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Adoption of 15-day language for the 2016 Building Efficiency Standards 
Non-Residential Lighting Requirements 

Members of the CEC: 

The Tale of a Company and an Industry in the Shadow of 2013 Title 24 Regulations 

My company, which has been performing energy efficiency lighting retrofits since 1986, has gone into a 
coma since the 2013 Title 24 standards went into effect. 2014 income fell 79% from 2013. 2015 income 
continued at almost the same level, down 78% from 2013 . In fact, income for those two years was down 
the same amount from the average annual income of the previous 6 years, indicating that the financial 
meltdown was measured against a baseline year that was not anomalous. 

The same dynamic is at work throughout the lighting retrofit industry in California. I know of several 
respected competitor companies that have laid off most or all of their lighting technicians because of the 
lack of work. One, is on life support as its owner took a job with a distributor of electrical materials so 
that he could keep the company alive by subsidizing it with earnings from this new job. My company 
laid off 80% of its lighting technicians and is now getting labor-only requests from competitors who 
have no lighting technicians on their payrolls. None of this business is robust, and none of it will likely 
result in rehiring many, if any lighting technicians let go after 2013 Regulations went into effect. 

The 2013 Title 24 standards were not designed to put the lighting retrofit industry out of business, 
although critics of those standards predicted that this would happen if the standards were adopted as 
written. The CEC ignored these warnings and plunged ahead. Later, after the effects of the 2013 
standards became known, The CEC wisely decided to revisit those standards to determine if 
modifications were needed. That is where we are today, and why we are having this discussion. 

If California wants to restore the type of dynamic energy savings it enjoyed from the 1980s until 2014, it 
must modify Title 24 to allow customers and contractors to do cost-effective lighting efficiency 
upgrades. The 2013 Standards do not allow that today, and the continuation of those standards in their 
present form will continue the energy conservation reduction that has been experienced to date and will 
be increasing in the future as lighting retrofit companies continue to go out of business or leave the field. 
One Third Party program that we have worked with in the past told me that it is down to 4 contractors 
today in contrast to more than 30 in previous years. Lighting retrofit capacity today is not just 
endangered, but in jeopardy of disappearing entirely as a result of the 2013 Title 24 Standards. 

That is the situation today, and it is getting worse as this long-delayed modification of the 2013 Building 
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Efficiency Standards continues to stall. Is it good policy to fiddle while the lighting efficiency industry 
smolders into non-existence? 

Controlled Energy supports the very modest changes in the 2016 Title 24 standards being 
proposed today, noting that they will help the lighting retrofit industry deal with very small lighting 
efficiency upgades, but will not restore the robust lighting efficiency marketplace that California 
enjoyed for the previous 30 years. 

A look at and update about the leading opponents of the proposed changes is instructive. The 
IBEW /NECA Labor Management Cooperation Committee revealed in May of 2015 that it was openly 
working to derail any attempt by the CEC " ... to rollback the [Title 24] standards which will return 
market share to our retro-fitters and unskilled competitors." (See Exhibit A). In August, the 
labor/management consortium revealed how serious it was about achieving that goal. In the midst of 
contract negotiations for the Northern California Light Fixture Maintenance contract, IBEW and NECA 
announced that they had "terminated" this contract which union lighting maintenance and lighting 
retrofit companies worked under, and they put all work done by them into the Inside Wireman 
classification and contract. (See Exhibit B) 

With this act, my company which had been signatory to the NorCal Light Fixture Maintenance contract 
since 1986, suddenly no longer had a home in the IBEW union. More important, for California, and for 
the lighting retrofit industry specifically, was that by abrogating the Light Fixture Maintenance 
agreement, ffiEW/NECA eliminated the Prevailing Wage classification and wage listing for lighting 
retrofit and lighting maintenance workers. In its place was the only classification left, that of Inside 
Wireman, at a per-hour rate almost 250% higher than the Lighting Technician previously listed in 
Prevailing Wage determinations. An examination ofPrevailing Wage determinations for Southern 
California reveals that the Light Fixture Maintenance classification in those counties also disappeared in 
August, leaving only the Inside Wireman classification and its wage requirements for lighting retrofit 
work there. So, all of California no longer recognizes lighting technicians certified by the state in its 
Non-Residential Lighting Technician category as being able to work on public works projects. The cost 
implications of this purge are enormous. Light Fixture Maintenance technicians had an hourly cost 
package to the contractor of$ 35-40.00 per hour. The Inside Wireman package is$ 85-90.00. 

The elimination of the Light Fixture Maintenance classification was not an evolutionary development, 
but an overnight revolution designed to eliminate this trade from public works projects, and it was done 
in August so that the Prevailing Wage listings for 2015-2016 would be published without the lighting 
technician classification being included and available for contractors to use for lighting retrofit work. 

Should this matter to the CEC and the state of California? It does ifthe state and the Commission 
wants to see Unified School District and municipal lighting upgrades continue to happen in the future. In 
the past, these upgrades, which were primarily designed to save energy and upgrade expensive 
infrastructure equipment, were financially possible only because of the very large savings the lighting 
retrofits provided. In Oakland CA, for instance, Honeywell designed the school district's retrofit project, 
not because Honeywell was expert in lighting, but because it wanted to change out the pool heaters, the 
HV AC systems, and the trash compactors- big ticket items- it was expert in. The lighting retrofits, 
however, saved the kWh needed to make the projects pen out financially. At Inside Wireman rates, these 
projects will no longer be financially feasible and will not occur unless they are subsidized. Municipal 
projects face the same financial headwinds. 
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IBEW/NECA's shortsighted effort to capture the entire lighting efficiency marketplace it once shared 
with the lighting retrofit companies- many of them union under the Light Fixture Maintenance 
contract- means that going forward it will have 100% of a much, much smaller pie, instead of 80% of 
the big pie. An IQ test for the labor/management consortium is: which is more desirable, 80% of a$ 10 
M project, or 100% of a$ 100 K project? The question is fair, and the consortium's answer is up in the 
air for anyone to guess given its actions to date. 

The CEC and the state of California would probably answer that question more quickly and sensibly. If 
energy conservation is the goal of T24 regulations, those regulations should be modified to achieve 
maximum energy savings and not market domination by one of the players in that marketplace. 

The dramatic slowdown in energy conservation from lighting upgrades will continue and likely deepen 
whether or not the proposed modifications to 2013 T24 standards are adopted. Lighting retrofit 
companies need a mix oflarge projects along with the small to be economically viable. I know this well 
from my 30 years in the business and experience with previous marketplace slowdowns caused by well­
meaning but wrong-headed regulatory changes. 

I reiterate, while holding my nose, that my company supports the 15-day 20161anguage for 
modifications in the T24 lighting regulations, because they will give the remaining lighting retrofit 
companies some breathing room while the other deleterious ramifications of T24 come to light. We 
honestly believe that the CEC will return to the lighting regulations again in the near future to see what 
more can be done to reignite this racehorse part of the energy conservation industry. If not, California 
will languish where it once led, and the state, the nation, and the world will suffer from this loss. 

And, from a social justice perspective, the CEC and the California PUC will jointly lament the fact 
that the smaller and medium rate payers are once again not being served by the Public Purpose 
Program surcharges being collected from IOU customers. ffiEW /NECA companies have no 
experience, no desire, and no programs in place to serve this segment of the electrical marketplace, 
and if they did, their cost structure would make service to these customers too expensive to be 
cost-effective, and therefore to be desirable, in the business marketplace. 

The CEC has an important decision to make: were the 2013 regulations an over-reach in need of 
modification, or perfect as they were promulgated? 

It also has an equally-important decision about whether it should abolish one part of the efficiency 
marketplace-the lighting retrofit industry that has produced such remarkable results over the 
years- and deliver that marketplace to the rapacious ffiEW INECA juggernaut that has 
announced that its intention is to take over that marketplace and to drive the lighting retrofit 
companies out of it? lntresting that its victims include longtime union lighting retrofit companies such 
as mine, that worked hand-in-glove with Inside Wireman union companies over the years to deliver 
smart, balanced energy efficiency upgrades. 

Fairness and a commitment to maximal energy conservation should make the CEC's decision 
about the 2016 15-day language relatively easy. 

Sincerely, dtJ"YL w( 
Don Link, President 



Exhibit A 

From: Christopher Smith [mailto:csmith@calmcc.org] Sent Friday, May 01. 2015 11 :26 AM To: Bob Jeppesen 
Subject: ATTN: Quick Favor -Help Strengthen NECA's Lighting Control Market Share 

Hello Mr. Jeppesen, 

Jwas wondering if you could help. CA and the Statewide LMCC ith minor favor. The attached flle is a letter (I of 50 
written letters) that were written and need to be sent to the C C to support CAL TP, Acceptance Testing, and the 
current energy standards. The CEC is trying to rollback the standards which will return market share to our retro­
fitters and unskilled competitors. Now that all the letters are written, it's my job to get 50 different contractors to send 
th m out. 

I've attached one of these letters to this email. All I need for you to do is take this document, put your company's logo 
or letterhead on it, fill in th blanks (may include name, company nam , number of years in business) and rmally throw 
in a signature and send it to the three emails that are listed at the top of the docum nt. Don't forget to take the email's 
out of the document once you are ready to send it. BCC me ifyou decide to send it. 

Would it be possible to hav Taft Electric do this for us? 

Thanks, 

c-:::stopher D. Smith 

Energy Solutions Coordinator Labor Management Cooperation Committee IBEW & NECA California 
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Termmation of Fixture Maintenance Agreement 
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers ~~ and 

National Electrical Contractors Association 

Effective June 30, 2015 

Whereas, the Northern California Fixture Maintenance Agreement expired on June 30, 2015; 

Whereas, the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers Local Union No. 234 and the Monterey 
Bay Chapter, N.E.C.A., Inc. previously agreed to terminate the Northern California Fixture Maintenance 
Agreement for Monterey, San Benito, and Santa Cruz Counties; 

Whereas, the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers Local Union No. 684 and the Northern 
California Chapter, N.E.C.A., Inc. previously agreed to tenninate the Nmthern California Fixture Maintenance 
Agreement for Stanislaus, Merced, Mariposa, and Tuolumne counties. 

Whereas, the IBEW Locals and N.E.C.A. chapters that are the remaining parties to the Northern 
California Fixture Maintenance Agreement agreed on July 31, 2015 that the Northern California Fixture 
Maintenance Agreement should be tenninated for all the remaining counties in Northern California (Alameda, 
Alpine, Amador, Butte, Calaveras, Colusa, Contra Costa, Del Norte, El Dorado, Fresno, Glenn, Humboldt, Kings, 
Lake, Lassen, Madera, Marin, Mendocino, Napa, Nevada, Placer, Plumas, Sacramento, San Francisco, San 
Joaquin, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Shasta, Sierra, Solano, Sonoma, Sutter, Tehama, Trinity, Tulare, Yolo and Yuba 
counties); 

NOW THEREFORE, it is hereby agreed and confinned that the Northem California Fixture Maintenance 
Agreement that expired on June 30, 2015 was terminated on July 31, 2015 and is no longer in effect in any 
jurisdiction. 

It is further agreed that the collective bargaining agreement applicable to work formerly covered by the-. 
Northern California Fixture Maintenance Agreement is the Inside Agreement applicable in each county, which is 
the basis for the Department of Industrial Relations' Electrician: Inside Wireman prevailing wage determination. 

Greg E. 
Co-Cha·r, egotiating Comm· 
Nationa lectrical Cont.racto Association 
Northern California Chapter Chapter 

Signed for Labor: 

_n "/J, , 11. -~- ·'/_ 
_~ _____ 1u-__ (....' __ ~ ___ Date: 

Dan Chivello 
Co-Chair, Negotiating Committee, 
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers 
Local Union No. 595 




