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ATTACHMENTS
I. SUMMARY OF CONSENSUS REACHED ON ALLOCATING REMAINING SENATE BILL X1 5 LOW-INCOME ENERGY EFFICIENCY FUNDS

· Most of the workshop participants agreed that some portion of the remaining Senate Bill X1 5 (SB5) Low-Income Energy Efficiency (LIEE) funds should be authorized for Sierra Pacific (SP) and Southwest Gas (SWG) to expand their current programs in a rapid deployment mode.

· Many of the workshop participants agreed that the Commission should authorize $1,365,146 of the remaining SB5 LIEE funds for SWG to use for a rapid deployment program.

· Many of the workshop participants agreed that the Commission should authorize $338,000 of the remaining SB5 LIEE funds for SP to use for a rapid deployment program.

· Some of the workshop participants agreed that some portion of the remaining SB5 LIEE funds should continue to be set aside for the small and multi-jurisdictional investor-owned utilities (SMJU) that did not respond to Energy Division’s data requests and phone calls and did not attend the workshop.  Those participants recommend that Energy Division should continue to try to contact these utilities and explore the possibility of using such funds for a rapid deployment program in their service areas.

· Most of the workshop participants agreed that any SB5 LIEE funds remaining after the distribution of such funds to the SMJU should continue to be set aside by the Commission for any of the large utilities that may run out of funds before the end of this year and that those funds be available on a first-come, first-serve basis.

II. SUMMARY OF CONSENSUS REACHED ON ALLOCATING REMAINING SENATE BILL X1 5 CALIFORNIA ALTERNATE RATE FOR ENERGY PROGRAM FUNDS

· Most of the workshop participants agreed that it would be appropriate for the Commission to allocate a base amount to each utility, including SMJU, of up to 50% of the remaining SB5 California Alternate Rate for Energy Program (CARE) funds. 

· Many of the workshop participants agreed that the Commission should allocate a portion of the remaining SB5 CARE funds to be used by the utilities for customers whose accounts are in arrears and who are facing a near-term electric and/or gas shut-off because of the arrearages.

· Many of the workshop participants suggest that the Commission distribute the remaining SB5 CARE funds, after the distribution of the base, based on enrollment achieved and need.

III. SUMMARY OF NONCONSENSUS ITEMS ON ALLOCATING REMAINING SENATE BILL X1 5 CALIFORNIA ALTERNATE RATE FOR ENERGY PROGRAM FUNDS

Workshop participants discussed but did not agree on the following points:

· Allocating the remaining SB5 CARE funds for distribution without waiting to evaluate enrollment experience or surcharge shortfalls.

· Methodologies for distributing the remaining SB5 CARE funds without waiting to evaluate enrollment experience or surcharge shortfalls; including using one or more of the following:

1. Standard Commission allocation formula used for allocating CARE and LIEE shared expenses.

2. Standard Commission allocation formula, adjusted to include SMJU.

3. Estimated expected enrollments. 

4. Estimated expected surcharge shortfall. 

5. Estimated expected subsidy increase from new enrollments.

6. Amounts needed to fund the one-time credit for gas CARE customers, as directed in Assembly Bill (AB)1x 3.

· Allocation methodology to be used for distributing the base amount; including:

1. Standard Commission allocation formula used for allocating CARE and LIEE shared expenses.

2. Standard Commission allocation formula, adjusted to include SMJU.

3. Increases in enrollment from some established date, such as January 1, 2001 or June 1, 2001.

· Limitations on amount of SB5 CARE funds that could be used for arrearages:

1. Limit to no more than 15% of the remaining SB5 CARE funds.

2. Allow utilities flexibility in utilizing their portion of the remaining SB5CARE funds based on each utility’s circumstances.

· Distribution methodology to be used for remaining SB5 CARE funds after the base amount is distributed, including:

1. Baseline date for measurement: January 1, 2001 or June 1, 2001.

2. Enrollment achievement would be reviewed after a certain period such as after 3months, 6 months, 9months or 12 months.

3. # utility new enrollments      *        Holdback After Distribution of Base

         total new enrollment

4.   utility undercollection         *        Holdback After Distribution of Base

         total undercollection

IV. INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to the directions received from the Commission, in Decision (D.) 01-05-033, in Rulemaking (R.) 98-07-037 and Applications (A.) 00-11-009, et al, the Public Utilities Commission’s Energy Division held a public workshop on May 29 and 30, 2001, to facilitate public input on the following topics: 

· Allocating Senate Bill x1 5 (SB5) California Alternate Rate for Energy (CARE) funds to small and multi-jurisdictions utilities (SMJU) for expanded outreach and capitation fees and CARE discounts;

· Allocation SB5 CARE funds for assisting CARE customers with arrearages and payment shut-off notices; and

· Allocating remaining SB5 LIEE funds.

The workshops were noticed on the May 3, 2001, Commission Calendar.  

On April 30, 2001, the Energy Division mailed a data request to the SMJU requesting background information on those utilities’ low-income programs.  The data request, including the list of utilities Energy Division mailed the request to, is included as Attachment B to this report. 

On May 9, 2001, Energy Division mailed a workshop notice letter to all parties on the service lists R.98-07-037 and A.00-11-009, et al.  This workshop notice letter included a list of questions directed at all of the utilities requesting specific information on their existing low income assistance programs, leveraging scenarios, and a description of current efforts to leverage LIEE funds as described in D. 01-05-033.    In addition, the May 9, 2001, letter asked for proposals for allocating the SBX1 5 CARE funds between the utilities, a proposal for allocating SBX1 5 LIEE funds to the SMJU, and a proposal for report types and formats to comply with D. 01-05-033.   The notice letter is included as Attachment C to this report.

Prior to the first workshop, the Energy Division received responses from Southern California Gas Company (SoCal Gas), San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E), Southern California Edison Company (Edison), Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), Sierra Pacific (SP), and Southwest Gas Company (SWG).  Copies of these responses were made available to workshop attendees, and are included as Attachments D-I to this report.  

A representative from SWG, and two representatives from Sierra Pacific (SP) attended the workshop, and provided proposals at the workshop for rapid deployment of their LIEE programs.  These proposals are included in this report as Attachments J and K, respectively.    

  Avista responded to the Energy Division’s data request by email during the workshop, but this information was not received until after the workshop was over.  Avista’s response appears as Attachment L.  At the workshop, on May 29, 2001, the Energy Division received an eight-page document from the Residential Energy Efficiency Clearing House (REECH), consisting of issues detailed on four pages, followed by four pages of questions.  REECH’s document is included in this report as Attachment M.  Subsequent to the workshop, the Energy Division received a proposal from Southwest Gas dated June 7, 2001.  That proposal appears as Attachment P.

Non-responsive small and multi-jurisdictional utilities were San Francisco Thermal, L.P., Mountain Utilities, Alpine Natural Gas Operating Company, West Coast Gas Company, PacificCorp, and Southern California Water Company.  None of these utilities responded to Energy Division’s data requests of April 30, or May 9, 2001, or attended the workshop.  Subsequent to the workshop Alpine Natural Gas contacted the Energy Division and stated that the company would not be requesting any SBX funds due to the fact that none of its 590 customers had signed up for its low-income discount program.  PacifiCorp also contacted the Energy Division and stated it would submit a proposal for the SB5 funds in a matter of days.

A list of workshop participants is included in this report as Attachment N.  

For the benefit of interested parties who could not attend the workshops in person, Energy Division provided teleconferencing capabilities for both days of the workshop.  A toll-free number for the workshop teleconferencing was provided in the workshop notice and also in the Energy Division workshop notice letter.

On May 29th, 2001, discussion topics at the Energy Division workshop included allocation of LIEE and CARE funding to SMJU, and allocation of remaining CARE subsidy funds between the larger utilities, CARE rapid deployment planning and leveraging. At the request of several parties, Energy Division expanded the scope of the workshop to include discussion on categorical eligibility. 

At the May 30th, 2001, Energy Division workshop, participants focused on LIEE rapid deployment planning, leveraging, and coordination with DCSD/ CCC.  

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

V. BACKGROUND 

The Commission, in its D.01-05-033, ordered rapid deployment of low-income assistance programs during the energy crisis.   In so doing, the Commission allocated utility unspent carry-over funding to the program as well as the additional funding authorized in SB5. 

In D.01-05-033, the Commission authorized $15 million of the SB5 CARE funds to cover expanded outreach and capitation fees and $85 million of the SB5 funds for the increased costs of CARE rate subsidies on an “as needed” basis.  The large utilities are to file advice letters no later than July 2, 2001, with plans for allocation of the remaining SB5 CARE funds.

In the same decision, the Commission set aside $5 million of the SB5 LIEE funds for a second round of allocation to the SMJU. The Commission ordered the Energy Division to convene workshops and develop recommendations on SB5 funding levels for the SMJU for both CARE and LIEE.

Also, in D.01-05-033, the Commission indicated that it is unwilling to adopt categorical eligibility and automatic enrollment into CARE without further consideration of the reasons for the differences in eligibility criteria and income documentation requirements among low-income assistance programs, as well as the cost implications of making such a policy change.

Prior to the passage of SB5, but in anticipation of its requirements for a rapid deployment program, the Assigned Commissioner in the ongoing Rulemaking on low-income energy programs directed the Commission’s Energy Division to conduct workshops on how the rapid deployment LIEE funds could be distributed and spent in the most efficient manner.  Workshops were held on March 7 and 14, 2001 to address those issues and a final workshop report was issued on April 17, 2001.

A. Assembly Bill 1x 3 (AB3)

On May 22, 2001, AB3 was filed with the Secretary of State.  In summary, the law provides that CARE program funds be used to provide any natural gas customer, as specified, who enrolls in the CARE program during a specified period of time, the same one-time bill credit based on the amount of each gas corporation’s average CARE customer discount applied during specified months. It requires the Commission to adjust CARE income requirements annually and conduct targeted outreach about the program using census block data targeting low-income and senior households statewide.

 The bill requires the utilities to facilitate penetration rates by providing information on customer bills’ front facing page, using multilingual formats, a toll-free number to subscribe and/or provide further information on CARE and other assistance programs; protecting low-income and senior households from unwarranted disconnection of service; offering individual payment arrangements on past-due billings including information about levelizing payment programs, and protecting against disconnection of service if a commitment is made by a provider of energy assistance to forward a payment sufficient to prevent the disconnection. 

Lastly, the law specifies that the Commission expenditures for outreach may not exceed $500,000 above the amount currently expended for outreach, and that energy corporations may recover all reasonable costs from the CARE program funds to implement this law.

B. Current Status of Surcharge Collection and CARE Expenses

The four large utilities have indicated that they are all undercollecting for CARE in their balancing accounts.  SWG and SP indicated that they do not have balancing account treatment for their subsidies or expenses. The following Table 1 shows the estimated CARE collection needed for 2001. 

Table 1

Estimated CARE Collection Needed for 2001

15% Discount (Not Including Impact of Rate Increase Exemptions)

All figures are in millions.


Penetration

Rate

March, 2001
Current 2001 CARE Budgets
Collection Needed 150% FPG

Current Penetration
Collection Needed 150% FPG

95% Penetration
Collection Needed 175% FPG

Current Penetration
Collection Needed 175% FPG

95% Penetration

PG&E
47%
41,566
39,874*
79,789
46,519
93,087

SDG&E
65%
12,159
12,633

14,448
24,236

Edison
69%
48,960
59,729
82,030
70,130
96,552

SoCal Gas
67%
27,507
41,222
56,851
53,753
74,391

SWG
56/12%

898
1,045
1,891


SP

107













*  This projection is probably understated due to current higher penetration rates and subsidies.

VI. SUMMARY OF PREWORKSHOP COMMENTS, DATA REQUEST RESPONSES AND PROPOSALS

In response to a list of seven questions distributed by the Energy Division in its May 9 letter, the utilities provided, among other things, available data for year 2000 or 2001. The tables below summarize the submitted data. Where information is missing from the table, it is because it was not provided by the utilities in their respective responses

TABLE 2

Projected CARE Expenditures

15% Discount (NOT Including Impact of Rate Increase Exemptions)

Utility

(1)
Penetration

Rate
150% FPG

(000)
175% FPG

(000)
Current Estimated Eligible 
Estimated Eligible 

@ 175%

PG&E 
47%
$39,874
$46,519
737,635



95%
$79,789
$93,087



SDG&E 
65%
$12,633
$14,448
226,410



95%

$24,230



Edison 
69%
$59,729
$70,130
587,790



95%
$82,030
$96,552
950,000


So Cal Gas
67%
$41,222
$53,753
549,158
735,872


95%
$56,851
$74,391
782,032
1,043,400

So West Gas
56% (2); 

12% (2)
$898

13,810



95%
$1,045,
$1,891,
15,640


Sierra Pacific
(3)
$107

1,106


Footnotes: 

(1) Estimates do not include impacts from recent rate increase exemptions granted to CARE customers. 

(2) SWG reported a 56% participation rate in its southern California service area and 33% in its northern California service area.  At the workshop, SWG corrected its northern penetration rate to 12%. 

(3) Sierra Pacific’ service territory contains about 50% vacation/rental homes resulting in a statistical impact on penetration rate data. 

In addition to the statistical information provided in the table above, the utilities were asked to address questions concerning strategies for leveraging SB5 funds to expand services to eligible low income customers, proposals for the allocation of SB5 CARE funds including methodology to allocate funds to smaller utilities; descriptions of their current efforts to leverage LIEE funds, and types and/or formats for reports required under D.01-05-033. 

A. Expansion of Services

PG&E explained that the utilities are currently meeting with DCSD to explore opportunities for leveraging services and developing new strategies for working with LIHEAP providers and CBOs.

SDG&E indicated that it has selected leveraging scenario 2, authorized by the Commission in D.01-05-0 33; and has contracted with DCSD’s LIHEAP provider agencies to maximize LIEE, Federal LIHEAP, California LIHEAP and SB5 funds, and enhance referral methods, including ensuring that LIEE customers have access to CARE information.

Sierra Pacific Power Company discussed that the company provides weatherization services jointly with the service territory’s natural gas utility using a CBO, Project Go. The utility is attempting to expand its program through discussions with other program participants.

Edison is currently meeting with LIHEAP providers and DCSD to explore opportunities for leveraging. A decision to implement which leveraging scenario will be made based upon input from the meetings.

SoCal Gas uses a referral system of established LIHEAP providers or affiliates and is discussing collaborative efforts with DCSD for both LIEE and CARE programs. The utility also intends to use capitation fees to expand outreach.

Southwest Gas indicated that it is in discussion with current partners including other local utilities, LIHEAP providers and the Department of Energy (DOE) to increase outreach, installation (weatherization), and program scheduling.

B. Current LIEE Leveraging Efforts

PG&E stated that it is continuing efforts in conjunction with CBO’s and the Community Action Agency of San Mateo County (CAA).

SDG&E indicated that it is continuing efforts with its existing CBO providers of service and the utility’s prime LIEE program contractor; meeting with two major local LIEHEAP agencies to address new productivity requirements and coordinating rapid deployment efforts.  SDG&E recommends including CA Conservation Corp in future meetings to assist in coordination efforts.

Edison and SoCal Gas stated that their programs utilize CBO’s who leverage funds with a variety of partners all of whom are in discussion to develop ways to enhance the current program to assist more customers and expand allowable measures.

Sierra Pacific specified that it currently leverages its programs using funds from Sierra, Southwest Gas, Avista, DOE and LIHEAP assistance programs. Project Go implements the Sierra Pacific program.

C. Proposals for Allocation of SB5 Funds:

PG&E requests that the allocation of the CARE funds have some relationship to the number of new customers enrolling in the program (its proposal will be submitted in its July 3, 2001 Advice Letter). PG&E reminded participants that it will not receive any SB5 LIEE funds.

SDG&E suggests that the Commission continue to use its existing allocation formula (15% to SDG&E); and of this amount, SDG&E indicates that 50% should be used to reduce current CARE customers’ arrearages and the remainder would cover discounts for additional eligible customers.

Edison proposes that funding should be allocated based on the proportion of subsidy needed by each utility to increase CARE penetration 20% and to cover the increased costs of CARE rate subsidies. Edison suggests that the allocation to smaller utilities should be based upon the capabilities and willingness of these utilities to expand their LIEE services.

SoCal Gas requests that funds be allocated based upon the D.01-05-033 mandate.  SoCal Gas suggests that the funds be used to cover the increased cost of the CARE rate subsidy, assist CARE customers in bringing arrearages to zero and/or a controllable balance, and to fund the one-time gas credit as directed under AB1x 3. 

Southwest Gas proposes that the allocation be based on the number of customers served, the number of low-income customers served, years of experience conducting Demand Side Management/Conservation programs, expansion of existing programs as well as development of new ones, ability of providers to assist in increased levels of activity (participation), impact of rural area and demographic distinctions, and a reserve for increased penetration rates. 

Sierra Pacific proposes that the allocation should be based upon plans developed to utilize the funds, the number of eligible low income customers in a service territory, cooperative outreach efforts including streamlining application processes, efforts to keep administrative costs low, proposals to use renewable/alternative energy sources and a desire to embrace rapid deployment.

D. Types and Formatting of Reports to Comply with D.01-05-033:

PG&E, SDG&E, SoCal Gas and Edison are currently working with staff from the Energy Division, the Phase III Weatherization Installation Standardization Team and the Reporting Requirements Manual Working Group (RRMWG) to develop the reporting format required under D.01-05-033.

Sierra Pacific proposes a brief monthly report summarizing results obtained during rapid deployment as well as a continuation of reports currently required.

Southwest Gas suggests that current reporting formats are adequate.  SWG proposes that reports be kept simple to avoid increases in administrative costs and to retain ease of understanding by the reader.  SWG suggests that the only parties actually interested in receiving physical service of the reports be served to create more efficiency and greater benefits to the intended audience by reducing the expense associated with delivery. In addition, SWG suggests that the Energy Division should consider posting the reports on the Commission website.  Finally, SWG requests that the Commission act immediately to limit the service list of the reports.

The full workshop report supplements the comments and summary presented in this section. It includes comments from other parties attending the May 29 & 30 workshop as well as elaboration by the utilities in attendance that submitted written responses to the Energy Division’s May 9, 2001 letter.

VII. MAY 29th WORKSHOP ON PROPOSALS FOR THE DISTRIBUTION OF REMAINING SB5 CARE FUNDS

A. Allocation of a Portion of the Remaining SB5 CARE Funds to Small and Multi-Jurisdictional Utilities for Expanded CARE Outreach and Capitation Fees

SWG believes it has a 56% CARE penetration rate in southern California, and a 12 – 20% penetration rate in northern California.  SWG indicated that it is difficult to estimate.  SWG pointed out that it has 125,000 California customers; 20,000 at Tahoe and 105,000 in Southern California.

SWG believes it will need $500,000 for expanded CARE outreach and subsidies, including bill inserts, media, software upgrades, administration and capitation fees.  SWG indicated that since it serves small, isolated communities, one in northern and one in southern California, it must conduct outreach to each one separately.  Sierra Pacific indicated that it hasn’t put its finger yet on the number of eligible customers it has and it isn’t sure what amount of funds will be needed. 

ORA indicated that the SWG service area is remote, covers two distinct, separate regions, and the costs to perform outreach and marketing are higher for SWG on a per person basis.  ORA stated that what is needed now is new ideas on how to get this program going quickly without setting too many limits now.

ORA stated that it doesn’t have an objection on setting aside funds for small utilities for expanded CARE outreach, subsidies, capitation fees and administration.  ORA believes the Commission needs to outreach to small utilities to make sure they have the ability to request funds.  ORA asked Energy Division to continue to try to contact and work with these utilities on rapid deployment.  

Energy Division agreed to continue to work with the small and multi-jurisdictional utilities that attended the workshop and to continue to try and reach the nonresponsive ones.

Staff from the Energy Division cautioned that, pursuant to directions contained in SB5 and D.01-05-033, only 15% of the funds can be used for administration, outreach, capitation fees and marketing.  Energy Division indicated that the small and multi-jurisdictional utilities should be mindful of that when flushing out a more precise budget.

B. Deployment of SB5 CARE Funds for Outreach and Capitation Fees Authorized by the Commission in D.01-05-033

Many of the participants indicated concerns with allocating the remaining SB5 CARE funds without seeing detailed utility proposals on the SB5 CARE funds approved for the large utilities for expanded outreach and capitation fees in D.01-05-033.  

AARP & LIF stated that the current utility proposals do not have much detail in their plans to utilize the $15 million of SB5 CARE funds recently authorized by the Commission.  REECH agreed and stated that the group needs to see a better budget for the proposed expenditures.

Edison stated that the net effect of the remaining $85 million in SB5 CARE funds is really just a decrease in the 2002 surcharge for other ratepayers.  Edison indicated support for utilizing standard PUC allocation factors since eligibility criteria has changed for some of the utilities and that increases the number of CARE customers for those utilities.

LIF wants closure on the timing for getting the money out the door.  LIF stated that it doesn’t want to wait for August to see if these funds being used.  LIF wants to see proposals now on the $15 million outreach plans, as well as the $85 million CARE subsidy expenditures.

AARP alleged that the public doesn’t have any answers or closure on how the money will be spent.  AARP wants to have influence on the quality of the programs implemented.   AARP stated that it needs to know:

1. Status of outreach efforts;

2. Subsidies and arrearages breakdown; and

3. Are there incentives for the utilities to provide low cost enrollment.

LIF indicated that it cannot approve the utility advice filings without seeing detailed plans for the $15 million to be spent on expanded CARE outreach.  

Energy Division reminded workshop participants that it isn’t CARE customers or the utilities who will be affected by the allocation methodology for the remaining $85 million in SB5 CARE funds.  Energy Division indicated that the remaining SB5 CARE funds can only be used to provide benefits to CARE customers.  Energy Division stated that, except for arrearage forgiveness, only the non-CARE customers are going to be impacted by allocation of this subsidy amount.  Energy Division pointed out that whatever increases in the CARE subsidy for the large utilities are not covered by the allocation of the SB5 CARE funds, it is the non-CARE ratepayers in those instances who will be required to make up the difference.

AARP stated that if CARE penetration is not increased, eligible customers are not going to benefit from these funds.  AARP wants the distribution of the $85 million to be tied to the success of outreach.  Utilities that reduce administrative costs should be rewarded as well. 

SESCO agreed and stated that the group wants the utilities’ outreach to be successful. SESCO believes a way to ensure that is to base the allocation of the funds on the success rate of outreach.

Energy Division asked how to determine whether outreach has been successful, or whether increased participation is due to other factors such as higher rates, increased eligibility, pilot outreach programs, newspaper publicity, capitation fees or the expanded outreach efforts?

AARP indicated that its expectations have been communicated.  The utilities want to talk about how to divide the money, but not how it will be spent.  AARP stated that without that information it doesn’t have a basis for making recommendations.  AARP said that there is no plan.  Without seeing any real proposals, AARP indicated that it’s difficult to suggest alternatives.

Energy Division asked that if the award of the money is somehow based on successful outreach, how can success of the expanded outreach be measured when the impacts on any increases in enrollment cannot be tied to specific types of outreach, other than the capitation fees?  Energy Division pointed out that only capitation fees will be able to be correlated as a percentage of the increase in enrollment that occurs after that program is begun.  There isn’t any way to measure the impacts of most of the other types of expanded outreach that will occur or even if the increases in enrollment would have occurred without any outreach at all. 

CRP alleged that the $15 million has not reached the street.  CRP indicated that without knowing how the $15 million is to be spent, it can’t talk about how the $85 million should be allocated.  CRP wants to at least see quantifiable proposals from the utilities.

Edison stated that its rapid deployment started months ago.  Edison indicated that it has already increased and expanded outreach.  Edison asserts that increased penetration is occurring and coming from a wide variety of arenas.  Edison pointed out that new rate structure education is happening along with rapid deployment education.

ICA pointed out that an ACR might be the correct way to go to get clarification of how money will be spent for outreach, and get better proposals from the utilities.  This ACR, according to ICA, should ask additional questions on what will be in the Advice Letters such as allocations between arrearages and subsidies.  ICA stated that such an ACR could give the utilities more direction.

LIF agrees and believes an ACR is needed to request clarification on these issues in the utility Advice Letters.

REECH suggests the PUC issue an ACR in the next 10 days to set up parameters for the drafting of Advice Letter filings.

LIF indicated it would like to see information about arrearages, an opt-out mailing, the $15 million outreach plan and details on the base CARE allocation.

SESCO expressed concern that if the utilities put their plans in the advice letters, such information may lock them down to specific actions which could not be improved upon.

REECH stated it is not happy about the lack of reports, lack of detail, and the lack of lists of vendors.  REECH indicated that some parties are concerned that there is an inside track process for expenditure of funds without enough public input.

SESCO stated it wants the opportunity to have input into plans for spending the $15 million for outreach.  SESCO suggests that the utilities send the outreach plans to the workshop participants.  SESCO proposed that comments from participants would be in the form of recommendations to the utilities or protests to the utility Advice Letters.

Energy Division asked the utilities whether or not they will be able to provide copies of their detailed plans for spending their portions of the $15 million of SB5 funds authorized by the Commission for use on expanded outreach and capitation fees.  The utilities indicated that each would provide a copy of their plans either before or concurrent with their advice letter filings.

C. Allocation Methodologies

While several of the utilities suggest allocating the remaining SB5 CARE funds as soon as possible, many of the workshop participants believe that an “incentive” plan of some sort should be adopted by the Commission to reward those utilities who are the most successful in their outreach efforts.  The utilities would be “rewarded” by receiving more of the remaining of the funds, which would be used to offset increased subsidy costs.  

ICA stated that the Commission shouldn’t allocate all the funds in the beginning until we see how the utilities do at signing up new customers, and what the extra costs are.

AARP stated that if the group suggested the normal allocation of funds and discovered on July 3 that the proposals are inappropriate, how could parties incent the utilities to improve their programs?  AARP suggests a base allocation and an after-the-fact allocation to reward large increases in enrollment.

CRP and LIF generally agreed with statements made by AARP.  They want to see more concrete proposals from the utilities on outreach and want the CARE subsidies to be used as an incentive to encourage the utilities to achieve increased enrollments.

SESCO pointed out that the outreach plan is not due till July 3.  SESCO said it wants to see the plan.  SESCO believes that the utilities should have a reasonable plan for outreach, and that the Commission should want accountability for outreach.  SESCO proposes to give the utilities some money up front and make some money tied to incentives.  SESCO indicated the need to see arrearage and leveraging plans.

REECH said it’s possible to establish a benchmark date of June 1, and the baseline number of customers on June 1 will be the number the Commission could use to look at improvements in enrollment.  REECH requests that PG&E not receive any monies until it reaches a 50% penetration rate. REECH also suggested that 50% of the funds be allocated to the utilities up front.

ICA recommends that the Commission make a change in its General Orders to allow for use of funds by other than the historical allocation.  ICA believes that the Commission should experiment with utilities on this in the future on making up-front allocations of funds that are trued up later.  ICA indicated doubt that there will be any new money in the future.

SDG&E pointed out that this $85 million should not be incentive money because it is supposed to be used to provide assistance to CARE customers and to keep rates down for non-CARE customers.  SDG&E indicated that it might be able to agree with some other allocation methodology than the standard allocation formula used by the Commission for distributing shared expenses depending on how the proposal is structured.  

The utilities suggested different mechanisms for dividing the CARE subsidy money from using the standard allocation of funds to basing the allocation on need.

D. Proposals to Assist CARE Customers With Arrearages

REECH suggested that if the PUC needs to quantify and limit the amount spent on arrearages in some way, it should set a limit on the percentage of the funds spent or a limit on the amount each customer receives.  There may not be supplemental funds to pay off arrearages in the future.  REECH also suggested leaving some arrearage funds for later in year.

SWG questioned whether SDG&E’s plan to help its customers cover up to $2 million in arrearages was over ambitious. 

AARP stated that there is plenty of current outside information on how to address arrearages efficiently and that quid-pro-quos should be attached to any arrearage programs.  AARP wants to hear specific programs to address arrearages, not just have a “give away” of funds.

SDG&E suggested that perhaps DCSD funds can also be available for arrearages, and added that the company needs a quick allocation to pay some arrearages before shut offs occur.

ORA stated that there needs to be a way for the utilities to deal with shut offs in the interim and that we need to find ways of evaluating current needs quickly.

LIF agreed that the SBX funds should be used for arrearages and capitation fees, and utility extraordinary expenditures to carry out programs.

REECH pointed out that there are no proposals on arrearages from the utilities yet, except from SDG&E.  REECH stated that SDG&E wants half of their money to go to arrearages.  Until there is an analysis of proposals, REECH believes the PUC should stick with using 15% of the money for arrearages.  Since DCSD has money for arrearages, the PUC needs to know how much DCSD money is available for arrearages for utility customers.  Other customers, not of IOUs, need this money too, such as MUNI’s and propane customers.  SBX tells DCSD to levelize aid to all utility customers.  REECH supports using 15 – 25% of money for arrearages.  The PUC needs to know existing arrearages that will need pay offs by tax funds, and do projections for future arrearages that may need funds.

E. Discussion on Categorical Eligibility

AARP believes the real world issues are going to be difficult for LIEE, but not CARE.  People have already filled out applications for other programs that qualify them for CARE.  The PUC and utilities should seek these agencies out and get information from them.  A separate CARE application is unnecessary.  AARP is against the rule disallowing categorical enrollments.  Let other agencies verify to the utility that a customer qualifies for CARE based on a previous application qualification for another program.

SWG indicated that it has privacy concerns about release of customer information.

AARP suggested that the utilities could do a mailing to people on current programs telling them that they will receive the CARE discount unless they don’t want it and opt out.  The LIHEAP application already has a disclaimer statement that information can be used for other utility discount programs.  AARP would rather the utilities spend program dollars on matching lists than other kinds of administration costs.  This is not a sole method of enrolling customers, but an adjunct.  The other agencies should not have to forward an application to the utility, just a prequalified customer’s name and address.

LIF supports the AARP proposal.

ORA stated that the utilities need to be sure if a person qualifies for the program.  The PUC doesn’t have authority over other agency records.

AARP suggested the utilities enter into interagency agreements with the LIHEAP and other agencies to provide customer information.

REECH concurred with AARP.  The utilities should do a mailing to prequalified customers with an opt-out clause (not opt-in).  The utilities should approach the mailing in segments and stages, by county, possibly through CBOs, county agencies, etc.

CAA stated that interagency agreements should simplify the application process, if it can be determined how to integrate the various processes.

AARP stated that an application should not need to be sent to the utility as the applicant has previously been certified eligible.  The utilities should just get the electronic information from the agency for sufficient proof of eligibility.  DCSD is using such a list to solicit applications from customers instead of transferring information to the utility.

CSD stated that HEAP customers have to be income-qualified before their names are sent to the utility now.

PG&E stated that its 1989-95 verifications looked at referrals from the SSI/ food stamp programs (5 items looked at) and that this was not the best way to determine household eligibility.  Customers were enrolled in other programs, but households didn’t qualify for CARE because of different definitions of household. 

CSD stated that the utilities could use their information as a base to start from.

SoCal Gas stated that households may not qualify for CARE when they get on other programs.  LIHEAP agencies understand the CARE qualifications; some others may not.

CAA stated that they must know incomes of families and that their applications are different now.  They are more closely aligned with CARE.  Eligibility for different programs varies and agencies have to income-qualify for each program.

AARP stated that ULTS uses a different definition of household than other programs.  Household income for food stamps is the same as CARE.  AARP suggested that the price of taking care of definitional problems may be greater than just qualifying people despite the definitional problems.

VIII. MAY 30th WORKSHOP ON PROPOSALS FOR THE DISTRIBUTION OF REMAINING SB5 LIEE FUNDS 

The Energy Division invited Tim Dayonot from DCSD to give a short presentation on the efforts DCSD and the utilities have been making to ensure leveraging between their two programs.

DCSD indicated that it has a continuing relationship with LIHEAP providers but providers are independent and make their own decisions.

The DCSD/utility/Commission group calls itself CLIP and met last week on leveraging and intends to meet again the day after this workshop.  DCSD indicated that the first meeting accomplished the following:

· Achieved a common understanding of what the legislation and the Commission decision require;

· Shared information that will be useful for all participants to have;

· Gave homework to utilities to report on the LIHEAP providers under contract to them by county and what services those LIHEAP providers are offering through the utilities. DCSD will create a matrix which compares utility LIHEAP providers by county with their own LIHEAP providers by county;

· Information was shared on the possibilities of bulk purchasing and weatherization services that may be provided;

· Confirmed that LIHEAP providers may participate at their choice; and

· Determined that CLIP is not a policy making group, but exists to facilitate discussion on issues.

DCSD indicated that the group will determine at its next meeting how to get information to LIHEAP providers to inform them which products, services and alliances are available for them to choose from.

Edison commented that these meetings are a good way to share information.

Jim Hodges inquired (via the teleconference phone) on the status of DCSD’s SB5 money.

DCSD responded that they received $120 million, of which 50% must be spent on weatherization. DCSD indicated that it must do a needs assessments and is now sending out $30 million for LIHEAP contracts for the 3 month summer period that will be effective June 1.  DCSD pointed out that if these LIHEAP providers spend the entire $30 million, the funds will be augmented.  DCSD is asking LIHEAP providers for ideas on how to spend the additional money available.

REECH (via phone) wanted to ask DCSD 2 questions. DCSD declined to answer questions from REECH due to lack of time.

A. Brief Recap of Discussion on CARE from May 29

The Energy Division handed out a workshop summary of some of the basic ideas covered in yesterday’s workshop to confirm their accuracy with the participants. 

CRP commented that the statement on distributing remaining funds (of the 85 million CARE money) did not fully reflect the AARP discussion on incentives and rewards for signing up more customers and reducing administrative costs 

SWG suggested that the ideas of “reward and incentive” discussed at the meeting were not relevant to the utilities because those terms usually mean that the utilities will receive some monetary compensation, whereas the SBX funds for CARE subsidies would only be used to assist with customer arrearages and to keep nonCARE customer rates down.

ICA suggested that one reward the utilities may get in receiving more subsidy funds is the loss of fewer industrial customers due to otherwise higher subsidy costs.

ICA also suggested that the discussion on categorical enrollment should address what authority these agencies have to put customers on the CARE list.  Each utility needs to be sure the customer qualifies.

The Energy Division then inquired if the formulas in its summary for distributing the remaining funds were an accurate portrayal of what people proposed.

REECH stated again that  PG&E should not get any incentive funds until it reaches 50% penetration.

ICA suggested that the utilities have cash flow problems now and will have problems getting the programs off the ground if they do not receive funds soon.

SESCO stated that there were different ideas on the date to be used as a baseline to measure increases in enrollment, which would then be used to determine the formulas for distributing additional funds.

B. SMJU Proposals for SB5 LIEE Funds

SWG and Sierra Pacific stated that they have met to discuss joint LIEE programs and SWG met with SCE about joint LIEE programs.  SWG stated that there is one CBO in the high desert to do LIEE work and one in Tahoe.  In the SWG/Edison overlap areas SWG wants to do contracts with CBOs, but in that area the CBO’s don’t have C-20 licenses.  SWG wants to do a furnace replacement program of identified failed furnaces of which 170 have been identified.  SWG indicated it could do this at a reduced cost if the work is done at the same time Edison replaces air conditioning.

REECH stated that it appreciated SWG efforts in the last two weeks to get information together.  REECH is aware that Big Bear is willing to do some equipment replacement and LIEE work.  The Hesperia-Victorville area has a citizens group willing to help the program, too, at least with outreach.

SWG presented a proposal to spend $1,365,146 of SBX1 5 funds on its LIEE program.

REECH inquired why the costs per unit for LIEE work in the SWG proposal were higher in Truckee and Needles?

SWG answered that the per unit costs are higher to serve Truckee and Needles because of travel costs and lodging for their installers who do not reside or do business in those areas normally.

REECH responded that SWG has a very credible proposal, but REECH recommended a lower per unit cost of  $1,250 for Needles and $1,500 for Truckee.  Reech also recommended that 500 homes in San Bernardino be weatherized – not 200 as in the proposal, and that 50 homes be weatherized in Needles and 50 in Truckee, more than proposed by SWG.

Sierra Pacific stated it is weatherizing 130 homes in Tahoe and uses Project GO, a local CBO, to do the work.  Project GO has indicated that it can’t weatherize more homes but can install more measures in the homes it plans to work on.  Project GO is the only CBO working in the area.  Sierra Pacific indicated that it would like to do a project in which it replaces electric heat with heat pumps at $10,000 per unit.  The total request for the heat pump project is $750,000.  The company would use Plumas Sierra Electric Coop to install the heat pumps.

REECH recommended that Sierra Pacific look for other providers.  REECH does not support the heat pump program due to the cost, but recommends using the money to do more weatherization.

Sierra Pacific stated that it can’t administer this program with so little allowed for administrative costs.  The company stated that its program is so small, it has already used its administrative allowance just to come to the workshop.

SESCO reminded the participants that the PUC said new measures must be available consistently across climate zones.  It appears that SWG and Sierra Pacific are creating their own measures.  Sierra should think about an alternative to the heat pump program because it is too expensive.  SESCO suggested they enter into a utility agreement with PG&E to use PG&E’s contractors in the area for more weatherization.

Sierra stated that PG&E also uses project GO in Placer County.

ICA stated that the PUC has guidelines on what measures can be installed and asked Sierra if it is prepared to show significant savings from new measures like heat pumps?

SESCO mentioned that the intent of the legislation was to reduce customer bills and load reduction.  The small utilities’ efforts to coordinate with other agencies is important   SESCO believes there are other providers in or near Sierra’s service territory that could be used and suggested providers in El Dorado and Amador counties.

SWG and Sierra Pacific both indicated a willingness to search for additional providers.

The Energy Division asked if there were any more questions on SWG or Sierra Pacific proposals.

REECH suggested that the San Bernardino service area of SWG needs more homes weatherized because the population has increased 40% in the last decade but SWG has not increased its program there.  REECH suggested that SWG weatherize another 500 homes this year beyond the additional 500 earlier suggested.  REECH also suggested that SWG and Sierra hold public meetings in Tahoe to get contractors to come and mail information to contractors to obtain additional interest in providing service in that area.

The Energy Division stated that no other small utilities gave proposals.

SESCO asked if money should be set aside for small utilities that didn’t respond to the data request.

REECH suggested that the other IOUs should do weatherization work in non-responding territories.

SESCO recommended setting aside money for non-responding utilities.  The set aside money should be proportional to the customer base and should be 50% of the money set aside for SWG and Sierra on a per customer basis.  Take the money per customer for Sierra and SWG (say $1.00 per customer for SWG and Sierra and $.50 per customer for the nonrespondents).

SESCO agreed with REECH that if small utilities didn’t have the ability to do weatherization work, the PUC should designate another entity to take administration of their programs.

C. Distribution of Remaining LIEE Funds After Allocation to SMJU

SESCO suggested giving the remainder of the $5 million to PG&E since they didn’t receive any LIEE funds.

REECH objected to giving any remainder to PG&E.  REECH suggested leaving the remainder in reserve.  In a later round, if the money is not used, then it may go to the large utilities.

Edison suggested that any moneys left in the $5 million fund set aside for the SMJU should remain there until the PUC sees what progress all utilities make and then the PUC could decide who gets the money based on past performance.

ORA suggested not allocating the remaining funds, but holding them for the smaller utilities.

PG&E suggested holding the funds for any utility running out of money.  Then it will be first come/first serve.

ORA suggested allocating some of these funds to targeted rural areas that have been harder or more expensive to reach.

REECH suggested that a back-up proposal could be to use the unexpended funds for replacing defective gas furnaces from Consolidated Industries across the state currently being used by CARE/LIEE customers.

REECH supported the equitable treatment of rural areas.  

ICA suggested the funds be used to replace furnaces that, in the past, have been overlooked because of the prohibitive expense of replacing them, such as attic furnaces.  Furnaces eat lots of money and are high-ticket items.  Replacing them is one way to spend the money well. Attic furnaces probably aren’t being replaced because of their high expense.  They cost more than $1,500.00 to replace.  ICA suggests the utilities could spend money on these now.  ICA suggested that the utilities temporarily increase the cap on furnace repair and replacement to spend the money.  

The Energy Division stated that the current proposals are:

Reserve money for small utilities

Remainder reserved for any utility needing money

Use funds to deploy programs in rural areas in all utility territories

Find another method of allocation later

Use it to replace defective furnaces

ORA added that before any additional monies are given to the big 4 utilities they should have to use current funds first.

D. Concern With Low-Income Program Fraud

 CAA asked how the utilities and DCSD can avoid fraud and duplication in their two programs.

ORA stated that the details have not been worked out yet

PG&E stated that the utilities had one meeting with DCSD and have another tomorrow to get down to details.

SoCal Gas mentioned it already had discussions on this subject with its LIHEAP providers.

CRP stated that the utilities must coordinate with DCSD and the LIHEAP providers to get a seamless delivery system to the customer and to stop fraud.  The CCC is giving CRP a list of customers who have received CFL’s.

The utilities stated that they have systems set up now to prevent fraud.  The process of installation inspections and reviews and follow up retention analysis ensure items are still in the home and have not been sold.

CRP stated that to make sure efforts are not duplicated, there must be an exchange of information with all LIHEAP providers, not just the ones the utilities contract with.

Edison stated that the utilities talked with DCSD about a data exchange to keep track of who gets what, but it isn’t known yet if this is possible.

IX. SUMMARY OF DRAFT WORKSHOP REPORT COMMENTS

[[[[[[[[[[[[[[[[[To be included in final report]]]]]]]]]]]]]]]]]]]

X. ENERGY DIVISION RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Allocating SB5 CARE Funds to Small and Multi-Jurisdictions Utilities for Expanded Outreach and Capitation Fees

SWG indicated that is has an average of 13,810 households on CARE for its last reporting period.  SWG estimates that it is serving approximately 56% of its estimated eligible households in its southern service area and 12% in its northern service area.  SWG indicated it would need approximately $500,000 to conduct expanded outreach, provide capitation fees and subsidize CARE discounts in both its service area.

At the time of the workshop, SP was not able to estimate how much of the CARE funds it would need but indicated it would be less than what SWG will need. SP committed to work with Energy Division and develop a precise estimate.

Although SWG and SP need to outreach to fewer households than the larger utilities, these utilities indicate, on a per customer basis their costs are higher. SWG pointed out that it would be doing outreach in two separate noncontiguous service areas.

Energy Division believes it is appropriate allocate some of the SB5 CARE funds to the SMJU to encourage increases in enrollment in these areas.  Energy Division will continue to seek out and work with the SMJU in assessing their needs and will present any additional proposals received from SMJU in its final workshop report.

B. Allocation SB5 CARE Funds for Assisting CARE Customers With Arrearages and Payment Shut-Off Notices

Energy Division is aware that with the rising energy costs, more customers may be accumulating arrearages than usual, and, as a consequence, may be facing shut-offs.  DCSD has indicated that they have a program to address this need but that their funds for this program are limited.  It appears that SB5 does permit the use of Section 5(a)(2) funds for this purpose.  Energy Division supports the use of these funds for arrearage assistance as long as setting aside funds for this purpose does not result in surcharge increases. Energy Division does not have enough information at the present time to assess whether or not providing a portion of these funds for arrearage assistance would result in surcharge increases.  Energy Division also supports the leveraging of funds from other programs to help reduce arrearages, as well as AARP’s suggestion that quid pro quos be attached to any arrearage arrangements. Energy Division suggests that each utility submit a plan to the Commission for the expenditure of SB5 funds on arrearages for Commission approval.

C. Allocating Remaining SB5 CARE 

Whatever mechanism is ultimately chosen for the allocation of these funds, Energy Division recommends that, at a minimum, these funds be used to subsidize: CARE discounts to new CARE customers; increased CARE costs as a result of rate increases; increased CARE costs as a result of rate increase exemptions; increased CARE costs as a result of expanded CARE eligibility; and increased CARE costs as a result of any increases in the CARE discount; and the costs associated with the implementation of AB3. 

Allocating a base amount equal to 50% of the remaining SB5 CARE funds to the utilities as quickly as possible will assist those utilities who are under collecting their CARE subsidy.  All of the large utilities reported to Energy Division that they are under collecting.  For example, SoCal Gas estimated that it experienced an under collection of $9 million in January of this year, and by April was experiencing an under collection of $11 million.  Energy Division believes it is appropriate to use the standard allocation formula adjusted to include SMJU when distributing the $85 million in CARE subsidy funds.

D. Allocating Remaining SB5 LIEE Funds

Energy Division is pleased that SWG, SP and Avista will be able to expand their current programs and participate in rapid deployment.  In fact, SWG would more than double its normal program size for the rapid deployment period, if the Commission authorizes SWG’s proposal.  

Energy Division will be continuing to seek out the other SMJU for descriptions and sizes of their current programs as well as their plans, if any, to participate in the LIEE rapid deployment. 

Energy Division believes it is appropriate to allocate funds for the SMJU to participate in rapid deployment, if they have the capability to do so and recommends that a portion of the set-aside SB5 funds should be allocated for that purpose.  Energy Division recommends the authorization of SWG’s plan.  Energy Division also recommends authorization of SP’s LIEE plan minus its heat pump proposal.

Under normal circumstances, Energy Division believes it would be appropriate for the Commission to require the SMJU to offer all of the same measures as the large utilities and use the standardized Policy and Procedure Manual (P&P).  However, to facilitate rapid deployment as quickly as possible in these service areas, Energy Division believes an exemption from standardization should be made for the SMJU for program year 2001.  Energy Division recommends the Commission order the SMJU to begin their 2002 planning process and implement the standardized P&P and the standardized Weatherization Installation Standards Manual for program year 2002.

Although the merits of holding any remaining set-aside SB5 LIEE funds for a first-come first-serve allocation basis for large utilities who may need additional funding later this year is appealing, Energy Division is concerned that these funds may languor and not be used.  To avoid this situation, Energy Division recommends allocating any remaining funds in the same fashion as the original funds were allocated in D.01-05-033, adjusted to include SMJU, once the nonresponding SMJU have been given sufficient additional time to present their proposals.

E. Reporting

Energy Division initiated a process with the large utilities to assess the information that will be needed to monitor the rapid deployment programs and to develop reporting formats.  By the time of the final Energy Division workshop report, the reporting guidelines will be finalized.

Certain reports will also be required of the SMJU if they receive SB5 funds, but Energy Division is concerned about the reporting costs for the SMJU.  At this time, Energy Division recommends that the SMJU work with it to develop more simple reports that will satisfy the requirements of the Commission and the Legislature.  The required reports will be defined in the utility contracts with the Commission.
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