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I. INTRODUCTION 

Pursuant to Rule 2.6 of the California Public Utilities Commission’s 

(Commission) Rules of Practice and Procedure (Rules), the Public Advocates Office at 

the California Public Utilities Commission (Cal Advocates) submits this protest to the 

Application of PacifiCorp (U 901-E) to Continue its Energy Efficiency Programs, the 

Surcharge to Fund Public Purpose Programs, and Bridge Funding for Program Year 

2027 (Application).1  PacifiCorp’s Application seeks Commission authorization to, 

among other things: 

1. Redesign and consolidate PacifiCorp’s Energy Efficiency (EE) 
programs for program years 2027–2030 with a budget of $7.17 million 
for the funding cycle;2 

2. Approve bridge funding of $1.24 million for 2027 to continue existing 
program operations;3 and 

3. Continue PacifiCorp’s Public Purpose Programs Surcharge (Schedule 
S-191) and retain authority to adjust surcharge rates via the Tier 2 
Advice Letter process.4 

The Application proposes a fundamental redesign of PacifiCorp’s energy 

efficiency portfolio - consolidating the Wattsmart Homes, Wattsmart Business, and 

Home Energy Reports programs into a single “Equity” program.5, 6  PacifiCorp asserts 

that this redesign will increase cost-effectiveness, reduce administrative costs, and 

improve participation among Hard-to-Reach (HTR), Tribal, and Disadvantaged 

Community (DAC) customers.7 

 

1 Application (A.) 25-09-016), Application of PacifiCorp (U 901-E) to Continue its Energy Efficiency 
Programs, the Surcharge to Fund Public Purpose Programs, and Bridge Funding for Program Year 
2027, September 30, 2025 (Application). 
2 Application at 1. 
3 Application at 23. 
4 Application at 1.  
5 Application at 2.  
6 The Wattsmart Homes and Home Energy Reports programs are currently Equity programs.  The 
Wattsmart Business program is currently a Resource Acquisition program.  See, Application at 7. 
7 Application at 2.  
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However, based on Cal Advocates’ preliminary review of the Application, 

PacifiCorp’s projected cost-effectiveness results for the consolidated programs show a 

Total Resource Cost (TRC) of 0.51 and Program Administrator Cost (PAC) of 0.49.8  

These low cost-effectiveness scores indicate that the redesigned portfolio fails to deliver 

benefits that exceed ratepayer costs.  PacifiCorp states that the low cost-effectiveness 

results projected for program years 2027 – 2030 are an improvement over even lower 

portfolio cost-effectiveness scores for 2024, which resulted in a TRC of 0.34 and a PAC 

of 0.40.9  However, these meager cost-effectiveness gains and the continued low 

projected cost-effectiveness scores indicate that the consolidated EE program proposed in 

the Application will result in an unreasonable use of ratepayer funds. 

Within the last year, the state and the Commission have established a significant 

policy focus on rate affordability.  On October 30, 2024, the Governor issued Executive 

Order (EO) N-5-24 which acknowledges that electric rates in California have risen in 

recent years and outpaced inflation.10  EO N-5-24 also identifies that affordable electric 

service is essential to California’s clean energy transition and directs the Commission to 

take action to address the rate affordability crisis.11  Indeed, Commissioner Baker noted 

the following in a recent voting meeting:  

I recognize the Commission has important initiatives and goals to support 
low-income households and other priority populations, but programs that 
do not generate equal to or more than one dollar for every dollar paid for 
by ratepayers need clearly articulated and measurable equity goals.  They 
should reasonably demonstrate that ratepayer funds are being used 
thoughtfully and efficiently particularly amongst the need to minimize 
electric rates and customer bills . . .  With the affordability issues that we 
are facing, we really have to explore every way to tighten our belt and 

 

8 Application at 37.  
9 Application at 17. 
10 Executive Order (EO) N-5-24, Gavin Newsom, Governor of California, October 30, 2024 (EO N-5-24).  
Accessed at: https://www.gov.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/10/energy-EO-10-30-24.pdf.  
(“Californians have seen their electric bills rise in recent years, outpacing the rate of inflation.”) 
11 EO N-5-24.  (“WHEREAS it is essential that electric service remains affordable, reliable, and safe for 
all Californians during our clean energy transition.”)  
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stretch ratepayer dollars.  And I think more details around programs like 
these are a first step towards that direction.12 

At a time when ratepayer affordability is a paramount concern, the Commission 

should only approve those EE programs presented in PacifiCorp’s Application that are 

shown to be just and reasonable,13 cost-effective, and compliant with Executive Order  

N-5-24, which directs state agencies to sunset underperforming programs whose costs 

outweigh benefits.14 

II. BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION 

The Commission initially authorized PacifiCorp’s EE programs in Decision (D.) 

08-01-041 and has renewed the company’s authority to operate EE programs and collect 

funding through its Public Purpose Charge through subsequent decisions.15  In  

D.21-12-034, the most recent decision renewing PacifiCorp’s EE programs, the 

Commission directed PacifiCorp to, among other things, submit this Application to 

request funding for its EE programs for the years 2027-2030.16 

 

12 Public Utilities Commission, August 28, 2025 Voting Meeting at 1:24:42 – 1:27:41, available at: 
https://www.adminmonitor.com/ca/cpuc/voting_meeting/20250828/. 
13 See, Public Utilities Code (Pub. Util. Code) Section 451. 
14 See Executive Order N-5-24 at 2 (The Commission is obligated “to take immediate action under 
existing authorities to modify or sunset any underperforming or underutilized programs or orders whose 
costs exceed the value and benefits to electric ratepayers.”). 
15 The subsequent decisions include: Decision (D.) 14-04-008, Decision Authorizing PacifiCorp to 
Reactivate the Surcharge to Fund Public Purpose Programs and to Continue its Energy Efficiency 
Programs through 2016, April 11, 2015, issued in A.13-07-015; D.16-09-052, Decision Granting Petition 
of PacifiCorp to Modify Decision 14-04-008 to Continue its Energy Efficiency Programs through 2017, 
September 30, 2016, issued in A.13-07-015; D.17-11-020, Decision Granting Petition of PacifiCorp to 
Modify Decision 16-09-052 to Continue its Energy Efficiency Programs through December 31, 2018, 
December 1, 2017, issued in A. 13-07-015; D.18-11-033, Decision Granting Application of PacifiCorp to 
Continue Energy Efficiency Programs through 2020 and Requiring Further Alignment with Energy 
Efficiency Rolling Portfolio Framework, December 6, 2018, issued in A.17-09-010; and D.20-11-032, 
Decision Granting Petition for Modification of Decision 18-11-033 to Extend PacifiCorp's Energy 
Efficiency Programs Through 2021, November 23, 2020, issued in A.17-09-010. 
16 D.21-12-034, Decision Approving 2020 Application of PacifiCorp to Continue Its Energy Efficiency 
Programs and Surcharges through 2026, Ordering Paragraph (OP) 6, issued in Application (A.)  
20-12-018.  
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In the Application, PacifiCorp concedes that it has not met overall portfolio 

metrics or cost-effectiveness standards and has struggled to maintain savings levels in its 

existing programs.17  For example, savings from the Wattsmart Business program have 

declined by roughly 75 percent between 2022 and 2024, while total portfolio savings fell 

by 40 percent in 2024 alone.18 

Although PacifiCorp’s proposed program redesign seeks greater alignment with 

Equity objectives,19 it does not demonstrate meaningful improvement in cost-

effectiveness or affordability.  The Application requests $7.18 million in ratepayer 

funding to achieve 4 GWh of cumulative savings over four years - implying an average 

cost of nearly $1.80 per kWh saved,20 several times higher than comparable investor-

owned-utility (IOU) portfolios.21   

In short, PacifiCorp’s EE programs have historically not provided cost-

effectiveness benefits to ratepayers and,22 indeed, show a decline in performance in 

recent years.23  Additionally, cost-effectiveness projections for PacifiCorp’s proposed 

redesigned portfolio show meager improvement and fail to deliver benefits to ratepayers 

that exceed program costs.24  Therefore, the Commission should examine whether 

PacifiCorp’s Application provides reasonable value to ratepayers, ensures reasonable 

accountability on the use of ratepayer funds, and complies with statewide energy-

efficiency policy and Executive Order N-5-24. 

 

17 Application at 8 – 9. 
18 Application at 8.  
19 Application at 9.  
20 Application, Table 2 (2027–2030 Savings Targets) and Table 3 (2027–2030 Estimated Expenditures), 
at 14 – 15. 
21 Annual reports for the large IOUs—PG&E, SCE, SDG&E, and SoCalGas— show that average 
portfolio-level costs for electric energy efficiency savings typically range between $0.20 and $0.40 per 
gross kWh saved, depending on program type and year. 
22 Application at 37.  
23 Application at 8 – 9. 
24 Application at 17. 
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III. ISSUES TO BE ADDRESSED IN THIS PROCEEDING 

Cal Advocates is reviewing PacifiCorp’s Application and has identified the 

following preliminary issues.  Cal Advocates reserves the right to amend, supplement, or 

identify additional issues as Cal Advocates proceeds with discovery and analysis.  

Notwithstanding Cal Advocates’ reservation to amend or identify additional issues, the 

following issues should be included and addressed within the scope of this proceeding: 

1. Whether the Commission should approve PacifiCorp’s 2027-2030 
expenditure allocation; including, but not limited to, assessing whether 
the following budgets are just and reasonable: 

a) Administrative costs; 

b) Incentive Payments; 

c) Direct Implementation (Non-incentives); and 

d) Program Evaluation. 

2. Whether the requested bridge-year (2027) and its associated funding 
are just and reasonable; 

3. Whether the proposed incremental cost and annual savings represent an 
efficient or equitable use of ratepayer funds;25 

4. Whether it is reasonable to merge all residential and commercial 
programs into one Equity portfolio; 

5. Whether the proposed Equity model aligns with Executive Order N-5-
24 and state affordability objectives; 

6. Whether the proposed shift of the Wattsmart Business program from 
resource-acquisition to equity-based participation aligns with the 
Commission’s Energy Efficiency Rolling Portfolio Framework and 
decarbonization policies; 

7. Whether continued use of Tier 2 Advice Letters for surcharge changes 
is reasonable; and  

8. Whether PacifiCorp’s proposed reliance on geographic mapping 
instead of participant applications for identifying Hard-to-Reach and 
Tribal customers yields accurate and verifiable data consistent with 
privacy and reporting requirements.26 

 

25 Application, Table 2 (2027–2030 Savings Targets) and Table 3 (2027–2030 Estimated Expenditures), 
at 14 – 15. 
26 Application at 12.  
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IV. CATEGORIZATION OF PROCEEDING, NEED FOR HEARINGS, 
AND PROPOSED SCHEDULE. 

A. Categorization and Need for Hearings  

PacifiCorp proposes the Application be categorized as ratesetting.27  Cal 

Advocates agrees that this Application should be categorized as ratesetting. Evidentiary 

hearings may be necessary. 

B. Proposed Schedule 

To allow for adequate time to develop the record, the Commission should extend 

 the schedule as provided in the alternative schedule below.  Cal Advocates reserves the 

right to comment on the need for evidentiary hearings and the final schedule pending its 

discovery and analysis. 

Event PacifiCorp Proposal Cal Advocates Proposal 

Application Filed  September 30, 2025 September 30, 2025 

Protests/Responses Due  

Due 30 days after it 
appears on the 
Commission’s daily 
calendar28 

November 7, 2025  

Response to Protests Due 
Due within 10 days of the 
protest deadline 

November 17, 2025  

Prehearing Conference February 2026 TBD 

Scoping Memo March 2026 TBD 

Opening Testimony  N/A 
120 days after Scoping 
Memo 

Rebuttal Testimony N/A 
30 days after Opening 
Testimony 

Hearings, if needed  N/A 
30 days after Rebuttal 
Testimony 

 

27 Application at 27. 
28 The Application first appeared on the Daily Calendar on October 8, 2025.  30 days from October 8, 
2025 is November 7, 2025. 
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Event PacifiCorp Proposal Cal Advocates Proposal 

Opening Brief  N/A 
45 days after Evidentiary 
Hearings and/or Rebuttal 
Testimony 

Reply Brief N/A 
30 days after Opening 
Briefs 

Proposed Decision May 2026 TBD 

Final Commission 
Decision 

June 2026 TBD 

V. CONCLUSION 

Cal Advocates respectfully submits this Protest and requests that the Commission 

classify this proceeding as ratesetting, include the issues identified in this Protest within 

the scope of this proceeding, and adopt Cal Advocates’ proposed schedule. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 DAVID GIBBS   
 David Gibbs 
 Attorney 
 
Public Advocates Office  
California Public Utilities Commission 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 500 
Los Angeles, CA  90013 

 Telephone: (213) 576-7031 
November 7, 2025 Email: David.Gibbs@cpuc.ca.gov 


