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Recommendations for the 1999 California Alternate Rates for Energy (CARE) Program



LIGB FUNDAMENTAL ASSUMPTIONS FOR THE 1999 CARE PROGRAM



The LIGB approved the CARE recommendations at its meetings on August 19, 1998.



The following are fundamental assumptions regarding LIGB’s approach to these policy determinations:



The LIGB desires to make policy determinations impacting CARE 1999 program on or before August 31, 1998.



The LIGB CARE related determinations to be made by August 31, 1998 are focused almost exclusively on program year 1999.



The purpose of this exercise is that the LIGB make determinations and set constructive policy that the CPUC and utilities can consider in the technical advice letter process.



The legislature has determined that the CARE program is a low-income assistance program that is to be implemented on a needs based and uncapped basis.



The CPUC and the LIGB is highly appreciative and respects the fine work of all those who have implemented the CARE program in the past.  The LIGB believes and (feels the CPUC and legislature similarly believe) that every effort to increase participation to a realistic level and a level which clearly and demonstrably higher.  In fact, the LIGB believes the CARE program administrators should strive to improve the CARE program and achieve excellence in their implementation of this program.



2000 CARE program modifications will be developed after September 1, 1998.



A major goal of the Board in making these recommendations is to move to independent program administration, under a competitive bid process, with statewide standards for quality program implementation.

�Low Income Governing Board

Summary List of Recommendations for 1999 CARE Program

Approved at August 19, 1998 LIGB Meetings



That the income guidelines and definition of income to determine eligibility of CARE and LIEE in calendar year 1999 continue to follow the current guidelines approved by the Commission in G.O. 153.  It is the intent of the Low Income Governing Board (LIGB) to examine these issues and to make recommendations that would then take effect for the CARE program beginning in the year 2000.

That given the legislative mandate that the CARE program be needs based and uncapped, the LIGB resolves that participation goals for the CARE program statewide beginning in 1999 be 100% of eligible customers who wish to participate. And:

That there be a voluntary, good faith effort on the part of the interim CARE administrators to increase the number of CARE program participants on individual meters in 1999. 

That based on experience gained to date and assessments to be performed in 1999, goals for participation will be set for the year 2000 and beyond, including possible incentives and penalties tied to these goals.

That CARE outreach activities be integrated, where appropriate, with the education and outreach activities of the LIEE, the Energy Education Trust, the electric restructuring call center, the California Board for Energy Efficiency and other related efforts.

That interim program administrators be directed to submit plans for effective outreach to the LIGB by October 1st to achieve improved participation rates in 1999, especially among hard-to-reach segments of the low-income population.  Plans should consider facilitating cooperation and collaboration with third parties in identifying, referring and submitting applications of eligible customers to the interim program administrators.  Plans should include quality control and training to ensure effective use of ratepayer funds for outreach, and include reimbursement of third parties for their costs in performing outreach activities. 

That the LIGB direct independent analysis and activities involving studies, market research, pilots and program evaluations regarding the CARE program.  These activities are needed to help inform LIGB decisions and recommendations to the CPUC on the CARE program.  The LIGB has the authority to choose an agent(s) to conduct these activities.  The initial focus of these activities will be on program innovations that increase participation, particularly by under served market segments in the eligible population, in a cost-effective manner.

That the Commission require the interim program administrators to employ uniform self-certification for CARE program participants on individual meters, as opposed to up-front verification, for the 1999 program year.  Self-certification shall be accompanied by regular post-enrollment monitoring, including random sampling verification procedures and targeted verification to screen out ineligible applicants and minimize fraud.



As part of a self-certification procedure, a CARE applicant shall be required to sign an application certifying that his/her household income falls within the approved eligibility guidelines, and acknowledging that the utility may at some time in the future verify customer eligibility.  The application form must state that the utility may request the customer to provide proof of eligibility at the time of any post-enrollment verification.  If a program participant wrongly declares his or her eligibility, or fails to notify the utility when he or she no longer meets the eligibility guidelines, the utility may render corrective billings.

That CPUC staff compile summary information on the CARE program for the last two reporting periods as has been previous practice and report to the CPUC, the LIGB and interested parties. And that 1999 CARE interim administrators shall file reports consistent with the current reporting requirements regarding the CARE program, as well as additional requirements as defined by the LIGB. 



The reporting timeframes for both the CARE and DSM programs should be modified to be based on a consistent reporting period.  It is recommended that reporting on program activities reflect accomplishments achieved from January through December of the previous year and that reporting be done on May 1 of each year.  Because utilities have filed a status report on their CARE program on August 1, 1998, which captures program data and achievements from May 1, 1997 through April 30, 1998, it is recommended that a report be filed on May 1, 1999 which covers the timeframe May 1, 1998 through December 31, 1998.

That the LIGB wishes to ensure that there is an effective, accessible CARE complaint resolution process in place once the CARE program moves to independent program administration. 

That the CPUC approve the 1999 CARE and LIGB budgets.  These budgets should include funding of increased participation levels, administration and pilots, incentives, needs assessments and customer participation/market research.  The budgets should include these subcategories:

	CARE Program Benefits

	CARE administration

	CARE pilots

	CARE Needs Assessment/Market Research

	LIGB operating budgets

That each CARE interim administrator file a 1999 CARE implementation plan by October 1, 1998, in OIR 98-07-037, which reflects their proposed implementation approach and explicitly includes the LIGB’s recommended CARE policy guidelines and determinations as of August 31, 1998.
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Recommendations for the 1999 California Alternate Rates for Energy (CARE) Program

Recommendation A.1

That the income guidelines and definition of income to determine eligibility of CARE and LIEE in calendar year 1999 continue to follow the current guidelines approved by the Commission in G.O. 153.  It is the intent of the Low Income Governing Board (LIGB) to examine these issues and to make recommendations that would then take effect for the CARE program beginning in the year 2000.



The LIGB is mindful of the many issues involved in eligibility determination. Definition of income, potential use of asset and means tests, etc., are issues that are the subject of an open docket (OIR 94-12-001) that the CPUC has considered in an existing process for CARE 1999 eligibility standards. It is the intent of the LIGB to explore, discuss and make policy determinations and advisory recommendations regarding key issues related to eligibility standards for the CARE year 2000 program. It is the intent of the LIGB to embark upon this effort in late Fall of 1998.

�Recommendation A.2

That given the legislative mandate that the CARE program be needs based and uncapped, the LIGB resolves that participation goals for the CARE program statewide beginning in 1999 be 100% of eligible customers who wish to participate. And:



	That there be a voluntary, good faith effort on the part of the interim CARE administrators to increase the number of CARE program participants on individual meters in 1999. 

	That based on experience gained to date and assessments to be performed in 1999, goals for participation will be set for the year 2000 and beyond, including possible incentives and penalties tied to these goals.



Although 1999 is an interim period, the Board, through this recommendation, signals its intention that the CARE program be maintained and enhanced by the interim administrators.



Actual participation rates have varied greatly among the utilities for reasons that are not yet clear. Studies, pilots and assessments to be conducted in 1999 and beyond intend to clarify these questions and provide a basis for the setting of incremental goals for increased participation rates in future years to be achieved by the Independent Program Administrator. A system of incentives and penalties may be tied to these goals.



Setting specific goals and enforcing incentives and penalties in 1999 would be premature given lack of information, but the interim program administrators should be expected to demonstrate a good faith effort to increase participation.

�Recommendation A.3

That CARE outreach activities be integrated, where appropriate, with the education and outreach activities of the LIEE, the Energy Education Trust, the electric restructuring call center, the California Board for Energy Efficiency and other related efforts.



This is consistent with the CPUC’s intent that consumers be informed of the new opportunities provided by electric utility restructuring and that this be done in a cost-effective manner and through a variety of methods.  Efforts are already underway to include information about the CARE program in other educational programs.  Promotion of the CARE program in these venues will help to achieve common objectives.  This cooperation should be established as soon as possible.

�Recommendation A.4

That interim program administrators be directed to submit plans for effective outreach to the LIGB by October 1st to achieve improved participation rates in 1999, especially among hard-to-reach segments of the low-income population.  Plans should consider facilitating cooperation and collaboration with third parties in identifying, referring and submitting applications of eligible customers to the interim program administrators.  Plans should include quality control and training to ensure effective use of ratepayer funds for outreach, and include reimbursement of third parties for their costs in performing outreach activities. 



In line with the Board’s recommendation that improvement be achieved in participation rates as a result of good faith efforts in 1999, the interim program administrators should be encouraged to develop and incorporate improved methods to perform outreach.  This is particularly important for reaching customers currently unaware of the program. 



Studies of participation of low-income Americans in other means-tested public and utility benefit programs show that between one-third and two-thirds of the eligible customers who do not participate are not aware that the program exists, or how to apply, or that they may in fact qualify. 

�Recommendation A.5

That the LIGB direct independent analysis and activities involving studies, market research, pilots and program evaluations regarding the CARE program.  These activities are needed to help inform LIGB decisions and recommendations to the CPUC on the CARE program.  The LIGB has the authority to choose an agent(s) to conduct these activities.  The initial focus of these activities will be on program innovations that increase participation, particularly by under served market segments in the eligible population, in a cost-effective manner.



The LIGB believes that increasing participation in CARE is essential to meeting the legislative mandate for the program.  In its advisory and oversight role, good information is needed to provide recommendations for programmatic changes that are likely to result in greater participation and cost-effectiveness for program years 2000 and beyond.  The LIGB needs the flexibility to pursue the specific information required for program planning, decision-making and to select agents that are unbiased and independent of any stakeholders in the CARE program.



The LIGB intends to work in consultation with the interim program administrators for 1999, the Advisory Committee and its existing consultants to set priorities for information needs, select appropriate agents to conduct research and develop a funding request which will be incorporated into its 1999 budget.



Some of the questions that need to be answered include, but are not limited to:



	What market segments are underserved by the existing CARE program and why are they underserved?

	What programmatic changes are most likely to increase participation cost-effectively, particularly by the underserved segments?

	Will the following programmatic changes increase participation rates among eligible customers and promote in a cost-effective manner: (1) increasing the use of third parties (such as community-based organizations) for outreach, referral and submission of applications: (2) converging messages about other programs under the Commission’s jurisdiction (such as ULTS, EET and LIEE) with CARE information; and (3) using computer-based information systems to refer applicants to multiple programs?

�Recommendation A.6

That the Commission require the interim program administrators to employ uniform self-certification for CARE program participants on individual meters, as opposed to up-front verification, for the 1999 program year.  Self-certification shall be accompanied by regular post-enrollment monitoring, including random sampling verification procedures and targeted verification to screen out ineligible applicants and minimize fraud.



	As part of a self-certification procedure, a CARE applicant shall be required to sign an application certifying that his/her household income falls within the approved eligibility guidelines, and acknowledging that the utility may at some time in the future verify customer eligibility.  The application form must state that the utility may request the customer to provide proof of eligibility at the time of any post-enrollment verification.  If a program participant wrongly declares his or her eligibility, or fails to notify the utility when he or she no longer meets the eligibility guidelines, the utility may render corrective billings.



A self-certification process, which will lower barriers to participation, is in line with the LIGB’s goal of increasing participation rates. Two of the four large energy utilities, and the ULTS program, presently enroll CARE participants through a self-certification process. 



The Board does recognize that a post-enrollment random sampling verification process is necessary to provide a check on enrollment of ineligibles.  Verification will also provide useful data for program evaluation and modification.

�Recommendation A.7

That CPUC staff compile summary information on the CARE program for the last two reporting periods as has been previous practice and report to the CPUC, the LIGB and interested parties. And that 1999 CARE interim administrators shall file reports consistent with the current reporting requirements regarding the CARE program, as well as additional requirements as defined by the LIGB. 



	The reporting timeframes for both the CARE and DSM programs should be modified to be based on a consistent reporting period.  It is recommended that reporting on program activities reflect accomplishments achieved from January through December of the previous year and that reporting be done on May 1 of each year.  Because utilities have filed a status report on their CARE program on August 1, 1998, which captures program data and achievements from May 1, 1997 through April 30, 1998, it is recommended that a report be filed on May 1, 1999 which covers the timeframe May 1, 1998 through December 31, 1998.



	Reporting requirements will include:



	a)	Penetration rates and progress toward penetration goals set for 1999.

	b)	Results of any market research, pilots and program evaluations conducted by the interim program administrators, including the cost-effectiveness of outreach and enrollment activities conducted by third-parties.

	c)	Assessment of the 1999 self-certification process, especially regarding changes in the level of participation and the level of ineligibles.



The interim program administrators currently file annual reports for their CARE program activities and results. This reporting should continue to provide information necessary for future program design and measurement of progress toward achieving greater participation. The preparation and submission of the report on the remaining eight months of 1998 provides utilities with lead-time to plan for a nine-month report and enables responding parties to smoothly transition to annual reporting based on January through December program activity in subsequent years. To measure progress in achieving greater participation, in the future the LIGB may request more frequent reports on participation and the results of verification checks in order to measure progress in achieving greater participation. 

�Recommendation A.8

That the LIGB wishes to ensure that there is an effective, accessible CARE complaint resolution process in place once the CARE program moves to independent program administration. 



A stable and responsive complaint resolution structure is a critical element of any public service.  Consumer insights offer a valuable tool for assessment and refinement of services offered.  In the particular instance of a program targeted for low-income customers, a method for complaint resolution reiterates that this is a service, thus empowering the customer using the service.  With this in mind, it is our recommendation that the current focus be on structuring a long-term stable complaint resolution system.  The movement toward Independent Program Administrator(s) offers the unique opportunity to integrate with existing mechanisms or augment with a new complaint resolution system that will be able to protect the rights of the customer while tracking program performance.

�Recommendation A.9

That the CPUC approve the 1999 CARE and LIGB budgets.  These budgets should include funding of increased participation levels, administration and pilots, incentives, needs assessments and customer participation/market research.  The budgets should include these subcategories:



	CARE Program Benefits

	CARE administration

	CARE pilots

	CARE Needs Assessment/Market Research

	LIGB operating budgets



The CARE program administrators at each of the interim program administrators should be awarded budgets that allow for achievement of the goals set by the Board for 1999: maintaining the level of participation and achieving an increase.



These budgets should allow for the maintenance of administrative resources, outreach and staffing on the part of the administrators.



Separate budget categories should be established to provide for the needs assessment, market research and pilot projects required for the 1999 period.  Providing for these tasks should not impinge on the budgets for program benefits and administration.



The utility filings and LIGB comments are separate from the Advice letter regarding the LIGB’s administrative budgets for 1999.  The LIGB’s budget Advice Letter is to be jointly submitted with CBEE on October 1 of each year for the following year. (Draft Interim Opinion: and Compliance Filings, February 4, 1998)

�Recommendation A.10

That each CARE interim administrator file a 1999 CARE implementation plan by October 1, 1998, in OIR 98-07-037, which reflects their proposed implementation approach and explicitly includes the LIGB’s recommended CARE policy guidelines and determinations as of August 31, 1998.



The basis of this recommendation is founded in our attempt to comply with the CPUC’s wishes for a joint planning process for the utilities and Board in the development of the 1999 CARE program. 



The utilities are required to develop the 1999 CARE programs and budgets in consultation with the LIGB.  The resultant plans are to be filed with the Commission as Advice Letters.  The LIGB will submit comments to the Commission regarding the utility advice letters.  The Commission Decision specifically orders:



In consultation with the Low-Income Governing Bard (LIGB), the interim utility administrators for low-income assistance programs shall develop 1999 program plans and budgets to be filed at the Commission as Advice Letters by October 1, 1998.  The comments of LIGB and interested parties are due within 30 days thereafter. (Interim Opinion: Extension of Interim Administrators’ Term for Energy Efficiency and Low-Income Programs, Decision 98-05-018, May 7, 1998, page 9)

�Recommendations for the 1999 Low Income Energy Efficiency (LIEE) Program
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Recommendations for the 1999 Low Income Energy Efficiency (LIEE) Program



The Low Income Governing Board (LIGB) was established by the California Public Utilities Commission to assist it with the operation of California’s Low Income Energy Efficiency (LIEE) programs.  The Commission has ruled that this program will be put out to competitive bid to an independent administrator (IA) who will begin operating it by January 1, 2000.  The Commission also ruled that during the transition to an independently administered program, services will continue to be offered to eligible customers by California’s electric and gas utilities on an interim basis through 1999.



The LIGB approved the LIEE recommendations at its meetings on August 24-25, 1998.



The LIGB is recommending modifications which have been informed by the expertise of its Advisory Committee to the current utility operated programs which:



•	facilitate the transition to the new, independently administered LIEE program;

•	improve program cost efficiency and service quality for customers served in 1999; and

•	collect information that will be useful in the future design and management of the program.



With little time for Transitional Program Administrators (TPAs) to prepare for 1999, the LIGB is recommending only those modifications that it believes are necessary for the delivery of quality energy efficiency services to California's low income population and that can realistically be implemented by January 1, 1999. 



The LIGB recommendations are divided into three policy areas: 

 

	A. General measures policy; 

	B. Specific measure changes; and

	C. Marketing and intake policies



The LIGB recommends the Commission adopt all of these changes to ensure the wisest use of ratepayer funds and the best possible LIEE program in 1999.  A summary list of all of the recommendations is followed by a detailed discussion of each one.





�Low Income Governing Board

Summary List of Recommendations for 1999 LIEE Program

Approved at August 24-25, 1998 LIGB Meetings



A. General measure policy



Require all Transitional Program Administrators (TPAs) to use the attached standard set of measures for installation as part of the 1999 LIEE program (see Appendix A).

Require all TPAs to install all feasible measures from the standard set in an eligible customer’s home if there are program funds available to serve that home.

Require all TPAs to determine that a measure is feasible only when its installation provides significant benefit to the customer(s) living in the home.

Require all TPAs to limit home repairs to a standard set of repair items and a maximum per-home expenditure of $750 – except when furnace replacement is a measure in which case the limit is $1,500 - with a program cap of 20% of each TPA’s total program budget.

Require all TPAs that are dual-fuel utilities providing both gas and electric service to an eligible customer to install all feasible measures from the standard set in that customer’s home if that utility has program funds remaining in either the gas or electric LIEE budget.

Allow all TPAs that provide only gas or electric service to an eligible customer who receives other utility service (gas or electric) from a municipal utility to limit feasible measures to those from the standard set that predominantly save the type of energy provided by the TPA.



B. Specific measure changes



Require all TPAs to replace refrigerators (or combinations of refrigerators and freezers) whenever 650 kWh per year can be saved by replacement, the customer will own the new refrigerator, and the existing unit(s) will be removed for recycling and de-manufacture.

Require all TPAs to offer compact fluorescent lights (CFLs) as a measure for eligible customers.  Authorize replacement of an existing bulb up to a household limit of five bulbs, when the CFL will save at least 45 watts, the light is used four or more hours per day, the CFL fits.

Require all TPAs to install attic ventilation as a stand-alone measure in areas with high cooling loads when the home has sufficient insulation but inadequate attic ventilation.



C. Marketing and intake policies



Require all TPAs to target market in 1999 so that the highest-using one-third of income-eligible residential customers receive at least 35% of program funding.

2	Require all TPAs to collect and maintain information on all LIEE participants and their dwellings in order to profile customers served in 1999 by usage, geographic location, ethnicity, age, and owner/renter status and dwelling type.

�Low Income Governing Board 

Recommendations for 1999 LIEE Program

Approved at August 24-25, 1998 LIGB Meetings

Recommendation A.1

Require all Transitional Program Administrators (TPAs) to use the attached standard set of measures for installation as part of the 1999 LIEE program (see Appendix A).

The five utilities currently implementing California’s LIEE program offer different measures to participating customers. Adopting a single set of measures will facilitate transition to a single program operated by a competitively selected Independent Administrator (IA). Additionally, it will immediately establish equity among California’s low income families applying for LIEE services.



Appendix A contains a set of recommended measures for the 1999 LIEE program. It lists each measure, describes it, notes the rationale for inclusion, and states the policy governing its installation. This chart is based largely upon a document prepared by the LIGB’s technical advisory committee (LIGBAC), “Program Design Recommendations of the Advisory Committee for Feasibility Criteria to be Used in the 1999 Direct Assistance Program.” The LIGBAC is comprised of individuals who are closely involved with the operation of California’s LIEE programs.



The recommended measures include all of the measures specified in Public Utilities Code §2790.�  It also includes those energy efficiency measures most likely to produce significant energy savings, bill reduction, increased comfort, or reduced hardship for low income customers.

�Recommendation A.2

Require all TPAs to install all feasible measures from the standard set in an eligible customer’s home if there are program funds available to serve that home.

Utilities currently implementing the LIEE program may be limiting the number of installations of a specific measure based upon a self imposed budget limit for installation of that specific measure. For example, if program staff are in a customer’s home, they may install all feasible measures except an energy efficient refrigerator because the budget limit on refrigerator replacements has been reached. In this case, there may be sufficient overall program funds to pay for this measure and the measure will produce significant energy and bill savings for the customer, yet the measure is not be installed.



Once program staff are in a home, they should install as many of the measures from the standard set that are appropriate for that home. Using this comprehensive approach reduces transaction costs (costs of getting to the home) as a percentage of total program expenditures. This results in more program funds being spent on appropriate measures that produce savings in each home, thereby increasing program cost efficiency.�



Additionally, installing all appropriate measures for each home minimizes lost opportunities and reduces the likelihood that the same homes will need services in future years. 

Installation of measures should be based on actual participants’ needs not arbitrary allocations. Budget constraints will limit the number of homes visited in any program year, but should not limit the delivery of appropriate measures in a specific home.

�Recommendation A.3

Require all TPAs to determine that a measure is feasible only when its installation provides significant benefit to the customer(s) living in the home.

Public Utilities Code §2790 established the weatherization measures which have become known as the Big 6 measures. The Big 6 measures include “(A) Attic insulation. (B) Caulking. (C) Weatherstripping. (D) Low flow showerhead. (E) Water heater blanket. (F) Door and building envelope repairs which reduce air infiltration.”  Public Utilities Code §2790 also states, “The commission shall direct any electrical or gas corporation to provide as many of these measures as are feasible for each eligible low income dwelling unit.”



Utilities operating the LIEE program have interpreted “feasible” to mean that whenever one of the Big 6 measures can physically and safely be installed, that it should be, regardless of whether installation of the measure offers any noticeable benefit to the customer. This policy has reduced complaints about equity and simplified program administration.



However, LIEE has limited funds available to serve the needs of low income customers. In 1998, available funding enabled delivery of program services to fewer than three percent of the estimated eligible low income customers. With limited funds, measures should be installed only when they provide actual benefit to participating customers. While the current policy minimizes the possibility that a customer might complain that they should have received a measure that was not installed in their home, it wastes scarce funds on measures with little or no benefit to low income customers.



The LIGB recommends that for all LIEE program measures the Commission define “feasible” as:



measures that the customer wants; 

measures that significantly increase comfort or bill savings or reduce hardship; and

measures that can be safely installed.



The recommended definition of “feasible” will ensure that during 1999 when the program is operated by TPAs and in 2000 when it is operated by a competitively selected IA, the intention of each installed measure will be to provide a real and significant benefit to each customer served.



During 1999, TPAs should be allowed to propose a variety of definitions for “significantly increase comfort or bill savings or reduce hardship.” They should be allowed to use:



A screening list based on a cost effectiveness analysis, that compares the net present value of the lifetime savings to the customer in a typical home to the cost of the installed measure, adjusted for the heating and cooling degree days of the actual home.

A screening tool based on the results of previously completed Class A audits for similar homes in various communities.

The screening mechanism already used by the California Department of Community Services.

A screening tool proposed by the TPA in its Advice Letter to the Commission and accepted by the Commission as a reasonable procedure for determining when installation of measures will actually result in a significant increase of comfort or bill savings or reduced hardship.



The LIGB will propose to the Commission a screening mechanism for use by the competitively selected IA at a later date.

�Recommendation A.4

Require all TPAs to limit home repairs to a standard set of repair items3 and a maximum per-home expenditure of $750—except when furnace replacement  is a measure in which case the limit is $1,500—with a program cap of 20% of each TPA’s total program budget.

The LIEE program is not a home improvement program. However, repairs in participants’ homes are often necessary for the health and safety of the residents and to permit the installation of appropriate program measures. 



The term repairs is something of a misnomer. Some measures defined as repairs can result in significant energy reductions, bill savings and increased comfort if installed in homes with high heating or cooling loads. These same measures installed in homes with little or no heating or cooling loads will yield little or no energy reductions, bill savings or comfort improvements. 



For example, in areas with significant heating and or cooling, window repairs will reduce energy use and improve comfort (and health and safety). In climates where windows are typically left open, the benefit of this repair is negligible. Even repairs or replacements of heating systems can result in significant energy reduction if it increases combustion efficiency or if it permits closing windows (left open to prevent carbon monoxide poisoning).



Utilities operating the LIEE program have had different policies regarding use of program funds for repairs to customers’ homes. There are not only different limits for the amount which can be spent on repairs (from $200 to unlimited), but different repair items are considered allowable. (see Appendix B excerpted from the May 11, 1998 chart prepared by LIGBAC detailing differences between the utilities’ 1997 programs).



As the state moves toward operation of a single program in 2000, TPAs should use a standard set of repair items in 1999.�  As with the standard set of measures, it will immediately establish equity among California’s low income families applying for LIEE services.



TPAs should limit repairs to $750 per home except when furnace replacement is a measure in which case the limit should be $1,500 per home. Such a high limit is required if heating system repairs are to be an allowable repair item. 



However, if all program funds were used to fund repairs to eligible customers’ homes, there would be inadequate funds for measures which could more significantly reduce energy consumption, bills and hardship. Therefore, for 1999, the TPAs should limit the amount spent on repairs to twenty percent of the each TPA’s total program budget.

�Recommendation A.5

Require all TPAs that are dual-fuel utilities providing both gas and electric service to an eligible customer to install all feasible measures from the standard set in that customer’s home if that utility has program funds remaining in either the gas or electric LIEE budget.

The LIEE program is designed to assist eligible low income customers. The assistance is provided through the installation of energy efficiency measures in their dwelling that result in a significant increase comfort or bill savings or a reduction in hardship for the customer.



Gas and electric customers receiving services from a dual-fuel utility should not be denied measures for which they are eligible and which will provide significant benefit in their dwelling because of accounting issues (i.e., how funds are treated by the dual-fuel utility’s corporate entities).



Denying customers of dual-fuel utilities access to measures that they are eligible for and that are appropriate for their homes reduces program cost efficiency (i.e., reduces the funds spent on measures that will produce savings in a home while the transaction costs to reach that home remain fixed). Further, this practice is not equitable to customers if the utility fails to install these measures during a second visit to these customers in the next program year when funds become available.

�Recommendation A.6

Allow all TPAs that provide only gas or electric service to an eligible customer who receives other utility service (gas or electric) from a municipal utility to limit feasible measures to those from the standard set that predominantly save the type of energy provided by the TPA.

In 1999, the LIEE program will again be operated by individual utility companies. Utility companies resist paying for measures designed to save another utility company’s energy source in a customer’s home. They complain that they are subsidizing the customer’s other utility company. The fact that some small direct energy savings will result and that overall bill payment rates will be improved has been secondary to the policy that each utility should pay for those measure designed to save that utility’s type of energy.



TPAs should be requested to encourage municipal utilities to financially participate in the 1999 LIEE program whenever a customer of an investor owned utility is also served by a municipal utility. However, even if TPAs request participation by municipal utilities, there is no guarantee that the municipal utility will agree to financially participate. However, each TPA should also be allowed to install all measures in an eligible customer’s home that is also served by a municipal utility.



Allow all TPAs that provide only gas or electric service to an eligible customer who receives other utility service (gas or electric) from a municipal utility to limit feasible measures to those from the standard set that predominantly save the type of energy provided by the TPA. This policy will result in a less cost effective program, lost opportunities (measures that could and should be installed in a home having to be installed at a later date at a higher transaction cost), and some participating customers not receiving all of the eligible measures that would provide them significant benefits.� However, as long as the LIEE program is operated by utility companies, such a policy will be necessary.

�Recommendation B.1

Require all TPAs to replace refrigerators (or combinations of refrigerators and freezers) whenever 650 kWh per year can be saved by replacement, the customer will own the new refrigerator, and the existing unit(s) will be removed for recycling and de-manufacture.

Refrigeration is a large electricity cost in almost every home. In fact, for customers with little electric heating or cooling, refrigeration is often the largest electricity user in the home. Many low income customers operate one or more old, inefficient refrigerators or freezers that waste significant amounts of electricity. Replacing inefficient refrigerators (and freezers) with high efficiency refrigerators will result in significant energy and bill reductions.



A refrigerator is an expensive item. It is important to make sure that the measure cost is as low as possible, that significant savings will be produced and that the old unit does not end up in the home of another customer. Further, since the LIEE program is for the benefit of low income customers, it is important that the low income customer is the one who will own of the new unit.



To minimize program costs, TPAs should use competitive bids to purchase efficient, standard size and color refrigerators (e.g., a white, 18 cubic foot unit) that exceed California energy consumption standards for new appliances by at least 20%. To ensure there will be significant savings, replacement should occur only when 650 kWh per year can be saved from replacement of the refrigerator (or combination of refrigerator(s) and freezer). To ensure the inefficient refrigerator is not simply used by another customer, customers receiving replacements must agree to surrender the existing appliance(s) for recycling and de-manufacture. In order to ensure the low income customer benefits from the replacement, the TPA must ensure the customer will own the new refrigerator.�



Two methods are commonly used to determine the usage of an existing refrigerator (and the potential savings of its replacement). The best method is to meter the current unit. Another method is to use published manuals listing estimated usage based on the make and model number. TPAs should be allowed to determine which method they will use during 1999.

�Recommendation B.2

Require all TPAs to offer compact fluorescent lights (CFLs) as a measure for eligible customers. Authorize replacement of an existing bulb, up to a household limit of five bulbs, when the CFL will save at least 45 watts, the light is used four or more hours per day, and the CFL fits.

CFLs are fluorescent lamps with ballasts that are designed to be used in a standard screw-in bulb socket. CFLs use a quarter of the electricity of an incandescent bulb of similar light output. They last approximately 10,000 hours compared with a typical incandescent bulb’s life of 850 hours. CFLs cost approximately $16-$24 at retail. Wholesale prices for the best quality CFLs are approximately $13. The best quality CFLs now offer lighting that rivals incandescent lighting, are sized to fit most fixtures, and avoid interference with other electronic devices.



CFLs provide a significant energy saving opportunity in every low income customer’s home. A customer will save more than $50 for every incandescent bulb they replace with a CFL (assuming electricity savings of 45 watts and the CFL lasts its rated life).� For low use customers, lighting is one of the largest electricity users. Programs operated in other states have found that on average 5 or more CFLs can cost-effectively be installed in most low income customers’ homes, saving an average of more than $250 in electricity and avoided bulb purchases for the customer over the life of the CFLs.



Customer retention of this product has proven to be a significant problem, however. MCM Energy Research of Mountain View California in their publication Energy Strategy Reports reported the results of its study that up to one-third of utility supplied CFLs were either not installed or were removed by program participants. A similar problem was confirmed in California by PG&E’s representative to the Advisory Committee.



A CFL is a costly item. To be worth the expense, CFLs need to be installed in fixtures that customers use and must remain in the sockets to produce savings.



The LIGB recognizes that customer retention of CFLs is a problem as noted above and plans to examine alternative solutions while developing the RFP for the independent administrator(s).

�Recommendation B.3

Require all TPAs to install attic ventilation as a stand-alone measure in areas with high cooling loads when the home has sufficient insulation but inadequate attic ventilation.

Utilities currently operating the LIEE program only increase attic ventilation to recommended levels when additional attic insulation is being installed.� If field staff determine that an attic does not need additional insulation, attic ventilation is not addressed, even if the ventilation is inadequate.



In many homes, adequate ventilation preserves roofing members and helps to dissipate moisture that can damage a home. However, in homes with high heating loads and no cooling loads, installing appropriate levels of attic ventilation can actually increase heating bills.9 That is why installing appropriate levels of attic ventilation is included as a repair item in Recommendation A.4.



On the other hand, in homes in areas with high cooling loads (e.g., areas with significant cooling degree days) increasing attic ventilation to approved levels can provide significant energy savings. In such homes on days when air conditioning is used, adequate attic ventilation will lower the temperature of the ceiling below the attic, thereby reducing the cooling load.



Attic ventilation improvements to recommended levels should be included as a cost effective and feasible stand-alone measure in homes that already have sufficient attic insulation in areas with a high cooling requirement. For 1999, TPAs should be allowed to propose geographic areas in which attic ventilation will be an approved stand-alone measure.



The LIGB will make a recommendation to the Commission at a later date for the number of cooling degree days required to warrant this measure during implementation of the LIEE program by a competitively selected IA.

�Recommendation C.1

Require all TPAs to target market in 1999 so that the highest-using one-quarter of income-eligible residential customers receive at least 35% of program funding.

For the most part, current operators of the LIEE program have been using a “one size fits all” approach to addressing the needs of low income customers.� Program cost efficiency is reduced when costly program services are brought to homes that do not need those services.



There is not time to re-design LIEE for 1999 so that services are tailored to efficiently meet customers’ needs. However, requiring TPAs to use targeted marketing in 1999 to the highest-using one-quarter of income-eligible residential customers will make the most cost-efficient use of the program that is now in place.



High users are the customers most likely to need all of the current services. These customers homes have higher bills because they have significant heating, cooling, refrigeration, or lighting loads (or a combination of these). Each of these loads presents an opportunity to use program funds to achieve significant energy reductions and bill savings. Targeting high users simplifies the directive for TPAs to tailor services to customers’ actual needs by increasing the likelihood that all measures will continue to be installed in at least 35% of participants’ homes.



Using targeted marketing to direct 35% of program funds to high users in 1999 will result in the single most significant improvement to program cost efficiency. By focusing on high users, measures will be installed where they will produce the largest savings. Overall expenditures will not increase. They are fixed by predetermined budgets. Savings will increase when measures are installed in the homes with the greatest energy loads. All program measures, including repairs, will likely result in significant savings in such homes.



Targeting only thirty-five percent of available funds to high users acknowledges that many of California’s most needy low income customers already use conservation strategies to keep their energy costs low. Were all funds directed to high users, these customers would be effectively denied access to program services in 1999.



When the program is implemented by a competitively selected IA in 2000, there should be no need to target services to high users. By 2000 it will be possible to set up systems so that each eligible customer is screened for usage and the appropriate level of service is dispatched to the home. Contracts with the IA can be structured so that the system of payment for program services rewards contractors for delivery of appropriate services and penalizes them for inappropriate actions.



�Recommendation C.2

Require all TPAs to collect and maintain information on all LIEE participants and their dwellings in order to profile customers served in 1999 by usage, geographic location, owner/renter status and dwelling type.

Concern has been expressed that particular groups of eligible customers may not be receiving LIEE services. There is no information readily available, however, to substantiate, or to dispute, any of these claims. There is no single point of information where information on the types of customers served and or the location of their dwellings is available. The LIGB is unable to determine whether or to what extent the program is reaching specific groups of customers.



In order to ensure program services are available to all of California’s low income customers, this type of information needs to be readily available. To be readily available, each TPA must collect the same information about LIEE participants and their dwelling and record it in the same categories in the same software.



The LIGB will develop recommendations for the Commission to consider regarding the specific information to be collected and the form of that information. Requiring all TPAs to maintain the database for each of their programs in 1999 facilitates the transition to a competitively selected IA and immediately makes available the information the LIGB needs to do its job.



�Appendices A and B

�Appendix A

Recommended Standard Set of Measures for Use in the 1999 LIEE Program

Approved at August 24-25, 1998 LIGB Meetings���Measure���Description of Measure��Rationale�Implementation Plan/ Recommended Policy for 1999��1.	Attic Insulation��A measure that is installed to prevent heat loss or heat gain through the attic.�It saves energy and addresses a low income hardship by improving comfort.�The TPAs will continue to follow their respective policies for installing attic insulation.��2.	Weatherstripping��Measure/product installed to reduce air infiltration into the building envelope (conditioned area).�Increases comfort level.�Install when installation will significantly increase comfort and/or bill savings or reduce hardship.��3.	Caulking�Measure/product installed to reduce air infiltration into the building envelope (conditioned area).�Reduces infiltration and increases comfort level in home.�Install when installation will significantly increase comfort and/or bill savings or reduce hardship.��4.	Water Heater Blanket�Measure/product installed to reduce heat loss from water heater.�Saves energy by reducing heat loss from water heater to surrounding area.�Install if not already in place and if possible.��5.	Water Heater Pipe Wrap�Product/measure used to reduce heat loss from water heater�Saves energy by reducing heat loss to surrounding areas.�Install when installation will significantly increase comfort and/or bill savings or reduce hardship.��6.	Low Flow Showerhead�Measure/product installed to reduce or restrict the flow of water to the shower thereby saving energy (hot water costs).�Saves energy and reduces other utility costs.�Install when not already in place as indicated by the flow.��

�Measure���Description of Measure��Rationale�Implementation Plan/ Recommended Policy for 1999��7.	Faucet Aerators�Measure/product installed to reduce or restrict the flow of water through the faucet, thereby saving energy.�Saves energy and reduces other utility costs.�Install when installation will significantly increase comfort and/or bill savings or reduce hardship.���8.	Attic Ventilation�Measure/product used to prevent heat build up in summer, reduce moisture build up, and preserve roof members.�Supports the insulation material installed.  Cools attic and reduces cooling costs in areas with high cooling loads.�Install when attic is outside the conditioned space, attic is being insulated, and existing venting does not meet standards.

Also, install when existing venting does not meet standards and dwelling is located in an area determined to have high cooling requirements.��9.	Weatherstrip Attic Access�Measure/product used to prevent heat loss through the attic.�Save energy by reducing exfiltration.�Install when not already in place and possible.��10.	Compact Fluorescent Light Bulbs (CFLs) �Replace incandescent lamps.�Results in significant energy savings by supplying the same lumens using fewer watts.  Can also reduce cooling costs.�Install when the CFL will save at least 45 watts, the light is used four or more hours per day and  the CFL fits. ��11.	Energy Efficient (Hard-Wired) Porch Light Fixtures�Measure/product used to replace less efficient porch lighting fixture.�Saves electric energy because of high usage factor - typically used 8 hours or more during a 24-hour period. Improves safety-reduces hardship.�Install when the existing fixture cannot accept a compact fluorescent bulb, the lamp will save at least 45 watts, the light is used four or more hours per day and  the CFL fits. ���

�Measure���Description of Measure��Rationale�Implementation Plan/ Recommended Policy for 1999��12.	Refrigerator replacement�An energy efficient appliance to replace an existing inefficient model�Saves significant energy.�Replace with a new refrigerator that exceed federal standards by 20% when 650 kWh per year can be saved by replacement, the customer will own the new refrigerator, and the existing unit(s) will be removed for recycling and de-manufacture.��13.	Install Evaporative Cooler�Product used to reduce kWh consumption associated with cooling costs in dry, warm climates.�This measure can significantly reduce customer’s electric bill if its use displaces use of air conditioners.�Install when installation will significantly increase comfort and/or bill savings or reduce hardship.  Installation will require a $40 upfront copayment from participants.��14.	Evaporative Cooler Covers�Product/measure used to reduce heat loss from the structure through the cooler register/vents.�Saves heating energy costs regardless of fuel source.�Install when installation will significantly increase comfort and/or bill savings or reduce hardship.��15.	Automatic Door Sweep�Measure/product installed between the door and the floor/threshold to reduce infiltration.�To reduce infiltration.�Install when installation will significantly increase comfort and/or bill savings or reduce hardship and other, preferred methods are not possible.��16.	Outlet Gasket�Measure/product used to reduce infiltration from the walls.�Saves energy within certain climates.�Install when installation will significantly increase comfort and/or bill savings or reduce hardship.���

�Measure���Description of Measure��Rationale�Implementation Plan/ Recommended Policy for 1999��17.	Duct Sealing�The sealing or repair of duct distribution to reduce unintended release of conditioned air.�Significant energy savings. Supports other measures.�Install when installation will significantly increase comfort and/or bill savings or reduce hardship.�  ��18.	Register Sealing Boot Caulk�Sealing the gaps between the duct boot and the building envelope where the duct register enters the wall or floor in conditioned space.�See Duct Sealing�Install when installation will significantly increase comfort and/or bill savings or reduce hardship.��19.	In-Home Energy Education�Information provided to low income customers that can have an potential impact on the energy usage of the household :

Energy Use Behaviors

Measures To Be Installed

Other Programs And Services

Custom Designed Energy Information (Bill Desegregation)

Electric Industry Restructuring.�Energy education can and teach customers to modify their energy-use behaviors to save energy.

Empowers customer to manage energy bill.�Energy education should be provided to all LIEE participants and should result in the participant agreeing to one or more changes in usage which will significantly increase comfort and/or bill savings or reduce hardship.���

�Measure���Description of Measure��Rationale�Implementation Plan/ Recommended Policy for 1999��Repair items�����a.	Glass Repair�/ Replacement�Measure/product used to reduce infiltration.�Saves energy and prevents infiltration or heat loss.�Install when installation will significantly increase comfort and/or bill savings or reduce hardship.��b.	Door Threshold Replacement�Measure/product used to seal between the door bottom and floor.�To save energy, and supports other measures/products.�Install when installation will significantly increase comfort and/or bill savings or reduce hardship and repair cannot be done economically.��c.	Door Replacement�Measure/product used to stop major infiltration between conditioned and unconditioned space.�Will improve comfort by reducing infiltration.�Install when installation will significantly increase comfort and/or bill savings or reduce hardship.��d.	Jamb Replacement�Measure/product used to support the door and building envelope.�To save energy or to reduce infiltration.�Install when installation will significantly increase comfort and/or bill savings or reduce hardship.��e.	Heating System Repair and Replacement�A repair or replacement of a malfunctioning heating system.�It saves energy and/or reduces customer hardship.�Repair heating systems when malfunctioning. Replace when repairs cannot effectively address the problem.���

�Measure���Description of Measure��Rationale�Implementation Plan/ Recommended Policy for 1999��Optional Measures������1. 	CO Detector (Battery Operated)�Device to warn residents of unsafe levels of CO.�Safety and to allow dwellings to be sealed to reduce energy use and bills and to improve comfort.�Install in all units without a working CO detector with a gas fired combustion appliance.��2.	CAS testing.�Combustion appliance safety (CAS) testing of gas appliances, to include ambient air testing and adjustment of appliances to reduce CO emissions to safe levels.�Safety and to allow dwellings to be sealed to reduce energy use and bills and to improve comfort.�Customers may request CAS testing if their utility offers it as a general measure for all customers.��

�Appendix B



Differences in 1997 LIEE Repair Measures 



(Excerpted from a work in progress, dated 5/11/98 prepared by the LIGB Advisory Committee)





Repair Measure�SDG&E�PG&E�SoCal Gas�SCE��Weathestrip Attic Access�Yes�No�Yes�No��Attic Ventilation�Yes�No�Yes�No��Autosweep�Yes�Yes�No�No��Door Replacement�Yes�Yes�Yes�No��Door Threshold Replacement�Yes�Yes�Yes�No��Duct Wrap�No�No�Yes�No��Faucet Aerators�No�No�Yes�No��Glass Replacement�Yes�Yes�Yes�No��Jamb Replacement�Yes�Yes�Yes�No��Outlet Gaskets�No�No�No�No��Water Pipe Wrap�No�No�No�No��



� §2790  (a)  The commission shall require an electrical or gas corporation to perform home weatherization services for low-income customers, as determined by the commission under Section 739, if the commission determines that a significant need for those services exists in the corporation’s service territory, taking into consideration both the cost effectiveness of the services and the policy of reducing the hardships facing low-income households.

(b) (1) For purposes of this section, “weatherization” includes, where feasible, any of the following measures for any dwelling unit:  (A) Attic insulation. (B) Caulking. (C) Weatherstripping. (D) Low flow showerhead. (E) Water heater blanket. (F) Door and building envelope repairs which reduce air infiltration. (2) The commission shall direct any electrical or gas corporation to provide as many of these measures as are feasible for each eligible low-income dwelling unit.

(c) “Weatherization” may also include other building conservation measures, energy-efficient appliances, and energy education programs determined by the commission to be feasible, taking into consideration both the cost effectiveness of the measures and the policy of reducing the hardships facing low-income households.

� Cost efficiency is a relative term used to describe the relationship between program costs and customer savings such that an increase in customer savings or reduction in costs to deliver those savings is said to improve the cost efficiency of the program.

� Standard set of repair items:  a.)  Heating system repair or replacement for owner occupied housing, b.)  gas appliance adjustments to ensure safety, c.)  minor home repairs for purposes of air sealing, d.)  glass repair or replacement, e.)  minor roof repairs, f.)  jamb replacement, g.)  door or threshold replacement, h.)  attic ventilation.

� In 1999, this situation will also occur if two investor owned utilities serve a customer and one of the two utilities has expended all its LIEE funds. Until the program is operated by a single Independent Administrator able to blend program funds as needed, this situation will remain an unavoidable problem without an easy solution.

� Customer ownership of the previous unit(s) should not be required. Rental customers who do not own their appliance should be eligible for this measure if their landlord agrees in writing to surrender the existing appliance(s) for de-manufacture and allows the customer to own the replacement unit.

� 45 watts x 10,000 hours ÷ 1,000 watts per kW x $0.10 per kWh = $45. Add 11 avoided bulb purchases (10,000 hours per CFL ÷ 850 hours per incandescent bulb) x $0.50 per incandescent bulb = $5.50 for a total of $50.50.

� TPAs should continue to use the same minimum standards for attic ventilation as a stand-alone measure that they use when installing ventilation with attic ventilation.

� An exception is Southern California Edison which offers a limited number of customers a relatively comprehensive program and a much larger number of customers primarily energy education and installation of CFLs.

� No recommendation is intended to supersede local building codes.

� R-Value: R=resistance. The higher the R-value, the greater the resistance value of the insulation materials.

� Includes door weatherstripping only.  Window weatherstripping has been deemed unfeasible at this time

� No recommendation is intended to supersede local building codes.

� No recommendation is intended to supersede local building codes.

� No recommendation is intended to supersede local building codes.

� The LIGB is working with the its advisory committee to develop an assessment as to whether duct testing equipment should be used when ducts are sealed. 

� No recommendation is intended to supersede local building codes.

� Glass repair includes installing silicone caulk to repair cracks and fill BB holes, to keep it from traveling or growing larger. 

� No recommendation is intended to supersede local building codes.

� Optional Measures are approved for use when a TPA decides to implement them. However, a decision by a TPA to not install an optional measure cannot be the justification for failure to install other measures that are otherwise feasible for that home.
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