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Chapter 4 – Workshops and Stakeholder Input Received 
 

Workshops 
Pursuant to the requirements of SB 840 to “conduct one or more public workshops to obtain 

suggestions, concerns, ideas, and comments from stakeholders and interested members of the public” 

the CPUC held three workshops in the winter of 2016. The workshops were 2-3 hours each, and included 

a presentation of the current status of staffing and expansion plans in the San Francisco, Sacramento, 

and Los Angeles area CPUC offices. CPUC management staff gave presentations at each workshop, 

followed by a significant question and answer period.  The CPUC presentation is  attached  below as 

appendix B.  

 Workshop #1: October 25, 2016, Sacramento 

 Workshop #2: November 1, 2016, San Francisco 

 Workshop #3: December 8, 2016, Los Angeles  

Stakeholders Who Provided Input 

At the workshops we heard from individual staff members; representatives from Professional Engineers 

in California Government (PECG), Service Employees International Union (SEIU), and California 

Attorneys, Administrative Law Judges, and Hearing Officers in State Employment (CASE) unions; and 

Assembly Budget committee consultant Christian Griffith. We received written comments from 

individual staff, the Energy and Telecommunication Advisory Council (ETAC), and PECG.  

Issues Raised in Stakeholder Workshops and Comments 

Stakeholders raised a number of issues during the workshops and in written comments. Comments were 

received via email, in-person, and submitted as formal letters from October 25 – December 7, 2016.  

In the workshops and written comments, stakeholders expressed significant concerns about forcibly 

moving staff, closing or reducing the number of staff at the San Francisco headquarters location, moral 

among staff, and the need for a coordinated well-thought out plan for regional expansion.   

At workshop #3, Los Angeles-based CPUC staff described a regional office that is not functioning 

optimally. Staff cited lack of a director of the LA Office, reduced high level management presence 

(former CPUC president Peevey used to be in the LA office several days a week), lack of regional 

promotional opportunities (the majority of promotional opportunities are in San Francisco or 

Sacramento), the concentration of administrative services in San Francisco, insufficient coordination 

techniques (in-person meetings in San Francisco without a call-in), and lack of attention to concerns by 

CPUC management. 

Below we present a list of the concerns raised by stakeholders during the workshops and in comments 

subsequently. 
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Regional Expansion Scope 

 Relocation vs expansion – There seemed to be confusion about whether SB840 required the 
CPUC to consider relocating itself to Sacramento, or if the requirement is to consider options for 
regional expansion. At Workshop #2 in San Francisco, Assembly Budget Chief Consultant 
Christian Griffith, clarified that the authors of the bill were interested in exploring what jobs 
could be performed out of the Sacramento office. The intention of the SB840 report is not to 
explore uprooting the CPUC and moving it to Sacramento.   

 Status quo (Scenario zero) – Stakeholders suggested that when evaluating options,  the CPUC 
consider an option zero, keeping all staff where they are now, and  growing  regional offices 
such as Sacramento and Los Angeles  as  necessary, but the first option  would be to continue to 
maximize space in the San  Francisco office.  

 Maintaining the San Francisco Headquarters – All of the unions emphasized a desire for the 
CPUC to maintain its headquarters in San Francisco. At Workshop #1, utility representatives 
spoke and expressed this interest as well. PECG union, in particular, asked that the CPUC afform 
that the headquarters remain in San Francisco. 

 Expanding to other locations – In addition to an increased regional presence, stakeholders 
suggested the CPUC might want to expand its Los Angeles office and have an increased presence 
in the central valley. At workshop #3, Los Angeles Safety and Enforcement Division staff 
mentioned that the CPUC had previously had more field offices in the central valley area. Those 
have been closed for a number of years, but staff recommended an office in Bakersfield of 
Fresno be considered. In written comments dated Dec 7, 2016, the Energy and 
Telecommunication Advisory Council (ETAC) suggests the CPUC consider opening an office in 
San Bernardino County. ETAC recommends the state building at 464 W 4th Street in San 
Bernardino as the site for a CPUC Consumer Service Center. SEIU suggested that voluntary 
moves for staff wishing to relocate would be acceptable if vacancies and pay parity issues are 
addressed. 

Transition Planning 

 Transition period – Stakeholders requested clarification on the period over which regional 
expansion activities would occur. They asked questions about when it would begin, how long it 
would take, and how existing work would be impacted. SEIU and PECG voiced particular concern 
about the cost of housing in San Francisco and staff who have purchased homes in the bay and 
build their lives in San Francisco under the assumption that they would be working there for 
many years to come. SEIU mentioned that moving costs are significant if staff do need to move. 

 Impact on current staff – This was one of the primary issues raised by individual staff 
commenting, SEIU, and PECG. They expressed concern about the impact on moral of the 
discussions about moving office locations. SEIU and PECG shared the results of surveys that 
showed staff are very concerned about a move from SF. SEIU mentioned that staff are most 
concerned about a forced move from one division to another to comply with relocation needs. 
CASE shared survey results that identified a number of attorneys and judges who would be 
willing to move now. All unions expressed concern that the uncertainties raised by the CPUC 
decentralization/regionalization discussions are negatively impacting staff moral.  

 Process for determining which positions/work groups to locate outside of SF -- Staff would like 
assurance that the CPUC has a plan for expanding regionally. Current staff and several of the 
unions expressed concern about simply increasing the number of staff in regional offices 
without careful thought to which staff and who they need to interact with. Several individual 
staff called for a strategic location with a focus on the “the effectiveness and efficiency of the 
organization” and that the process by done “strategically and with planning.” 
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 Timing for expanded regional presence – How long the transition to an expanded regional 
presence will take and which staff will be added when. Staff raised concerns about whether 
there would be adequate equipment and resources available for those working in regional 
offices. Staff in the Los Angeles CPUC identified existing resource and process needs that are not 
being met with the current approach to a regional CPUC presence.  

 How the 300 new Sacramento staff will be integrated into the existing workforce – SEIU and 
PECG recommended that individual work groups be moved to Sacramento, and that 
consideration be given to the types of jobs that would be best done in Sacramento. CASE 
presented the results of a survey that found there are existing judges who would like to move to 
Sacramento. The CASE representative suggested that there be a hearing room and ALJ support 
services available at the Sacramento location so that judges could hold hearings there. At 
workshop #2, CPUC staff expressed the need for better communication from management to 
analysts, especially if they are in different office locations.  

 Process changes required for regionalization (e.g. hard-copy processing) – At workshop #3, staff 
in the Los Angeles Office highlighted the need to develop a plan for administrative processes 
that can be handled regionally vs requiring processing in San Francisco. Current practice for the 
Los Angeles and Sacramento offices is that official mail must be sent out of the San Francisco 
Office. This can make it hard to meet tight statuary reporting deadlines as it adds an extra few 
days for mail to reach its recipient. This is currently the case with budget and legislative inquiries 
in Sacramento. 

Current Status 

 Approach for increasing collaboration and information sharing for staff in different locations – 
Staff in the LA office at Workshop #3 stressed the need for a coordinated approach for working 
with staff in different locations. This included utilization of skype, more in-person group 
meetings, improved IT technology in general. Sasha Cole of ORA, in his presentation at 
workshop #1, recommended a concerted plan for coordinating the work of regional staff, 
including better phone conferencing, easier and more reliable access to remove servers, a high-
quality chat platform, and frequent travel to the main office.  

 Training and development opportunities for staff in all locations – SEIU raised this as an area of 
concern for current staff. CPUC employees in the LA office echoed this, emphasizing the need 
for trainings to be held regionally as well as in the San Francisco headquarters. 

 Retention, recruitment, and pay parity – SEIU raised concern about current retention issues 
among staff of various classifications in all locations. Christian Griffiths of the Assembly 
suggested that it may be easier to recruit for and retain administrative positions in Sacramento 
as the cost of living is lower there and there are other state agencies with similar admin 
positions. At workshop #2, SEIU expressed apprehension about pay parity for analysts in 
Sacramento compared to other state agencies, suggesting that low CPUC pay will cause CPUC 
staff to defect to agencies such as CEC and ARB. Staff in the LA office cited lack of promotional 
opportunities in the LA regional office as a major cause of expatriation of employees from the LA 
office. 

Factors for consideration   

 Salaries and housing costs in SF, Sac, LA – Cost of living and competing salaries was a major 
component of the discussions at all three workshops. Cost of living in San Francisco is 
significantly higher than in the rest of the state. This makes it hard to backfill positions in San 
Francisco, especially among administrative staff. LA employees expressed frustration about 
being unable to afford to relocate to San Francisco to take advantage of promotional 
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opportunities at the headquarters office. Several ALJs (12 ALJs and attorneys) are interested in 
relocating voluntarily to the Sacramento office, but noted that much of the work is based in San 
Francisco. A hearing room and admin staff OR the digitization of hardcopy processes would be 
needed in order for judges to work out of either the LA or Sacramento offices. Part of the 
problem is antiquated IT systems and processes that require hardcopy signatures and 
movement of physical piece of paper.  

 Regulatory functions outside of SF – This was raised at all three workshops. The unions and 
CPUC management agreed that it’s important for the CPUC to be close to the utilities, 
infrastructure that it regulates, and consumers.  Much of this is located in southern California. 
PECG suggested opening a Bakersfield or Fresno office would be helpful. At workshop #3, staff in 
the LA office requested that additional staff be located in southern California to help cover the 
southern California utilities, local governments, and perform stakeholder outreach. In their 
letter to Tim Sullivan, Energy and Telecommunication Advisory Council suggests a San 
Bernardino office to be closer to staff in southern California. One staffer in the LA office 
mentioned the need for more evidentiary hearings in southern California so that customers can 
participate in the CPUC process.  

 Coordination with other agencies – Increasing the CPUC’s presence in Sacramento and ability to 
coordinate with other state agencies was a primary driver of SB 840, and a priority for Assembly 
Budget consultant Christian Griffith. Executive Director Tim Sullivan stressed this need at 
workshops #1 and #2. PECG suggests moving hiring for staff who do work with overlap at other 
agencies – such as the CEQA team working with the CEC – is the appropriate way to increasing 
the CPUC’s regional presence. They supported the “right job in the right place” approach to 
regionalization. 

 Proximity and organizational success/effectiveness– SEIU representatives and staff raised this 
issue at all three workshops. Sasha Cole, in his presentation for SEIU, stressed the need to think 
critically about what work is being done, where it can best be performed, and the extent to 
which the group needs to coordinate with other groups at the CPUC – or external entities. He 
suggested using that as a guideline for locating staff and work groups. Staff in the LA office 
expressed the importance of being close to the utilities they regulate, being customers of them, 
and being a part of the communities where the impacts of those utilities are felt.  

 Approach other state agencies have used when considering relocation – Several stakeholders 
suggested the CPUC look to how other agencies have handled regionalization and choosing the 
location of their headquarters. 

Coordination and oversight of regional staff 

 Supervising staff in different locations – This was raised at all three workshops by staff and the 
unions. They stressed the need for a plan for supervising staff in different locations, better IT 
and communications services, and travel authorization to visit remote staff – and for them to 
visit headquarters. At workshop #1, a member of SEIU suggested it would be difficult to train 
entry level staff if they are at a location different from their supervisor. The SEIU member 
suggested experienced supervisors and managers may work at a regional location, and 
experienced staff may work out of a different office, but it would be difficult for either to start at 
a regional location without a pre-existing relationship with the team. 

 Flexibility to adjust staffing levels in the future – PECG suggested it’s important to maintain 
flexibility in staffing so that as the work needs of the CPUC changes, the staffing levels and 
distributions can as well. They suggested the use of temporary staff to meet current regional 
needs. 
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Other comments 

 Need for a more detailed/expansive report by a third-party – Several stakeholders called for a 
comprehensive study of the issue by a third party. SEIU suggested the CPUC was not in a 
position to be neutral in preparing the report. Several SEIU members and current staff 
suggested the report on regionalization be completed by a natural third party with expertise in 
organization design and planning. 
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Appendix A – Workshop Agenda 

California Public Utilities Commission 
Regionalization Workshop 
December 8, 2016, 10 a.m. 

Los Angeles CPUC Office Building Auditorium, 320 West 4th St., Los Angeles 
 

Agenda 

10 – 10:30 a.m.           Welcome and Introductions  

10:30 a.m. – Noon:    Unions (employee unions representing CPUC staff) 

Noon – 1 p.m.:          Lunch Break 

1 – 2 p.m.:                  Interactive Discussion to answer questions above & more    

   

Background – The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) is currently 

headquartered in San Francisco with offices in Sacramento and Los Angeles. Senate Bill 

(SB) 840 directs the CPUC to report on options to locate operations and staff outside of 

the CPUC’s headquarters. It states the following: 

(a) By March 31, 2017, the Public Utilities Commission shall report to the relevant policy and fiscal committees of the 

Legislature on options to locate operations and staff outside of the commissionôs San Francisco headquarters. The report 

shall explore options for leveraging additional facilities in areas of the state, including Sacramento, that would allow the 

commission to collaborate with other state entities and provide staff more opportunities for training, career development, 

and exchange placements with other state entities. The report shall do both of the following: 

(1) Consider categories of operations in different offices. 

(2) Analyze recruitment and retention, salary disparities by location based on duty statements, and costs associated 

with using locations outside of San Francisco with no, or minimal, disruption of current commission employees. 

(b) The commission shall conduct one or more public workshops to obtain suggestions, concerns, ideas, and comments 

from stakeholders and interested members of the public in furtherance of the purpose of the report. 

Pursuant to the bill the CPUC will hold three workshops to gather information from a 

broad group of participants including but not limited to the employee Unions 

representing CPUC staff.  This is the third workshop, which follows wo rkshops in 
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Sacramento and San Francisco. The purpose of the workshop is to listen, get feedback, 

and answer any questions.  The report is not yet drafted  

In order to frame the discussions and have a productive meeting, we consider three 

scenarios as options to relocate CPUC operations and staff outside San Francisco 

headquarters. In the report that will be presented to the Legislators, these scenarios will 

be compared in terms of real-estate costs and other unquantifiable factors that concern 

employees and quality of the CPUC operations.  

ǒ Scenario I (Larger Presence in Sacramento and Los Angeles): CPUC will retain its 

current 505 Van Ness office location. Incremental office space needs and hiring 

will be met through expansion of Commission presence in Sacramento and Los 

Angeles. 

ǒ Scenario II (Relocation): CPUC will move most of its operations curren tly located 

in San Francisco to Sacramento or Los Angeles. 

ǒ Scenario III (Regionalization): CPUC will shift parts of its operations from San 

Francisco to Sacramento and Los Angeles. Shifts to Sacramento and Los Angeles 

will be based on the relationship of an office function and its interdependency to 

other control and/or sister agencies and regulated entities based in Sacramento 

and Los Angeles.  

The real estate costs for 505 Van Ness location is $1.87 per square foot while locations in 

downtown and/or Natomas or Elk Grove range from $2.75 per square foot to $4.25 per 

square foot in downtown Sacramento and that’s because the 505 Van Ness facility is a 

state owned building that was built many years ago and anything new will have the 

latest rent and costs that are much higher.   

In addition to comparing real estate costs, each scenario will be evaluated based on 

unquantifiable factors. For example, a relocation decision: 

ǒ Should help the CPUC improve key relationships with the executive and 

legislative branches of government by creating a larger presence in Sacramento. 

ǒ Should help the CPUC gain efficiencies by consolidating functions and/or offices 

together.  

ǒ Should help the CPUC recruit from a larger and more diverse labor pool in 

markets like Sacramento and Los Angeles. 

http://www.adminmonitor.com/ca/cpuc/workshop/20161102/
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ǒ Should help CPUC employees deal with high cost of living in the Bar Area by 

creating opportunities in lower cost of living housing markets.  

ǒ Should help the CPUC recruit from a larger pool of public sector employees who 

have experience in government and/or energy sector and allow staff more 

opportunities for growth and promotion within other state agencies. 

ǒ Should help the CPUC better serve Southern California. 

ǒ Should help the CPUC with its outreach efforts to serve and inform the public 

more effectively.  

ǒ Must not cause any major disruption in CPUC’s operations in terms of high 

turnover  rates, low morale, and difficulty in retaining key staff.  

 

Finally, we will evaluate the staff cost implications of each scenario based on the 

requirement of (2) above, which states: Analyze recruitment and retention, salary disparities 

by location based on duty statement. This analysis will be conducted by reviewing:  

ǒ The regional cost disparities of CPUC staff versus staff conducting comparable 

work in other State agencies (e.g. ARB, and CEC) in the proposed locations.  

In this workshop, as in the other two we’ve held, we would like to hear from the 

stakeholders and interested members of the public on the following:  

ǒ Is there any other relocation option that should be considered in compliance with 

SB 840?  

ǒ What are the unquantifiable factors that have not  been captured in the list above? 

ǒ What are the concerns, issues, ideas on each of the options outlined above and 

other options that might be suggested at the workshops? 

ǒ Taking into account the expenses that will be incurred and unquantifiable factors 

that concern the CPUC employees and operations, which option satisfies the 

intent of the relocation, as expressed in SB 840, in the best possible way? 
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Appendix B – Workshop Handouts 
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Appendix C – Comments Received 

1. SEIU: 

 

SEIU Regionalization 
workshop presentation.pdf

Alexander Cole PPT 
for Sacremento Presentation on Regionalization.pptx

 

2. PECG: 

16 1108 PECG PUC 
Letter.pdf

 

3. ETAC: 

12-07-16 Energy and 
Telecommunication Advisory Council concerns re Senate Bill 840 in San Bernardino County.pdf

 

 


