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PG&E, SoCalGas, SDG&E, SCE, and Southwest Gas (utility respondents) are hereby directed to respond to the following information requests by Close of Business on October 18th, and to provide electronic versions of the response to all parties to R.04-01-006.  The respondent utilities should also come prepared to discuss the detailed responses to these questions including policy, economic, and rate implications at the workshop which is scheduled for October 20th:  

Question

1) Prepare a Comparison Exhibit including the proposals of all participants in response to the Commission order asking for proposals to cope with the increased natural gas prices anticipated in the coming winter (those that came in before last week’s FPH and those that have been submitted since then). The utilities should nominate one utility to coordinate the preparation of such exhibits.
Sempra will provide a joint utility Comparison Exhibit on behalf of the utilities. 
2) In the above Comparison Exhibit, the utilities should categorize the types of proposals by CARE, Low-Income Energy Efficiency and other program areas, and type of proposal within each of the program areas and by utility. Indicate how these proposals differ from what each utility is doing now in its CARE and LIEE programs. 
Sempra will provide a joint utility Comparison Exhibit on behalf of the utilities. 
3) In a separate Exhibit or, if appropriate, in the same Exhibit, respondent utilities should discuss the changes, if any, to existing program Decisions, Rulings, Guidelines, or other Commission orders/direction and what would be required to effect such a change. 
Sempra will provide a joint utility Comparison Exhibit on behalf of the utilities.
4) Respondent utilities also provide the Commission with an exhibit comparing the anticipated impacts of winter bill or rate increases on 1) CARE customers, 2) FERA customers, 3) nonCARE residential customers 4) other customer classes 
The following electric bill impacts are calculated using PG&E’s proposed 1/01/06 rates filed in AL 2706-E, PG&E’s annual electric true-up (AET).
	Anticipated Impacts of Filed 1/1/06 AET Rates

	
	
	

	Electric Customers
	Pct. of Res. Customers
	Avg. Bill Change

	
	
	

	(1) CARE
	17.90%
	0.00%

	
	
	

	(2) FERA
	0.30%
	4.70%

	
	
	

	(3) Non-CARE
	81.80%
	12.10%

	Under 130% Baseline
	28.10%
	0.00%

	130% - 200% Baseline
	21.30%
	2.10%

	200% to 300% Baseline
	18.50%
	8.40%

	Over 300% Baseline
	13.90%
	22.10%

	
	
	

	(4) Other Classes
	
	Avg. Bill Change

	Small Light and Power
	
	2.90%

	Medium Light and Power
	
	3.50%

	E-19 Class
	
	4.10%

	Agriculture
	
	3.80%

	E-20 Class
	
	3.50%


	Anticipated Rate Impacts

	Gas Rates

	
	
	
	Percentage Change

	Bundled Core
	
	

	Residential - NonCARE
	9.5%

	Residential - CARE
	
	7.2%

	Commercial, Small
	
	14.8%

	Commercial, Large
	
	17.6%

	Transportation Only NonCORE
	

	Industrial Distribution
	29.9%

	Industrial Transmission
	45.5%


5) Provide an exhibit comparing the bill impacts of an across-the-board change in CARE eligibility to 200% and 250% of federal poverty guidelines. Show the quantified cost impacts to other classes of customers by utility. Show any increases in other costs by utility. 
	Change in Average Bills From Increase in CARE Eligibility

	
	
	

	Electric Customers
	200% FPL
	250% FPL

	Non-CARE Residential
	0.6%
	0.9%

	CARE Residential
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Small Light and Power
	0.9%
	1.5%

	Medium Light and Power
	0.9%
	1.5%

	E-19 Class
	0.7%
	1.1%

	Agriculture
	0.5%
	0.9%

	E-20 Class
	0.8%
	1.3%

	
	
	

	Average Rate Increase per kWh 
	$0.00099 
	$0.00164 


[image: image1.wmf]Pacific Gas & Electric Company

Gas Rate Impacts on Customer Classes Paying CARE

Core Bundled Including PPP Surcharge

$/th

% Rate Change

$/th

% Rate Change

Non-CARE Residential

0.007

$      

 

0.4%

0.012

$   

 

0.7%

Small Commercial

0.007

$      

 

0.4%

0.012

$   

 

0.7%

Large Commercial

0.007

$      

 

0.5%

0.012

$   

 

0.8%

Noncore Transportation + PPP Surcharge

Industrial Distribution

0.007

$      

 

4.8%

0.012

$   

 

7.9%

Industrial Transmission

0.007

$      

 

11.5%

0.012

$   

 

19.0%

Notes
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6) In the Comparison Exhibit, summarize the estimates of the numbers of customers that will be impacted by each of the proposals and the costs of each of the proposals: in particular, if the CPUC were to approve a new rapid deployment-type program for the measures proposed, what will it cost to implement such a program? What are the anticipated savings (therms and kwh) of the proposed programs and what are the anticipated bill savings impacts of these programs on customer bills – and over what time horizon will we see these energy and bill savings? 
Sempra will provide a joint utility Comparison Exhibit on behalf of the utilities.  Anticipated costs are listed in the joint utility matrix.  Anticipated savings and bill savings that could be calculated within the timeframe allotted for these responses are also included.

7) Each respondent utility should provide an overall cost estimate for each of its proposals and indicate where there may be savings associated with these proposals. For each utility, show the amount of over-collections or excess budget it currently has and how this amount might be used to offset costs associated with the proposals.  The cost estimates should be broken down by CARE and LIEE programs.
PG&E currently has an estimated $74.95 million LIEE budget for 2005, including carryover, as reported in its monthly reports.  PG&E’s 2005 annual authorized budget is $56.53 million.  PG&E expects to expend a total of $3.5 million on the proposed winter furnace replacement pilot and $2.5 million on the LIHEAP refrigerator leveraging project over 2005-2006.  Estimated 2005 costs are $1.17 million for the furnace pilot.  Estimated 2006 costs are $2.33 million for the furnace pilot and $2.5 million for LIHEAP refrigerator leveraging.
PG&E currently has an annual CARE administrative budget of $7.457 million.  PG&E anticipates that its CARE winter proposals will have a minimal impact on its CARE administrative budget. 
8) The Comparison Exhibit should show how any proposals from CBOs that are dissimilar from the utility proposals will affect each utility’s CARE and LIEE program implementation and administration policies and costs. Please also indicate the time horizon for implementation, should any of these proposals be adopted by the Commission. 
Sempra will provide a joint utility Comparison Exhibit on behalf of the utilities.
9) Please prepare an exhibit that addresses the major issues associated with rapid deployment of furnaces and water heaters by utility and fuel source. Provide a pros cons analysis of this issue and make suggestions for how any anticipated issues/problems may be overcome.
Furnace Issues
	Issue
	Pro/Con
	Suggestion

	Cost.  
	· Depends on local code and whether it’s a roof mount requiring a crane to remove and install.  

· Much higher cost for 92% high efficiency units vs. 78%.

· New Title-24 installation codes require duct seal and testing as well as a follow up inspection by an independent state-qualified HERs rater, adding to cost.
	Utility must pay higher costs.

	Product supply in busy season
	Stock availability could be an issue for this winter heating season.
	For future: planning ahead with manufacturers, suppliers and contractors could overcome this problem.

	Contractor availability.  
	This is the contractors’ normal busy season with their own clients. They may require higher pay to work for us on emergency basis.  
	To overcome this obstacle, PG&E will attempt to hire more contractors.



	Permits.  
	Local permits are required.
Increases cost and time (could be anywhere from several days to several weeks depending on local requirements). 


	Utility must pay higher costs and plan for added time.

	Mobile homes.  
	State permits required, not local (more hassle-factor, longer time).  Sizing/repair/duct work can also be an issue in mobile homes.  Standards are different for mobile homes.


	Utility must plan for added time and costs.

	Training energy assessors
	Need to train energy assessors to identify new measure criteria for replacement.  This increases lead time to start implementation.


	PG&E will schedule training as soon as we know what the new measures and installation criteria are.

	Efficiency.  
	Central Forced Air units are more efficient than wall and floor units.  New wall and floor units have little efficiency gain.


	

	Safety.  
	Most central forced air furnaces have a safety device, except for very old units.  In PG&E’s experience, a large majority of wall furnaces have a safety device, but floor units have mixed record.  


	


Water Heater Issues
	Issue
	Pro/Con
	Suggestion

	Cost.  
	High cost to bring unit up to local code.


	Utility must pay increased costs.

	Contractor availability.  
	Special C-36 licensing is required by CSLB to install water heaters.  
	PG&E will continue to look for more C-36 contractors.



	Permits.  
	Permits required.
Increases cost and time (could be anywhere from several days to several weeks depending on local requirements). 


	Utility must pay increased costs.

	Energy Efficiency.  
	Newer units are more efficient and have built in water heater blankets.


	


In addition to the above questions, respondent utilities are directed to answer the following questions pertaining to their individual proposals:

10) What is the financial impact of suspending reconnect charges?  How will this affect rates?
The financial impact of suspending reconnection charges for the winter would be a reduction of $462,000 in reconnection fees.   PG&E assesses a $20 reconnection charge to recover part of the cost associated with dispatching of a field service representative and the work performed to restore service to the customer.  On average on a monthly basis in 2004, 3,850 CARE customers (0.4% of CARE customers) went completely through PG&E’s collection process and were shut off for non-payment.  Based on these numbers, if the Commission were to adopt the proposal to eliminate reconnection fees for CARE customers during the winter season (November 2005 – April 2006), there would be a reduction of reconnection fees in the amount of $462,000.
Based on the $462,000 shortfall, the bundled non-CARE residential impact would be 0.017% or $0.00029 per therm.  Using an average monthly usage of 45 therms, this comes to $0.01 per residential customer per month.

11) Address how the utilities would follow up on the refrigerator, furnace, and CFL proposals.  Would the utilities go back to the residences involved in these emergency proposals and retrofit their housed under the “whole house” approach?
PG&E proposes to treat residences under the current “whole house” approach.  Under the current approach PG&E would assess each home for all feasible measures.  PG&E does not propose to locate homes to receive individual measures.  However, we may go back to homes previously completed in 2005 to offer the new pilot measures.

12) PG&E mentions a possible shortfall in the 2006-2007 LIEE budgets or increased budgets for the furnace replacement program.  What would be the comparative figures for all the utilities?
At this time, PG&E is unable to provide a reliable estimate of the potential shortfall to its 2006-2007 LIEE budget because there are a number of unknown factors that will directly impact the amount of any potential shortfall.  PG&E will be able to estimate the potential shortfall to its 2006-2007 budget after the Commission adopts the winter proposals and the 2006-2007 LIEE programs.

13) Other utilities should comment on PG&E’s proposal to initiate a pilot program to qualify customers for low income programs by census blocks, and explain whether or not this approach should be adopted by each utility. 
N/A

14) What are the impacts of suspension of CARE enrollment post verification?
PG&E is concerned that suspending post-enrollment verification of CARE eligibility may result in fraudulent receipt of the CARE discount by ineligible customers at the expense of ratepayers.  
15) How many unqualified customers are likely to continue on the CARE program receiving the discount in the absence of recertification?
PG&E estimates that approximately 25,000 customers will fail to recertify during the winter months.  These customers would continue to receive the CARE discount in the absence of recertification.  It is unknown how many of these customers will fail to recertify because they no longer qualify or for other reasons  Due to this unknown, PG&E has proposed giving these customers a 6-month extension of the discount and another opportunity to recertify.

16) How many customers are estimated to be recertified during the winter months?
PG&E estimates that approximately 120,000 customers will be due to recertify during the winter months.  Of these, it is estimated that approximately 95,000 will be successfully recertified, thus extending their CARE discount for another two years.

17) If utilities are to enroll customers by phone, what will be the affect on personnel costs?  
PG&E estimates that enrolling customers by phone instead of by paper application would have minimal effect on personnel costs.

18) How will the utilities change reporting requirements for data submission on a monthly basis to accommodate their proposals?  
PG&E will not change its monthly low-income reporting.  PG&E will add line items into existing tables to track its winter pilot activity.  PG&E would like to work with Energy Division and other interested parities to revise the monthly reports to make them more useful and user-friendly.

19) Describe the role, if any, of CBOs in implementing these proposals.  For example, what role will the CBOs play in the phone enrollment of CARE customers?  
PG&E currently has 7 CBOs implementing its LIEE program.  PG&E also has separate leveraging contracts with 7 LIHEAP providers to deliver PG&E refrigerators to its customers being weatherized through the LIHEAP program.  
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