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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Examine the 
Commission’s Post-2008 Energy Efficiency 
Policies, Programs, Evaluation, Measurement and 
Verification, and Related Issues. 

)
)
) 
) 

Rulemaking 09-11-014 
(Filed November 20, 2009) 

NOTICE OF EX PARTE COMMUNICATION OF 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY (U 338-E) 

Pursuant to Rule 8.4 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the California Public 

Utilities Commission (Commission), Southern California Edison Company (SCE) hereby gives 

notice of the following ex parte communication. 

On Wednesday, April 4, 2012, at approximately 4:00 p.m., SCE’s Director of Regulatory 

Affairs, Michael Hoover, and SCE’s Director of Customer Energy Efficiency and Solar Division, 

Gene Rodrigues, met in-person with Bishu Chatterjee, Energy Advisor to Commissioner 

Timothy A. Simon.  The meeting occurred at the Commission’s Offices at 505 Van Ness 

Avenue, San Francisco, CA, 94102 and lasted approximately 30 minutes.  The meeting was 

initiated by SCE, and involved both oral and written communication. 

During the meeting, Mr. Hoover and Mr. Rodrigues expressed general support with the 

guidance contained in Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Farrar’s Proposed Decision Providing 

Guidance on 2013-2014 Energy Efficiency Portfolios and 2012 Marketing, Education, and Outreach, 

issued on March 20, 2012, in proceeding R.09-11-014.  Mr. Hoover and Mr. Rodrigues discussed the 

information contained in the handouts which are attached hereto.  SCE provided the attached 

documents to Mr. Chatterjee during this meeting. 
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To receive a copy of this ex parte notice and attachments, please contact: 

   
Andrea Moreno 
Southern California Edison Company 
P.O. Box 800 (GO1 – Law Dept. – Case Administration) 
Rosemead, CA 91770 
Telephone: (626) 302-4702 
Facsimile:  (626) 302-3719 
E-mail:       andrea.moreno@sce.com 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
JANET COMBS 
LARRY R. COPE 
MONICA GHATTAS 
 

/s/ Larry R. Cope 
By: Larry R. Cope 

Attorneys for 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue 
Post Office Box 800 
Rosemead, California  91770 
Telephone: (626) 302-2570 
Facsimile: (626) 302-7740 
E-mail:larry.cope@sce.com 

April 06, 2012 
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2013-2014 EE Goals in the Proposed Decision – April 4, 2012 
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Attachment B 

2013-2014 EE Proposed Decision 

ME&O Co-Branding and Administration 



 

1 
 

Summary: DSM marketing is branded with statewide umbrella brands (“Flex Your Power”, “Engage 360”), 

and has also prominently featured the utility role and encouraged utility co‐branding to maximize resources 

and likelihood of success. The PD does not appear to recognize a significant role for utilities in increasing 

the uptake of EE initiatives, and does not provide sufficient detail regarding the role of utility co‐branding or 

local marketing.  Additionally the PD creates a new layer of administration without articulating a compelling 

role or clear need for the new layer and its attendant costs. 

Briefing: 2013-2014 EE Transition Period Proposed Decision1 

STATEWIDE ME&O Co-Branding and Administration: Key Issues, Concerns & Remedies 
 
 
 
       

 

 

 

In prior program cycles, Statewide DSM Marketing has been branded as “Flex Your Power” and “Engage 360”.  
These initiatives prominently featured the utility role as a result of Commission guidance that authorizes co‐branding 
when the brand has enough public recognition. However, although the PD appears to allow for utility co‐branding 
under the new umbrella brand, “Energy Upgrade California”, the PD does not provide an optimal role or sufficient 
detail regarding the role of utility co‐branding or local marketing, and does not appear to recognize the role that 
utilities have played, and can continue to play, in increasing the uptake of EE initiatives. Additionally the PD calls for the 
California Center for Sustainable Energy (CCSE) to serve in a newly created “intermediary implementation role”. Key 
issues and concerns in the PD and proposed remedies, include the following.2 

1. Issue:  New “intermediary implementation” role created. The PD calls for a new layer of administration to be 
created to serve as an “intermediate entity in between the utility coordinator and the marketing and web hosting 
firms hired to carry out the campaign.”  The PD does not fully articulate a clear need or compelling role for the 
new layer and its attendant costs to ratepayers, and why it is not preferable (less expensive, faster moving) to 
maintain the current framework without a new layer.  The PD directs the California Center for Sustainable Energy, 
CCSE, to serve in this role.  
Remedy: The new layer of ME&O administration is not needed and need not be added.  
If it is in fact added, the Commission should clarify in advance the need for such a new layer, the role for the new 
entity to play (and the boundaries of that role), and cap in advance the costs. Furthermore, the Commission 
should not prescribe the selection of a given party for any new role, but can require the competitive solicitation of 
the most qualified, least costly party. 

2. Issue:  Utility Co‐Branding is not explicitly authorized. The Commission has over the years explicitly authorized and 
encouraged co‐branding of DSM marketing efforts between the statewide umbrella brands and the utility brands.  
This has generally worked well, increased total resources to the activities, aided the launching of new statewide 
umbrella brands that do not yet have consumer recognition.  
Remedy: The PD should expand on the value of utility co‐branding of DSM ME&O efforts and lay out in detail the 
optimal role of utilities and utility co‐branding. 

3.  Issue:  ME&O decision making. Several very important branding, communication and consumer‐facing outreach 
decisions were not made using the marketing field’s processes and protocols. For example, the proposed new um‐
brella brand name, “Energy Upgrade California” was not subjected to professional marketing means, such as focus 
group testing. 
Remedy: No important branding or consumer‐facing decisions should be made until they have been fully and 
professionally tested by ME&O professionals, including using California energy consumers. 

                                                            
1On March 20, the Commission issued a guidance PD on the 2013‐2014 EE Bridge Period. http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/efile/PD/162141.pdf  
2 Ordering Paragraphs #115‐123, pp. 406‐409.  The ME&O Discussion is primarily on pp. 283‐301 of the PD. 
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2013-2014 EE Proposed Decision 
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