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ATTACHMENTS

I. SUMMARY OF CONSENSUS REACHED ON RAPID DEPLOYMENT OF ANY NEW AND UNSPENT LOW-INCOME ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAM FUNDS

· Almost all of the workshop participants agreed that any new and/or carryover funds should be concentrated on measures that will achieve the highest bill savings.

· Workshop participants agreed that Low-income Energy Efficiency Program (LIEE)
 funds should not be used for California Alternate Rate for Energy Program (CARE) outreach except in circumstances where this already occurs (when an LIEE contractor visits a customer to perform weatherization services and signs the customer up for CARE in the process).

· Workshop participants agreed that unspent carryover funds may be used to provide new measures.

· Workshop participants agreed that new funds may be used to ramp up current programs and may also be used to provide new measures.

· Representatives from several Community-Based Organizations (CBO’s), Latino Issues Forum (LIF), and the Department of Community Services and Development (CSD) agreed that the carryover and any new funds should be leveraged with other programs and used to accomplish holistic approaches to installing measures and providing services that will meet customers’ total energy needs.  

II. SUMMARY OF CONSENSUS REACHED ON CALIFORNIA ALTERNATE RATE FOR ENERGY (CARE) PROGRAM OUTREACH WORKSHOP SUMMARY 

· The workshop participants agreed that the utilities would pay a capitation fee to organizations that successfully certify new customers for the CARE program in instances where the organization isn’t already doing so at no cost.  The capitation fee would be paid on a regular basis (perhaps monthly) after the utility processes the application, deems the customer eligible for CARE and determines that the customer is not already on CARE.  It was agreed that the capitation fee might have to vary depending on the area where the service is performed. Application forms would need to have a field for an organization code which would be used to identify the organization.

· Most of the workshop participants agreed that capitation fees would be negotiated between each utility and its contracting organizations and that the fee could be anywhere in the $5 to $12 range.  The Office of Ratepayers Advocates (ORA) would support capitation fees up to $7 for each successfully completed application.

· Workshop participants suggest that the Commission should do what it can to get the energy and telephone companies to work together to leverage the Universal Lifeline Telephone Service (ULTS) and CARE programs’ outreach.

· In its workshop comments, SESCO, Inc. (SESCO) suggested that the utilities implement third party notification for CARE customers such as currently exists for utility shut offs.  If a CARE customer did not respond to a recertification letter, the designated third party would be notified to give them the opportunity to help the customer complete the application.  Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), Southern California Gas Company (SoCal Gas), Southern California Edison Company (Edison) and San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) agreed to further exploration of this idea.

III. INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to the directions received from the Administrative Law Judge at the February 15, 2001 Prehearing Conference held in Rulemaking (R.) 98-07-037 and Applications (A.) 00-11-009, et al, the Public Utilities Commission’s Energy Division held two public workshops to facilitate public input on the following issues: 

· the rapid deployment of any additional and carryover LIEE funds; and

· CARE outreach efforts.

The workshops were noticed on the February 23, 2001 Commission Calendar.  Also on February 23, 2001, Energy Division mailed a workshop notice letter to all parties on the service lists R.98-07-037 and A.00-11-009, et al.  This workshop notice letter included a list of questions to stimulate discussion on the rapid deployment of any additional and/or unpsent funds from prior year’s LIEE programs.  Attached to the notice letter were copies of the utilities’ summaries of their unspent funds form prior years’ LIEE programs and LIF’s proposal regarding the CARE program.
  The notice letter and attachments are included as Attachment A to this report.

After the first notice letter was circulated, the Energy Division received a copy of SoCal Gas’ revised estimated summary of its unpsent funds and a discussion proposal on rapid deployment from PG&E.  On March 2, 2001, Energy Division mailed out a second workshop notice to the same service lists as above.  Attached to the second notice letter were copies of SoCal Gas’ revised estimated summary of its unpsent funds and the discussion proposal from PG&E.  This notice letter and attachments are included as Attachment B to this report.

The March 7th, 2001 Energy Division workshop included discussions on proposals for the rapid deployment of any new and/or carryover LIEE funds.  The Energy Division workshop on March 14th, 2001 included discussions on proposals regarding CARE outreach.  Sign-in sheets from these workshops are included with this report as Attachments M and Q, respectively.

Prior to or at the March 14th workshop, Energy Division received comments/proposals from the Independent Contractors’ Association (ICA) and SESCO.  Copies of these proposals were passed out at the workshop and discussed.  These comments/proposals are included with this report as Attachments P and N, respectively.

At the March 14th workshop, SoCal Gas made a presentation on and handed out a summary of the differences between the ULTS and CARE programs.  This comparison is included with this report as Attachment O.

After the workshops, Energy Division received a workshop comment letter, dated March 9, 2001, from California/Nevada Community Action Association (CalNeva).  CalNeva’s letter addresses both CARE outreach and the rapid deployment of any LIEE funds.  This letter is included with this report as Attachment I.

Energy Division received post workshop comments from Winegard Energy, dated March 16, 2001. These comments address the rapid deployment of any LIEE funds.  These comments are included with this report as Attachment J.

Energy Division received post workshop comments from the Greenlining Institute and LIF, dated March 16, 2001. These comments address the rapid deployment of any LIEE funds and CARE outreach.  These comments are included with this report as Attachment K.

At the workshop, Energy Division instructed the utilities to submit detailed proposals regarding the rapid deployment of any new LIEE funds no later than March 16, 2001.  On March 16, 2001, Energy Division received proposals from the four large utilities and Southwest Gas(SW Gas).  These proposals are included as attachments to this report as Attachments E, F, G, H, and L.

A list of all of the attachments to this report is included as Attachment 1. 

The information/comments and proposals included as Attachments E through L are not summarized in this draft report.  

IV. BACKGROUND 

A. CARE Outreach Pilots

Pursuant to Resolution E-3601, dated June 3, 1999, the four large energy utilities were authorized to conduct CARE outreach pilots.  The utilities selected consultants that offered new and innovative approaches to conduct outreach.  Both outreach and enrollment goals for each contractor were established before the beginning of the pilots. The pilot programs began June 1, 2000 and are scheduled for completion June 30, 2001.  The utilities should have data and analysis of the pilots available several months after the completion of the pilots. 

B. CARE Enrollment and Estimated Eligible Population

During the workshop, the utilities provided estimates of their total residential customers, CARE customers and an estimate of their current eligible CARE population.  Not all of the utilities provided all of the information.  Energy Division has summarized the information  provided at the workshop in the following table.

Table 1

Utility
Approximate CARE Enrolled
Estimated Eligible
Estimated Penetration Rate
Total Residential Customers
CARE Eligible/ Residential Customers

PG&E
390,000
834,000
44%
--


SoCal Gas
561,000
823,000
68%
4.7 Million
18%

Edison
--
843,000
--
3.7 Million
23%

SDG&E
147,000
225,000
--
1.4 Million
16%

SW Gas
--
--
--
--
20%

C. Utility Memorandums of Understanding with LIF

On January 4, 2001, the Commission issued Decision 01-01-018 authorizing the establishment of the Emergency Procurement Surcharge (EPS) for Edison and PG&E.
  In that decision, the Commission exempted CARE customers from the EPS.  On January 9, 2001, the Greenlining Institute and LIF filed an Emergency Motion for Notification to “CARE-Eligible Customers” of Exemption from Rate Increase in Application No. 00-11-038, et al. 

During the month of January, 2001, the Greenlining Institute and LIF entered into a memorandum of understanding (MOU) with Edison and also with PG&E.  Among other things, these MOU provided that PG&E and Edison would mail a copy of CARE program information and their CARE applications to every residential customer in those customers’ February bills.  

V. MARCH 7th WORKSHOP ON RAPID DEPLOYMENT OF ANY NEW AND CARRYOVER FUNDS FOR THE UTILITY LOW-INCOME ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAMS

In Energy Division’s February 23rd workshop notice letter, Energy Division posed a number of questions to stimulate workshop conversation. Energy Division’s February 23rd workshop notice letter is included as Attachment A.  The following report sections A. through E. represent a summary of the comments in response to each of the questions posed in the workshop notice letter.

A. Comments on the question: Are the levels of unspent carryover LIEE funds as presented by the utilities correct?

Workshop participants indicated that carryover funds should be split between the gas and electric departments for each dual-fuel utility that has funds remaining from prior years.  Workshop participants agreed that interest should be added to the reported carryover funds if it has not already been added. 

Some participants indicated that it is possible that unspent gas and electric carryover funds from previous years may be used to reduce kWh consumption only if the Commission makes that determination.

Workshop participants generally agreed that it makes sense for the utilities with carryover funds to move ahead now and propose helping customers.

B. Comments on the question: How should any new funds be allocated between utilities?

Many of the participants suggest that new funds be allocated to the utilities using the standard formula that has been used by the Commission for allocating low-income program expenses to the utilities: 30% to PG&E; 30% to Edison; 25% to SoCal Gas; and 15% to SDG&E.

Some of the participants suggest that new funds should be split proportionately according to the electric (not gas) LIEE budgets of the utilities.

Other participants suggest only spending new funds on electric measures, no matter how they are allocated.

Edison suggests that utilities that do not have carryover funds be allocated a larger share of any new funds.  Edison believes that it should be rewarded with additional funds when any new funds are distributed because the company spent all of its previously budgeted funds.  Edison stated that it is eager to receive new funds to increase its program because it has no carryover funds.

One participant stated that it was not logical to give Edison more money and PG&E less money than the companies had been allocated in the past.

Workshop participants generally agreed, that at this point, before legislation is passed granting new funds to the LIEE program, it is unclear as to whether parties should be discussing using new funds for just weatherization or energy efficiency in general or just electric measures.  Workshop participants pointed out that any legislation that passes may provide specific guidelines on how the money should be utilized.

PG&E commented that it wanted to make a filing as soon as possible on how it will spend carryover funds.

Community Resources Project (CRP) stated that they do not want the Commission to be spending money just to spend it, and that the Commission 

needs to concentrate on using these funds to reduce the energy burden on low-income households.

SW Gas asked if the new funds would be ratepayer or taxpayer money.  SW Gas requested that it receive additional funds for its customers from any new funds that become available for the LIEE programs.

LIF stated that the Commission should be focusing on projects that will reduce customer bills, and that this should not be just business as usual.  LIF stated that the Commission needs to use heroic and innovative methods to help people.

PG&E stated that it did not yet know how or if the additional funds could be spent.

SESCO stated that the Commission should not be concerned with what commodity the funds are used for (electric or gas measures), but that the Commission should be looking at total customer needs and spend the money where it is needed the most.

Workshop participants indicated that until new funding is approved, it may be premature to discuss how to spend the funds, as the funds may be targeted to kWh savings, for example.

ICA stated that this is not just an electric crisis because high gas prices are also affecting low-income customers.  SW Gas stated that we should not be just focusing on kWh savings because high gas prices are affecting low-income customers as well.

Some workshop participants indicated that the time period that the new funds will be available for, one year or three years is up in the air.  Because of the uncertainty of the legislation, workshop participants indicated that the group should spend less time on this issue and move on.  

Energy Division requested that the utilities provide specific proposals on spending any new funds by March 16, 2001, to be included in the  draft Energy Division workshop report for comments.  Energy Division indicated that in the event any new funds are made available, the Commission would want to move forward quickly and the utility proposals and party comments should be on hand.  The utility proposals are included in this report as Attachments E through Hand L.

C. Comments on the question: Should new and/or unspent funds be concentrated in program areas that produce the highest energy savings? 

PG&E provided a rapid deployment proposal that Energy Division attached to its March 2nd workshop notice letter (Attachment B).  Prior to the workshop, PG&E revised its proposal.  PG&E circulated its revised proposal at the workshop and the revised proposal is included as Attachment D to this report.

 LIF suggested that the funds be used for a comprehensive group of services and not just to reduce kWh consumption and bill savings.  LIF stated that the funds should be used to encourage leveraging with other entities providing similar services.

CRP stated that PG&E had provided some information at another meeting that would be useful in this discussion and that that information could be used as a format or basis for discussions.  They stated that the Commission should examine the measures that create the greatest kWh savings and use that as a basis for designing the new program, but that the main push should be to reduce bills, and the energy burdens on low-income customers by leveraging funds and efforts with other state and federal programs.  CRP believes one way to achieve leveraging is for the utilities to use their buying power to obtain appliances and other items in bulk and make those items available to groups assisting low-income customers.  They suggested that the utilities enter into MOUs with CBOs and other groups that would perhaps have the utilities purchase items while the CBO’s would pay for their installation.  They noted that such an arrangement is currently happening with the Sacramento Utility District (SMUD), which purchases refrigerators and distributes them to CBOs who do the installation.  They stated that this would stretch the dollars of both the utility and CBO programs.

CSD suggested that we look at the whole house approach when assisting customers in reducing their energy consumption.  They stated that by having the utilities leverage their efforts with CBO’s, more measures can be installed in each customer’s home, so that customers get the fullest number of measures that they are entitled to instead of only receiving the measures allowed under one program.  CSD indicated that it funds weatherization services through 44 organizations that each provides at least 26 types of services to low-income customers such as Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP), Headstart, etc.  CSD stated that the measures installed under LIHEAP overlap but are not identical to those provided under LIEE.

LIF stated that we should try to institute one stop shopping for customers so they don’t have to go to various agencies to receive the help they need.  LIF requests that all programs be leveraged to achieve maximum efficiency.

PG&E suggested that one way of leveraging under rapid deployment would be for the utilities to get referrals from the LIHEAP program who could then be served under LIEE without further certification of eligibility.  This would be one way of serving more customers without incurring additional certification costs.

Edison suggested that the utilities could maximize leveraging with city, state and federal programs by creating agreements in which costs of services would be shared.  Edison suggests that energy education must also be included in any program the Commission authorizes.

Proteus stated that we must use the whole house approach in which all of the customer’s energy needs are addressed.  If the Commission’s goal is to reduce energy consumption then Proteus suggests that any new program must apply to gas and electricity as well as renters and owners.  Proteus requests that additional measures also be included such as energy-efficient stoves and hot water heaters, evaporative coolers in the central valley, and energy education.

Community Energy Services Corporation (CESC) proposed that the utilities open up their programs to additional CBOs who don’t currently participate, expand home rehabilitation programs, increase energy efficiency measures, and streamline services between agencies.  CESC believes CBO’s are an important piece in the process because they can get customers other services such as legal assistance, housing assistance and meals which leaves them with more money to pay their energy bills.  CESC stated that the Commission needs to come up with a standard for what is an energy efficient (weatherized) home.  CESC recommends that additional dollars should not be spent on energy education as opposed to weatherization.  CESC wants the Commission to find the most efficient way to spend these funds, and the utilities should find a more simple way of contracting with more CBO’s so that more CBO’s and customers can participate in these programs.

Richard Heath and Associates (RHA) stated that the devil is in the details.  How do we incorporate all of these suggestions into the program, increase and diversify penetration, and open doors to different kinds of organizations, not just CBO’s.  How do you structure a system to increase penetration and find a process to get the most appropriate contractor to meet each customer’s particular needs in the most efficient way?

SDG&E explained their in-home energy education process.  The utility stated that it does not currently have the authority to reimburse CBO’s with a capitation fee for providing certification services right now, but that the company would like to have that authority.

RHA stated that since customers need immediate bill relief, we need to use funds in areas that will produce the biggest bill savings.

CRP stated that we should not be looking at aggregate savings for all customers combined, but that we should be looking at the individual customers and what would provide each customer with the greatest relief.

D. Comments on the question:  Should LIEE carryover funds be used for CARE related outreach activities in 2001?

SESCO stated that LIEE funds are already used for CARE outreach when the contractor goes to the customer’s home to provide LIEE services and certifies the customer for CARE.  SESCO further stated that if CARE outreach can be provided by agencies who are then reimbursed through a capitation fee, that method should also be employed.

LIF stated that if a customer is receiving LIEE services, they should automatically be enrolled in CARE and additional funds should not be spent on LIEE service providers to perform CARE certification.

Winegard Energy stated that it would like to go back to homes that received LIEE services but were not on the CARE rate and certify those households for the CARE program.

SoCal Gas stated that it sends CARE applications to customers who have received LIEE services but are not on CARE, and that this is less expensive than paying a capitation fee to a contractor.

Edison stated that automatic enrollment of LIEE customers in CARE could be done.  Edison stated that CARE outreach should come out of CARE administration budgets.

LIF supports the idea of capitation fees for CARE enrollment outside of LIEE.

ICA stated that since CARE is uncapped and LIEE has budget limits, then CARE outreach should come out of CARE budgets.

Proteus stated that we can’t just send applications to CARE customers and expect them to complete and mail them.  It is more effective to have CBO’s help customers fill out the CARE applications and the CBO’s need to be reimbursed for this service.

SESCO stated that it is not looking for any capitation fee for certifying CARE customers.  The company also stated that LIEE customers should automatically be enrolled in CARE.

Community Action Agency of San Mateo County (CAA) stated that agencies and the utilities need to coordinate their efforts in the most efficient way to meet the needs of more customers.  CAA indicated that each home that is weatherized should receive the maximum number of measures it could receive under the various programs available to the customer so that the home is fully weatherized.  CAA strongly recommends that the Commission should not have authorize a program where just CFL’s are distributed, which would only reduce consumption generally.

CESC stated that CARE penetration is low because there is a lack of coordination between agencies providing services and that customers are referred to several different agencies for different services which frustrates the customer.  CESC believes that there needs to be one agency that coordinates all of these services for the customer and makes sure the customer gets the benefit of all of the services he is entitled to.  CESC alleged that low-income customers are usually the working poor and do not have the time to go to multiple appointments during the workday.  CESC believes the low-income customers also have transportation and childcare issues, just to name a few.

CRP stated that clients are less tolerant of delays in receiving service and are getting desperate and panicky about being able to pay their energy bills.  CRP suggests that the Commission find a way to cut through the red tape.  CRP indicated that CBO’s have to walk away from homes that have been partially weatherized by the utilities even though there are measures they could install to help the customer.  CRP suggested that happens because the CBO’s are required to do a certain minimum number of measures in a home before the home qualifies for their programs, and if the utilities come in and just provide a few of those measures, the home is no longer eligible for the CBO.

Proteus pointed out that if an agency incorporates certifying customers for CARE in their other services the cost is lower than setting up a stand-alone program for certifying customers.

Edison stated that the holistic approach is preferable, but also stated that by giving customers CFL’s, you can also give them energy education and valuable referrals to other programs that can meet their needs.  Edison suggests targeting customers with the greater need, such as those in its high desert area.

E. Comments on the question:  Should new measures only be considered after measure selection criteria is developed by the utilities in the standardization project and adopted by the Commission?

ICA stated that if we wait for new measure criteria, it would cause a delay in rapid deployment.

Edison stated that it wants to target specific customer groups and that it would like to install new measures as well.  Edison would like to install window/wall air conditioners and do evaporative cooler maintenance in extreme climate zones.  It would like to install furnaces and do duct testing and sealing in mobile homes.  And it would like to do torchiere replacement system wide.

PG&E’s proposal discussed at the workshop is included in this report as Attachment D.

SW Gas stated that it would like to do furnace replacement.

SESCO disagreed with Edison’s proposal.  SESCO would prefer new measures be introduced statewide and not on an individual utility basis.  SESCO states that if new measures are introduced, they should be introduced for all utilities.

Edison suggested that any new measures that are introduced should be part of a pilot program.

SW Gas stated that new measures might be appropriate for some service territories and not for others.

SDG&E stated that it is all right to standardize measures across the utilities as long as they create bill savings.

PG&E stated that there are already procedures for standardizing the installation of measures.

The utilities indicated that the new measures that they are proposing already have installation standards.  Some, such as duct sealing, are included in the standardized Weatherization Installation Standards Manual approved by the Commission last year.  Others are included in installation standards approved for other utility programs.

ICA stated that under rapid deployment the utilities should be given the flexibility to install new measures without having to standardize everything across the utilities.

Jim Hodges stated that Edison had to cut back its relamping program because of standardization.

CRP recommends that any new funds be spent by concentrating on creating the most bill savings for each customer and that that could only be done by looking at the specific needs of each community.

PG&E stated that it would be difficult to have a cookie cutter approach.

CESC stated that standardization should not be allowed to impair flexibility or block innovative ideas.  We need new ideas in each community that are tailored to that community.

RHA recommends that the Commission use Edison’s idea on introducing new measures in pilots, which could then be evaluated later to determine if they will be included in standard measures.

CAA does not support using funds for pilots.  They do not want these funds used for experiments, but instead recommend that these funds be used to help low-income customers lower their bills.

CRP stated that rapid deployment should be used to help individual customers reduce their consumption and bills.  CRP believes that doing a program of just installing compact fluorescent lamps (CFL’s) will not help the individual customer reduce his bills by very much.  CRP opposes any pilot that would involve just installing one measure in a customer’s house without doing a complete weatherization job.

LIF stated that if the Commission authorizes pilots and eventually finds those measures to be effective, they should no longer be considered pilots, but should be incorporated into the standard measures to improve the program permanently.

CAA stated that whatever is done, the funds need to be leveraged because bills are so high that customers need the extra help.

ICA stated that the utilities should be allowed to put any new monies and unspent funds into targeted programs that will do the most good.  Calling a new measure a pilot is actually a good thing because it gets it that much closer to being a standard measure.

CESC stated that any new measure needs to be tested and evaluated and old measures should go through the same evaluation process.

SESCO wanted to know what would happen to new measures and pilots when these funds run out.  If there are more approved measures, will fewer customers be reached in the future because of the increased costs of installing additional measures at each home?

Winegard Energy stated the Commission should stick with the whole home approach and not just install a few pilot measures and quit doing what is being done well now.

LIF stated that if the Commission had completed its overdue needs assessment study, people would know what measures are most effective and there wouldn’t be a need to do these pilots.

Edison suggested that any new funds be spent 50/50 on standard measures and pilot measures.

CAA stated that doing pilots during the rapid deployment is approaching the problem in a backward way.

CRP stated that the fear of pilots is that the contractor will install one item and walk away and the customer will be left with an untreated home which then wouldn’t be eligible for further measures for at least 10 years.

ICA wants to see any new funds used to expand the current programs in targeted areas and wants to see the utilities ideas in a filing first before commenting further.

PG&E wants to add new measures during the rapid deployment and is willing to make a filing for the public’s review.

SESCO stated that PG&E is the only utility with a great deal of unspent funds and the question is, should those funds go to expanding the current program, targeting certain areas or customers, or go to new measures.

ORA wants to see new funds go to weatherizing homes that have not been touched before.

SoCal Gas concurs with ORA that the funds should be used as part of the current program to weatherize homes that have not been touched. 

PG&E stated that it could not ramp up its current program fast enough to spend all of its unspent funds this year.  Winegard Energy stated that if PG&E would increase the maximum number of homes it could treat in each county, it could weatherize many more homes this year.

LIF stated that the utilities could use these funds in conjunction with the CBO’s to get the most use out of them.  LIF does not want to see just more of the same.

F. Winegard Energy Workshop Proposal

Winegard Energy presented a proposal to the group on how to use PG&E’s unspent funds.  This proposal is included in this report as Attachment C.   Winegard Energy proposed that agencies be allowed to go back to up to 400,000 PG&E customers who did not receive CFL’s in the past under PG&E’s LIEE program and provide them with CFL’s, faucet aerators and CARE certification, if applicable. Winegard Energy stated that CFL’s are the most cost effective measure to install quickly in the most homes.

LIF stated that such a program would be redundant.  LIF believes the proposal wouldn’t lower a customer’s bill very much and is really just a conservation effort.

CESC questioned spending money on having a contractor install CFL’s when the customer can install this measure easily.  CESC stated that it is more cost effective to have the CBO’s distribute CFL’s to customers and let the customers install the CFL’s themselves.

Winegard Energy stated that the CBO’s can’t reach enough people with CFL’s, and CBO’s can’t be assured that the customers will install the CFL’s when they get them.  Also, the customer loses out on the energy education that is provided when the contractor provides the service. 

SW Gas stated that CFL’s don’t save the individual household enough money to make a difference to their bills.

Edison pointed out that there would be safety issues surrounding customers installing utility-provided hardwired CFL’s and CFL’s with dimmers.

G. Follow-up Comments

Some participants believe that looking at specific implementation issues may be too difficult at this point.  These participants recommend that the Commission should lie out some basic principals on what should be accomplished as a starting place.

SW Gas stated that setback thermostats would be a good measure to include in a pilot.

ICA stated that contractors should be made aware that new funds may be available soon so the utilities can start making plans to ramp up their staff and programs if it happens.

RHA stated that more than one contractor should be allowed per county so that more work can be done with the funds available.  RHA recommends that PG&E should be allowed to give refrigerators and other appliances to renters if the landlord will pay half the price for purchase and installation.

CESC asked if income eligibility could be raised.

LIF stated that Administrative Law Judge Walwyn is looking at CARE eligibility and income guidelines, but only on the electric side.

RHA requested that the Commission not discourage co-payments from landlords because this proposal would stretch the available funds.

The utilities agreed that they want to use new funds to expand their current programs and add new measures.

VI. MARCH 14th WORKSHOP ON OUTREACH FOR THE CALIFORNIA ALTERNATE RATE FOR ENERGY PROGRAMS 

A. Update on Current Utility Outreach Pilots

Energy Division invited the utilities to update the group on the CARE outreach pilots that begun on June 1, 2000.

1. Edison

Edison stated that 9 agencies were working in its pilot.  The pilot was projected to enroll 12,000 new CARE customers, and by the end of the eighth month the pilot has produced 4,700 applications.  Of these, 164 were rejected.  Some of these applications were for households already receiving the CARE discount and some were for individuals who were not Edison customers.

The agencies are supposed to outreach to 157,000 customers by the end of the pilot and so far have reached 70,000 to 80,000.  The agency that is doing the best job of reaching its goals is the Community Action Agency in Orange County.  It had 1,700 enrollees by the end of 2000.  The reason for this agency’s success seems to be that it has a large client base and reaches many people.  The agency sent flyers to program participants, conducted workshops, and got the word out on CARE through its food distribution system.  The least successful agency was one that targeted a particular ethnic group with a smaller client base.

Edison pointed out that it is exchanging CARE customer information with SoCal Gas now on an ongoing basis, and that process has helped to enroll 50,000 new CARE customers.  Another 50,000 customers identified through this process were sent letters asking them for clarifying information to determine if they qualify for CARE.

2. PG&E

PG&E has 8 contractors in its CARE outreach pilot.  At the end of February, the contractors had met 46% of their outreach goals. .  The goal is to outreach to 12,000 to 15,000 people with CARE information.  The overall goal is to add 10,000 new CARE customers as a result of the pilot and 4,676 have been added so far.

PG&E has been sending out applications in bill inserts and its LIEE contractors are also outreaching on CARE.  PG&E sent out a new application as a result of its recent memorandum of understanding (MOU) with LIF.  PG&E is receiving a lot more applications in general, probably as a result of the energy crises.  PG&E expects that these other outreach efforts are impacting the pilot programs.

PG&E’s most successful pilot contractor has two CBO’s working with it. These organizations are going door to door to provide information to people.  This agency has reached 69% of its goal.

PG&E’s least successful agency has only met 12 ½ % of its outreach goal.

3. SoCal Gas 

SoCal Gas has 6 agencies in its CARE pilot outreach program.  The outreach goal for providing information to people is 52,210, of which 21,442 have been reached.  The enrollment goal is 9,590.  SoCal Gas has received 2,548 applications so far.  77% of the applications received through the pilot resulted in new CARE sign ups.

SoCal Gas indicates that some agencies overestimated the number of people to whom they would be able to provide outreach services and enrollment.  SoCal Gas believes that the biggest problem agencies are experiencing seems to be staff turnover.  Also, some agencies only do outreach in cyclical activities such as fairs and at specific food distribution times.  

SoCal Gas believes that the extensive media coverage that has been provided on the recent energy crisis has helped gain it new enrollees.  Since February of 2000, SoCal Gas added 40,000 new enrollees.  In February of 2001 alone, they enrolled 10,000 new CARE customers.

SoCal Gas stated that its most successful agency is a large, well-established CBO that provide a wide variety of services to a large client base.  That agency has a goal of reaching 15,000 customers and has so far reached 6,398.  Its enrollment goal is 2,100 and, so far, it has enrolled 1,135 customers in CARE.

SoCal Gas indicates that smaller CBO’s with more targeted client bases were less successful in meeting their goals.  The least successful agency, a drug rehabilitation group, has a goal of reaching 20,000 customers and has reached 4,504, to date.  Its enrollment goal is 2,500, but it has only enrolled 93 customers in the CARE program so far.

SoCal Gas stated that handing out flyers at food banks was a successful means of reaching new customers, whereas an agency that specialized in sign language was not very successful in meeting its goals.

SoCal Gas indicates that another problem that the agencies are reporting is that clients are not showing up for appointments.

SoCal Gas stated that it is establishing a data exchange with CSD to set up links between its gas assistance program and LIHEAP.

4. SDG&E

SDG&E has 3 contractors, a faith-based CBO, a health clinic, and an agency associated with the AFL/CIO.  The total outreach goal for the program is 40,000 to 50,000 customers.  The enrollment goal is 6,355 customers.  So far 4,006 applications have been received and 80% of those have been accepted.  Some of the remaining 20% were for customers already in CARE and some of those applications are being used to recertify those current customers whose time for recertification is coming up soon.  The success rate of the agencies in meeting their goals has been; health clinic 80%, AFL/CIO 65%, and the faith-based CBO 30%.

The health clinic has been reaching out to farm workers and immigrants and has a very enthusiastic staff.  The faith-based CBO is a well-established agency with numerous programs such as HeadStart and food distribution.  SDG&E believes that the success rate of an agency seems to be based more on the quality of the agency’s staff as opposed to the type of services provided by the agency. 

5. Pilots in General

The utilities stated that one of the lessons learned so far in the pilots is that it is important for agencies to keep dedicated staff persons in positions working on CARE outreach instead of moving staff between programs.  There should be one employee in each agency responsible for reaching outreach and enrollment targets.

Another observation was that outreach must be repeated to be successful.  Talking to a customer once may not provide enough incentive to get them to enroll.

Edison stated that the fee structure the utilities used might have affected outreach as well.  Most agencies were simply paid a set fee for outreach and enrollment.  Edison suggested that if there were a fee paid per successful application processed, the agencies might have more incentive to enroll more customers.

LIF stated that word of mouth is also an important means of getting out information on CARE.  LIF believes that many customers at the SoCal Gas focus group stated that they had learned about the CARE program through word of mouth.  LIF emphasized that outreaching to a customer only once is not enough to get people enrolled.

SDG&E was asked if seniors seem embarrassed to sign up for CARE.  SDG&E answered that some are, but that the recent increase in bills has encouraged customers to seek out the rate discount.

B. Recent Utility Outreach in Addition to the Pilots

Energy Division provided an opportunity for the utilities to speak about other outreach they performed over the last year that was in addition to the CARE outreach pilots.

1. Edison

Edison stated that it ran CARE ads in the Penny Saver in June of 2000 and discovered that the number of applications it received doubled afterwards.  The company also did a targeted CARE mailing to 100,000 customers and 10,000 customers responded to it.  The electronic data exchange of CARE customer information with SoCal Gas resulted in 50,000 customers being placed on the CARE discount.  2,000 customers who received LIEE services were enrolled in CARE.  


Edison contacted every city and county in its service territory as well as 700 CBO’s to give them information on CARE that could be distributed to customers.  Articles on CARE were placed in community newspapers.  Edison employee groups are contacting friends and family about the CARE program.  Edison put 45,000 CARE applications in its 350 authorized payment agencies.

 The County of San Bernardino agreed to mail CARE applications to all of its welfare recipients.  CARE applications were distributed to 100 grammar schools in the LA school district.  The LA Archdiocese agreed to distribute CARE applications to its congregations.  Edison also reviewed its customer data base to determine which customers had received LIEE services in the past but were not on CARE.  Those customers were contacted and sent CARE applications as well.  Edison’s CARE application was put on the company’s website so that it can be downloaded and filled out. Additionally, as a result of its MOU with LIF, Edison sent CARE applications to all of its customers recently.

Some of the things Edison is hoping to do in the future to increase CARE penetration include:

· Mailing a second application to customers who fail to respond to the recertification application sent to them;

· Automatically transfer the CARE discount to a customer’s new address when a CARE customer moves;

· Preprint new CARE applications with the customer’s name, address and billing information on them to make the application easier to fill out and process;

· Track new CARE applications with a resource code so the company will know the source of the application, i.e. ( CBO outreach effort, pilot program, company mailing, etc.); and

· Target CARE mailings to specific customers based on various demographic data.

CRP stated that just sending CARE applications to customers is inadequate because 80% of the customers it worked with need help in filling out the application form due to illiteracy or other problems.

Edison was asked if they could determine the cost to process an application.  The company responded that they could not at this time, but that with standardization of the reporting of costs, they might be able to accomplish this in the future.

2. PG&E

In program year2000, PG&E sent CARE information to all of its customers on three separate occasions in four languages.  One mailing had tear off coupons that allowed customers to request a CARE application.  70,000 requests were received as a result of that mailing.  

The energy crisis and higher bills have been an incentive for more customers to sign up for CARE.  PG&E stated that a year ago its CARE penetration rate was only about 34% and now it is up to 44%.  

Due to the recent MOU with the Greenlining Institute and LIF, PG&E sent CARE applications to all of its customers along with information about the CARE exemption from the electric surcharge that was approved.  

The number of CARE applications received at PG&E has tripled from last year.  31,000 applications were received in January 2001 and 46,000 were received in February 2001.  PG&E has also been doing multicultural and multilingual public service announcements (PSA’s) to get more CARE information out to customers.  The Interactive Voice Response (IVR) at PG&E’s call center has been updated to provide CARE information to people calling in.  PG&E has placed CARE information in local newspapers in English, Chinese, Vietnamese and Spanish.  Radio ads in the central valley have been effective in getting the CARE message out.  30,000 CARE applications were sent to CBO’s who are not in PG&E’s pilot outreach program.  PG&E has been advertising CARE at community fairs in San Francisco and the East Bay.  PG&E employees have been doing voluntary outreach on CARE to family, friends and their communities.   

PG&E has a downloadable CARE application on its website in Spanish and English. The company hopes to improve its website by installing an application that can be filled out online and submitted.  This would be useful for both individual customers and agencies doing outreach.  

PG&E has ongoing PSA’s on CARE.  There are 25 to 30 agencies outside of the pilot that are disbursing CARE information and some of them will help customers fill out the applications as well.  These organizations are both passing out CARE applications and helping customers fill out the applications at no cost to PG&E.  CARE applications were distributed at the recent energy fair in San Francisco and 5,000 applications were distributed at the Day of the Dead Fair in Oakland last November.

3. SoCal Gas

SoCal Gas stated that it has updated its IVR to provide information on CARE when customers call in.  The company has been doing two bill inserts a year to customers with information on CARE.  The data exchange with Edison has increased the number of CARE signups.  Customers receiving LIEE services are signed up for CARE.  

The company is doing a data exchange with CSD and the LIHEAP program to identify customers who may qualify for CARE.   The company has contacted 120 United Way agencies to get the CARE message out.  The company offers CARE applications and call assistance in 5 languages.  Customers can request a CARE application through the company’s IVR.  There is a CARE application on the company website that can be downloaded and CARE applications can be requested by e-mail.  The company is doing ongoing press releases and media outreach through print, radio and bulletins.  Some of these activities are being targeted to ethnic and known low-income communities.  The company worked wit the Electric Education Trust (EET) to distribute 20,000 CARE applications through agencies with whom the EET was contracting.  CARE information has also been printed on the face of the company’s bills to make it more noticeable to customers.  

CARE information is being distributed by Riverside County and the company distributed CARE information at a recent marathon in Los Angeles.  The company distributed CARE information at family festivals in Monrovia as well.  The company is considering placing CARE information on the front of its bills in the future at the same time that it includes bill inserts on CARE.

4. SDG&E

SDG&E stated that it informs customers about CARE on each incoming call to its business office when customers calls about billing questions, late payments, payment arrangements, etc.  The company has provided customers with bill inserts like the other utilities.  In July, 2000, the company did a direct mailing about CARE to targeted groups.  115,000 letters went out to customers not on CARE and 20,000 customers responded.  LIEE contractors are helping customers fill out CARE applications.  The company is using kiosks in malls to distribute CARE applications and information.  Energy education classes are also being provided to interested customers.  

Program personnel involved in the company’s relamping program are taking CARE applications with them to sign up new customers.  The company is distributing CARE applications when energy audits are done.   A community group put the CARE application in its community newspaper twice in Vietnamese which was a successful means of getting new customers on CARE.  The company would like to try this with other ethnic groups as well.  The company also wants to get more military organizations involved in CARE because many enlisted persons qualify for the CARE discount. 

For the future, SDG&E plans to place ads in agency newsletters and community papers.  The company also plans to send a reminder letter to customers who have not returned their recertification letters.  A message will also appear on the last bill the customer receives before they are dropped off the CARE rate after the recertification letter has been sent.  SDSG&E also has extended its shut off moratorium if customers are willing to make payment arrangements.  Field collectors will deliver CARE and LIHEAP information to customers when they post 48 hour shut off notices. The company also plans to attend senior citizen events and distribute information.

C. Capitation Fee

The idea of paying agencies a capitation fee for signing up customers for CARE was discussed.  LIF, ICA and SESCO all support the idea of a capitation fee.  Edison suggested that the utilities enter into an agreement with a variety of agencies and organizations to pay a $5 to $7 fee for each new customer the organization successfully signs up for CARE.   PG&E endorsed a similar proposal and wanted the customers to receive energy education and CFL’s at the same time they are being certified for CARE.  PG&E noted that such a CFL handout might require a waiver from the WIS manual standards.  

The utility proposals are for agencies to certify customers for CARE in conjunction with their other daily activities and not as a new program in which they attempt to outreach to customers specifically to provide CARE information.  Edison stated that it came up with the $5 to $7 fee by talking to local agencies about their costs to provide the service.  SDG&E stated that it was solicited by an agency that was willing to fill out CARE applications for $5 a piece.  The utilities point out that many agencies are currently providing these services at no cost to the utilities.

CAA and CRP both stated that $5 to $7 was not enough money to reimburse an agency for the work involved in filling out a CARE application and explaining the service to a customer as well as answering all of the customer’s questions about the program.   CAA stated that it takes at least 15 minutes to go through an application, which means at $7 an hour, an agency would only be receiving $28 a hour, not enough to cover an employee’s salary, benefits and overhead as well as minimal costs for outreach and additional costs for services such as language translation.  CRP believes that it costs an agency at least $10 to $15 per CARE application to provide this service.  CRP stated that it did a study of the cost of the CARE service it provided and determined that it was just breaking even at $12 per application.  

LIF suggested that the group consider a price range for the service.  LIF stated that we must look at the cost and benefits from the customer’s point of view.

CRP explained that each 501C agency must go through an audit that shows how the funds it receives are spent, and that each 501C agency must show a correlation between its activities, the source of its funds, and how those funds are spent.  CRP stated that targeted funds the agency receives must be spent on the program the funds were meant to support and cannot be used to subsidize other programs.  CRP indicated that only unrestricted funds received by the agency can be used on general activities.  Because of these legal limitations, CRP stated that it is important that agencies be adequately compensated for the time they spend helping customers fill out CARE applications.

SW Gas felt $7 was adequate compensation.  PG&E stated that some agencies could probably do it for $7 and some probably could not.  SoCal Gas stated that the Commission needs to consider the cost of signing customers up and at some point the cost is not justified.

SW Gas asked LIF how much should be spent doing outreach and signing customers up.  SW Gas stated that it felt the utilities had done a very good job at achieving a 65% penetration rate and that the portion of the eligible population not yet on CARE would be more and more difficult and expensive to reach as the utilities try to increase penetration.  SW Gas indicated that at some point, the returns on the investment of money to pursue the remaining population that is only estimated to be eligible is not worthwhile.

LIF indicated that whatever it costs to achieve 100% penetration should be expended and pointed out that the cost is just a flow-through.  ORA stated that it was concerned about the expenses that the utilities would incur under such a program.

A couple of participants felt that it was not necessary to settle on a set payment for this service as long as we could all agree in principal to pay a capitation fee.

Energy Division stated that it would be a good idea for the group to come up with at least a range for the capitation fee so that the Commission would have an idea of the potential costs when it considers the proposal.

CRP asked the utilities what their current outreach budgets are and how much they currently spend to process applications.  The utilities answered that they didn’t have budget information broken out that way and that they hadn’t specifically tracked their own costs of processing applications.

CRP stated that the CARE outreach pilot showed that you have to outreach to many people before you find one that qualifies and is willing to sign up for CARE.  CRP indicated that if agencies are only going to be paid for a successfully processed CARE application, then they are not getting reimbursed for all of the other outreach that they do for the program.

SoCal Gas stated that, unlike the CARE outreach pilot, under the capitation program the utilities would not require agencies to do extensive outreach beyond their current programs and that the amount of reporting and record keeping required of the agencies would also be substantially reduced.  The utilities are planning to use a resource code field on the applications the agencies fill out to easily track the source of the applications.

ORA stated that a $5 to $7 capitation fee per each successful application is reasonable.  Edison and the other utilities stated that they would agree to $7 to $12 per application.  Other than ORA’s opposition to the amount of the fee, the remaining workshop participants were in agreement with a proposal to permit the utilities to enter into arrangements with organizations.

Workshop participants agreed that the capitation fee would be paid on a regular basis (perhaps monthly) after the utility processes the application, deems the customer eligible for CARE, and determines the customer is not already on CARE.  Workshop participants agreed that the capitation fee might have to vary depending on the area where the service is performed.  Application forms would need to have a field for an organization code which would be used to identify the organization. 

D. Leveraging with Universal Lifeline Telephone System Program

LIF made suggestions on how the CARE and Universal Lifeline Telephone System (ULTS) programs could be leveraged to assist each other to reach more customers.  LIF suggested that ULTS customer information could be made available to the energy utilities from the telephone companies so that the energy utilities could contact those customers about CARE or automatically put them on the CARE program.

Energy Division invited SoCalGas to make a presentation comparing the ULTS and CARE programs.  SoCal Gas’ presentation and workshop handout provided a useful backdrop for discussing LIF’s proposal.  SoCalGas’ workshop handout, a spreadsheet comparing the programs, is included with this workshop report as Attachment D.  

SoCal Gas stated that there was a difference in customer bases between the telephone and energy utilities.  A single residence can have more than one household under ULTS, and therefore, there may be multiple ULTS lines into a single residence with each “household’s” income separately qualifying for ULTS.  Under CARE, there is only one meter to that same residence and all families living in the residence would have to have a cumulative income within the CARE income guidelines. 

A participant commented that it is unlikely that the telephone companies would release their customer lists to the energy utilities because it would be a violation of PU Code Section 2891.  One individual mentioned a Supreme Court case which the Commission lost when it tried to force utilities to place information in their customer bills that the utilities objected to.  Another participant mentioned that there was a 1994 Commission ruling authorizing the utilities to exchange customer information.

The energy utilities indicated that they have been in touch with the telephone utilities exploring the possibility of leveraging with the ULTS databases. The energy utilities stated that, at best, some of the telephone utilities indicated that, if they could release the information, they could only provide a name and a telephone number.  The energy utilities point out that they can match customers in a database by address but not necessarily by name since there may be multiple telephone accounts at an address.  

LIF stated that there shouldn’t be any insurmountable hurdles to accomplish leveraging with the ULTS program.  The Commission should order the utilities together to work out the specifics of how to make this work.

PG&E stated that it wants to put ULTS information on its CARE applications.  The other utilities stated that they don’t think there is enough room on their applications for ULTS information, pointing out that PG&E’s applications are much larger than theirs.

Energy Division stated that it appears that the energy utilities are willing to work on leveraging CARE and ULTS information, but the telephone utilities have been reluctant to do so.  Perhaps the Commission can require the telephone companies to cooperate or at least encourage them to.

SoCal Gas suggested putting a postcard explaining CARE and providing CARE telephone numbers in telephone bills.  SoCal Gas pointed out that getting customer lists from the telephone companies would require a lot of data cleanup and would be very expensive to facilitate the exchange of the information due to differences in the utility database systems.

Another idea put forward was to pay the telephone companies to send CARE applications to all of their ULTS customers or send CARE applications to ULTS customers when they go through the recertification process for ULTS.  

SW Gas believes it could cost over $1 million to do a direct mailing to the more than 3.5 million current ULTS customers for any of these proposals summarized in the last two paragraphs.

E. Town Hall Meetings

LIF stated that the Commission should hold town hall meetings around the state so that the Commissioners can hear what real people have to say about utility services.  LIF pointed out that the Commission could request that CBOs help in advertising and getting people to the meetings.  LIF indicates that these meetings could be similar to the telecommunication fraud town halls that Commissioner Wood has been holding. 

LIF and CRP believe that the public participation hearings in the low-income proceedings were unsuccessful and that the locations were poorly chosen. LIF and CRP request that the Commission meet around the state in accessible locations at times when low-income people can attend the meetings.

CAA stated that such town hall meetings should be more than an opportunity to just vent.  CAA believes that the recent low-income public participation hearings were just that.  Instead, CAA stated that there should be follow-up by the Commission on problems and concerns that people voice in the meetings.  The Commission should let people know how it is addressing their concerns in either reports or subsequent decisions.

F. Outreach through the Media

LIF suggested that the Commission needs to get more information out to people around the state on CARE and ULTS and that the Commission should do this through a media campaign including radio, TV and print ads.

PG&E stated that it explored doing a full media campaign and that the cost was estimated at 3 to 5 million dollars.

SW Gas stated that a full-blown media campaign was not appropriate.  SW Gas pointed out that if the utilities are already reaching 60% of the eligible population and only 20 to 25% of the total residential population is eligible, then the utilities are only trying to reach a relatively small number of people, which doesn’t call for a mass media marketing program.  SW Gas suggests that trying to reach only that small segment calls for a targeted marketing program.

SoCal Gas stated that it looked into doing a targeted media campaign and that for 8 weeks of ads in newspapers, on buses, via radio and other venues except TV, the cost would have been $10 million.  SoCal Gas believes that just making people aware of the program is not what is needed.  Instead, people need to be signed up for the program.  A mass media advertising campaign will not achieve that.

LIF stated that the utilities should use whatever type of media campaign will get people enrolled.

ORA asked why we were talking about spending ratepayer money to do more media campaigns to get people on CARE when all indications show that mass media campaigns would be extremely expensive and ineffective.

SoCal Gas stated that mass media is not appropriate for reaching the targeted population.  Also, since the targeted population is relatively small, it is going to be more expensive to reach them.

LIF stated that the Commission can do better at reaching people.  LIF suggests the Commission needs to maximize penetration.  LIF believes that achieving 100% penetration is mandated.

G. Third Party Notification

In its workshop comments,  SESCO suggested that the utilities implement third party notification for CARE customers such as currently exists for utility shut-offs.  If a CARE customer did not respond to a recertification letter, the designated third party would be notified to give them the opportunity to help the customer complete the application.  PG&E, SoCal Gas, Edison and SDG&E supported the exploration of this idea.

VII. SUMMARY OF DRAFT WORKSHOP REPORT COMMENTS

[[[[[[[[[[To be provided in the Energy Division workshop report that will be submitted after the comment and reply comment period.]]]]]]]]].

Application
A.

California Alternate Rate for Energy Program
CARE

California/Nevada Community Action Association
CalNeva

Community Action Agency of San Mateo County
CAA

Community Energy Services Corporation
CESC

Community Resources Project
CRP

Community-Based Organizations
CBO’s

Compact Fluorescent Lamps
CFL’s

Department of Community Services and Development
CSD

Installation Contractors Association
ICA

Latino Issues Forum
LIF

Low-Income Energy Efficiency Program
LIEE

Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program
LIEAP

Memorandum of Understanding
MOU

Office of Ratepayer Advocates
ORA

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
PG&E

Public Service Announcements
PSA’s

Richard Heath and Associates
RHA

Rulemaking
R.

San Diego Gas & Electric Company
SDG&E

SESCO, Inc.
SESCO

Southern California Edison Company
Edison

Southern California Gas Company
SoCal Gas

Southwest Gas Company
SW Gas

Universal Lifeline Telephone Service
ULTS

� Attachment R explains each acronym or abbreviation that occurs in this report.


� Prior to the workshop notice letter, Energy Division requested and received from the utilities summaries of their unspent LIEE funds, starting with program year 1996.


� In PG&E’s A.00-11-056 and Edison’s A.00-11-038, or the Rate Stabilization Proceeding.


� These allocation factors were adopted by the Commission in Resolution E-3585, dated December 17, 1998.






