
Assemblymember Carrillo: Thank you, President Reynolds for getting to know you and 
your new position at the PUC. Welcome. I want to take an opportunity to kind of go back in 
time. Just a little bit of history and get some direction from you. I'm specifically going to be 
speaking on a PUC report, Utility Cost and Affordability on the Grid of the Future released 
in May of last year of 2021 through an independent research firm, Verdant and Associates, 
an evaluation study of the costs and benefits of NEM 2.0, which concluded several things 
that I'm going to, if it's okay with you Mr. Chair, just read a few things from the report itself. 
On page 30, quote, “The evaluation study found that as compared to the general California 
population, NEM customers are disproportionately older, located in high income areas, 
likely to own their own home and less likely to live in a disadvantaged community.” 

“Consequently, the costs of NEM are disproportionately paid by younger, less wealthy, and 
more disadvantaged ratepayers, many of whom are renters. To address these concerns, the 
CPUC is considering modifying the structure of the NEM 2.0 tariff to achieve California’s 
social and environmental goals for distributed renewable energy while allocating its costs 
and benefits in a more equitable manner.”  

The report goes on to say, quote, “All residential non-NEM or non-participating customers, 
including California Alternate Rates for Energy or CARE customers, shoulder an additional 
rate burden as a result of the cost shift from NEM customers” end quote. In our last hearing, 
and this is the historical part you are now hearing on, on June 16th of last year I asked 
former president of the PUC, President Batjer, her thoughts on this very report and her 
commitment to the legislature. And she said in the hearing that it would be accurate to say 
that the responsibility for the cost shift lies on the PUC and that the PUC will be making a 
decision by the end of 2021. 

She stated, and I quote, “The PUC has a responsibility to act in an effective manner and take 
care of those that they are responsible for, the ratepayer. We should always act on behalf of 
Californians.”  

My question to you, President Reynolds, is what is your commitment to addressing the cost 
shift, to protect renters and low-income communities? And when can we expect the NEM 
proposed decision to be back on the agenda?  

President Reynolds: Thank you very much for that question Assemblymember. I 
recognize that there has been a transition at the commission with the beginning of my 
term, starting at the beginning of this year. We also have a new commissioner who started 
two and a half weeks ago. 

I will assure you just overall, as I stated previously, I'm very much concerned with impacts 
on ratepayers and affordability for our all customers throughout the state. With respect to 
the NEM decision, it's something that we're looking at very carefully. I am paying close 
attention to the direction of the legislature which did include specifics to consider the 
effects of any cost shift and look at customers that do not have access to rooftop solar. 

The direction of the legislature also requires the PUC to ensure that customer sited, 
renewable generation continues to grow sustainably. So we are considering that direction 
very carefully. The decision is complicated, as you know, has to do with many elements of 
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the way that rooftop solar customers are compensated the way that they are paid for the 
grid that they use for their systems both to receive energy and to export energy. 

We are trying to move very quickly in continuing our evaluation. We have a voluminous 
record, that decision itself, that proposed decision, is over a hundred pages, I think almost 
200 pages. So we're looking at all of that very carefully and considering the important 
issues that you've heard. 

Assemblymember Carrillo: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for that answer, 
President Reynolds. You brought up the issue on cost so I just want to read another little 
portion of the report that says, “The study also found that the cost to the electric utilities—
and their customers—of providing these extra electric bill savings is greater than the 
energy’s value, i.e. the utility pays more to NEM customers than it would pay elsewhere for 
the same amount of energy and other electric grid benefits.”  

So what I'm not hearing, and I understand that you are new and this is a lot to take on, and 
there are many responsibilities under your jurisdiction, but this conversation is critical in 
an effort to ensure that we have equity in energy and a diverse energy portfolio and that we 
are ensuring that as we move towards our incredible and honestly, world breaking 
renewable energy goals, as stated by my colleagues earlier and increasing the ability for 
our grid to manage that we are all committed to ensuring that there is equity in energy, and 
that renters are not being left behind. This is just a continued conversation on income 
inequality, an opportunity for resources. We are committed to ensuring that we reach our 
goals, but by the PUC not acting, you are putting us in a very difficult position. And so I want 
to hear from you directly, when will we be able to see the new proposals back on the 
agenda? How long is it going to take you and your team to get, you know, all the 
information that you need? I know it's a lot, but we in the legislature would actually like to 
hear from you what that timeline actually looks like. Is it by the end of this year? Is it two 
years from now? Because in the meantime, renters continue to be hurt low-income 
communities continue to be hurt. So what is, what does that look like to you?  

President Reynolds: Understood. And I do appreciate your question and don't at all mean 
to dodge it or use the timing of my starting this position as an excuse, but I will say that we 
do have an open proceeding here. We have an evidentiary record before us that we're 
looking at very carefully. 

That proceeding is ongoing. We still have oral argument to hear, and we intend to move as 
quickly as possible. I don't have an exact date for you as we sit here today but the process is 
ongoing and, as the administrative law judge indicated to the parties in the proceeding, she 
will be sending a schedule as soon as possible to the full service list so that everybody gets 
that information at the same time.  

Assemblymember Holden: Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chair. I'd like to join with others 
who I'm sure at the beginning of this hearing congratulated you President Reynolds on 
your appointment to president of the PUC. We look forward to your leadership there, and 
as you can see you're stepping, and I know, you know, this before you got into this position, 
the magnitude of issues that were before the state in this utility energy space and the 
challenges that we all face to try to responsibly get to our clean energy goals to do that in a 



way that is cost-effective and does not become overbearing to the ratepayer in California 
and in all categories, residential and commercial. 

I wanted to kind of bring up and ask if you've had an opportunity. Well, let me, let me put it 
this way. I want to say a couple of years ago, this committee held a hearing on rates and the 
fact that cost of utilities or cost of power and the impact that that was having on ratepayers 
felt like at some point, as we continue on, we were going to get to a place where there could 
be some type of a ratepayer revolt if we weren't in a position to start moving this in a 
different, changing the trajectory, if you will, on how the impact was being felt across the 
board. And one of the suggestions that came out or our thoughts out of that hearing was the 
potential of looking at rate reform. And I wanted to kind of get your thoughts on what that 
might look like. 

Is that something that the PUC had from that hearing started to investigate or is this an 
area that, complicated as it may be, there's some value to looking at what that represents. 
And I know that we have various programs that try to ease the burden from low income or 
disadvantaged rate payers but right now I think every person whose pain is starting to feel 
like they're a disadvantaged ratepayer. So, that would be my first question to see what 
thoughts you have in this area or if the direction of the commission might be too. Doing 
hearings or doing some type of evaluation on what reform might look like. 

President Reynolds: Absolutely. And thank you for that question. I'm new and so I think 
I'm open to lots of things. Your question comes at a good time because we did just complete 
this affordability workshop. Over the past two days, it was Monday or Tuesday of this 
week, the issue of rate reform came up several times during the workshop and various 
ideas were brought up. 

I'll have to say, I don't think there's any silver, silver bullet here but I am open to 
considering, different options. At the commission, we will be continuing that proceeding 
and taking the information that came out of those workshops and then making decisions 
about how to proceed. So I think the direct answer to your question is possibly, and that we 
do have this proceeding, we'll be looking at that very carefully. 

We want to make sure that we're taking actions thoughtfully. And again, we have not seen 
kind of an outcome that we know we want to get to. It's more of that, that we want to 
explore different options. But the workshop was a very rich discussion of different ideas in 
this area. 

Assemblymember Holden: I want to thank you for that. I want to align my comments on 
the net energy metering conversation that my colleague just had with trying to get to some 
conclusion. I know that you're working through the process and continuing to evaluate the 
record and comments that are, I guess, still coming in. 

I think the preliminary, decision seemed to strike a good balance just from what I'm 
understanding and certainly commented and signed a letter dated February 4th to that 
effect. So I hope that in terms of evaluating the kind of the direction, that might be a good 
one to go in that the comments that the legislators who, because you had mentioned 
wanting to hear from legislators, I think the chair, through the chair, and many others have 
joined in and want a court to believe that that decision was a fair and reasonable one. And 



certainly, you know, I guess the longer one can continue to think and debate and reflect 
new ideas can emerge, but given what we know and that the cost shift is real, and if we are 
concerned about the disproportionate impact on low-income rate payers, as time goes on, 
it's only going only going to grow. And so the sooner we're able to create equity and 
balance in this program, then even with rate reform, we still may not be covering the bases 
as thoroughly as we should. More of a statement than, than a question. 

I'll conclude with one comment that one of the things that, and I wasn't sure how, whether I 
was going to bring it up today, but as we talk about initiatives that this legislative body has 
considered in recent times, that actually would lower ratepayer costs was the one looking 
at how we could explore expanding our regional grid and making the grid more, effort 
expanding a footprint, putting the state in a stronger position to be a better exporter and 
importer. And I think that there are a lot of important questions that we're still in the 
process of having conversations with certainly on jobs and making sure that when projects 
are going to be built that those projects are built by the men and women who were wanting 
to see employed through our IBEW's and others that are certainly committed to that. 

But we also want to make sure that when we are curtailing power, solar at the end of the 
day, when we could export that, that becomes a real benefit to rate payers, that we are 
seeing a change in and the federal level on policy. And so I think that the reason for 
bringing it up today is one, I think it's important to have a conversation and find ways that 
we can maybe look at moving forward an initiative that makes sense that draws upon the, 
the value of other states now basically following California's lead on renewable carbon 
reducing goals. And so I just, I guess I wanted to see where you, if you're your fundamental 
thinking on, on that, I'm not proposing anything at this moment, other than it's an 
important conversation to have.  

It's a strategy that I think can be very helpful to addressing that and just wanted to get your 
sense of things. 

President Reynolds: thank you Assemblymember Holden for your question. As you know, 
the energy imbalanced market is continuing to grow with new participants and the CAISO 
is moving forward with progress on it's a day ahead market enhancements to the energy 
imbalance market at the PUC. 

We're following those activities very closely, um, with the interests of California in mind. 
And so I think our view at this point is to track that process, make sure that we're 
contributing with subject matter experts on our end to make sure that we're supporting the 
CAISO as well as protecting California's and California's interests as it moves forward. 

So, you know, certainly happy to follow it as things evolve and to support the efforts of 
CAISO. but we are just, you know, really laser focused on California and making sure that at 
the end of the day, it's California, that benefits.  

Chairman Garcia: Thank you president. I have a few questions I'll kind of build off of the 
NEM question, but more specifically to other legacy programs that you may or may not be 
taking a look at the, can you share with us that is the commission looking at other programs 
as it relates to reforms that reflect our intentions similarly to the NEM changes that address 



the issue of equity and the distribution of costs. Can you share with us if there's anything 
that you've started looking at in that perspective? 

President Reynolds: I'm not sure, trying to answer your question. So you're talking about 
other, any other legacy programs that the PUC may be reviewing that has similar, you 
know, structural policy challenges that are not reflective of, you know, cost sharing, 
distribution, the issue of low and very low income rate payers being put into account as the 
program may at one point have been effective. Now we're looking at needing to do things 
differently, just, you know, the NEM discussion triggers us to perhaps take a look at other 
programs that are in.  

President Reynolds: Yeah, absolutely. we do have the multi-family solar affordable 
housing project which focuses on distributed energy resources in affordable housing 
projects. 

So focusing on multi-family versus single family residence with the idea that we need 
additional assistance programs to try to drive these resources to customers that might not 
otherwise have access to them. We battery storage programs as well.  

So those are two examples of programs where that we're using to try to drive some of these 
programs, away from the higher income customers and towards the lower income 
customers so that we can have everyone benefit.  

Chairman Garcia: Thank you for sharing that. Clearly they're not getting the amount of 
attention that the NEM program is getting, but we certainly can't overlook these other 
programs that could potentially see some restructuring. 

Scott Wetch, California Coalition of Utility Employees / State Association of Electrical 
Workers 
 
Hello, Mr. Chairman. Scott Wetch on behalf of the California Coalition of Utility Employees 
and the State Association of Electrical Workers. 
 
I want to thank you for this hearing. I particularly appreciate the robust discussion about 
the need to reform the net metering program. I’d just like to say Mr. Chair, that we have 
specifically asked that the hundreds of my members who participated in testifying at the 
PUC on that matter, not call in today in respect for the committee and its time. I would just 
like to say that the discussion about rates, I thought, merged quite appropriately with the 
NEM discussion. 
 
You know, the legislature, for those of you who weren't here passed AB 327 in 2013, 
directing the commission to fix the cost shift nine years ago. Since that time, the cost shift is 
now up to almost $4 billion a year and it will be almost $8 billion by 2030. That's 
completely and totally unacceptable. 
 
I wish Mr. Muratsuchi was still here so we could have a little discussion about the fact that 
for instance, in PGE service territory, the reimbursement rate for NEM customers today is 



25 cents a kilowatt hour. And the wholesale price of solar on the market is right around 3 
cents, a kilowatt hour. It's unsustainable. 
 
It's hurting our efforts to be able to spend more on new renewable resources and the 
commission needs to act as soon as possible. Lastly, Mr. Chair, I would just say that I've told 
this testified to this committee many times that in our opinion, my client's opinion, energy 
policy is the most regressive tax policy in the state of California. 
 
And I think that it's time that a study be commissioned, of all the programs at the PUC 
where economists go and analyze what each rate class has paid. What’s gone towards those 
programs and how much has been returned to each of those different economic cohorts, 
because I think the findings would be shocking to the consciousness of many of the 
members here. 
 
Thank you very much.  
 
Julian Canete, California Hispanic Chambers of Commerce  
Thank you, Chairman Garcia and members of the committee. I am Julian Canete president 
and CEO of the California Hispanic chamber of commerce and a member of the Affordable 
Clean Energy for All, a diverse coalition of more than 100 organizations advocating for 
reform to the states inequitable rooftop solar program, net energy metering, or NEM. 
 
We want to express our appreciation to several members on this committee, including its 
chairman for continually sounding the alarm on the need for NEM reform and for fighting 
for equity for all customers. Low-income Californians and small business should not be 
paying a higher electricity bills so that higher earning Californians can install rooftop solar 
and having lower or no electricity bills. NEM in its current form is the poster child for how 
not to fund arcane energy objectives. 
 
The cost burden on those who are already struggling to make ends meet will only get 
worse. Thank you for being an advocate for reform and thank you for this opportunity. 


