Attachment A





Draft LIGB Recommendations for Standardized Reporting Guidelines





On May 1, SCE, SDG&E, PG&E and SoCalGas submitted their joint Standardized Reporting Guideline proposal for low-income programs to the LIGB, as required by Ordering Paragraph 1(j) of Resolution E-3585.  The Resolution also directs the LIGB to submit its recommendations on the Standardized Reporting Guidelines to the Commission by June 1, 1999.





The LIGB recognizes the effort that the utilities put into the Standardized Reporting Guidelines and is generally pleased with the resultant guidelines.  The LIGB recommends that the Commission approve the attached “Utilities Standardized Reporting Guideline Proposal” subject to the following conditions and modifications:





Low-Income Energy Efficiency 





The LIGB is concerned that the “Utilities Standardized Reporting Guidelines Proposal” will establish reporting requirements that provide only part of the information with regards to the performance of low-income energy efficiency programs.  Partial information can mislead decision-makers into believing the programs are not effective (e.g., by focusing attention on cost-effectiveness while ignoring the reduction in hardships) and can be detrimental to the low-income programs.





Table 1: LIEE Reporting Guideline Recommendations





Reference�
Recommendation and Discussion�
�
Table 7.2�
Recommendation: Modify Table 7.2 to reflect the full scope of effects (benefits) from the low-income energy efficiency programs.  


Discussion: The utilities’ proposal measures the effects only in terms of annual energy reductions, and should be expanded to reflect the reduction of hardships consistent with Section 2790 of the California Public Utilities Code.  The purpose of the low income energy efficiency programs is to reduce hardships facing low income customers, including improvements in quality of life, comfort levels, and safety in addition to energy savings.  In some cases, low-income energy efficiency measures may increase energy consumption, but be very effective at reducing hardships and serving an equity objective for persons not otherwise able to participate in other residential programs.  Thus the definition of benefits in the utilities’ proposal is not only inadequate to report the effects of low-income programs, it may mislead people to conclude that the programs or measures are ineffective when in fact they are very effective at fulfilling the statutory purpose of the programs.  To the extent that some of the benefits may not be easily expressed in quantitative terms the LIGB recommends that the table be clearly accompanied by a narrative explaining those unquantified benefits and noting the statutory intent for low-income programs.�
�
�
Table 1: LIEE Reporting Guideline Recommendations (continued)





Table 7.3�
Recommendation: Modify Table 7.3 to include the results of the Modified Participants Test and to provide narrative describing the limited applicability of the economic tests to low income programs.  


Discussion: The utilities propose to provide the total resource, societal and utility cost tests to describe the cost-effectiveness of low-income energy efficiency programs.  As described above, economic cost effectiveness is not the sole or even principal purpose of low-income energy efficiency programs.  The LIGB believes that a combination of economic tests, non-quantifiable and non-economic factors, and administrative cost-efficiency is the most appropriate means to select energy efficiency measures for installation in low-income households.  The economic test most applicable to low-income programs is the Modified Participants Test, which compares participant benefits to total cost of the measure.  As for the economic tests, the Modified Participants Test measures the direct economic benefit to the low-income customer from the installation of energy efficiency measures (at no cost to the customer).  A ratio greater than one means that the low-income customer saves more money from energy savings than the society will invest in the energy efficiency measures.  Since many of the benefits of low income programs go to the reduction of hardships rather than simply saving energy, the table should be accompanied by a narrative explaining the applicability and meaningfulness of the economic tests to low income programs.�
�
Table 7.1�
Recommendation: The cost categories of the expenditures displayed in Table 7.1 must be defined.  The LIGB recommends that the Commission define these cost categories in a manner that is consistent with its determinations regarding the uniform treatment of administrative expenses (a filing required by the Commission).  


Discussion: The “Utilities’ Standardized Reporting Guidelines Proposal” does not address the treatment of costs, and especially administrative costs, although the utilities indicate that they will comply with Reporting Requirements Manual 2 (RRM2).  The LIGB is concerned that the costs of low-income energy efficiency programs may be loaded with many administrative costs not normally included in the cost effectiveness tests.  RRM2 includes the cost of CPUC staff in the  administrative costs charged against the LIGB.  It also includes all of the costs associated with the LIGB, which effectively assigns regulatory oversight costs to the programs, thereby reducing the apparent cost-effectiveness of the low-income programs.  The treatment of LIGB’s administrative costs is not consistent with the utilities’ treatment of CBEE’s administrative costs in that the utilities indicated that they are not reporting CBEE administrative costs among the program expenditures.  The Commission required the utilities to submit a proposal for uniform treatment of administrative expenses in Ordering Paragraph 1(o)(iii) in Resolution E-3586.  The LIGB will be providing comments regarding that proposal in accordance with a schedule to be determined by the Commission, and requests that the Commission consider those comments in its determination of the Standardized Reporting Guidelines. �
�
�
Table 1: LIEE Reporting Guideline Recommendations (continued)





General�
Recommendation: Clarify the guidelines to require the utilities to submit a single consolidated report including individual utility and statewide summary information on the LIEE program. �
�
General�
Recommendation: Report the number of requests for LIEE services and the degree to which these requests have been met.  The report could include the number of requests received, disqualified and reasons for disqualification, qualified and pending work, and qualified and work completed.  The report could include the average time elapsed from: (1) a receipt of the application to the notification of whether the customer qualifies; and (2) from the determination that the customer qualifies to the completion of the installation of measures.�
�
General�
Recommendation: Report the methods used by the utility to market and promote the LIEE program, and the expenses budgeted and incurred.�
�
Table 7.2�
Recommendation: Specify fuel and consumption units (Electricity – kWh and Natural Gas – Therms) in Table 7.2�
�
Low Income Energy Efficiency Program Summary ��Table on Page A-5�
Recommendation: Indicate type of home weatherized.  This could include single family, multifamily, mobile home and whether owner occupied or rented.


Recommendation: Indicate type of space heating fuel in homes weatherized.


Recommendation: Provide number of units served and dollars expended.


Recommendation: Provide the kilowatt-hours and therms saved (as used to develop Table 7.2).


Recommendation: Provide information on customer satisfaction, including quality control methods, nature of complaints received and how complaints were resolved.


Discussion: The LIGB, in order to identify opportunities to improve program effectiveness and cost efficiency needs information broken out in greater detail.  The utilities must have the data to develop the aggregate summary tables, thus the LIGB is simply asking that the more detailed underlying data be reported.�
�
General�
Recommendation: Modify the more detailed appendices to reflect the changes made herein.�
�



�
California Alternate Rates for Energy





Table 2 provides the LIGB’s recommendations on the CARE standardized reporting guidelines.  These recommendations insure that the information provided in past annual reports continues to be available.  They also reflect the LIGB’s objectives for the CARE program, particularly in the areas of increased penetration rates and participation in outreach by a range of organizations besides the utilities.  Finally, the recommendations seek to enhance the insights on and understanding of the CARE program.





Table 2: CARE Reporting Guideline Recommendations





Reference�
Recommendation�
�
General�
Recommendation:  The consolidated report should include the same individual utility information currently provided in the CARE annual report.  It should also include the individual utility information described in the utilities’ proposal as modified by recommendations below.  In addition, statewide summary information should be provided where appropriate.


Discussion:  The current CARE reports were specified by the Commission to meet some informational needs.  Therefore, in the absence of public feedback to the contrary, the Board believes that the information should continue to be provided.  The consolidated report could be structured differently than the existing reports as long as the same information is provided.  �
�
Section 1�
�
�
Sec. 1. II. A�
Recommendation:  Background should include one or more tables that summarize major decisions and changes concerning CARE including significant regulatory orders, resolutions and rules as well as statutes that affect or define the current program requirements.


Discussion:  This background material will help the reader understand the factors that have affected the development of the CARE program.  In addition, it will be a ready reference for someone wanting to know more about the regulatory and legislative decisions must be followed today.�
�
Sec. 1. II. D�
Recommendation: Add a section that briefly describes pending regulatory and legislative issues that will be addressed in the next program year as well as any known programmatic changes that will occur.


Discussion: This information will alert the reader to potential and actual changes to the CARE program.  Again, this will help the reader to interpret the information in the report.�
�
Sec. 1. III. A.; Sec. 2. III. C.�
Recommendation: A table with the total number of electric and gas customers should be reported.  


Discussion: The report provides various information such as usage and discount levels by electric and gas service.  The reader should know how many customers are receiving those services to be able to fully understand their significance.  Reporting the average number of customers for the year is appropriate since this is a program year report. �
�
�
Table 2: CARE Reporting Guideline Recommendations (continued)





Sec. 1. III. A. 1; Sec. 1. III. C. 1�Sec. 1. III. C. 2�
Recommendation:  The table should provide the average number of customers over the twelve-month period (that is, the sum of end-of-month customers divided by twelve).  In addition, as suggested previously, data should be reported by service territory as well as statewide.


Discussion: Reporting the average of the number of customers for the year is appropriate since this is a program year report.  In addition, the average number of customers will be used in computing measures in other sections of the report as discussed below.  Individual utility data will permit disaggregation of the statewide figures so as to understand how the participation for the individual utilities is affecting the statewide participation.  (Note: This recommendation for individual utility data will apply throughout the report recommendations even if it is not explicitly stated each and every time an instance of its applicability arises.)�
�
Sec. 1. III. A. 4�Sec. 1. III. C. 3�
Recommendation:  The narrative discussion should explain trends in the reporting period considering participation in prior years.  The variance trigger should be dropped from 5% to 3%.  Finally, the trends and any extreme variances should be explained for individual utilities as well as for the statewide participation data.


Discussion: Significant upward and downward trends from month to month or year to year should be explained given the Board’s and Commission’s interest in CARE program penetration rates.  Based on a review of monthly data, the 5% variance trigger would be an unlikely event.  Finally, as discussed previously, this is a report on the CARE programs as implemented by the individual utilities; therefore, any trends or extreme variances for each utility should be explained, particularly given that each utility manages its own program implementation.�
�
Sec. 1. III. B. 1�Sec. 1 III. D. 1�
Recommendation: The eligibility estimates should be provided for every year from 1995 to the current program year.  If the estimates are unchanged over the period, then they can be given in a footnote or in the text.  Finally, there should be a precise description of how the estimates were determined.  This could be in a footnote or placed in a technical appendix.


Discussion:  Penetration levels are calculated since 1995.  The reader should be provided (and not have to calculate) the eligibility levels that underlie the penetration level computation.  Importantly, the reader should know how the eligibility levels were determined so as to better understand the basis for the reported penetration levels.  The size of the eligible population is not certain so the reader ought to be given sufficient information to establish a level of confidence in the reported penetration levels.�
�
Sec. 1. III. B. 2.�Sec. 1. III. D. 2�
Recommendation:  The average penetration level (based on the average number of participants per month divided by the estimated number of eligible customers) and the end-of-year level should both be reported for each utility and the state as a whole.  This can be done in a separate table.  The graph should be of the average penetration levels over time.


Discussion: The numbers of participants vary from month to month.  Using just one month’s penetration rate to evaluate participation for the entire year ignores 11 months of data and adds variability to the estimated penetration rate that may make it difficult to spot a trend in year to year penetration rates.�
�
�
Table 2: CARE Reporting Guideline Recommendations (continued)





Sec. 1. III. B. 3�Sec. 1. III. D. 3�
Recommendation: The narrative discussion of trends and any significant fluctuations should be done by service territory.


Discussion:  The state totals are best understood by analysis of each utility’s program results.�
�
Sec. 1. IV. A and B�Sec. 1. V. A and B�
Recommendation: The four tables identified in the Utilities’ proposal should be combined to produce two tables: one for electricity and one for gas.  The tables should give figures by service territory and for the state as a whole.


Discussion:  The reader will want to compare the averages for all residential customers (excluding CARE) with the averages for the CARE customer.  The tables should be constructed to facilitate that comparison.  One way to do it is to produce only two tables (one electric and one gas) rather than four.  With one column for all residential averages and another column for CARE averages, the reader will be able to make comparisons easily.  �
�
Sec. 1. IV. A and B�Sec 1. V. A and B�
Recommendation: Technical appendices to the report should report usage, bill and discount data (and other appropriate data) by month, by Tier and by climate zone for the reporting period by service territory.


Discussion: Previous practice has been to require utilities to report on usage (and other data) by month, by Tier and by climate zone for the reporting period, as well as to report annual figures and figures for the overall service territory.  This level of detail should be maintained at least until there is clear reason that the information is not needed.  These Tables should be included as in technical appendices rather than incorporated into the body of the report to reduce the detailed material that appears in the body of the report.�
�
Sec. 1 IV. C�
Recommendation:  Two tables (one for electricity and one for gas) should be used to compare average consumption of CARE and non-CARE residential customers from 1995 to the present by service territory and for the state as a whole.


Discussion:  The historical data will give a better understanding of the differences between consumption averages because more data would be available for comparison purposes.  Table format is needed in part because the data should be reported by service territory and for the state as a whole.�
�
Sec. 1. IV. G�
Recommendation: The proposed table showing average annual subsidies should be combined with the table giving average annual discounts in section V. C.


Discussion: Average annual subsidies and average annual discounts are the same number.  It is more consistent to report them in section V which covers program costs than in section IV which reports usage.�
�
Sec. 1. V. C�
Recommendation:  The table showing average monthly discounts should be expanded by one column to show the average annual discount.  The discounts should be presented by service territory and for the state as a whole.


Discussion:  By giving the average annual discount by service territory and for the state as a whole, the reader will have monthly and annual information presented in the same table.  Since the average annual discount equals the average annual subsidy, it will no longer be necessary to have a separate table for the subsidy figures.�
�
�
Table 2: CARE Reporting Guideline Recommendations (continued)





Sec. 1 V. D�
Recommendation: The LIGB recommends that the Commission define the administrative cost categories in a manner that is consistent with its determinations regarding the uniform treatment of administrative expenses.  The LIGB will be providing recommendations on treatment of administrative expenses in accordance with a schedule to be determined by the Commission, and requests that the Commission consider those comments in its determination of the Standardized Reporting Guidelines.  


a) Regarding the guidelines, the LIGB will recommend that administrative costs be broken down into the following categories: Outreach, Processing and General.  Each category should be further disaggregated into costs incurred internally by the utilities and costs incurred for contractual services provided by other entities. 


b) Costs for Processing should be reported by each utility as costs for servicing CARE customers that are incremental to the cost of servicing non-CARE customers. 


Discussion: The costs in the annual report should be reported in a manner consistent with the Commission’s decision regarding uniform treatment of administrative costs.  A detailed discussion of the LIGB’s recommendations on uniform treatment will be provided when the recommendations are made.�
�
V. D�
Recommendation: In reporting costs per participating customer, the average number of participating customers should be used.  The cost of servicing non-CARE customers should be reported, as has been previous practice.


Discussion: Given that annual cost data is being reported, it will be more consistent to use the average number of participating customers throughout the year to determine the cost per participating customer than using the December figure.  Having the cost of servicing non-CARE customers will provide a reference point for determining the significance of the cost of serving CARE customers. �
�
Sec. 1. V. D�
Recommendation: In a technical appendix, the utilities should describe the CARE administrative model that they are using, specifically identifying functions that are carried out in-house and functions that are handled by contract.  In addition, the utilities should list the contractors, community-based organization or other entities working under contract in support of the CARE program.  For each, the utility should report the services/functions performed and the costs involved with the contract (or some other formal agreement).


Discussion: Since the utilities use outside organizations to complete CARE program administration functions, and will be increasingly using community organizations to support outreach activities, it is appropriate that a full report be made on which organizations are working on the CARE program and what services they are providing.  This will improve understanding of the administrative costs as well as the administrative process for each utility.�
�
�
Table 2: CARE Reporting Guideline Recommendations (continued)





Sec. 1. V. E�
Recommendation:  The report should contain the technical description of the balancing accounts, including identification of the items that determine the balance in the accounts and how those items affect the balance.  This information could go in a technical appendix.  Furthermore, the report should discuss what actions will be taken to resolve any positive or negative balances in the accounts due to under or over-collection.  To make the interpretation of the balancing account clearer to the public, the title of the table should read “CARE Balance Account: Summary of Undercollected Surcharge Revenues.”  Finally, the balances in the accounts should be reported since 1995.


Discussion:  Many readers will be unfamiliar with the balancing account concept and its significance.  Other readers familiar with accounting practices will be interested in understanding more of the technical details in how the balances are determined.  The reader should not have to contact the Commission or utilities, or search the utility web sites to find information that explains the balancing accounts.  The additional information will make it much easier for the balancing accounts to be understood by a broad group of readers.  By reporting the balances for a number of years, any trends in the accounts will be apparent.�
�
Sec. 1. V. F�
Recommendation: The report should provide current and past surcharge rates (beginning in 1995) for electric and gas services, giving the dates on which the surcharge was changed and the relevant reference number to a Commission decision.


Discussion: The surcharge amounts are used to raise the surcharge revenues.  The history of those amounts will help the reader understand how the revenue is collected and any interactions with the balancing accounts.�
�
Sec. 1. VI.�
Recommendation: Costs should be reported for different forms of outreach.  Possible categories for advertising are: (1) bill inserts and responses to bill inserts; (2) mass media (i.e., newspaper, radio and television); (3) community outreach conducted by the utility (such as point of display advertising); (4) community-based organization outreach under contract with the utility; and (5) other advertising (as described in the narrative). 


Discussion: In trying to understand the characteristics, mix of activities, and effectiveness of the outreach program, it will be useful for the reader to understand the relative level of the different activities as indicated by their costs.�
�
Sec. 1. VI. B.�
Recommendation: The effectiveness of each outreach activity should be evaluated either quantitatively or subjectively.  Effectiveness should be defined within the context of each particular outreach method; effectiveness depends upon the marketing objective which could be different for each outreach activity.  


Discussion: The LIGB and other readers are interested in seeing each outreach activities being assessed on an on-going basis.  However, it is recognized that the standards of effectiveness will be dependent upon the marketing objective, particularly when hard-to-reach customers are being targeted.�
�
�
Table 2: CARE Reporting Guideline Recommendations (continued)





Sec. 1. VI. A.�
Recommendation: Joint outreach efforts with LIEE, ULTS, LIHEAP, and other state and federal programs should be listed.  In addition, jointly developed and/or conducted outreach with other utilities should be identified.


Discussion: The Commission among others has suggested that more cooperation occur in marketing low-income programs in general.  The status of these efforts should be reported.�
�
Sec. 1. VIII.�
Recommendation: The report should give administrative process descriptions for certification, re-certification and verification.  This information may go into the technical appendix.  


Discussion: The readers should know the background processes that implement certification, recertification and verification.�
�
Sec. 1. VIII. C 1.�
Recommendation: The report should define terms such as “never completed,” “never returned” and “disqualified” to improve clarity.  It is recommended that this table be reorganized to clearly show how many customers were dropped and the reasons why they were dropped (disqualified, never returned/completed) rather than leaving it up to the reader to interpret the reported data.


Discussion: This table can help the reader understand the categories of reasons why CARE participants are dropped either by their own inaction or by being disqualified.  By defining terms, and organizing it to clearly communicate the reasons for being dropped, the objective will be met more effectively.�
�
Section 2�
The content of Section 2 should be consistent with Section1.  Therefore the comments and recommendations in Section 1 should be incorporated in Section 2, as appropriate.�
�
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