively weak association between Cali-
fornigs EE savings and per capita con-
sumption. Rather, these savings have
been achieved within a specific socioeco-
nomic context that also acted on electric-
ity consumption trends.

A number of factors distinguish Cali-
fornia from the rest of the United States,
and may have contributed to keeping the
states electricity consumption relatively
stable. Understanding the role of these
factors, as well as savings from EE pro-
grams and standards, will allow for a bet-
ter asessment of the extent to which the
California model successfully can be
transplanted to other states, regions, or
countries. Although the California
model may offer lessons for other states
or countries, its applicability to meeting
global warming targets is limited at best,
since whak necessary are sustained
absolute reductions in energy consump-
tion, something not obsened in the state
of California as a whole or anywhere else.

Slow growth in Californiaper capita
electricity consumption over the past
sveral decades combined with popula-
tion growth equals significant (~2 per-
cent p.a.) growth in total electricity
consumption for the state. This is the
variable that must be tracked-and
revered. &

Endnotes
1. California Energy Action Plan |1 adopted in 2005
by the California Public Utilities Commission

(CPUC) and California Energy Commission
(CEC) established dlcading ordef of preferred
resources—placing EE as the staketop priority
procurement resouree-and set aggressive long-
term gals for EE. See CPUC and CEEneryy
Action Plan 11, Cclober, 2008vailable at:
http:r/docsqouc.ca.govinord_pdf/REPORT/51604.pdff.

2. CPUC and CECEnergy Efficiency: California’s
Highest Priority Resource - Lowering Energy Costs,
Promoting Growth, and Protecting the Environment
August 2006. Available atvwiv.epa.gov/cieanen-
ergy/documentstalif_cleanenergy. pde also the
CEC’s 2007 Integrated Energy Policy Report
(IEPR), Executive Summary, p. 2:
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per person in the nation. While the United States
hes incressed by nearly 50 percent over the past 30
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efficiency standards. (emphesis added).
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2007-008-CMF-ES, December, 2007. Available
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100-2007-008/CEC-100-2007-008-CMF-
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Figure 3 indicategU.S. v. California Per Capita
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California has remained relatively stable over the
past 30 years, while nationwide electricity use has
increased by about 50 percent.

While thisstabilization of per capita electricity
e issomething we are proud of, it is not nearly
enough to meet our AB 32 goals. To address this
emissions reduction challenge for electricity, we will
need to bend this curve downward, because, among
other reasons, the population of California contin-
ues to grow rapidly, causing overall electricity use
in the state to continue to rise by between one and
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3. Datasupplied by CEC.

4. See Figure 1 in CPUC and CEEnergy Effi-
ciengy: CaliforniaHighest Priority Resouree - Lover-
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5. Figure 2 reflects total per capita consumption,
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ereulates’ sckhtmi, Energy Information Admin-
istration, State Energy Data 2004Appendix C:
Resident Population, Tables C1-C5; and Energy
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electricity against the number of CDDs for the
years 1970-2005 showed that the CDD variable
“explained” almost 15 percent of the variability in
the per capita consumption variable.

. Data from the National Climatic Data Center.

. 1970 datasupplied by Reuben Deumling, Energy

21. Current Employment Statistics Survewarious

minerals, primary metals, food, paper, petroleum
and coal, and chemicals. See Energy Information
AdministrationAnnual Energy Outlook 2007

28.
years, Bureau of Labor Statistics. Available at
http/rdata.blsgav'T hese data exclude the pharma-
ceutical industry, which in contrast oulk chem-
ical” manufacturing, is not energy intensive.
Pharmaceuticals dominate in California, account-
ing for over 50 percent of employment in the
chemical industry in 2005 compared to 31 percent
in the rest of the United States.

22. U.S. Department of Energindicators of Energy

Intensity in the U.S: Industrial Sector Datevail-
able at:http//intersityindicators pnl.gov/trend_
datagm.

23. Work of Energy Economics Inc. as consultant to

TURN in R.06-04-010 during®® and 39 quer-

ters 2007 hitp:r/www.qouc.ca.goviPublished/pro-
adinggR0604010_dochtm. Energy Economics

Inc. per capita analysis separate and apart from the
TURN work.

& Resources Group, UC Berkeley; 2006 data from 24. It is important to point out that modest growth

U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Sur-
vey, 2006.
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in [energy] savingsis not the same thing dan
absolute reduction in energy consumptidn,

although this often is implied. The only outcome
commensurate with Califorralobal warming
policies is unambiguous and sustained declines in
total energy/electricity consumption. Slight varia-
tions in the positive rate of growth arestill move-
ment in the opposite direction of that now
mandated.

The characterization of Califorshistorical
building and appliance standard EE savings isan
entirely separate matter worthy of additional
detailed analysis, given the fact that the savingsare
highly dependent on assumed levels of compliance
rates. The CEC DSM Forecast assumes relatively
high levels of building and appliance standards
compliance. The May 2007Statewide Codesand
Standards Market Adoption and Noncompliance
Rates,” Final Rgporf CPUC Program No. 1134-
04 SCE0224.01 by Quantec Consulting found
very high noncompliance rates for residential
building measures updated per Califoraiditle 24
standard http/imww.calmac.orgAppliance stan-
dard compliance rates are essier to estimate
because: (1) appliance standards set dates for
changes in appliance manufacturing and stocking;
and (2) appliance turnover rates can be tracked
through retail sales data (with additional consider-
ation needed on whether the replaced appliance
enters asecondary market).

Data supplied by CEC.

http://docs gouc.ca.goviPublished/prossedings’
R060410.htm, Decision 07-10-0320ct. 18,

2007, Commission Discussion, page 2TTURN
[The Utility Reform Network] correctly notes that
an emphesis on messtires with savings that decay
quickly creates &reading water effetivhereby the
messures are replaced in the next portfolio cycle
with little development towards sustainability pro-
grams that do not require continual reinvestments
of ratepayer funds.
htto/iww.qoue.ca.gov/PUCEnergyélectric/
Erergy+Efficiency/EM+and+V/081117_\Verifica-
tion+Rgport. htmCPUC EE 2006-2007, Verifica-
tion Report Review Draft prepared by Energy
Division Feb. 5, 2009.The California utilities
(Pacific Ges & Electric, Southern California Edi-
son, San Diego Gas and Electric, and Southern
California Gas) reported 2006 and 2007 EE
accomplishments that collectively the utilities had
achieved almost 130 percent of the CP8@lec-

tric goal and over 110 percent of the CP8Ges
goal. In contrast, the CPUEENergy Division

Staff has reached asignificantly different conclu-
sion on California |OU2006 and 2007 EE
accomplishments. Per the CPULtIlity incentive
mechanism based on asharing between ratepayers
and shareholders of the net benefits, the California
10Us claimed they were due ashareholder incen-
tive of $236 million. Per the Energy Divigion
February 5, 2009nterim Claim Reportthe Cali-
fornia IOUs are collectively at only 78% percent
of the CPUG combined electric and naturg

www.fortnightly.com
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http://www.etsee.orgfoonf
http://www.eia.doe.ga//
http://www.calrrec.org//pp//anee
http://www.eia.doe.gMbmeu/ne&
http://www.eia.doa.gMbrreu/iBcs'
http://www.eia.cks.gpj/emeu/aer/
http://www.apuc.ca.gpj/PUC/en&g/Mectric/
http://www.cpuc.ca.go//Published/pro-ceeding/R0604010_doc.htm
http://www.cpuc.ca.go//Published/pro-ceeding/R0604010_doc.htm
http://www.weathsr
http://www.fortnicfitly.cam

ges goals. On an individual besis, the theeelectrics  htip:/docsgouc.ca. goviPubl ished/proaeed ingsR0604030. Analysis of savings data supplied by the CEC and

areentitled to zero shareholder incentives, with 10.htm. savings goals data in CPUQnterim Opinion:
SoCalGasentitled to $2.89 million. 29. See Program Elements Attachment A: PG&E, Energy Savings Goals for Program Year 2006 and
www.pue.ca.goviPUC/krergyEnergy+Efficiena/EM  SCE, SDG&E, SCG, Sept. 22, 2000; and CAL- Beyond Decision 04-09-0608ept. 29, 2004, Table
+and+V/081117_\Verification+Report. htaPUC MAC Public Workshops on PY 2001 EE Pro- 1E. Available athtfp://docs qouc.ca.gon/

Decision 08-12-05@%ated Dec. 18, 2008 author- grams: Day 1 & 2, Sept. 12and 13, 2000, Day 3 WORD_PDF/FINAL _DECISION/40212.PDF.

ized inferim payments based on utility submitted & 4, Sept. 19 and 20, 2000. California Messure- 31. The utilities forecast of savings asshown in Figure
performance reports subject to a 65 percent hold- ment Advisory Council (CALMAC) Workshop 7 is more robust than the CPUSEnergy Division

back pending the results of Energy Diviskoex Report 9/25/2000 Proposed N TG Ratios for Staff November 2008nterim Claim Reportioted
post measurement and verification results. PY2001. http:/fvww calmec.org above inendnote 27.
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