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LIGB Meeting on December 14 & 15, 1999


Planning for Program Year 2001 and Beyond

Discussion Points

On December 22, 1999, the Low Income Governing Board (LIGB) submitted to the Commission a document entitled the “Low Income Governing Board Proposed Governing Rules and Draft Request for Proposal (RFP) for Independent Administration of the LIEE and CARE Programs.”  Included in this submittal were the following proposed documents:

1. Request for Proposals for Selection of the Independent Program Administrator for the California Alternate Rates for Energy Program;

2. Request for Proposals for Selection of the Independent Program Administrator of for California’s Low-Income Energy Efficiency Program, and

3. Appendix A; Policy Rules for Independent Administration of the CARE and LIEE Programs

The following are excerpts from LIGB’s December 22, 1999 submittal to the Commission.  While many of these former LIGB recommendations to the Commission apply specifically to independent administration, some of the recommendations may be applicable and adapted to utility administration. 

1. From LIGB’s “Request for Proposals for Selection of the Independent Program Administrator for the California Alternate Rates for Energy Program:”

Development of the CARE 2001 Program Plan

The IPA will be expected to participate in planning and proposing program changes and adjustments for the year 2001 and beyond.  These would include: changes in outreach and intake methods to further the goal of 100% participation of eligible customers that wish to participate; potential coordination with other programs that serve low-income customers, and recommendations for changes to the CARE program for tenants of master metered customers with submetered facilities, non-profit group living facilities, and agricultural/farmworker/employer-provided housing facilities. (See Recommendations 39, 40 and 41, Appendix A.)

Outreach

The CARE IPA will be responsible for targeting, marketing and outreach to ensure that eligible populations gain an awareness and understanding of the CARE program and have access to applications and assistance (which should include multi-lingual notification and assistance).  This effort should be in line with the LIGB’s goal that the CARE program achieve a 100% participation rate of eligible customers. Particular effort should be made to include hard-to-reach, limited English-speaking and vulnerable customers.

Outreach efforts could include possible partnerships or subcontracts with other agencies. All potential agents (e.g. CBOs, Community Action Agencies, non-profits, municipalities, independent contractors, utilities, ESCOs, etc.) should have the opportunity to compete for contracts as implementors of outreach and intake services.

The IPA should seek to encourage competition and creativity in the delivery of CARE services in the interest of increasing participation.  This is especially the case given the geographic and cultural diversity within California. The IPA should provide and budget for a system of reimbursement and incentives for implementors, of whatever nature, to encourage increased participation. Selection criteria for these implementors should include consideration of their ability to deliver quality services in a cost-effective manner.

Customer Intake

The intake function – that of receiving applications for the CARE program and assisting and registering eligible applicants - could be performed directly by the CARE IPA or through subcontract.  The IPA should encourage competition and creativity, and the potential utilization of a wide variety of agents, in the provision of intake services.

Database and Information Management and Transfer

The IPA must develop, test and implement data and information systems capable of eventually containing and manipulating the database of all potentially enrolled CARE customers statewide and capable of retrieving and communicating pertinent information in a timely fashion. The data systems must be capable of coordination with the billing systems of the UDCs to ensure timely placement and removal of customers on the CARE rate. 

The IPA should be encouraged to develop electronic systems that could be used by individuals or entities working with low income customers to aid in enrolling these customers. Data systems should be developed in such a manner as to recognize the importance of customer confidentiality and privacy.

Customer Education 

The IPA, through the implementation of the CARE program, should seek to inform customers of the services available to them, including the CARE program, and to educate them as to other energy efficiency opportunities.  The IPA should seek to assist or refer customers with any consumer-protection problems in the context of energy related services.

Coordination with other Organizations and Programs

Wherever possible, the IPA should seek to coordinate the outreach and intake processes for CARE, the LIEE program and other programs that serve low income customers. (See Appendix A, Recommendation 41).  The IPA will be expected to assist the LIGB and the CPUC in the exploration and evaluation of options for cross-program coordination.  Data systems should be developed in consideration of their potential to aid in cross program coordination.

2. From LIGB’s Appendix A; Policy Rules for Independent Administration of the CARE and LIEE Programs:

Recommendation 2 
The LIGB suggests that the objectives of the CPUC pertaining to the design and delivery of low-income programs should be:

· To ensure that an infrastructure for training of LIEE & CARE personnel is maintained.

· To maximize partnerships between the private and public sectors and with community-based and other organizations and to maximize the resources available to low-income households.

· To maximize the efficiency of program delivery and minimize overlap through the coordination of LIEE and CARE with each other and with other utility, state, and federal programs, e.g., LIHEAP.

· To deliver programs through entities sensitive to the needs of low-income (including diverse language group) households with demonstrated successful experience delivering or having the capacity to deliver energy efficiency or low-income services.

· To ensure reasonable administrative processes for LIEE and energy assistance programs, including reasonable complaint and dispute resolution procedures.

· To provide for consideration of energy-related health, safety and comfort in the delivery of LIEE services.

· To ensure timely distribution of CARE benefits.

· To assist or refer low-income customers with any consumer protection problems in the context of energy-related services. 

Recommendation 3:
The LIGB suggests that an objective of the CPUC be to maximize participation in the programs by eligible customers while minimizing use of the programs by ineligible customers.  To that end: 

· Given the legislative mandate that the CARE program be needs based and uncapped, the LIGB believes it is appropriate to strive for a participation goal for the CARE program statewide of 100% of eligible customers who wish to participate.

· CARE customers should be made aware of LIEE and vice versa.

· Services and funds for energy assistance and LIEE should be distributed based on need.

· The application process should be user-friendly, simple, and streamlined, so that it does not provide a barrier to eligible customers participating in low-income programs.

· Effective, culturally sensitive outreach should be provided regarding availability of and eligibility requirements for the program to all segments of the California population, in the predominant languages spoken in California.

· The LIEE and CARE programs should be inclusive of all low-income customers, including hard-to-reach, limited English-speaking and vulnerable customers.  Under federal law (LIHEAP) vulnerability is defined as including elderly, disabled and families with young children.

Recommendation 8: The LIGB recommends that the CPUC define the role of the Independent Audit and Evaluation Service as the entity responsible for evaluating all aspects of program design and delivery to ensure that objectives set by the LIGB are met and that the LIEE and CARE programs are continually evaluated and improved.  For the LIEE program, these responsibilities will include conducting post-installation inspections of a representative sample of homes, as well as customer polling, in order to provide the LIEE IPA, the LIGB and the CPUC with information that will allow for evaluation of program performance.  For the CARE program, these responsibilities will include an evaluation to examine whether the outreach efforts are successful.  These evaluations will also provide the basis for determination of IPA performance incentives.

Discussion:  The LIGB prefers an  expanded role for the Independent Audit and Evaluation Service to provide the necessary assessment and evaluation of the LIEE program and allow a collaborative feedback process for continual program evaluation and improvement.  The role has been further expanded to cover the process evaluations (focussing on administrative procedures and management affecting program delivery) of both the LIEE and CARE programs.  The role of the Independent Audit and Evaluation Service will be to act as the eyes and ears of the LIGB and the CPUC to provide an independent evaluation of the quality of program design, of the work performed, the effectiveness of installed measures, the efficiency of installation work and the level of customer satisfaction, among other program functions.  

Primary responsibility for inspection of LIEE work performed at each household will rest with the IPA, as part of its post-installation function.  The Independent Audit and Evaluation Service will inspect a sufficient number of installations to provide a quality assurance check on the work of the IPA and its subcontractors and to further analyze issues of measure effectiveness and customer satisfaction.  These evaluations will provide the basis for determination of performance incentives or penalties for the LIEE IPA. 

Recommendation 10:  The LIGB recommends that the CPUC approve and establish a rigorous system of assessing, auditing, and evaluating LIEE and CARE program performance with the intent of assuring quality control, cost efficiency, customer satisfaction, and increased services.  The system should consist of four levels of review to assure independent determination of program effectiveness:

1. The LIEE implementors’ internal inspections to ensure that the correct measures have been properly installed.

2. The CARE and LIEE IPA’s internal audits and inspections to monitor and improve the IPA’s own performance, and in the case of LIEE, to also manage implementors’ contracts and oversee their performance.  These services would be provided internally by the IPA or under contract to the IPA.

3. The Independent Audit and Evaluation Service would provide external independent assessments of the LIEE (including spot inspections of some installations) and CARE program delivery system and impact results.  The Independent Audit and Evaluation Service would be authorized by the CPUC under the direction of the LIGB.

4. The Periodic Independent Audit would provide a periodic assessment of the entire LIEE and CARE delivery system, including the role of the LIGB.  An independent contractor authorized by the CPUC would perform the Periodic Independent Audit.

Discussion:  The need for credible, reliable assessments of the CARE and LIEE programs requires audits, assessments and evaluation to be performed at several levels.  The IPA and implementors have need for information for the purposes of internal management.  Thus, internal audits, inspections, assessments, measurement and evaluation are all part of the management system that these contractors must have in order to do the work.  In addition, the IPA must also conduct inspections and evaluations of its subcontractors, the implementors, to assure that the program is delivering LIEE measures and services appropriately.

The LIGB and the CPUC will want unbiased, independent information regarding the performance of the IPAs and the program overall.  The overall program performance is important so that information about the costs and benefits derived from the programs can be communicated to the Legislature, the general public and others.  The Independent Audit and Evaluation Service provides that assessment by conducting ongoing spot checks on all aspects of the LIEE and CARE programs.  

The LIGB and CPUC will also want an assessment of the entire low income program delivery system, including the roles of the LIGB and potentially the CPUC.  The Periodic Independent Audit will provide a birds-eye view of the entire low-income program delivery system, and should be done periodically with funding authorized by the CPUC.

The key is to provide appropriate checks and balances to ensure that program delivery is efficient and of high quality. 

Recommendation 11:  The LIGB recommends that the CPUC acknowledge the extensive and capable energy efficiency training resource within the utilities.  The LIGB recommends that this resource be preserved to provide training to IPA staff, implementors, the Independent Audit and Evaluation Service, and other persons involved in the delivery of low income programs.  The LIGB notes that the preservation of the resource may include its transfer to an IPA, which should be part of the CPUC’s determination regarding the transfer of utility assets and liabilities.  The LIGB intends to make recommendations on how best to preserve the training resources pending further analysis of the utility transfer of assets and liabilities.

Discussion:  An effective training program is critical to the success of the LIEE and CARE programs.  The training is necessary to provide uniform quality statewide service in an efficient and low-cost manner.  Training will be required for the IPA staff, topics including how to conduct outreach, how to enroll and verify eligibility, when and how LIEE measures should be implemented, and so on.  The training is necessary for both technical matters (e.g., how to install a measure) as well as procedural (e.g., how to determine income eligibility and file an application).

The utilities have developed training facilities and programs in their conduct of the low-income programs.  PG&E has, for example, state-of-the-art energy training and demonstration facilities for commercial and residential buildings, and perhaps even more importantly, expert staff and faculty to conduct the training.  The utility resources are valuable, have been paid for by ratepayers, and should not be lost or unnecessarily replicated by the IPAs. 

At least two options exist to preserve these valuable training assets.  One of them is to transfer the assets to the IPAs at some price to be determined by the utilities and the CPUC.  Under this approach, the physical training assets would be included in the upcoming assets and liabilities process.  The drawbacks are that the personnel assets (trainers) would be lost under this approach, and that the preservation of the facility would once again be in question when the first IPAs' contracts expired.

Another approach would be to allow/encourage/require the utilities to maintain the training facilities and personnel and lease them to the IPAs, or enter into contracts to provide services to the IPAs.  

The CPUC should preserve the State’s training resource infrastructure, and determine how best to allocate costs to the LIEE and CARE programs.  Note that these facilities also have applicability to the CBEE’s energy efficiency efforts
, and may be used by other state or private organizations requiring training.  

PG&E’s Training Center, which was paid for by ratepayer funds, has the following use (based on total student days):

PG&E energy efficiency programs (now under CBEE)
33% to 38%

PG&E low income related training (now under LIGB)
13% to 17%

Other training activities (users billed for use of facilities)
50%

Recommendation 13:  
The LIGB recommends that the CPUC determine that, for the year 2000 and beyond, the selection of energy efficiency measures and programs for low-income customers will be based on a combination of quantifiable economic cost-effectiveness tests, non-quantifiable and non-economic factors, and administrative cost-efficiency using the methods described below.  

Discussion: In general, the measure selection tests should not be performed at the individual household level because of the expense and complexity of conducting the field analysis.  Customer specific usage patterns are required for the evaluation of economic cost-effectiveness, and applying the non-quantifiable factors requires much individual judgement.  Different installers may apply their judgement in radically different ways resulting in a program being discriminatorily implemented.  It is better from an equity and administrative cost perspective to develop a list of prescribed measures based on typical usage in specific climate zones, giving weight to both typical economic and non-quantifiable factors, and install measures from those lists.

However, certain of the measures will not be appropriate to some households.  Measures that do not fit the customer’s needs, cannot be physically installed, are already in place at or above the threshold levels in the implementation manual, or are in other ways inappropriate need not be installed.  

Economic cost-effectiveness refers to the question of whether the economic benefits of the efficiency program are greater or less than the economic costs of the program.  The best measure of economic cost-effectiveness to use for evaluating measures under the low-income energy efficiency programs is a modification of the Participant Test, defined in the California Standard Practice Manual. The costs born by the program on behalf of the low-income customers should be used as the cost element of the Modified Participant Test for the low-income energy efficiency programs. A societal discount rate should be used for the Modified Participant Test. 

Non-quantifiable factors refer to considerations to be given to comfort levels, hardships, safety and other factors not easily expressed in monetary terms.  While these can be analyzed, they do not lend themselves to inclusion in benefit-cost formulas, but should be weighed with other factors by decision-makers in determining the public interest. 

The Legislature requires the CPUC to consider “both the cost effectiveness of the measures and the policy of reducing the hardships facing low-income households” when considering building conservation measures beyond the mandatory measures. (Section 2790)  The CPUC has recognized that in the case of efficiency programs serving the low-income customers there are important considerations that are difficult to quantify in dollar terms, but which should nonetheless be included in a determination of program design and measure selection. In light of that, the CPUC has not required that low-income energy efficiency programs meet standard economic cost-effectiveness tests.  The Board is in agreement with that approach, and offers the following additional guidelines regarding non-quantifiable benefits, including:

Non-quantifiable benefits that should be considered in measure selection and program design include equity in receipt of program services, increased ability of low-income customers to manage and afford their utility bills, and increased comfort and safety. These elements are very important in determining what energy efficiency measures should be installed in a household, but cannot be readily included in ordinary economic cost-effectiveness analysis.

Improved bill payment patterns, due to increased energy affordability, are real benefits that should be considered in the design and implementation of low-income energy efficiency programs.

Administrative cost-efficiency refers to whether the program is administered in the least-cost manner.  Administrative cost-efficiency may be improved by two competing means. By maximizing the amount of energy savings (bill reduction) at each household served, administrative cost efficiency can be improved because the fixed cost of going to the household can be spread over a larger amount of energy saved.  In the alternative, by selecting only the most cost-effective measures in each household, administrative cost efficiency may be improved because the marginal cost of measures per amount of energy saved is reduced.  

The selection criteria must be based on a combination of economic cost effectiveness, non-quantifiable benefits and administrative efficiency because low-income consumers may benefit from the programs in a variety of ways.  For example, repair or replacement of faulty equipment or appliances, and rehabilitation of the structure itself, may be a necessary pre-requisite to installing energy efficiency measures.  The repair of a broken window will probably reduce energy consumption and increase comfort.  The repair of a failed furnace may increase energy consumption, but also increase comfort and safety.  The Board believes it is appropriate, as well as required by law, to consider these kinds of benefits when selecting measures to be implemented.

Neither the cost of home rehabilitation, appliance repair or replacement work done to provide for health and safety, nor the resulting changes in energy consumption should be included when calculating the Modified Participant Test for energy efficiency measures.  The cost of rehabilitation and repairs should be treated as a separate part of the overall LIEE program, with a portion of the LIEE funding set-aside for the sole purpose of doing rehabilitation and repair.

Recommendation 14:  The LIGB recommends that the CPUC determine whether Section 2790 of the Public Utilities Code allows the discretion to not install the “Big Six” because of economic unfeasibility.  If the CPUC determines that it has the discretion to not install the “Big Six” based on economics, the Board then recommends that the “Big Six” measures be subjected to the measure selection criteria defined in recommendation 13.  If the CPUC determines that the “Big Six” must be installed without regard to economics, then the Board recommends that the “Big Six” be evaluated for economics and changes to the legislation pursued if warranted.   The LIGB recommends that, for the year 2000 and beyond, the IPAs provide the prescribed efficiency measures to low-income customers, including some or all of the “Big Six” as well as other measures that have been added to the list of prescriptive measures. 

Discussion: The California Legislature, in Section 2790 of the Public Utilities Code, has identified six measures that, in its judgment, should be implemented in the homes of low-income customers wherever feasible.  These "Big Six" measures are:

a) attic insulation; 

b) caulking;

c)  weatherstripping;

d)  low flow showerheads;

e)  water heater insulating blankets, and

f)  building envelope repairs which reduce air infiltration.

The meaning of “feasible” under the law has traditionally been interpreted to mean physically able to be installed
.  This is, for most utilities, subject to decision rules that allow for non-installation if the measures do not make sense. For example, if a gas-heated home already has R-17 attic insulation, it does not make sense to add additional insulation to bring the insulation level to R-19.  

The statute appears to distinguish between the mandatory Big Six and other energy efficiency measures.  For the “Big Six” the utilities are to “provide as many of these measures as are feasible for each eligible low-income dwelling unit.”  In contrast, the other additional measures may be implemented if determined “to be feasible, taking into consideration both the cost effectiveness of the measures and the policy of reducing the hardships facing low-income households.” The Board requests the CPUC’s legal interpretation of whether “feasible” as used in this law can be used to exclude certain of the “Big Six” when they are uneconomic.

The Board is concerned that LIEE funds are being expended inefficiently on installing “Big Six” measures that may not be cost effective.  The Board has received information that in certain moderate climate zones, some of the “Big Six” will not yield benefits under the Modified Participants Test, or any of the California Standard Tests.  Clearly, if there is little benefit from installing a “Big Six” measure, the money would have been better spent on other measures.

The Board recommends that the “Big Six” be subjected to the same selection criteria proposed for other measures in the year 2000 and beyond.  Furthermore, the Board recommends that “Big Six” measures failing the selection criteria for specific climate zones not be installed in those zones.  If the CPUC determines that the current law does not allow the discretion to use economics as one of the factors in determining whether it is feasible to install the “Big Six” measures, the Board recommends that the CPUC consider seeking a change to the law.  The Board recommends that a change to the law be sought if such a change is indicated following detailed economic analyses of each of the “Big Six” measures for each of California’s climate zones.
Recommendation 15   The LIGB recommends that the CPUC establish a process for adding energy efficiency measures to, or removing them from, the prescriptive list of measures available to low-income customers for the year 2000 and beyond.  The process should include:

· Identification of measures to be added or removed from the prescribed lists by climate zone as a key, but not exclusive, IPA responsibility.

· LIGB analysis of proposed changes to the list.

· LIGB recommendations to the CPUC.

· CPUC approval of modifications to the prescribed lists of measures to be installed wherever feasible.
Discussion: Energy efficiency measures should be added to or removed from the prescribed lists of measures to be installed as new technologies and costs evolve.  A procedure for adding new measures and removing outdated measures will allow the programs to track evolving technologies, and the resulting energy and bill savings potential will be increased.  The procedure for modifying the measures on the prescribed lists must necessarily consider the elements of feasibility, cost effectiveness and hardships required by the law.

It is appropriate for the IPA to monitor evolving technologies and monitor costs of energy and energy efficiency measures.  One of the IPA’s responsibilities is to identify and propose changes to the prescribed lists of energy efficiency measures to be installed by climate zone.  Identifying and proposing changes to the prescribed lists is not the exclusive domain of the IPA.  The Board envisions that LIGB staff or consultants, CPUC staff or consultants, the implementors, Advisory Committee members, and others may also contribute energy efficiency measures to be considered.

It is appropriate for the LIGB to determine (for recommendation to the CPUC) which measures should appear on the prescribed lists of measures to be offered where feasible to eligible homes based.  The appropriate basis for the LIGB’s determination should be a combination of both the direct and indirect, quantifiable and non-quantifiable costs and benefits of such measures.  

The process should work as follows:

· The IPA will track changes in energy efficiency measures and costs, and propose changes to the prescribed lists of measures as warranted.  An incentive system for the IPAs could in fact reflect addition of appropriate measures to the prescribed list.  

· Other entities, such as the implementors, CPUC staff, and LIGB staff, may also propose changes to the prescribed lists of measures.

· The LIGB will review the measures and supporting analyses, and weighing the economic cost effectiveness and other factors, make recommendations to the CPUC to expand the list of prescribed measures.

· The CPUC will make a determination whether adding the measures to the prescribed list is in the public interest.

· Once added, the implementors, at the direction of the IPAs, will install all measures on the prescribed list where physically feasible.

It is appropriate that prescriptive lists of energy efficiency measures be developed for each of the California climate zones, applicable to each home where they are physically appropriate. This will reduce costs by minimizing on-site assessment costs.

The LIGB will receive recommendations from the IPA, and others, on standardization of the additional measures on the prescribed list to be offered throughout the State where feasible, including consideration of cost-effectiveness and hardships.  The LIGB expects that the prescribed lists will be standardized statewide based on climate zone.

For measures such as lighting which are dependent on the hours of use for each unit, the appropriate decision rule is a usage cut-off.  Units that operate more than the cut-off limit should be eligible for replacement.  

Recommendation 16   The LIGB recommends to the CPUC that, for the year 2000 and beyond, measurement and evaluation of LIEE programs should be conducted.  The programs should be evaluated to include measurement of performance relative to the standards established as the program/measure selection criteria.  The cost and energy impacts associated with appliance repair or replacement and home rehabilitation should be excluded from the evaluation of the energy efficiency programs.

Discussion: Measurement and evaluation criteria should parallel the measure and program selection criteria in order to determine whether objectives are being met.  When the selection criteria are applied and energy efficiency measures prescribed, the CPUC will establish public policy regarding the relative weights to be applied to economic cost effectiveness, non-quantifiable factors, and administrative efficiency.  In turn, the performance of the program should be measured and evaluated against the public policy benchmarks established in developing the prescribed lists.

For example, the CPUC may prescribe a set of measures that yield an economic cost effectiveness ratio of 0.9 because it determines that the program is in the public interest when considering the non-quantifiable benefits.  When evaluating the performance of the program, the appropriate benchmark for the economic cost effectiveness ratio is 0.9; thus examining whether the program delivered the expected degree of economic benefits.  Similarly, data collected regarding customer satisfaction and non-quantifiable benefits (e.g., comfort and safety improvements) should be evaluated to determine whether the program delivered the expected level of non-quantifiable benefits.

An expanded presentation of measurement and evaluation protocols is presented elsewhere in the policy and rules recommendations.  However, to assure that measurement and evaluation parallel the selection criteria, the evaluation of the LIEE program, once implemented, will include: 

· The amount of LIEE funding committed to repairs, replacement or rehabilitation; 

· Average usage reduction for low-income customers participating in the LIEE program, excluding the effect of repairs, replacement or rehabilitation;

· Average bill reduction for low-income customers participating in the LIEE program, excluding the effect of CARE or other rate discount programs;

· The cost-effectiveness using the Modified Participants Test, excluding the costs or energy saved associated with repairs, replacement or rehabilitation; 

· Cost efficiency, including the average bill reduction per dollar expended on the program, and 

· The level of customer satisfaction (e.g., comfort gain) with the program.


Surveys or other analyses should be conducted to determine the level of customer satisfaction with the LIEE program, focusing especially on assessing the non-quantifiable factors and other-than-economic factors.

Measurement and evaluation should be conducted at least annually to improve and fine-tune measures and the LIEE program.  The measurement and evaluation results should be incorporated into an annual report to the LIGB on LIEE program effectiveness.  Monthly reports on key selection criteria should also be filed with the LIGB. 

The costs of appliance repair or replacement and of home rehabilitation work done to provide for health and safety, and the energy impacts from that work, should not be included when evaluating performance under the Modified Participant Test for energy efficiency measures.  Repair, replacement and rehabilitation are done to safely provide an essential service, which is an equity concern very distinct from energy efficiency.  Repair or replacement of appliances may in some cases cause in increase in energy consumption, but with the attendant reduction in hardship.  The cost of repair, replacement and rehabilitation should be treated as a separate part of the overall LIEE program, with a portion of the LIEE funding set-aside for the sole purpose of doing repair, replacement and rehabilitation.  

Recommendation 17  The LIGB recommends that the CPUC require the Independent Audit and Evaluation Service to audit and evaluate
 (A&E) the CARE and LIEE programs to achieve the following principal objectives:

· Assess progress in meeting targeted needs of the eligible low-income population;

· Assess success in achieving participation objectives in total and within segments of the eligible low-income population;

· Support the performance incentives system;

· Motivate innovative planning and implementation activities that improve on-going programs or that create new programs and services, and

· Insure fulfillment of all roles and responsibilities of the IPAs in a comprehensive manner including overall management and performance of services.

Discussion:  These broad objectives will provide a basic framework for full specification of future A&E activities under the new IPA structure.  They address the needs of low-income households, the value of incentive systems, and the importance of accountability of the IPA to the governing bodies (LIGB and CPUC) and to the policies they have established as well as to stakeholders and the low-income population the IPA serves.  

The Independent Audit and Evaluation Service will be an entity separate from the CARE and LIEE IPAs, and will report to the LIGB.  The Independent Audit and Evaluation Service will also provide feedback and suggestions directly to the IPAs and implementors to assist them to identify and implement program improvements.

Recommendation 18  The LIGB recommends that the Independent Audit and Evaluation Service be required to create and implement an effective audits and evaluation (A&E) system that includes the following elements:  

1. A&E protocols for measure energy and cost impacts exist for the current LIEE program.  As a minimum, during the transition to the IPAs, those protocols should continue to be applied.

2. A&E protocols will be expanded to include at least the CARE program and safety, comfort, hardship and other similar considerations.  The intent of the LIGB/CPUC is that the IAES will build these new A&E functions upon existing activities to control costs. The requirements of the A&E protocols will enable a comprehensive evaluation of the attainment of the objectives and targets for the CARE and LIEE programs with minimum expenditures necessary to achieve reasonable results.  The A&E protocols will be reviewed by the LIGB, with recommendations made to the CPUC for revisions and approval.

3. Cooperation and information provided by the utilities and other organizations should be included in the A&E process recognizing barriers which may exist as a result of consumer privacy laws and protections.

4. As the IPAs take over the LIEE and CARE programs, and as modifications are made to the programs, A&E protocols will be revised as needed.  

5. The A&E protocols will include process and impact evaluations for both the CARE and LIEE programs.  These protocols will include the collection of data necessary to evaluate program performance, especially those data needed to quantify performance incentive payments to the IPAs.

6. A&E of energy education and consumer protection activities will be specifically included. 
Discussion:  Financial, load impact and quantitative evaluations are designed to give decision makers a means to gauge the fiscal soundness, effectiveness and efficiency of the CARE and LIEE programs.  The UDCs will be transitioning these program to the IPAs, which will likely take several years to complete.  The IPAs will need sufficient time to implement the responsibilities they have a contractual obligation to fulfil.  The results of the audits and analyses will assist the CPUC, the Board, the IPA and the implementors.  The periodic evaluations will be conducted independently under the overall guidance and direction of the LIGB and the CPUC.  The CPUC and the LIGB will establish goals and objectives for the audits, evaluations and analyses with input from the implementors, IPAs, inspection services, and others.

The expansion of the A&E effort to include the CARE program and the assessment of factors beyond energy savings and cost for the LIEE program should be done in connection with existing activities to control costs.  Assessing the LIEE program’s performance at increasing safety and comfort, or reducing hardship will probably require surveying customers, and should be done when the spot inspections of installations on-site are conducted, rather than creating an entire separate need to go to the customers’ homes.  Similarly, the CARE program assessment could be tied to customers when they are re-certifying, or when they are leaving the program due to ineligibility.  The IAES should use these and other ways to reduce the incremental cost of the expanding A&E. 

The program performance can be measured against overall LIGB/CPUC goals, as well as against the program performance as projected.  These data will provide the basis for performance incentives.  Thus the information collected in the impact and process evaluations should include all the data necessary to determine the IPA’s performance relative to performance incentives which may be used to determine the IPA’s compensation.

The goals of the process evaluation are to review program activities for purposes of cost reduction and program improvement. The process evaluations for both the CARE and LIEE programs are intended to reduce burdensome, costly, and unnecessary steps in program delivery, and to identify and eliminate steps that reduce program effectiveness.  This could include, for example, reducing excessive paperwork, suggesting constructive program improvements to increase customer awareness, reducing liability risk, enhancing safety (fire and housing, and otherwise), improving customer participation, and integrating other useful community efforts and activities with the LIEE and CARE programs. 

The goals of impact evaluation are to quantify impacts of the LIEE and CARE programs as well as the performance of various aspects of the programs.  This provides quantitative information to assess the total impact of the programs, for example, as measured by energy savings, bill reductions, and comfort improvements.  It also provides information with which to assess the performance of specific aspects of the program, for example, the outreach efforts to enroll eligible customers.  The specific parameters to be quantified will be different for the CARE and LIEE programs, yet in each case the quantified results should be used to determine how well the program is performing and to provide insights as to how it can be improved.  

For the LIEE program, parameters to measure and quantify should include kWh/MCF saved per dollar spent, bill savings per customer, reduced hardships, improved comfort, distribution of benefits (equity and non-discrimination), administrative cost per customer served or unit of energy saved, improvements in affordability, reduction in adverse environmental impacts, and estimates of the overall quantitative demand and energy impacts.

For the CARE program, parameters to measure and quantify should include improvements in affordability, reductions in hardship, gross bill reductions, customers enrolled per outreach dollar spent, community awareness per marketing dollar spent, overall administrative costs per customer served, and estimates of ineligible customers served per year.


These lists are examples of the types of data to be collected and are not intended to be complete.  Certainly, the data to be collected must correlate to the criteria for determining the performance incentives, and the lists must be augmented when the final decisions regarding the performance incentives are made.  Other parameters and information needed to manage the programs will also need to be identified and complied by the IPAs.  It is not the intent of the LIGB that the IPA “study the programs to death.”  Doing so could be a costly and inefficient proposition that would detract from the program.  This suggests that certain key performance indicators should be monitored regularly, while others may be assessed on occasion, and only if there is a specific need to update the prior assessment.
Recommendation 19:  The IPA will develop and update a prescribed list of energy efficiency measures by climate zone to assure that the LIEE program is implemented uniformly throughout the state.  The IPA will:

1. Use selection criteria adopted by LIGB.

2. Maintain ongoing consultation with LIGB.

3. Develop prescribed lists of measures.
Discussion: The process to develop a prescribed list of energy efficiency measures by climate zone is described in the LIGB’s recommendations on measure selection criteria that were adopted by the LIGB on September 29, 1998 (Section IV).  The measure selection criteria include several elements: economic cost effectiveness; comfort, safety, hardships, and other hard to quantify factors, and administrative cost efficiency.  The IPA (and others) will recommend energy efficiency measures to be placed on the generic prescribed lists based on these criteria, subject to LIGB and CPUC review and approval.  The process envisions ongoing consultation with the LIGB in developing these prescribed lists.  Measures on the prescribed lists will have been evaluated for cost effectiveness and will be installed when feasible and appropriate.

As indicated in the LIGB’s response to the utilities’ Technical Advice Letters, the utilities and LIGB will create a subcommittee to begin to develop the initial list of measures as soon as possible.  Those lists will become available during 1999.  The IPA will finalize the initial development of those lists in conjunction with the LIGB and the utilities in late 1999-early 2000. As technologies and costs evolve, the prescribed lists will be modified and updated to assure that all appropriate measures are identified and considered for implementation.

Recommendation 20  The IPA will develop a field manual to determine when measures on the prescribed list are feasible and appropriate for installation dependent on the physical on-site characteristics of the home and an installation manual to establish installation standards.  Both manuals would be submitted to the LIGB/CPUC for review and approval.
Discussion: The prescribed measures are determined to be in the public interest in a typical installation, and take into account economic as well as non-quantifiable factors.  However, it will not be feasible to implement all of those measures in each household.  The field manual (also known as the Policy and Procedures Operating Manual) determines which measures will be implemented based on a relatively straightforward set of applicability criteria.  For example, a measure would not be installed if

:

· It was unsafe to do so

· It could not be physically installed

· It triggered additional work relative to local building codes

· It was already present in nearly the same form (e.g., would not upgrade R-15 insulation to R-19).

· The customer does not accept the measure.
The field manual would not require economic analyses to be conducted on-site.  The field manual answers the question of when to install a measure, and may contain detailed guidance on the following types of issues:

· Home eligibility

· Home types (single family, multi-family, mobile homes)

· Building envelope repair

· Measures to be installed and conditions for installation

· Safety

· On-site energy education

· Inspections of installations

· Monitoring and performance standards

· License and insurance requirements

In addition to the field manual, the IPA should provide implementors with an installation manual, which addresses how to install a measure.  This assures that the measure will be installed properly, and to the same standards throughout the state.  It also provides the IPA with a benchmark against which to measure inplementor performance.  This is similar to the Weatherization Installation Standards (WIS) manual that is currently a basis for LIEE installations in California.  

The local code requirements should not be specified in either the field manual or the installation manual because the contract with the implementors should require that they know and adhere to the codes.  Similarly, product specifications should be specified in the contract.  In each case, the contract option allows the development of generic manuals that will not have to be changed as frequently.

Recommendation 23      (In reference to 1999 LIEE Program Recommendation A.4)  Require the IPA to limit furnace repairs and replacement costs and associated work to those which are minimally necessary.  The expenditure on furnace repairs, replacement and associated costs should average no more than $1500 per home receiving furnace services, with a reasonable program-wide cap on furnace services expressed as a fraction of the IPA’s total LIEE program budget.  The IPA shall propose the program-wide cap for approval by the CPUC/LIGB.  If furnace repairs or replacements are available under a different utility, weatherization or other programs, the other program budget should provide those services first to conserve LIEE funds. 

Discussion: Replacements and repairs 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).  Furnace replacement and repair, and associated work, as a measure should average no more than $1500 per home where those measures are installed.  However, if all program funds were used to fund furnaces to eligible customers’ homes, there may be inadequate funds for other measures, which could also reduce energy consumption, hardship and bills.  Therefore, for 2000, the IPAs should propose in conjunction with a LIGB Subcommittee, with input from the Technical Advisory Committee, a reasonable limit for the amount to be spent on furnace replacement and repairs as a percentage of each IPA’s total program budget.  The LIGB’s 1999 program recommendations established a program cap for furnace and home shell repairs of 20% of the program budget.  The IPA may propose a different program cap based on its specific program design, reflecting the LIGB’s intent that LIEE program funds be used principally for energy efficiency improvements.

The Technical Advisory Committee discussion indicated that certain other utility programs, such as related to appliance safety, may cover the cost of furnace tune-ups and minor repairs.  In addition federal, state and local programs may also fund furnace repairs and replacements.  To the extent these programs exist and are able to fund furnace repairs, it is the LIGB’s intent that these programs be applied before applying LIEE funds.  That approach conserves LIEE funds, and also provides low-income customers the same services that are available for all residential customers.

Recommendation 24:   (In reference to 1999 LIEE Program Recommendation A.4)  Require all IPAs to limit home shell repairs to those absolutely necessary using a standard set of repair items up to $750/home with a reasonable program cap proposed by the IPAs and approved by the CPUC/LIGB as a portion of their total program budget.

Discussion: Repairs in participants’ homes are often necessary for the health and safety of the residents and to permit the installation of appropriate program measures.  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 energy benefit of this repair is negligible, although safety, security and hardships benefits may still be significant. 

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.  In 1997, SDG&E spent an average of about $50 per home for minor repairs; SoCalGas about $131 per home.  The average spent per home is significantly less than the cap amount which could be spent.

As the state moves toward operation of a single program in 2000, IPAs should use a standard set of repair items in.
 IPAs should limit repairs to no more than $750 per home. However, if all program funds were used to fund repairs to eligible customers’ homes, there would be inadequate funds for measures, which could also significantly reduce energy consumption, bills and hardship. Therefore, for 2000, the IPAs should propose, in conjunction with a LIGB Subcommittee and with input from the Technical Advisory Committee, an identification and reexamination of the appropriate home repair items and a reasonable limit for the amount to be spent on repairs as a percentage of the IPA’s total program budget.  

The LIGB’s 1999 program recommendations established a program cap for furnace and home shell repairs of 20% of the program budget.  The IPA should propose a different program cap based on its specific program design, reflecting the LIGB’s intent that LIEE program funds be used principally for energy efficiency improvements.

Recommendation 25  (In reference to 1999 LIEE Program Recommendation B.1)
· The new refrigerators can be properly grounded in accordance with local codes.  If extensive rewiring is required to ensure compliance with code the measure may not be installed.  The IPA will propose grounding criteria as part of the Installation Manual (See Recommendation 20).

Recommendation 26    (In reference to 1999 LIEE Program Recommendation B.3)  Require all IPAs 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.

Discussion: 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, especially if the attic is poorly insulated.  That is why installing appropriate levels of attic ventilation is included as a repair item in Recommendation 24.

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 2000, IPAs should propose geographic areas in which attic ventilation should be an approved stand-alone measure in cooperation with the LIGBAC and LIGB Subcommittee, for LIGB/CPUC approval.  

The number of cooling degree days required to warrant this measure during implementation of the LIEE program will be identified by the IPA using the process for developing the prescribed lists of measures and the field manuals (See Recommendations 19 and 20).

Recommendation 27  The IPA, with policy guidelines from the LIGB, should develop non-discriminatory and equitable strategies to select, from among the qualified low-income customers, those who will receive LIEE benefits.  The LIGB will review the proposed strategies, and with appropriate modifications, recommend them to the CPUC for approval.  The IPA will apply those strategies no later than January 1, 2001.

Discussion: Assuming an average cost to install LIEE measures to be $1000 ($850 plus 20% administrative), about 55,000 households could be served under the LIEE program annually.  Estimates suggest that between 2 and 3 million low income customers would qualify for the CARE program in California.  Even more customers would qualify for the LIEE program.  Obviously, the budget limitations for LIEE require that customers receiving LIEE services be selected from a much larger pool of eligible customers.  

The allocation of scarce LIEE resources to less than three percent of eligible customers raises an important issue regarding the equity of the selection process.  The resulting selection should be non-discriminatory, including with respect to race, ethnicity, age, gender, geographic distribution, and other factors.  Several potentially conflicting objectives must also be recognized, including targeting subsets of eligible customers based on need (e.g., high-use customers) or by geographic area (door-to-door neighborhood campaign may be an effective implementation method).  The per capita “windshield cost” of serving low income populations in rural or other low-density areas will be greater than serving dense population areas, lowering the overall cost efficiency of the program.  The LIEE IPA must weigh these and other factors to develop a reasonable LIEE selection strategy as part of its overall program design.

 
Options might include using the CARE data to rank LIEE customers based on energy burden and to select customers based on energy burden.  Another option might be to offer to provide LIEE services to those CARE customers determined eligible following post-enrollment verification of eligibility for the CARE program.

The IPA will develop strategies to select LIEE participants from among the eligible customers.  The strategies will follow the LIGB/CPUC general guidelines for being non-discriminatory and equitable, but the IPA will have latitude to manage its program to improve cost efficiency and to give the IPA the opportunity to earn performance incentives.  The IPA may develop a multi-year strategy to ensure equity (especially geographic distribution) in a cost efficient manner.  

The strategies will be submitted (and updated) annually as part of the IPA’s programmatic budget filing.  The LIGB will review the strategy, and recommend it for approval, with modifications, by the CPUC.  It is the LIGB’s intent that the IPA implements the strategy for selecting LIEE participants from among eligible customers no later than January 1, 2001.  

Recommendation 28  The IPA should analyze and assess methods to constructively enhance and integrate the LIEE, Weatherization Assistance Program and other federal weatherization programs operating in California, and submit its report and recommendations to the LIGB/CPUC for review and approval no later January 1, 2001.

Discussion: This recommendation would assist in consideration of integrating LIEE with other, primarily federally funded, weatherization programs (i.e., LIHEAP and WAP), which is one of the goals of the LIGB.  With program integration the overall administration and implementation effectiveness of California’s low-income weatherization programs may improve.

The IPA should analyze and assess the impact of integrating and coordinating the LIEE program with other federal, state and local programs (including consideration of the ongoing ULTS proceeding related to income eligibility and income standards).  The IPA should then develop (with LIGB Subcommittee/LIGBAC input) and propose to the LIGB/CPUC by January 1, 2001, an effective approach to integrate, enhance and coordinate the application process and eligibility standards for LIEE with Federal and State funded weatherization programs.  

Recommendation 29  All IPAs shall install all feasible measures from the prescribed set in an eligible customer’s home if there are program funds available to serve that home.

Discussion: To maximize programmatic cost efficiency it is recommended that all feasible measures be installed at one time.  This recommendation ensures that participants’ needs are fully met (given the constraints of the program), thereby reducing the need to return to the home in the near future.

Measure feasibility is to be defined based on the methodology developed as described in Recommendations 19 and 20 above. 

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 LIEE funds to pay for the refrigerator, which would have produced significant energy and bill savings for the customer, yet the refrigerator would 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 conditions encountered 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.

Gas and electric measure expenditures should be tracked separately so that potential inequitable subsidies between gas and electric ratepayers can be identified.

Recommendation 30  The IPA and service delivery implementors will inform the property owners (including landlords) and tenants about existing conditions that prevent LIEE measures (including LIEE-funded home shell and furnace repairs) from being installed.  The LIEE measures may be installed once the conditions are corrected.

Discussion: Currently there is no approved process within LIEE to report adverse building health, fire and safety conditions to the appropriate authorities.  However, service delivery providers may find serious existing conditions while on customer’s premises.  Pointing out adverse building conditions to the landlords and property owners would add significant benefits to the LIEE program at little additional cost.

If the service delivery providers find adverse conditions that prevent the installation of LIEE measures/repairs during any visit (including administrative, educational, measure implementation and evaluation visits), they will inform the landlord and property owners of these conditions.  The IPA may withhold the installation of measures until the conditions are corrected.

Recommendation 31  Ensure that all measures included in the LIEE program are available at no direct up-front cost to the low-income participant where the home and/or equipment is owned by the participant. 

Discussion: If a measure is deemed suitable for LIEE, then it should not require any co-pay for the low-income participant.  Co-pay will effect those with the least disposable income the most; thus it adds a regressive component to the LIEE program.  In fact, the greater the low-income participant’s energy burden, the less their disposable income and the more significant the co-pay barrier.

Requiring co-pay for a subset of measures is inconsistent with all other measures included in LIEE, which have no co-pay requirements.  It has been the LIGB’s mission to maintain uniformity in the LIEE program and the list of recommended measures.

Accepting this recommendation would modify the 1999 LIEE recommended changes for installing a new evaporative cooler, which currently requires a $40 low-income owner co-pay.  

Another option suggested by members of the Advisory Committee is to require the co-pay for evaporative coolers owned by low income participants, but to offer a waiver in case of extreme hardship.

The landlord-owned equipment or property is discussed in Recommendation 33.

The IPA should develop and propose to the LIGB (in cooperation with the LIGB Subcommittee/LIGBAC) options and combinations for energy efficiency measures co-pay amounts covering both low-income participants owned and landlord owned situations.

Recommendation 35  The LIGB recommends that the CPUC adopt several guiding principles regarding the IPAs’ implementation of the LIEE and CARE progams, including:

· No customer shall be forced to take LIEE or CARE services;

· A customer offered a set of LIEE measures is free to reject any one or more of them.  The set of LIEE measures is not intended to be an “all or nothing” proposition for eligible customers;

· A customer will not be required to participate in the CARE program as a condition of being on the LIEE program;

· A customer will not be required to participate in the LIEE program as a condition of being on the CARE program; 

· When such discretion is allowed, a customer, a LIEE implementor, or the LIEE IPA will not be required to report any safety/fire/code violations to authorities.

The IPAs will develop and propose a customer bill of rights for the CARE and LIEE programs, in cooperation with LIGB/LIGBAC, that includes these guiding principles.  The customer bill of rights shall also describe the consumer complaint process and explain how a customer could initiate that process.

Recommendation 37  The LIGB recommends that the CPUC, for low-income programs under independent administration starting in 2000, require a uniform system of self-certification of participants for the CARE program and a system of regular post-enrollment monitoring, including random sampling verification procedures and targeted verification.  

Recommendation 39   The LIGB recommends that the new CARE Independent Program Administrator continue to implement the programs serving submetered customers, group homes and agricultural housing as they are currently being implemented. However, the LIGB recommends that the CARE IPA be expected, during the first year of its administration to study these programs in collaboration with the Advisory Committee and the LIGB, and to assist in the preparation of recommendations in this regard. 

Discussion: The LIGB, in its deliberations, has focused on the residential, individually-metered portion of the program.  This is sensible in that the individually metered portion of the program represents, by far, the largest proportion of programmatic expenditures and the preponderance of the population served.  However, examining program delivery to other segments of the low-income population who do not reside in individually metered households is also of importance. Servicing these customers has proven to be complicated, and much more expensive per participant. Some members of the Advisory Committee and public have even questioned whether these programs should be continued.


These programs have been explicitly mandated by the legislature. The new IPA should be expected to carry on implementation of these programs while assisting in collaborative review of the programs.

Areas in which policy and program options could be defined for these programs might include recertification schedules and procedures, dedicated information systems, reducing owners administrative burden and more efficient delivery options. Particular and more immediate attention needs to be paid to complaint procedures and enforcement of pass-through of discounts from landlords to tenants.

Recommendation 40    In order to reach the goal of increased participation in the CARE program, the LIGB recommends that all potential agents (e.g. CBOs, Community Action Agencies, non-profits, municipalities, independent contractors, utilities, ESCOs, etc.) should have the opportunity to compete for contracts as implementors of outreach and intake services.  

Discussion: State and energy assistance programs around the country use community agencies and other entities for outreach and intake.  It should be possible to contract with a wide variety of entities with the ability and expertise to contact, educate and conduct program intake with low income customers.

A variety of outreach mechanisms and actors could be employed.  The IPA should seek to encourage competition and creativity in the delivery of CARE services in the interest of increasing participation.  This is especially the case given the geographic and cultural diversity within California. The IPA should provide and budget for a system of reimbursement and incentives for implementors, of whatever nature, to encourage increased participation. Selection criteria for these implementors should include consideration of their ability to deliver quality services in a cost-effective manner.

Recommendation 41    The LIGB recommends that, wherever possible, the IPA should seek to coordinate the outreach and intake processes for CARE and LIEE and other programs that serve low income customers.  The LIGB will explore with the CPUC the possibility of greater cross-program coordination of regulated low income programs.

Discussion: Two barriers to participation in energy assistance programs are lack of awareness and complex intake procedures from the consumer perspective.  Coordination among programs could increase program awareness and simplify the application process for low income consumers. Coordination should result in higher participation rates because it lowers barriers to participation.  It could raise consumer satisfaction as a result.

Coordination could involve just outreach.  Such program coordination can be effective and cost-efficient in informing consumers of the range of available assistance programs.  Coordination of outreach efforts is a modest change from existing outreach efforts.

The next level of coordination would be to ask the various program administrators to provide application forms and to assist the consumer in completing them.  The forms themselves could remain program-specific, or they could be put into a common format.


Coordination of delivery across programs, while it should lead to more cost-effective program delivery, will require clarification of the issue of cost-allocation and reimbursement. Service providers cannot be expected to deliver services for other programs if they are not compensated.  However collaborative and contractual relationships are possible that would achieve synergies and mutual cost savings.  Bidders for the IPA contracts can be solicited for their ideas on coordination.  The successful bidder should be expected to assist the LIGB in the exploration and evaluation of options for coordination. The LIGB should explore with the CPUC the possibility of greater cross-program coordination, especially, and initially, in regard to programs overseen by the CPUC, i.e. CARE, LIEE and ULTS and ultimately such coordination might include federal programs such as DOE-WAP and LIHEAP.


The LIGB continues to recommend to the CPUC that the clarification and revision of income guidelines and definitions should be done in consideration of the potential for greater coordination.  If eligibility and income guidelines become uniform among different programs, the potential exists to move to a system of automatic cross-program enrollment.    


The IPA should be encouraged to develop electronic systems that could be used by individuals or entities working with low income customers to aid in enrolling these customers. Development of these systems should be done with consideration of their potential to aid cross program coordination and to protect and recognize the importance of customer confidentiality and privacy.

Attachment B
Recommended Initial
 Standard Set of Measures for Use in the 2000 LIEE Program



Measure


Description of Measure

Rationale
Implementation Plan/ Recommended Policy for 2000

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 IPAs 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.

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 (As a stand alone measure)
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 fit, allow an average of five bulbs per home. 

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 and the lamp will fit.  Local codes, which require costly and extensive rewiring for installation of this measure, may prevent this measure from being installed.

12.
Refrigerator replacement
An energy efficient appliance to replace an existing inefficient model
Saves significant energy.
Replace existing 10 year or older refrigerator with a new refrigerator that is Energy Star rated.  The existing unit(s) will be removed for recycling and de-manufacture.  If the low-income homeowner or tenant owns the existing refrigerator, he/she will own the new refrigerator.  Installation will require no up-front co-payment from a low-income participant (owner occupied or tenant).  If the landlord owns the existing refrigerator, the landlord will be required to co-pay no less than $200.  The landlord may instead elect to receive a $300 rebate.

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 no up-front co-payment from a low-income participant in an owner-occupied home.

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.

17.
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.

18.
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.
For owner occupied only- repair heating systems when malfunctioning. Replace when repairs cannot effectively address the problem. No co-payment from low-income customer. If other funds are available from related furnace repair or replacement programs, e.g. utility or weatherization programs, LIEE funds should not be used to pay for these services. Not available to landlords.



f.  Minor Roof Repairs
Repair of minor roof-related problems to include small leaks reasonably repairable that would allow insulation to be installed.  The precise definition will be developed by the IPA & LIGB in conjunction with its development of the IPA installations and field manuals 
Allows the improvement of the thermal envelope.
To be determined by IPA and approved by LIGB/CPUC..

g.  Minor Home Repair - for purposes of air sealing
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.

h.  Attic ventilation (as a repair item)
Measure/product used to prevent heat build up in summer, reduce moisture build up, and preserve roof members.
Preserves the insulation material already installed. Prevents decay of roof elements.
Install when attic is outside the conditioned space, attic is already insulated and existing venting does not meet standards.

.


Measure


Description of Measure

Rationale
Implementation Plan/ Recommended Policy for 2000

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 have infiltration measures 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.

� The inclusion of LIGB’s former recommendations in this document is for LIGB discussion purposes only and such inclusion is not an Energy Division endorsement of LIGB’s former recommendations or their adaptability to utility administration.


� The CBEE hopes to increase the amount of available training resources and intends to address the utility facilities in its consideration of assets and liabilities.


2The LIGB Advisory Committee at its September 22nd meeting adopted a resolution stating that the utilities will continue to use existing methods for determining feasibility until such time that the LIGB through the Commission defines the criteria for significant increase in energy savings, significant increase in comfort and reduction in hardship.  The issue is likely to be brought to the Board by the Advisory Committee in connection with the 1999 LIEE program changes recently adopted by the Board.


�Audits and Evaluation is a function that needs to be included in these programs from the inception.  It should employ several approaches e.g., continuous involvement providing feedback to decision-makers on administrative and operational matters as well as external efficiency, financial audits, and load impact analyses.  The IAES should ensure that all these activities occur and that the results are available to the Commission, Board and public in a timely manner.


� The standard set of repair items is described in Attachment B, and consists of: a) minor home repairs for purposes of air sealing, b) glass repair or replacement, c) minor roof repairs, d) jamb replacement, e) door or threshold replacement, f) attic ventilation.


� IPAs 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.


� 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.


� To be revised pursuant to Recommendations 19 and 20.


� 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


� 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 may be approved by the CPUC if an IPA proposes to implement them. 
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