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PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3298

December 20, 2002




RE:  REVISION TO ENERGY DIVISION’S WORKSHOP REPORT ON THE REVIEW OF POST 2002 LOW-INCOME ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS FOR THE SMALL AND MULTI-JURISDICITIONAL UTILITIES (SMJU).

To:  All Parties in A. 02-07-009 et al:

In response to parties’ comments, Energy Division has made minor corrections and clarifications to the workshop report on post 2002 low-income assistance programs for the SMJUs, dated November 1, 2002. Corrections are shown in underline form in the revised report. A brief summary of the corrections and clarifications made in the report are listed below. 

Pg 1: Energy Division incorrectly reported the filing date of the SMJUs CARE annual reports as May 1st of each year. Pursuant to D. 95-07-019, reports are due August 1st  of each year. Energy Division apologizes for the error.


Energy Division would like to clarify that its recommendation that SB 5 funds be used to print and mail applications is intended for those utilities that do not already mail applications and information materials, namely Avista, PacifiCorp and Sierra.

Consistent with the practices of Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) and the other larger utilities, Energy Division recommends that the SMJUs track Energy Efficiency Education costs for its low-income customers separately from those costs associated with educating the general public. Costs associated with educating the general public should be allocated to the general energy education program. The recommendation is also on pg 38. 

Pg 2: All the SMJUs should track CARE funding and expenditures in a two-way CARE balancing account and LIEE funding and expenditures in a one-way balancing account. The recommendation can also be found on pg 41.


Audit costs associated with the proposed PY 2005 audit of the SMJUs’ low-income programs should be booked to the LIEE and CARE balancing accounts as they are incurred for later recovery through the PPP surcharge, consistent with D. 02-09-021, Ordering Paragraph 8 and 9.

Pg 7: Energy Division clarified Sierra’s request for an additional $55,000 and apologizes for the error. The clarifications were also made on pg 14 and 41 of the report.

Pg 14: Energy Division included some text discussing its recommendation on increasing Sierra’s PY 2002 SB 5 budget.

Pg 17: Energy Division provided further clarification on SWG’s allocation of CARE and LIEE outreach costs. Energy Division believes that SWG’s current method of allocating its total SB 5 outreach dollars between the two programs is appropriate and recommends SWG continue its efforts to achieve synergies by combining CARE and LIEE messages. However, Energy Division stresses that CARE and LIEE costs need to be tracked separately by program. The clarification can also be found on pg 32.

Energy Division believes that outreach costs funded by ratepayers and SB 5 need to be tracked separately within the outreach budget category as done in this report. The clarification can also be found on pg 32.

Pg 17-18: Energy Division revised its recommendation that SWG’s request for $90,000 in rates be reexamined when SWG files for PY 2004 rate increases. Upon further review, Energy Division believes SWG’s request for $90,000 in rates should be denied since PY 2003 funding levels, which include SB 5 monies, will be maintained in PY 2004. There is therefore no need for an additional $90,000 in rates. Energy Division recommends that SWG file for PY 2004 rate increases in order to retain current program levels once SB 5 funds are exhausted. Pg 45 of the Ratemaking Treatment section also reflects Energy Division’s revised recommendation.

Pg 18: Since the report was first filed, Energy Division has learned that some expenses SWG classified as mass media actually fall under general outreach. The table on page 17 showing PY 2003 Proposed Targeted Outreach costs of $124,213 already reflects the correction. Further text can be found at the bottom of page 18.


In response to SWG’s comments on percentage limits on mass media, Energy Division has no authority to revise the 10% cap placed on mass media as the limit is pursuant to SB 5 legislation.

Pg 19: The table showing Energy Division’s recommendations reflects the reclassification of mass media to outreach expenses as explained on page 18. SWG’s SB 5-funded outreach costs for PY 2003 has been changed from $89,213 to $124,213. The Summary Tables beginning on Pg 45 have also been corrected.

Pg 24: Energy Division has clarified Avista’s LIEE program to reflect its cooperation with Sierra to provide gas and electric measures to its customers. 

Pg 29: Energy Division erroneously excluded a portion of SWG’s 2001 actual LIEE administrative costs related to inspections. Energy Division apologizes for the error. 

Pg 32: Since this report was issued, Energy Division has discovered that SWG’s proposed SB 5 administrative budget exceeds the 12.5% cap permitted in the SB 5 legislation. Energy Division has no authority to revise the limit and therefore recommends that SWG’s PY 2003 SB 5-funded LIEE administrative budget be reduced from $211,960 to $185,163. The changes are also reflected on pg 39 and the Summary Tables beginning on pg 45.

Pg 45: Energy Division has included a paragraph discussing SMJUs’ need to file for rate increases for PY 2004.

Pg 48, 51: Energy Division has included tables showing the SMJUs’ total proposed CARE and LIEE budgets for PY 2002 and PY 2003 and Energy Division’s recommendations.

The service list in R. 01-08-027 continues to serve as the service list in this consolidated proceeding, per ALJ Gottstein’s ruling dated April 7, 2002, and is available on the Commission web page, www.cpuc.ca.gov.

Sincerely,


/s/ 




Sherrene Chew

Energy Division

Cc: Service List in Rulemaking 01-08-027

      Service List in Application 02-07-009 et al


Docket Office
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION


OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA


December 20, 2002


Docket Office


California Public Utilities Commission


505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 2001


San Francisco, CA 94102


Re: A. 02-07-009 et. al.


Dear Docket Clerk:


On behalf of the Energy Division, enclosed for filings are the original and four (4) copies of the Revised Energy Division Workshop Report on the Review of Post 2002 Low-Income Assistance Programs for the Small and Multi-Jurisdictional Utilities.


Please return an endorsed stamped copy to the Energy Division.


Respectfully,


Sherrene Chew


CPUC – Energy Division


Enclosure



_1171704404.doc
R.01-08-027 / /dlw                                                                                     DRAFT



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE


I certify that I have by email this day served a true copy of the original attached Revised Energy Division Workshop Report on the Review of Post 2002 Low Income Assistance Programs for the Small and Multi-Jurisdictional Utilities on all parties of record in this proceeding or their attorneys of record by electronic mail.


Dated December 20, 2002, at San Francisco, California.


		/s/ Sherrene Chew



		           Sherrene Chew 





NOTICE


Parties should notify the Process Office, Public Utilities Commission, 505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 2000, San Francisco, CA  94102, of any change of address to insure that they continue to receive documents. You must indicate the proceeding number on the service list on which your name appears.


* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 


The Commission’s policy is to schedule hearings (meetings, workshops, etc.) in locations that are accessible to people with disabilities. To verify that a particular location is accessible, call:  Calendar Clerk (415) 703-1203.


If specialized accommodations for the disabled are needed, e.g., sign language interpreters, those making the arrangements must call the Public Advisor at (415) 703‑2074 or TTY 1-866/836-7825 or (415) 703-2032 five working days in advance of the event.
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ENERGY DIVISION RECOMMENDATIONS


The Energy Division recommends the following:


· All of the small and multi-jurisdictional utilities’ (SMJUs) current penetration target methodologies be accepted until the results of the Needs Assessment Study are available.


· The SMJUs immediately file a request for a contract date extension if they are unable to expend their SB 5 funds by their contract dates.


· The SMJUs be ordered to track CARE and LIEE costs separately and provide the same CARE program budget categories required for the CARE annual reports due August 1st of each year, pursuant to D. 95-07-019.  Within each budget category, program costs should be further broken down to show SB 5 and ratepayer-funded expenditures.


· SB 5 CARE administrative funds be applied to outreach expenditures.


· Avista, PacifiCorp and Sierra be ordered to use SB 5 funds to print and mail applications and implement self-certification and random post-enrollment verification processes in-house consistent with CARE program policies pursuant to D. 99-07-016. 


· The SMJUs conduct a two-year recertification procedure pursuant to D. 99-07-016.


· Pursuant to D. 01-05-033, all the SMJUs, as well as the large utilities, be required to install all feasible measures that the utility offers for each LIEE recipient.


· PacifiCorp be required to provide treated and weatherized goals for PY 2003 to the Commission.


· Pursuant to D. 01-03-028, all the SMJUs track LIEE expenditures using the appropriate categories.


· All the SMJUs perform Energy Efficiency Education for its low-income customers with related costs tracked separately from any general education the utilities may conduct as is performed by Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) and the other larger utilities. 


· All the SMJUs use a two-way CARE balancing account and one-way LIEE balancing account to track the differences between funding and expenditures for their CARE and LIEE programs. 


· All the SMJUs maintain SB 5-funding of LIEE administrative costs at no more than 12.5% of their respective SB 5 LIEE funding allocations as required in their contracts with the Commission.


· The SMJUs’ adopted PY 2003 CARE budgets should be maintained in PY 2004 and utilities should file advice letters for rate increases in order to continue the level of its low-income programs once SB 5 funds have been exhausted.


· PY 2004 LIEE budgets should not be authorized at this time since the program is new for some utilities and remains in the development or early stages of implementation.


· An audit of the SMJUs’ low-income programs should be conducted in PY 2005 to review PY 2003 and PY 2004 budgets and balancing accounts. Audit costs should be booked to the one-way LIEE balancing account and two-way CARE balancing account as they are incurred for later recovery through the PPP surcharge consistent with D. 02-09-021, Ordering Paragraph 8 and 9.


· Pursuant to D. 02-07-033, the SMJUs strive to enroll 100% of their population.


Pursuant to an Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling (ACR) dated April 19, 2002, Avista Utilities (A. 02-07-018), PacifiCorp (A. 02-07-013), Sierra Pacific Power Company (A. 02-07-016), Southern California Water Company (Bear Valley Electric, A. 02-07-017) and Southwest Gas Company (A. 02-07-009) each filed an application dated July 1, 2002. The applications include proposals for their Program Year (PY) 2003 Low-Income Energy Efficiency (LIEE) and California Alternative Rate for Energy (CARE) programs. A public workshop, facilitated by the Energy Division, was held at the Commission Headquarters on August 15, 2002 to discuss the utilities’ proposals. In preparation for the workshop, the Energy Division contacted the utilities to request that each utility respond to a data request issued by the Energy Division and to verify that each utility would have a representative present at the mandatory workshop.


This report includes the Energy Division’s recommendations on CARE and LIEE program funding levels, CARE penetration goals and balancing account treatments. The utilities assert that the Commission did not authorize PY 2002 budgets for the SMJUs, all 2002 figures are estimates provided by the utilities. However, each utility provided documentation showing the most recent Commission approval for its current CARE and LIEE cost recovery levels. Of the five utilities, only SWG provided estimates for CARE and LIEE expenditures post PY 2003.


The Energy Division recommends that the utilities’ authorized PY 2003 budgets be maintained in PY 2004 in order to sustain program levels. The Energy Division recognizes that SB 5 funding may be exhausted by the end of PY 2003 and therefore believes the SMJUs, who expect to run out of SB 5 in 2003, be authorized to file for rate increases in June 2003 to recover the difference in SB 5 and ratepayer funds in PY 2004 so their low-income programs can continue at the same pace. The Energy Division recommends that an audit of the SMJUs low-income PY 2003 and PY 2004 programs be conducted in PY 2005. Consistent with D. 02-09-021, Ordering Paragraph 8 and 9, audit costs should be booked to the one-way LIEE balancing account and two-way CARE balancing account as they are incurred for later recovery through the PPP surcharge.


CARE PROGRAM



This section discusses the utilities’ proposed PY 2003 CARE penetration goals, administrative budgets and activities, as presented in their Applications, Pre-Hearing Conference Statements and data responses. 


CARE Penetration Goals

Avista proposes using the penetration rate methodology described in its December 19, 2001 CARE penetration proposal to determine its CARE-eligible customer pool until the results of the Needs Assessment Study are available. In its proposal, Avista estimated that 11% of its customers were CARE-eligible by comparing household income and poverty statistics between El Dorado County and the state of California. In D. 02-07-033, the Commission found that the CARE penetration rates methodologies currently utilized by Avista and SWG are reasonable until the results of the Needs Assessment study are available. A further description of Avista’s methodology can be found on page 3 of Attachment 7 of Interim Decision 02-07-033. Avista asserts that it will update its CARE-eligible numbers once the Needs Assessment Study has been completed. 


The Energy Division recommends that all of the SMJUs’ current methodologies for calculating penetration rates be accepted until the results of the Needs Assessment Study can be assessed for the development of a more precise method.



In Interim Decision 02-07-033, the Commission ordered an overall CARE participation goal of 100%. The Energy Division recommends that each of the SMJUs strive to enroll 100% of their CARE-eligible population. The Energy Division suggests outreach strategies later in this report which should enable the utilities to achieve their goals. The following table shows CARE Penetration Rates and Enrollment Information for PY 2003 as proposed by each utility:


		

		Utilities’ Proposed Penetration Goals for PY 2002 and PY 2003



		Utility

		Eligible population

		Enrolled at Dec 31, 2001

		2001

		2002 Projected Enrolled

		2002 YTD

		2002 Target

		2003 Proposed Enrolled

		2003 Target

		2003 Incremental Increase



		Avista

		1,208

		485

		42%

		611

		48%

		50%

		724

		60%

		113



		PacifiCorp

		14,260

		2,042

		13%

		2,760

		15%

		20%

		6,900

		50%

		4,140



		Sierra

		2,300

		1,099

		48%

		1,329

		51%

		67%

		1,679

		73%

		350



		BVES

		2,030

		930

		46%

		1,100

		49%

		54%

		1,200

		59%

		100



		SWG

		25,204

		18,440

		71%

		19,659

		75%

		78%

		20,173

		80%

		514



		TOTAL

		45,002

		22,996

		

		25,459

		

		

		30,966

		

		5,217





Note: SWG’s 2002 estimate does not include 5 customers under the Expanded CARE program, which includes group living and migrant workers and farmers.


Avista is expecting to reach its minimum PY 2002 penetration goal of 50% set by the Commission in D. 02-07-033. Avista’s proposed benchmark would only result in 113 new CARE customers. The Energy Division believes Avista’s PY 2003 penetration goal should be increased to 70% since Avista states it will implement new outreach strategies designed to facilitate greater uptake. The Energy Division’s proposed benchmark would result in 235 new CARE customers. For PY 2004, the Energy Division recommends a penetration goal of 85%, or an increase of 181 new CARE customers, to enable faster compliance with the Commission’s order for 100% CARE participation. 


The Energy Division recommends that PacifiCorp’s penetration goals for PY 2003 and PY 2004 be set at 60% and 70% respectively due to the outreach programs it is developing with non-profit agencies. The increased penetration goals will add 5,796 CARE customers in 2003 and 1,426 CARE customers in 2004. PacifiCorp’s proposal will only allow for an additional 4,140 CARE customers in PY 2003. The Energy Division believes PacifiCorp will be capable of achieving these penetration goals as it develops its process for direct uptake as discussed in the following section.


Sierra reports about 50% of its residential customers are vacation or rental properties, leaving about 20,000 permanent residents. Of that, Sierra estimates that about 2,300 are CARE-eligible. Sierra’s reported 2001 CARE customers does not include 94 mobile home park residents receiving the CARE discount through a BVES-served master meter. Sierra’s estimates add 350 CARE customers in PY 2003. The Energy Division recommends penetration goals for Sierra of 80% for PY 2003 and 90% for PY 2004, which will increase CARE customers by 511 and 230 CARE customers for those years. Like PacifiCorp, the Energy Division believes Sierra can accomplish these penetration goals as it develops and implements direct uptake and self-certification processes in addition to working with non-profit agencies.


Since the Commission adopted the new eligibility levels in January 2002, BVES reports that its CARE participation has increased about 6.5% from 930 to 990. Given the increased level of SB 5 funds BVES plans to use to perform more aggressive outreach in PY 2003 and the self-certification process it will develop as discussed further in the next section, the Energy Division believes BVES can achieve higher enrollment than it is currently suggesting. BVES currently proposes adding 100 CARE customers in PY 2003. By the end of PY 2002, nearly half of BVES’ CARE-eligible population will remain unenrolled for the CARE program and the additional outreach supported by SB 5 funds will assist in targeting this large remainder of CARE-eligible participants. Therefore, the Energy Division recommends an increased PY 2003 penetration goal of 75% and a PY 2004 goal of 85%, or 422 CARE customers in PY 2003 and 204 CARE customers in PY 2004. 


Out of SWG’s 127,000 customers, 107,000 live in the San Bernardino County in Southern California. Of those, one out of five receive the CARE discount in SWG’s Southern California service area. However, as San Bernardino County has among the lowest per capita income in the state, SWG reports it expects a large increase in eligible population. 


SWG reports that its Northern California Division is unique as more that half of the residences are second homes, making it difficult to determine the number of CARE-eligible customers within the region. Historically, SWG states it experiences a spike in enrollment during the September and October period when CARE applications are distributed. In October 2001, SWG reports it had 194 active CARE customers, whereas as now it has 259. SWG believes that it will receive no more than 10-15% additional CARE customers in this region by the end of year 2002.


In its July 1, 2002 Application, SWG estimated a penetration target of 78% for PY 2002. Subsequently, on July 17, 2002, the Commission ordered SWG to reach a PY 2002 penetration goal of 89% in D. 02-07-033. Due to SWG’s reported plans for additional outreach, the Energy Division believes a penetration goal of 95%, or 3,776 CARE customers for PY 2003 is reasonable. This should allow SWG to approach the Commission mandated 100% participation goal in PY 2004. 


The following table summarizes the Energy Division’s proposed penetration goals for each utility and the incremental increase or new participants required for each year in order to meet the recommended penetration targets:


		

		

		

		Energy Division’s Recommended Penetration Goals



		Utility

		2003 Target

		2003 Projected Enrolled

		2003 Incremental Increase

		2004 Target

		2004 Projected Enrolled

		2004 Incremental Increase



		Avista

		70%

		846

		235

		85%

		1,027

		181



		PacifiCorp

		60%

		8,556

		5,796

		70%

		9,982

		1,426



		Sierra

		80%

		1,840

		511

		90%

		2,070

		230



		BVES

		75%

		1,522

		422

		85%

		1,726

		204



		SWG

		95%

		23,943

		3,776

		100%

		25,204

		1,261





CARE Administrative Costs


As shown in the following sections, the PY 2003 budgets proposed by each utility provide details of varying degrees. In the future, the Energy Division recommends that SMJUs provide the same CARE program budget categories required for the CARE annual reports due August 1st of each year. 


OUTREACH


The following table shows the approved SB 5 funds allocated to each utility from D. 01-08-065:


		

		CARE SB 5 Funding



		Utility

		Authorized Outreach

		Authorized Subsidy

		Contract End Date



		Avista

		$20,000

		$35,247

		09/30/03



		PacifiCorp

		$85,000

		$175,933

		06/30/03



		Sierra

		$40,000

		$94,499

		09/30/03



		BVES

		$80,000

		$48,707

		03/31/04



		SWG

		$175,000

		$818,905

		12/31/03



		Totals

		$400,000

		$1,173,291

		





The following table identifies the utilities’ reported projected spending for 2002 and spending proposals for outreach in PY 2003:


		

		

		Ratepayer-Funded Outreach Costs

		SB 5-funded Outreach Costs



		Utility

		2001 Actual

		2002 Projected

		2003 Proposed

		Increase in Proposed over 2002

		Jan-June YTD 2002 Achieved

		2002 Projected

		2003 Proposed

		Jan-June YTD 2002 Achieved



		Avista

		$3,743

		$4,524

		$18,800

		$14,276

		$1,586(2)

		$10,000

		$10,000

		$0



		PacifiCorp(4)

		$5,000

		$7,500

		$7,500

		$0

		$0

		$8,000

		$8,000

		$0



		Sierra(5)

		$3,784

		$3,784

		$4,378

		$594

		$1,892

		$10,000

		$15,000

		$7,815



		BVES

		$972

		$850

		$850

		$0

		$747

		N/P(1)

		$50,000

		$1,000



		SWG(3)

		$5,206

		N/P

		$8,501

		N/P

		$1,933

		$50,787

		$124,213

		$11,146



		Totals

		$18,705

		$16,658

		$40,029

		$14,870

		$6,158

		$78,787

		$207,213

		$19,961





N/P: Not provided by the utility.


(1) BVES has scheduled meetings with a printer and public relation representative to develop outreach plans for the remainder of 2002. Until the meetings take place, BVES is unable to provide a cost estimate.


(2) As of May 2002.


(3) SWG reports it records CARE administrative outreach costs and targeted CARE outreach as two separate expenditures. SWG did not state whether any SB 5 funds were used for its CARE administrative outreach. A further discussion is provided later in this report.


(4) PacifiCorp’s outreach costs include media costs of $2,500 annually for 2001-2003. PacifiCorp plans to spend $2,500 in October 2002 for ads placed in local newspapers. 


(5) Sierra’s outreach includes media costs of $3,784 annually for the years 2001-2003. Sierra has spent $1,892 for media for 2002 YTD. For PY 2003, Sierra is requesting an additional $55,000 in rates to fund increased CARE administrative and subsidy costs.

The following table shows actual and proposed total cost levels for outreach (including ratepayer-funds and SB 5-funds) as reported by the utilities, along with new CARE participants based on Energy Division’s proposed benchmarks. SWG’s figures include CARE administrative outreach and targeted CARE outreach costs:


		

		Total Outreach Funding

		CARE Additions Enrolled 



		Utility

		2001 Actual

		Enrolled as of 12-31-01

		PY 2002 Projected

		2002 Estimated new CARE enrolled

		Jan-June YTD 2002 Achieved

		PY 2003 Proposed

		2003

		2004



		Avista

		$3,743

		485

		$14,524

		126

		$1,586

		$28,800

		235

		181



		PacifiCorp

		$5,000

		2,042

		$15,500

		718

		$0

		$15,500

		5,796

		1,426



		Sierra

		$3,784

		1,099

		$13,784

		230

		$9,707

		$19,378

		511

		230



		BVES

		$972

		930

		$850

		170

		$1,747

		$50,850

		422

		204



		SWG

		$5,206

		18,440

		$50,787

		1,728

		$1,933

		$132,714

		3,776

		1,261



		TOTAL

		$18,705

		22,996

		$95,445

		2,972

		$14,973

		$247,242

		10,740

		3,302





As indicated above, Avista proposes a significantly higher PY 2003 budget as compared to previous years. The increase is contributed to several new outreach strategies Avista is hoping to implement for its PY 2003 CARE program. 


Avista reports its CARE outreach and certification services are performed through the Department of Community Services and Development (DCSD).  Avista recently started a new contract in September 2002 with the Tahoe Branch of the County of El Dorado Community Services (CEDCS) for similar services. The CEDCS building accommodates Women, Infants and Children (WIC), low-income housing and transportation programs, making it a familiar place to the low-income community. By contracting with CEDCS, Avista hopes to develop a stronger local presence to the surrounding service area. 

Currently, Avista issues bill inserts on the CARE program in June and October.  Customers are given CEDCS’ toll-free number to call to obtain program information and request program application material. Pursuant to Assembly Bill (AB) X1 3, Avista provides customers with quarterly messages on the face of its bills alerting customers to the CARE program. Additionally, Avista has an on-hold message informing customers of the CARE program. 


Avista believes current outreach strategies do not attract all CARE-eligible customers and is proposing several additional outreach plans for PY 2003. These enhancements include:


1. Training Avista’s Call Center Customer Service Reps (CSRs) to inform callers of the availability of the program, as well as ensure that CARE rates follow CARE customers when they move to a new residence. Avista’s current computer system is unable to automatically transfer the CARE rate with the customer each time they relocate.


2. Creating Customer Service System (CSS) queries and CARE status reports for CARE outreach personnel. Queries will be designed to identify those who have fallen off of the CARE rate due to expired contracts or a change of address. Avista believes this will allow it to follow up and determine if those residents are still CARE-eligible. Avista states that status reports will show the anniversary dates for recertification and provide data such as the number of CARE customers added, the number of new/recertified customers and the number of CARE customers who successfully renew. Lastly, Avista proposes programming their system to show a prompt each time a customer account is pulled that reminds the CSR to review if the customer is CARE-eligible. Avista reports it expects costs related to CSS programming to increase from $1,000 to $3,000 in PY 2003.


3. Avista plans to facilitate a CARE participant data exchange with Sierra. Avista indicates that it does not have a data exchange agreement with Sierra, but the two utilities continue to have a good working relationship. Avista hopes to review customer CARE data sent from Sierra to determine any CARE customers who have failed to sign with Avista. 


Avista does not provide or mail applications directly to its customers. Instead, Avista only refers customers primarily to CEDCS and provides them with the toll-free number. New outreach materials Avista plans to distribute flyers sent with all past due notice mailings and doorhangers disbursed by meter readers as they work in the service territory. 


Avista is looking to appoint a person in South Lake Tahoe to serve as a liaison with CEDCS. Avista believes its CARE program would be better managed if CARE related duties are designated to South Lake Tahoe staff rather than Avista’s current staff located in Medford, Oregon. Avista estimates costs associated with a liaison to be about $7,200. Avista believes implementing these outreach strategies will enable it to achieve its minimum penetration targets. 


The following table was provided by Avista in its Application. It provides a breakout comparison of Avista’s 2002 and 2003 budget costs. As the Energy Division states above, the SMJUs, including Avista, should follow the category guidelines required for its CARE annual report, which they did not do for their current budget figures:

		

		CARE Admin Budget: Outreach

		Proposed Budget Breakout



		

		Current 

		Proposed 2003

		Outreach

		Cert/Verify

		Regulatory/Reporting



		South Lake Tahoe CARE Liason

		$0

		$7,200

		$3,600

		$3,600

		



		Medford CARE Specialist

		$3,000

		$4,500

		$1,000

		$3,500

		



		DCSD Certification Services

		$1,700

		$2,500

		

		$2,500

		



		El Dorado Community Services

		$0

		$2,400

		$1,200

		$1,200

		



		Bill Inserts

		$3,000

		$3,000

		$3,000

		

		



		Doorhanger, Flyers, Applications

		$0

		$10,000

		$10,000

		

		



		Regulatory/Needs Assessment

		$1,000

		$3,500

		

		

		$3,500



		Reporting/CSS Programming

		$1,000

		$3,000

		

		

		$3,000



		TOTALS

		$9,700

		$36,100

		$18,800

		$11,800

		$5,500





Note: Avista states these categories of administrative costs are consistent with Section 739.1(b) of the PUC code


Avista claims it does not provide applications to its customers and refers all customers interested in its CARE program to the appropriate community-based organization (CBO). Due to a lack of adequate staffing levels or proper training to handle application, Avista plans to continue relying on CEDCS and DCSD to provide their own forms. Avista does not perform post-enrollment random verification since all CARE applicants who enroll through DCSD and CEDCS are subject to income verification at the time of enrollment.


In addition to its regular CARE administrative costs, Avista anticipates using SB 5 funds for further outreach. Avista states it has been in the process of developing outreach plans and will expend some SB 5 funds in the latter part of 2002. As such, Avista’s outreach proposed budget for PY 2003 includes $18,800 of ratepayer-funded outreach and $10,000 of SB 5-funded outreach.


Under Commission CARE policies, all participating utilities are expected to perform their own uptake, certification and random verification processes. Pursuant to D. 99-07-016 utilities are not permitted to verify the income of every CARE customer. Rather, Commission policy permits customers to self-certify that they qualify for the CARE program. This not only simplifies enrollment procedures for the low-income customers, but reduces otherwise expensive processing costs associated with verifying the income status of each CARE customer. 


BVES currently performs all certification and processing itself and has provided budgets that estimate costs far below those proposed by Avista, PacifiCorp and Sierra. The Energy Division believes performing in-house self-certification and random verification processes as is done by the large utilities, Alpine, West Coast Gas and SWG may prove more cost-effective. Additionally, direct uptake will allow customers to immediately sign up for CARE when they call or visit the utility instead of being referred to DCSD. 


As a result of the self-certification process, CARE program policies state that utilities are to only conduct random post-enrollment verification of its customers. Furthermore, the Commission requires customers to recertify every two years. 


Contrary to current CARE practices, Avista, in using DCSD and CEDCS to handle all CARE applications, requires income verification prior to accepting any participants into their CARE programs. The Energy Division recommends that some SB 5 funds be put towards printing and mailing applications and implementing self-certification and random post-enrollment verification processes in-house consistent with CARE policies. 


Given the Energy Division’s proposed benchmark for Avista to enroll 235 new participants in 2003 and 181 in 2004, along with its recommendation that Avista print its own applications and develop a self-certification and random post-enrollment procedure in-house, the Energy Division finds Avista’s overall budget for PY 2003 outreach reasonable and should also be applied for PY 2004. The Energy Division recognizes some shifting will occur between the outreach and certification budgets in order to develop more in-house resources.


		

		PacifiCorp’s Actual and Proposed

		Energy Division Recommendations



		Utility

		2001 Actual

		Enrolled as of 12-31-01

		PY 2002 Projected

		2002 Est. new CARE enrolled

		Jan-June YTD 2002 Achieved

		PY 2003 Proposed

		2003 CARE Additions

		2004 CARE Additions



		PacifiCorp

		$5,000

		2,042

		$15,500

		718

		$0

		$15,500

		5,796

		1,426





PacifiCorp proposes maintaining its current ratepayer-funded budget of $7,500 for PY 2003. PacifiCorp has not incurred any ratepayer-funded outreach costs YTD, but anticipates spending $5,000 for bill inserts in September of 2002 and $2,500 for advertisements placed in local newspapers in October of 2002. 


PacifiCorp was authorized $85,000 in SB 5 funds in D. 01-08-065. PacifiCorp plans to use only $8,000 of SB 5 funds annually for PY 2002 and PY 2003 outreach activities. As discussed in later sections of this report, PacifiCorp plans to spend $32,500 of SB 5 funds in PY 2002 and PY 2003 annually for processing, certification and verification. PacifiCorp claims it did not spend any 2002 SB 5 funds in the first part of the year because it was developing outreach programs with local non-profit agencies. However, PacifiCorp intends to begin expending SB 5 in the coming months. Outreach materials PacifiCorp says it will provide include flyers distributed to agency offices and a bill insert describing the program in residential bills. 


Like Avista, PacifiCorp reports it does not print, mail and process CARE applications, but refers all customers to DCSD who performs these tasks. PacifiCorp does not perform any in-house random verification because DCSD requires all CARE applicants to provide income verification during the application process.


As discussed above, traditional CARE practices require all participating utilities to provide and process its own applications, as well as allow CARE customers to self-certify that they qualify for the CARE program. Pursuant to D. 99-07-016, utilities are also required to conduct random post-enrollment verification of its CARE customers. The Energy Division recommends that PacifiCorp print its own applications and allow customers to submit applications directly to them instead of through DCSD alone. A self-certification process with adequate advertisement of the program should help increase participation rates. The Energy Division also recommends that PacifiCorp conduct random post-enrollment verification procedures and ensure that CARE customers recertify every two years as previously ordered by the Commission.


Many of PacifiCorp’s CARE-eligible customers are not receiving assistance. The Energy Division recommends that PacifiCorp conduct a more aggressive SB 5-funded outreach approach to increase its enrollment rapidly. Because PacifiCorp has a low CARE participation rate, the Energy Division believes that many of PacifiCorp’s unenrolled CARE-eligible will be easier to reach than the unenrolled CARE-eligible of utilities who have a higher CARE participation rate.


As described in the following section, the Energy Division recommends that $12,000 of SB 5 funds which PacifiCorp is proposing to use for processing, certification and verification for PY 2002 and PY 2003 be used for outreach instead. The Energy Division also recommends that the $2,000 of SB 5 funds PacifiCorp originally budgeted for general expenditures be applied for PY 2002 and PY 2003 outreach as discussed later in this report. The Energy Division believes the resulting SB 5 budgets for PY 2003, as well as PacifiCorp’s ratepayer-funded outreach budget, are acceptable given PacifiCorp’s penetration goals and that PacifiCorp will be outreaching to a relatively easier-to-reach population segment. For PY 2004, the Energy Division believes PacifiCorp’s ratepayer-funded budget continue at PY 2003 levels, while any remaining SB 5 funds be carried over and applied in 2004.


The Energy Division recommends that PacifiCorp be required to immediately submit a request seeking an extension of its current SB 5 contract with the Commission until June 30, 2004. 


		

		Sierra’s Actual and Proposed

		Energy Division Recommendations



		Utility

		2001 Actual

		Enrolled as of 12-31-01

		PY 2002 Projected

		2002 Est. new CARE enrolled

		Jan-June YTD 2002 Achieved

		PY 2003 Proposed

		2003 CARE Additions

		2004 CARE Additions



		Sierra

		$3,784

		1,099

		$13,784

		230

		$9,707

		$19,378

		511

		230





Sierra was authorized a total of $40,000 in SB 5 funds in D. 01-08-065. Currently, Sierra budgets $10,000 in SB 5 funds for PY 2002 and $15,000 for PY 2003. As of June 30, 2002, Sierra reports it has already spent  $7,815 of SB 5 funds. The Energy Division believes Sierra will expend SB 5 funds above its PY 2002 estimate of $10,000 and recommends that its SB 5 budget be increased to $15,000.


In addition to using SB 5 funds, Sierra proposes ratepayer-funded media-related outreach costs in the amount of $4,378 for PY 2003. Sierra believes that since the outreach materials developed in 2002 are expected to last through 2003, the majority of its 2003 administrative costs will not include additional printing of these materials. 

Currently, Sierra sends out bill inserts twice a year. Last year it began printing a quarterly message on residential bills promoting its CARE program and implemented an “on hold” phone message that informs callers of the CARE program while waiting for customer assistance. Sierra is now planning to include CARE inserts to all customers receiving Aid for Dependent Children checks and will use SB 5 funds to include a CARE program message on its billing envelopes. 


Sierra states it will also distribute posters, signs and brochures to CBOs, schools, medical offices and welfare offices within Sierra’s service territory. Sierra states it partners with SWG to leverage each utility’s distribution of CARE outreach materials by listing each other on its CARE materials. Sierra and SWG indicate they do not provide identical materials or target service areas in the same manner. Thus, providing contact information for the other utilities enables them to reach more customers at no additional cost.  


Sierra reports that it refers all potential CARE customers to DCSD who provides and handles all CARE applications and correspondence with Sierra’s customers. Sierra states its administrative costs have increased due to a new Full Service CARE contract with DCSD signed in early September 2002 to replace a prior contract limited to CARE certifications. The Full Service contract requires CARE customers to reapply yearly and provide income verification upon enrollment. Sierra expects an additional $55,000 in CARE costs related to increased CARE administration and subsidies. 


As with Avista and PacifiCorp, the Energy Division recommends that Sierra adhere to CARE policies by providing and processing its own applications, while using DCSD only as a supplementary source for CARE customers. The Energy Division also recommends that Sierra’s CARE-eligible customers be permitted to sign up for CARE through self-certification and be subject to a two-year recertification procedure. 


The Energy Division recognizes the increased penetration goals Sierra must reach through aggressive outreach and therefore finds its ratepayer and SB 5-funded budgets for 2003 to be reasonable. Establishing a self-certification application that can be sent directly to Sierra, along with a two-year recertification process should facilitate Sierra in reaching its participation rates. Sierra should use some of the $55,000 originally designated for its new contract with DCSD to develop, establish and print self-certification application and recertification forms, as well as create the infrastructure to process CARE applications itself. As discussed above, should Sierra approach its SB 5 contract end date and discover it has SB 5 funds remaining, the Energy Division recommends that it file a request for a contract extension.


		

		BVES’ Actual and Proposed

		Energy Division Recommendations



		Utility

		2001 Actual

		Enrolled as of 12-31-01

		PY 2002 Projected

		2002 Est. new CARE enrolled

		Jan-June YTD 2002 Achieved

		PY 2003 Proposed

		2003 CARE additions

		2004 CARE additions



		BVES

		$972

		930

		$850

		170

		$1,747

		$50,850

		422

		204





BVES states it does not request an increase in its regular CARE program budget for outreach and expects ratepayer-funded costs to remain at $850. BVES reports that in its last approved rates for the CARE program, administrative costs were set at $2,400. The Energy Division recommends that BVES expend no less than $2,400 for CARE administration funded through rates and has adjusted its ratepayer-funded budget to reflect this.


BVES indicates that it currently works with CBOs and the County of San Bernardino Community Services Dept (CSBCS) to inform customers of the CARE program. BVES asserts it prints and mails all applications and notices. BVES processes all certification and recertification application forms in-house.

In 2002, BVES received SB 5 funds for CARE administrative costs through a contract with the Commission that was scheduled to expire on June 30, 2003. The contract was recently extended through March 31, 2004 to allow for a full program year of program implementation and time for verification and reporting to the Commission. Under the terms of this contract, $80,000 in SB 5 funds was given for new CARE outreach, advertising and referral/capitation fees. Of this amount, $1,000 of incremental CARE outreach, such as printing and mailing program materials and capitation fees has been incurred in 2002. BVES plans to provide more outreach materials and is scheduled to meet with a printer and public relations representative in September or October of 2002. 


As such, BVES cannot provide an outreach estimate for the remainder of the year. BVES expects $50,000 in SB 5 funds will be expended in PY 2003, which will include costs associated with printing and mailing applications, customer notices and flyers. At the time of this report, it has provided no detailed budget showing the specifics of how the $50,000 of SB 5 funds will be spent.


Additionally, as of June 2002, BVES has recorded $747 of regular outreach in its CARE balancing account for the printing of inserts, flyers and new applications mailed to all its customers. 



The Energy Division recommends that BVES conduct a more aggressive approach in its outreach strategies to reach more of its unenrolled customers at a faster rate. If BVES believes it is unable to use all its SB 5 funds by its contract end date and has not reached 100% penetration, the Energy Division recommends it file once again for an extension in its contract with the Commission. 


For PY 2004, the Energy Division recommends that BVES expend any remaining SB 5 funds not incurred in PY 2002 and 2003. The Energy Division accepts BVES’ ratepayer and SB 5-funded cost estimates due to the aggressive outreach it is expected to perform to successfully meet its penetration goals. 


Based on the budgets BVES submitted, it currently has $30,000 of SB 5 money unaccounted for. The Energy Division recommends that $10,000 be budged for PY 2002 as BVES prepares to provide applications, bill inserts and flyers for the latter part of the year. The remaining $20,000 should be applied in PY 2004, along with any remaining SB 5 funds budgeted for PY 2002 and PY 2003.


BVES reports that in its last approved rates for the CARE program, administrative costs were set at $2,400. The Energy Division recommends that BVES continue to fund $2,400 of CARE administration expenses through rates and has adjusted its ratepayer-funded budget to reflect this.


		Utility

		Expense

		2001 Actual

		Enrolled as of 12-31-01

		PY 2002 Projected

		2002 Est. new CARE enrolled

		Jan-June YTD 2002 Achieved

		PY 2003 Proposed

		2003 CARE Additions

		2004 CARE Additions



		SWG

		Outreach Admin (ratepayer funded)

		$5,206

		

		N/P

		

		1,933

		$8,501

		

		



		

		Targeted Outreach (SB 5 funded)

		$463

		

		$50,787

		

		$11,146

		$124,213

		

		



		

		Targeted Outreach (ratepayer funded)

		$0

		

		$0

		

		$0

		$90,000

		

		



		

		TOTAL

		$5,669

		18,440

		$50,787

		1,728

		$13,079

		$222,714

		3,776

		1,261





SWG reports it tracks its outreach in two different groups. SWG states its outreach administrative costs are the administrative costs for CARE customers which include the annual reprinting of applications, prepaid postage and quarterly notices and are ratepayer-funded. SWG then has a targeted outreach portion it distinguishes from its outreach administrative costs. These costs include buying media time and creating flyers and special notices in order to increase CARE enrollment. At the time of this report, SWG was in the process of providing amounts it has spent on media. The Energy Division believes that costs funded by ratepayers and SB 5 need to be tracked separately by the utilities within the outreach budget category as done so in this report. SWG is requesting $90,000 in rates for its targeted CARE outreach in order to continue the same level of outreach once SB 5 funds have been exhausted. 


SWG reports it leverages SB 5 dollars by combining CARE and LIEE messages on information materials. SWG asserts it allocates 90% of total SB 5 outreach dollars to CARE and the remaining 10% to LIEE. The Energy Division recommends that SWG continue its efforts to achieve synergies and that SWG’s current method of allocating the total SB 5 dollars between the two programs is acceptable for the time being. The Energy Division recommends that SB 5 outreach dollars for CARE and LIEE continue to be tracked separately for each program.


As stated above, the Energy Division recommends that SWG provide the same CARE program budget categories required for the CARE annual reports due August 1st of each year. The budget categories include a single category for outreach. The Energy Division recommends that the $90,000 SWG is requesting in rates to cover targeted outreach costs once SB 5 funds have been exhausted be denied since SWG will have SB 5 money available in PY 2003 and PY 2004. The Energy Division recommends that SWG maintain its PY 2003 funding levels into PY 2004. There is therefore no need for an additional $90,000 in ratepayer funds for CARE outreach as PY 2003 funding levels include funds from SB 5. Since PY 2003 funding levels will be carried forward to PY 2004, an additional $90,000 in ratepayer funds on top of the PY 2004 funding level is unnecessary.


SWG reports it will increase its PY 2003 ratepayer-funded outreach administrative spending to $8,501. The increase is due largely to the higher levels of enrollment SWG anticipates to receive due to its targeted outreach program. 

SWG does provide and process its own applications to its CARE customers. SWG states it is using more of its time and personnel to coordinate outreach efforts with other utilities and state agencies as requested by the Commission. Additionally, historical costs do not reflect the cost of prepaid postage applications SWG is now providing to interested customers.


SWG says it is using ratepayer funds to provide improved postage-paid applications that include an electric account number for cross-reference with electric utilities. Applications will also have “source codes” as a way to track capitation and other sources of new enrollment. SWG reports it is performing mailings by including CARE inserts with AFDC/Welfare bill inserts and continue doing community outreach through local media. SWG plans to begin a radio campaign to all its service territories and has budgeted SB 5 funds of $11,200 for PY 2002 and $41,300 for PY 2003. SWG will also merge CARE customer lists with electric utilities’ lists in shared service territories. SWG reports its increased outreach strategies have increased enrollment by about 5% so far.


Pursuant to the SB 5 legislation, the Energy Division recommends that SWG use no more than 10%, or $17,500 of its SB 5 funds for mass marketing to increase enrollment. SWG has proposed $11,200 of SB 5 funds for the radio spots in PY 2002. 


Since the initial filing of this report, the Energy Division has learned that SWG’s mass marketing expenditures were misclassified and should have budgeted towards general outreach SWG will perform. The Energy Division has reclassified the $41,300 under SWG’s targeted outreach category and reminds all the SMJUs that mass marketing expenses are not to exceed 10% of their SB 5 funding as ordered in the SB 5 legislation.


In addition to these SB 5 outreach strategies, SWG will continue providing toll-free information lines, updated on-hold messages, quarterly bill messages, annual CARE application bill inserts and new customer welcome packets. 


Since SWG is expected to reach a 95% penetration in PY 2003 and approach 100% penetration by PY 2004, the Energy Division believes SWG’s ratepayer and SB 5 outreach estimates are reasonable. As SWG approaches 100% penetration, it will face the challenge of catching the smaller and harder to reach segment of remaining non-enrolled CARE-eligible participants. The Energy Division believes SWG’s outreach budget will assist in SWG’s efforts to attain and maintain 100% penetration as ordered by the Commission.


The following table summarizes Energy Division’s recommended funding levels for outreach in PY 2003, the remaining funds expected to be available in PY 2004 and proposed budgets for PY 2004. The figures for SWG include combined numbers for outreach administration and targeted outreach expenditures. As discussed previously, the Energy Division recommends that PY 2003 budgets be maintained in PY 2004 in order to sustain program levels. 


		

		SB 5-funded Outreach Costs

		Non SB 5-funded Outreach Costs

		Total Outreach Costs



		Utility

		Auth.

		PY 2002

		PY 2003 

		 PY 2004(2)

		PY 2003

		PY 2004

		PY 2003

		Remaining PY 2004

		Proposed PY 2004



		Avista

		$20,000

		$10,000

		$10,000

		$0

		$18,800

		$18,800

		$28,800

		$18,800

		$28,800



		PacifiCorp

		$85,000

		$8,000

		$36,000

		$0

		$7,500

		$7,500

		$43,500

		$7,500

		$43,500



		Sierra

		$40,000

		$15,000

		$15,000

		$10,000

		$4,378

		$4,378

		$19,378

		$14,378

		$19,378



		BVES(1)

		$80,000

		$10,000

		$50,000

		$20,000

		$1,550

		$1,550

		$51,550

		$22,250

		$51,550



		SWG

		$175,000

		$50,787

		$124,213

		$35,000

		$8,501

		$8,501

		$97,714

		$43,501

		$97,714



		Totals

		$400,000

		$93,787

		$235,213

		$65,000

		$40,729

		$40,729

		$240,942

		$106,429

		$240,942





(1) BVES could not determine how much SB 5 funds it would expend for PY 2002. Any remaining funds from PY 2002 and 2003 should be applied to outreach in PY 2004, provided BVES has not reached 100% penetration.


(2) Any utility with SB 5 funds remaining upon approaching its contract expiration date should immediately file for an extension to carry those SB 5 funds over to PY 2004.


The Energy Division reiterates the SB 5 requirements that SB 5 funds are not to replace surcharge-generated revenues utilized to fund the CARE program. SB 5 outreach funds should apply to supplemental outreach only. The Energy Division recognizes that all the utilities except for BVES, who recently received approval for a contract extension through March 2004, have a contract end date of 2003. The Energy Division recommends that the remaining utilities immediately apply for an extension of their contract end dates provided they have SB 5 funds remaining at the end PY 2003. 


Lastly, the Energy Division would like to remind the utilities that their efforts to provide outreach through SB 5 funds should also involve outreach to Indian tribes as required by the statute.


PROCESSING, CERTIFICATION & VERIFICATION


The following table shows processing, certification and verification costs as proposed by the utilities:


		

		Ratepayer-funded



		Utility

		2001 Actual

		2002 Projected

		2003 Proposed

		Increase in Proposed over 2002

		Jan-June 2002 Achieved



		Avista 

		$1,417

		$3,952

		$11,800

		$7,848

		$1,741(1)



		PacifiCorp(2)

		$7,500

		$10,000

		$12,000

		$2,000

		$4,000



		Sierra 

		$1,846

		$5,374

		$7,446

		$2,072

		$2,687



		BVES

		$0

		$150

		$150

		$0

		$0



		SWG

		$12,230

		N/P

		$20,402

		N/P

		$4,542



		Totals

		$22,993

		$19,476

		$51,798

		$11,980

		$12,970





(1) through May 2002


(2) In addition to the 2002 and 2003 budgets proposed by PacifiCorp above, it plans to spend $32,500 each year in SB 5 funds.


Avista, PacifiCorp and Sierra all report they do not perform “in-house” self-certification and random post-enrollment verification. Avista states that its increased certification and processing costs YTD are the result of increased CARE enrollment through DCSD and CEDCS. Avista, PacifiCorp and Sierra have indicated planning to use CARE funds to increase the certification and verification levels of its CBOs. In addition, Sierra’s CARE customers are now required to recertify yearly under its new Full Service Contract with DCSD.


PacifiCorp reports that as of June 2002, DCSD has spent $4,000 on the certification and verification process. An additional $6,000 is estimated for the remainder of 2002. PacifiCorp indicates that it also plans to spend SB 5 funds of $32,500 annually in 2002 and 2003 for processing and certification through DCSD. It also hopes to contract up-front income certification services to local non-profit agencies that administer the LIHEAP program, as well as PacifiCorp’s LIEE program, in an effort to reach more low-income customers and increase CARE penetration levels.


As discussed in the outreach portion of this report, the Energy Division recommends that Avista, PacifiCorp and Sierra be required to develop in-house procedures for processing applications and performing random post-enrollment verification since CARE-eligible customers should be permitted to self-certify. The Energy Division recommends the funding levels proposed by these utilities be adopted, but believes each utility should reallocate the use of these funds to allow for direct in-house uptake of CARE customers. The Energy Division recommends that these utilities boost their in-house recertification and random post-enrollment verification budgets rather than rely on CBOs as their primary source for CARE applicants. 


As discussed previously, the Energy Division recommends that PacifiCorp allocate its SB 5 funds towards outreach instead of towards processing and up-front income certification and verification. The Energy Division recommends PacifiCorp’s SB 5 processing, certification and verification budget be reduced to $20,500 to allow an additional $12,000 for outreach and that PacifiCorp be required to use SB 5 funds for self re-certification efforts as opposed to other processing costs. The Energy Division believes this reallocation will further enable PacifiCorp to attain its penetration benchmarks.


Additionally, the Energy Division would like to remind the utilities that SB 5 outreach funds are to be used only for outreach. The Energy Division believes that self-certification can be considered a type of outreach and can be supported through SB 5 funds. SB 5 funds should not be used to fund processing or the random post-enrollment verification process.


		Utility

		2001 Actual

		2002 Projected

		2003 Proposed

		Increase in Proposed over 2002

		Jan-June 2002 Achieved



		BVES

		$0

		$150

		$150

		$0

		$0





BVES does not anticipate any change in its PY 2003 budget for regular CARE administration costs associated with processing, certification and verification. BVES reports a customer service staff member performs CARE processing duties and these related costs are embedded in company operations. BVES currently handles all of its certification and processing in-house and reports that all applicants are required to provide income documentation upon application submittal. 

As discussed previously, Commission CARE practices for the large utilities include random post-enrollment income verification and certification procedures and require customers to sign up through self-certification alone. The Energy Division recommends that BVES alter its certification process to allow for this, as well as develop a random verification procedure consistent to CARE protocol. The Energy Division finds BVES’ proposed budget acceptable due to its increased penetration goals and believes that any costs originally associated with up-front verification can be applied to developing a random post-enrollment verification process instead.


		Utility

		2001 Actual

		2002 Projected

		2003 Proposed

		Increase in Proposed over 2002

		Jan-June 2002 Achieved



		SWG

		$12,230

		N/P

		$20,402

		N/P

		$4,542





SWG is unable to provide an estimate of its final PY 2002 processing, certification and verification costs at this time, but believes it will fall between its 2001 actual and PY 2003 proposed costs. As of June 30, 2002, SWG states it has incurred $4,542 and expects to incur more when it sends inserts and applications to customers this fall. Given the fact that SWG is expected to reach 100% penetration by 2004, the Energy Division finds its proposed budgets for PY 2003 and PY 2004 reasonable estimates for the increased processing, recertification and random post-enrollment verification work related to its uptake of the harder to reach CARE customers and efforts to retain current CARE customers who remain eligible for the program. 


The following table reflects the Energy Division’s recommendations for processing, certification and verification for PY 2003 and PY 2004, as well as the remaining funds expected in PY 2004:


		

		Ratepayer-funded

		SB 5-funded

		Total Costs



		Utility

		PY 2003

		PY 2004

		PY 2003

		Remaining PY 2004

		PY 2003

		Remaining PY 2004

		Projected PY 2004



		Avista 

		$11,800

		$11,800

		$0

		$0

		$11,800

		$11,800

		$11,800



		PacifiCorp(1)

		$12,000

		$12,000

		$20,500

		$0

		$32,500

		$12,000

		$32,500



		Sierra 

		$7,446

		$7,446

		$0

		$0

		$7,446

		$7,446

		$7,446



		BVES

		$150

		$150

		$0

		$0

		$850

		$150

		$850



		SWG

		$20,402

		$20,402

		$0

		$0

		$20,402

		$20,402

		$20,402



		Totals

		$51,798

		$51,798

		$20,500

		$0

		$52,498

		$51,798

		$52,498





(1) PacifiCorp’s total includes $20,500 in SB 5 funds for processing and recertification for PY 2003. If PacifiCorp anticipates having any remaining SB 5 funds, it should file for a contract extension and apply the remaining SB 5 funds in PY 2004.


The Energy Division recommends that in the future all utilities provide a cost breakout that shows expenditures related to processing, certification and verification separately.


GENERAL


The following table outlines general expenditures reported by the utilities and the Energy Division’s recommendations:


		

		Utility Actual and Proposed

		Energy Division Recommendations



		Utility

		2001 Actual

		2002 Projected

		2003 Proposed

		Increase in Proposed over 2002

		Jan-June 2002 Achieved

		PY 2003

		PY 2004



		Avista 

		$3,167

		$7,008

		$5,500

		($5,422)

		$246(1)

		$5,500

		$5,500



		PacifiCorp(2)

		$0

		$4,500

		$4,500

		$0

		$0

		$2,500

		$2,500



		SWG

		$3,470

		N/P

		$5,100

		$0

		$1,289

		$5,100

		$5,100



		Totals

		$6,637

		$11,008

		$10,600

		($5,422)

		$1,535

		$13,100

		$13,100





(1) through May 2002.


(2) PacifiCorp’s estimate includes $2,000 of SB 5 costs it categorized as Program Management.


Avista states the increased costs in its PY 2002 budget costs are due to travel expenses incurred upon attending mandatory Commission workshops. At this time, BVES and Sierra have not reported or requested any general costs.


PacifiCorp’s general expenditures include $2,500 in billings and $2,000 of SB 5 funds it plans to use for program management. SB 5 money should be used for outreach only. The Energy Division recommends that the $2,000 of SB 5 funds PacifiCorp has budgeted for general CARE expenditures in PY 2002 and PY 2003 be applied for outreach instead.


SWG proposes an increase above its 2001 budget for PY 2003 general administrative expenses of $1,630 to cover the increased costs associated with the greater number of customers applying for CARE. SWG reports it is difficult to estimate its remaining PY 2002 budget because their costs are determined post hoc. General expenses of SWG include billings, filing, logging and reporting of applications received, applications returned for incomplete information, research and review of CARE computer reports, checks for duplicate applications and updates to master-meter accounts for the number of qualifying tenants. 


The Energy Division believes that some of the costs considered as general expenditures by the utilities seem duplicative of the costs associated with processing. The Energy Division recommends that the utilities follow the description for each category listed in D. 01-03-028. 


LIEE PROGRAM


Program Descriptions


Avista provides funding to Project Go, a CBO located in Placer County, who performs program and weatherization services to Avista customers. These services include the replacement or repair of ducts, replacement of furnace filters and replacement of glass storm windows from plastic storm windows, which provides greater measure life and benefit to customers. Avista reports it also provides low-flow showerheads, evaporative cooler covers, water heater blankets and pipe wraps, duct wraps, to participants. Avista states that it funds natural gas efficiency measures while Sierra, an electric utility, funds electric efficiency improvements such as compact fluorescent lamps (CFLs), microwave ovens and refrigerators. Project Go is required to inspect all work and must certify that such work complies with the standards outlined in “Weatherization Installation Standards” published by the California Department of Economic Opportunity. Avista performs random inspections on 10% to 15% of weatherized homes in the LIEE program. This is in addition to the homes inspected by Sierra, who partners with Avista.


Avista also supports a low-income weatherization program through STHA. Additional benefits through this partnership include upgrading to thermal replacement windows with higher energy efficiency ratings than the storm windows provided through Project Go. Such upgrades are completed without additional funds from Avista. STHA receives $10,000 in agency funds which allows Avista to leverage rehab funds to accomplish additional weatherization.


PacifiCorp’s weatherization program has been in effect since 1986 and is made available to single-family, multi-family and mobile home residences through partnership with non-profit agencies. Energy efficiency measures and appliances PacifiCorp says it provides to homes with installed electric heat include ceiling, floor, wall and duct insulation, windows, attic ventilation, bathroom and kitchen exhaust fans, ground cover and water pipe wrap, weatherstripping, caulking, timed thermostats, thermal doors and efficient showerheads and aerators where electric water heat is present.


 PacifiCorp states it intends to include additional services such as refrigerators, microwaves and replacement water heaters authorized by LIHEAP, but not currently included in the LIEE program. Once incurred, PacifiCorp will request for recovery of the costs related to these services through SB 5 funds. PacifiCorp also reports that eligibility will expand to include funding for base measures in homes without installed electric heat as required by the LIEE program. These base measures include showerheads, aerators, water heater repair and replacement where electric water heat is present, AC repair, efficient refrigerators, microwave ovens, thermostats, CFLs and fixtures. PacifiCorp reports its current contract with non-profit agencies does not include payments specifically for energy education. However, agency staff does explain issues related to living in weatherized homes to all clients.


The reimbursement rate for agency administration costs equal 15% of the total cost per completed home. PacifiCorp asserts that Pacific Power inspectors contact about 25% of participating households by telephone to discuss their satisfaction with services performed by the agency and verify the measures that were installed. Inspectors physically examine about 10% of homes after payment of invoices. However, future payments are held if issues arise upon inspection of a completed home.


In addition to providing the LIEE program to low-income and disabled customers, Sierra targets senior low-income customers. Sierra believes serving these complexes provides the greatest dollar benefit to a needy group of customers. Like PacifiCorp, Sierra relies on Project Go to reach eligible customers, determine their needs and install the appropriate weather measures. Project Go sends Sierra a work schedule each week and Sierra’s Energy Consultants inspect about 10% of the jobs. Program services customers receive include the “Big 6” conservation measures include caulking, weatherstripping, water heater blankets, low-flow showerheads, attic insulation, energy efficient lighting fixtures and upgraded storm windows. 


BVES is working with CSBCS and another contractor to provide LIEE services. Since BVES provides electric service only, BVES cooperates with SWG, the natural gas provider within BVES’ service territory to provide LIEE services.


BVES states it will need to limit site inspections due to LIEE program administrative cost limits of 12.5% of total expenditures. BVES asserts it will review the list of installed measures for each home to ensure that the measures installed are reasonable. If measures are considered unreasonable, then BVES will conduct a verification via a physical site visit or telephone call to the customer. BVES says it plans to examine a sample of each contractor’s work in ensure that measures are being installed and are working.


SWG states it contracts with CBOs to perform program services, including outreach and assessment, scheduling, installation and reporting of program results. Additionally, SWG works with Sierra, SoCal Edison Company (Edison) and BVES to maximize efficiency and leveraging efforts in overlapping services areas. SWG’s low-income weatherization program provides direct weatherization assistance to low-income residences. Installed measures performed by SWG include storm windows, attic insulation, duct insulation, caulking, weather-stripping, thresholds, water heater blankets, low-flow showerheads and furnace replacements. 


SWG reports that Richard Heath and Associates (RHA) conduct inspections for low-income weatherization installation projects conducted by the CBOs. RHA follows specified procedures listed in several manuals and codes such as the Community Services and Developmental Office Installation and Materials Standards and National Electrical Code. SWG states that CBOs are paid only after such inspections are made.


HVAC Contractors and State Agencies conducting the Furnace Replacement Program are required to pass a full inspection conducted by the appropriate local, county and/or state inspector before payment is issued. 


In addition to its weatherization program, SWG reports it conducts a general education program within its service territories. SWG believes general education will continue to create awareness about conservation, inform the public about energy efficiency and provide information regarding new equipment and appliances and reinforce energy-saving practices. SWG states it plans to offer school programs and informative presentations to various audiences such as governmental agencies, community service organizations, homeowners associations, student groups, trade associations and individuals. 


LIEE Goals


The following table shows the number of homes treated (T) and weatherized (W) annually as reported by the utilities. Treated homes are residences that receive energy education and energy efficiency measures such as furnace repairs and replacements, CFLs, energy efficient appliances and minor home repairs. Weatherized homes are those residences that receive weatherization in addition to energy education and energy efficiency measures. With the large utilities, not all homes are usually weatherized because it may not be feasible to install weatherization measures or they may already be weatherized:


		Utility

		2001 Actual

		2002 YTD

		2002 Projected

		2003 Proposed



		

		T

		W

		T

		W

		T

		W

		T

		W



		Avista 

		80

		80

		0

		0

		80

		80

		80

		80



		PacifiCorp

		19

		71

		6

		22

		20

		80

		50

		198



		Sierra 

		N/P

		123

		N/P

		17

		N/P

		123

		N/P

		175



		BVES

		0

		0

		0

		0

		570

		N/P

		580

		N/P



		SWG

		189

		189

		155

		114

		635

		443

		1,242

		852



		Totals

		288

		463

		161

		136

		1,305

		603

		1,952

		1,305





Note: BVES did not have a LIEE program in 2001. BVES also plans to provide full weatherization for those of its small all-electric customer pool who are eligible. BVES has less than 20 all electric customers. 


N/P: Not provided by the utility.


Avista did not report any 2002 YTD completions because its program is to begin in late summer or early fall. It states that the number of treated and weatherized homes is the same since Project GO performs some level of weatherization for every residence. Avista has provided funding to Project Go for its LIEE program for over ten years. 


The Energy Division believes Avista’s LIEE goals are reasonable since it plans on increasing the number of measures applied to each participant’s home. Pursuant to SB 5, SB 5 funds are not to replace surcharge revenues. 


In 2001, PacifiCorp weatherized 71 homes through this program. PacifiCorp has weatherized 22 homes between January and August of 2002 without the use of SB 5 funds. Recently, PacifiCorp signed contracts with two local non-profit agencies who will use SB 5 funds to provide additional LIEE services. As a result, PacifiCorp estimates 80 homes will be completed by the end of 2002. 


In D. 01-05-033, the Commission indicated its desire for a comprehensive program that provides each participant with all the feasible measures offered by the utility. The data PacifiCorp provided for its treated and weatherized homes does not appear to reflect implementation of a comprehensive program. The Energy Division recommends that PacifiCorp be required to provide treated and weatherized goals for PY 2003 to the Commission and that all SMJUs, as well as the large utilities, be ordered to install all feasible measures that the utility offers for each LIEE recipient. 


In 2001, Sierra weatherized 123 homes. Sierra reports all homes receive some level of weatherization. Sierra also provides funds for its customers participating in the South Lake Tahoe Housing Authority Rehabilitation Program (STHA). In 1998, 3 homes were weatherized with STHA’s cooperation. As of the date of this report, Sierra had not indicated whether this has been the extent of their leveraging or if more has been done in subsequent years. Sierra expects to increase its LIEE goals in PY 2003 and provide 175 homes with weatherization and treatment as needed.


As mentioned above, the Energy Division recommends that Sierra provide all feasible measures to LIEE participants and be required to provide its treated and weatherized goals for PY 2003 to the Commission. 


BVES anticipates reaching 570 customers by end 2002, as well as providing full weatherization services to its qualifying all-electric customers (BVES has less than 20 all-electric customers). For 2003, BVES anticipates serving another 580 customers using SB 5 funds. As BVES has no historical data, the estimates for treated versus weatherized homes remains undetermined. BVES plans to work with CSBCS to leverage LIHEAP and other fund as much as possible. The Energy Division believes BVES’ goals are reasonable given the current lack of sufficient data. The Energy Division recommends BVES track data to reflect the number of homes its treats and weatherizes in its LIEE program.


SWG anticipates increasing its level of treated homes from 635 to 1,242. The Energy Division believes that SWG’s goals are reasonable.


LIEE Administrative Costs


Under the terms of the utilities’ contracts with the Commission, SB 5 LIEE administrative costs are not to exceed 12.5% of total SB 5 LIEE funds. The Energy Division recommends that only PY 2003 LIEE budgets be set in this proceeding given the new status of some of the utilities’ LIEE programs and the lack of sufficient information for post 2003. The following table shows each utility’s estimated level of administrative expenditures and the amount of SB 5 funds the utilities can use for LIEE administrative costs: 


		Utility

		2001 Actual

		2002 Expected

		2003 Proposed

		Jan-June YTD 2002

		Total Allowed SB 5



		

		Ratepayer-funded

		SB 5

		Ratepayer-funded

		SB 5

		Ratepayer-funded

		SB 5

		Ratepayer-funded

		For Admin



		Avista

		$7,897

		$10,000

		$4,805

		$20,000

		$4,805

		$0

		$0

		$32,616



		PacifiCorp

		$6,374

		$11,500

		$16,753

		$9,000

		$8,500

		$0

		$6,794

		$21,744



		Sierra 

		N/P

		N/P

		$7,990

		N/P

		$10,000

		$0

		$3,990

		$159,578



		BVES(1)

		$0

		N/P

		$0

		N/P

		$0

		$12,000

		$0

		$101,761



		SWG(2)

		$14,303

		$107,568

		$18,000

		$211,960

		$40,000(3)

		$30,370

		$1,994

		$296,802



		Totals

		$28,574

		$129,068

		$47,548

		$240,960

		$63,305

		$42,370

		$12,958

		$612,501





(1) BVES did not have a LIEE program in 2001. BVES reports it recently started implementing its LIEE program and is unable to determine costs at this time.


(2) SWG’s proposed funding is for years 2003-2007.


The following table is a summary of administrative costs (SB 5 and non-SB 5 combined):


		Utility

		2001 Actual

		2002 Expected

		Jan-June YTD 2002

		2003 Proposed



		

		

		T

		W

		

		T

		W

		

		T

		W

		

		T

		W



		Avista

		$7,897

		80

		80

		$14,805

		80

		80

		$0

		0

		0

		$24,805

		80

		80



		PacifiCorp

		$6,374

		19

		71

		$28,253

		20

		80

		$6,794

		6

		22

		$17,500

		50

		198



		Sierra(2) 

		N/P

		N/P

		123

		$7,990

		N/P

		123

		$3,990(2)

		N/P

		17

		$10,000

		N/P

		175



		BVES(1)

		$0

		0

		0

		N/P

		570

		N/P

		$12,000

		0

		0

		N/P

		580

		N/P



		SWG

		$18,837(3)

		189

		189

		$173,568

		635

		443

		$45,083

		155

		144

		$355,851

		1,242

		852



		Totals

		$33,108

		288

		463

		$224,616

		1,305

		603

		$68,047

		161

		136

		$408,156

		1,952

		1,305





(1) BVES did not have a LIEE program in 2001 & receives LIEE funding through SB 5 alone.


(2) Sierra’s 2002 YTD is for Jan-July 2002. All LIEE Admin costs are Non-SB 5 as Sierra did not report any SB 5-funded LIEE admin expenditures.

(3) Includes $4,071 of SB money incurred in PY 2001.

Avista’s LIEE program does not begin until late summer or early fall so 2002 YTD costs have not been incurred. Avista’s 2002 administrative costs include labor, travel, inspection of weatherized residences, report preparation and miscellaneous expenses related to monitoring its contract with Project Go. 


The following table shows Avista’s administrative costs for years 2001 through 2003 by category. There were no SB 5 funds available in 2001. All outreach and inspection costs are charged to Avista’s ratepayer-funded dollars:


		Category

		2001 Actual

		2002 Expected

		2003 Proposed

		Jan-June YTD 2002



		

		Non-SB 5

		T

		W

		SB 5

		Non-SB 5

		T

		W

		SB 5

		Non-SB 5

		T

		W

		SB 5

		Non-SB 5



		Outreach

		$1,776

		

		

		$0

		$1,057

		

		

		$0

		$1,057

		

		

		$0

		$0



		Inspections

		N/P

		

		

		$0

		N/P

		

		

		$0

		N/P

		

		

		$0

		N/A



		General

		$6,121

		

		

		$10,000

		$3,748

		

		

		$20,000

		$3,748

		

		

		$0

		$0



		Total

		$7,897

		80

		80

		$10,000

		$4,805

		80

		80

		$20,000

		$4,805

		1,242

		852

		$0

		$0





The Energy Division believes Avista’s proposed level of administrative costs is reasonable given that Avista intends to provide more comprehensive measures of its LIEE program to customers. The Energy Division recommends Avista continue its current budget for administrative costs through PY 2004. 


The following table shows PacifiCorp’s administrative costs for years 2001 through 2003. PacifiCorp did not have SB 5 funding in 2001:


		Category

		2001 Actual

		2002 Expected

		2003 Proposed

		Jan-June YTD 2002



		

		Non-SB 5

		T

		W

		SB 5

		Non-SB 5

		T

		W

		SB 5

		Non-SB 5

		T

		W

		SB 5

		Non-SB 5



		Outreach

		$0

		

		

		$500

		$0

		

		

		$500

		$0

		

		

		$0

		$0



		Inspections

		$809

		

		

		$3,000

		$3,250

		

		

		$2,500

		$2,500

		

		

		$0

		$0



		General

		$5,565

		

		

		$8,000

		$13,503

		

		

		$6,000

		$6,000

		

		

		$0

		$6,794



		Total

		$6,374

		19

		71

		$11,500

		$16,753

		20

		80

		$9,000

		$8,500

		50

		198

		$0

		$6,794





The Energy Division recommends that PacifiCorp’s proposed budgets be approved for PY 2003 because PacifiCorp’s service territory is predominately rural and may require greater travel for inspections to ensure measures are appropriately installed, as well as additional outreach in order to reach all its LIEE eligible customers.


		Utility

		2001 Actual

		2002 Expected

		2003 Proposed

		Jan-June YTD 2002



		

		Non-SB 5

		T

		W

		SB 5

		Non-SB 5

		T

		W

		SB 5

		Non-SB 5

		T

		W

		SB 5

		Non-SB 5

		T

		W



		Sierra 

		N/P

		N/P

		123

		N/P

		$7,990

		N/P

		123

		N/P

		$10,000

		N/P

		175

		$0

		$3,990

		N/P

		17





Sierra’s estimate of $7,990 for 2002 and $10,000 for 2003 are Non-SB 5 related. Sierra states it intends to keep administrative costs funded by SB 5 at or below $159,578 per agreement 01PS5196 with the Commission. Sierra is currently unable to determine its administrative costs by the appropriate categories, but is in the process of developing a tracking system to provide a cost breakdown. At the time of this report, Sierra did not report any SB 5-funded administrative expenditures. 


Pursuant to D.
01-03-028, the Energy Division recommends that Sierra track its costs using the appropriate categories. The Energy Division finds Sierra’s current estimates appropriate due to its increased PY 2003 goals and the weatherization and energy efficiency measures it plans to provide. The Energy Division believes Sierra’s budgets are reasonable given the additional weatherization and measures it plans to provide to customers and recommends its requested PY 2003 budget be approved.


BVES did not offer a LIEE program prior to 2002. BVES reports it has spent much of 2002 developing and planning to implement a LIEE program and has just recently started implementing the program. BVES has no historical costs from which to determine projected program costs, so a detailed breakout of administrative costs is not included in this report. However, BVES reports about $12,000 has been incurred in developing the program. The Energy Division recommends that BVES’ proposed administrative budget be adopted as it remains below the 12.5% maximum allowed for LIEE administration and recommends BVES track its administrative costs accordingly so future budgets may be better ascertained.


SWG’s costs include administration and contract labor. The following table details its administrative costs for years 2001 through 2007:


		Cate-gory

		2001 Actual

		2002 Expected

		2003-2007 Proposed

		Jan-June YTD 2002



		

		SB 5

		Non-  SB 5

		T

		W

		SB 5

		Non-SB 5

		T

		W

		SB

		Non- SB 5

		T

		W

		SB

		Non-SB 5



		Out-reach

		$0

		N/P

		

		

		$8,430

		$0

		

		

		$10,679

		$10,000

		

		

		$1,753

		$0



		Inspec-tions

		$0

		$6,656

		

		

		$15,000

		$10,000

		

		

		$45,000

		$15,000

		

		

		$0

		$1,946



		Gene-ral

		$4,071

		$7,647

		

		

		$84,138

		$8,000

		

		

		$156,281

		$15,000

		

		

		$30,370

		$48



		Total

		$4,071

		$14,303

		189

		189

		$107,568

		$18,000

		635

		443

		$211,960

		$40,000

		1,952

		1,305

		$32,123

		$1,994





Prior to SB 5 funding, SWG reports it did not have any funding specifically approved for LIEE outreach. To date, SWG has not reported 2001 non-SB 5 funded amounts spent on LIEE outreach. SWG is proposing PPP funding of $10,000 for years 2003 through 2007 for its LIEE program in order to maintain the same level of work once SB 5 funds are depleted. The Energy Division recommends that SWG’s request for an additional $10,000 for ratepayer-funded LIEE outreach in PY 2003 be denied since it will have SB 5 funds remaining during that year. The Energy Division recommends that SWG’s PY 2003 budget be maintained into PY 2004.


As discussed previously, the Energy Division recommends that SWG continue leveraging SB 5 dollars by combining its CARE and LIEE messages. The Energy Division believes that SWG’s current method of allocating 90% of the total SB 5 outreach costs to CARE and 10% to LIEE is appropriate. The Energy Division recommends SWG’s allocation method be approved. However, CARE/LIEE costs need to be tracked separately by program. 


Since this report was issued, the Energy Division has discovered that SWG’s proposed SB 5 budget for administrative costs exceeds the 12.5% cap permitted in the SB 5 legislation. The Energy Division recommends that SWG’s PY 2003 budget be reduced from $211,960 to $185,163.  


The following table reflects the Energy Division’s recommendations for LIEE administrative costs:


		Utility

		Administrative Costs for PY 2003



		

		SB 5

		Non- SB 5

		Total Costs



		Avista

		$20,000

		$4,805

		$24,805



		PacifiCorp

		$9,000

		$8,500

		$17,500



		Sierra 

		$0

		$10,000

		$10,000



		BVES

		$12,000

		$0

		$12,000



		SWG

		$185,163

		$30,000

		$241,960



		Totals

		$226,163

		$53,305

		$306,265





LIEE funding and expenditures


The Energy Division recommends that only PY 2003 LIEE budgets be set in this proceeding given the new status of some of the utilities’ LIEE programs and the lack of sufficient information for post 2003. The Energy Division recommends that the utilities file applications for their PY 2004 budgets in July of 2003 and a workshop be conducted by the Energy Division to discuss PY 2004 programs and budgets. 


The following table contains the authorized level of LIEE SB 5 funds and expected expenditures for PY 2002 and PY 2003 for each utility. The expenditures in this segment include the LIEE administrative-related costs discussed above. The column entitled “Auth Rates” are the amounts the utilities collected based on current rates in their last GRC and advice letter filing. Sierra and SWG are requesting a rate increase for 2003:


		Utilities

		Authorized Funding

		Expenditures



		

		SB 5 Allocated

		Auth.  Rates

		Other(3)

		Total Available for 2002 

		Contract End Date

		2002 Expected

		2003 Proposed

		2002 Jan-Jun YTD



		Avista

		$260,925

		$81,980

		$0

		$342,902

		09/30/03

		$197,980

		$197,980

		N/A



		PacifiCorp

		$173,950

		$108,332

		$0

		$258,750

		06/30/03

		$129,097

		$209,950

		$38,097(2)



		Sierra

		$1,276,620

		$82,000

		$11,400

		$1,370,020

		09/30/03

		$297,048

		$1,156,572

		$96,159



		BVES

		$814,086

		$0

		$0

		$814,086

		03/31/04

		N/P

		$409,992

		$12,000



		SWG(1)

		$2,374,419

		$311,563

		$0

		$2,685,982

		12/31/03

		$979,305

		$1,862,260

		$228,279



		Total

		$4,900,000

		$583,875

		$11,400

		$5,471,740

		

		$1,603,430

		$3,836,754

		$374,595





(1) SWG’s 2002 YTD is as of July 31, 2002. SWG’s 2003 proposed costs include $100,000 slated for both CARE and LIEE outreach to continue outreach once SB 5 funds have been exhausted. SWG was unable to separate costs for CARE and LIEE. SWG also received Expanded CARE funding through SB 5 in the amount of $175,000, through December 31, 2003.


(2) PacifiCorp’s 2002 YTD is for the period Jan-Aug 2002.


(3) Sierra states it plans to provide additional funding of $11,400 towards its LIEE program.


The following table shows the level of SB 5 and ratepayer funds used as reported by each utility. The table depicting LIEE goals has been provided again here for easy reference:


		Utilities

		LIEE Expenditures



		

		2001 Actual

		2002 Expected

		2003 Proposed

		2002 YTD



		

		Non-SB 5

		SB 5

		Non-SB 5

		SB 5

		Non-SB 5

		SB 5

		Non-SB 5



		Avista

		$80,972

		$116,000

		$81,980 

		$116,000

		$81,980

		$0

		$0



		PacifiCorp

		$81,582

		$52,500

		$76,597 

		$121,450

		$88,500

		$0

		$38,097



		Sierra(1)

		$92,000

		$220,048

		$88,611 

		1,056,572

		$100,000

		$42,548

		$53,611



		BVES

		$0

		N/P

		$0 

		$409,992

		$0

		$12,000

		$0



		SWG

		$299,790(2)

		$685,740

		$293,565 

		$1,392,260

		$470,000

		$70,635

		$112,561



		Total

		$554,344

		$1,074,288

		$540,753

		$3,096,274

		$740,481

		$125,183

		$204,269





(1) Sierra only has totals for its LIEE expenditures. Its costs are discussed further below.


(2) SWG’s 2001 figure includes SB 5-funded outreach costs of $463 for CARE and LIEE which it was unable to separate.


(3) Sierra indicated it expects to collect $88,611 in rates in PY 2002 and is requesting an additional $10,000 for additional weatherization.


LIEE Goals:


		Utility

		2001 Actual

		2002 YTD

		2002 Projected

		2003 Proposed



		

		T

		W

		T

		W

		T

		W

		T

		W



		Avista 

		80

		80

		0

		0

		80

		80

		80

		80



		PacifiCorp

		19

		71

		6

		22

		20

		80

		50

		198



		Sierra 

		N/P

		123

		N/P

		17

		N/P

		123

		N/P

		175



		BVES

		0

		0

		0

		0

		570

		N/P

		580

		N/P



		SWG

		189

		189

		155

		114

		635

		443

		1,242

		852



		Totals

		288

		463

		161

		136

		1,305

		603

		1,952

		1,305





The following table shows Avista’s reported expenditures for weatherization, energy efficiency measures/appliances (EE Measures) and energy education (EE Education) for 2001 through 2003:


		Category

		2001 Actual

		2002 Expected

		2003 Proposed



		

		Non-SB 5

		SB 5

		Non-SB 5

		SB 5

		Non-SB 5



		Weatherization

		$79,244

		$116,000

		$0

		$116,000

		$0



		EE Measures

		$0

		$0

		$80,340

		$0

		$80,340



		EE Education

		$1,728

		$0

		$1,640

		$0

		$1,640



		Total

		$80,972

		$116,000

		$81,980

		$116,000

		$81,980





Avista states it intends to use the majority of its SB 5 funds towards weatherization and reports costs have not been expended because its program is scheduled to begin in late summer or early fall. Avista plans to continue the current level of its weatherization and education programs due to growth and construction restrictions and the housing rehabilitation program conducted by the City of South Lake Tahoe. However, Avista indicates it will use SB 5 funds to provide more comprehensive measures for its LIEE participants. Avista has noticed a decline in LIEE homes needing weatherization over the past ten to twelve years and anticipates moving closer to its saturation point. However, even though the need for weatherization services is declining, Avista believes a certain level of LIEE will remain as current residences get older and require repair. 


According to the SB 5 budgets Avista provided, it will have SB 5 funds remaining when its contract date expires in 2003. If Avista expects to have SB 5 funds remaining beyond the expiration date, the Energy Division recommends it immediately file a request for a contract date extension. The Energy Division recognizes that Avista’s energy efficiency measures are currently funded entirely by ratepayers and includes electric measures such as refrigerators, CFLs and microwave ovens. The Energy Division suggests that Avista fund electric measures using SB 5 funds since it is a gas utility. The Energy Division recommends that Avista’s SB 5 funds be applied towards energy efficiency measures and weatherization be supported in part with ratepayer funds. The Energy Division finds Avista’s total LIEE estimates reasonable since it plans to provide more comprehensive energy efficiency measures to participants’ homes.


The following table shows the Energy Division’s recommendations for Avista’s PY 2002 and PY 2003:


		Category

		2002 Expected

		2003 Proposed



		

		SB 5

		Non-SB 5

		SB 5

		Non-SB 5



		Weatherization

		$80,340

		$35,660

		$80,340

		$35,660



		EE Measures

		$80,340

		$0

		$80,340

		$0



		EE Education

		$0

		$1,640

		$0

		$1,640



		Total

		$160,680

		$37,300

		$160,680

		$37,300





The following table shows PacifiCorp’s actual and proposed expenditures for 2001 through 2003:


		Category

		2001 Actual

		2002 Expected

		2003 Proposed

		2002 YTD Jan-Aug



		

		Ratepayer-funded(1)

		SB 5

		Ratepayer-funded

		SB 5

		Ratepayer-funded

		SB 5

		Ratepayer-funded



		Weatherization

		N/P

		$47,000

		$69,287

		$109,450

		$79,550

		$0

		N/P



		Measures

		N/P

		$5,500

		$7,310

		$12,000

		$9,000

		$0

		N/P



		Education

		N/P

		$0

		$0

		$0

		$0

		$0

		N/P



		Total

		$81,582

		$52,500

		$76,597

		$121,450

		$88,500

		$0

		$38,097





(1) PacifiCorp did not track its LIEE program category costs separately and could only report a total program cost for 2001 Actual and 2002 YTD.


PacifiCorp reports there has not been any SB 5 activity to date related to LIEE expenditures for PY 2001 and PY 2002. For 2002, PacifiCorp anticipates using $52,500 of SB 5 funds. For 2003, PacifiCorp states it will increase its SB 5 spending to $121,450 and expects to expend all its LIEE funds by its contract end date. If PacifiCorp approaches the contract end date and finds it will have SB 5 funds remaining, the Energy Division recommends that it formally request a contract extension.


The Energy Division recommends the ratepayer-funded portion of PacifiCorp’s LIEE program be continued as SB 5 funds are only available temporarily and SB 5 requires that SB 5 funds do not replace any surcharge-generated revenues. Therefore, PacifiCorp should apply its full $108,332 of ratepayer-funded money authorized in D. 97-12-093 for PY 2003. The Energy Division recommends PacifiCorp develop and conduct more low-income energy education and provide CFLs to LIEE participants in order to properly treat all residences. PacifiCorp does not request any rate increase in this proceeding. PacifiCorp’s LIEE expenditures for PY 2003 are not reasonable and the Energy Division recommends PacifiCorp use all its ratepayer funds for its LIEE program in PY 2003. 


The following table shows the Energy Division’s recommendation for PacifiCorp’s PY 2003 LIEE program:


		Category

		Energy Division Recommendations for PY 2003



		

		SB 5

		Non SB 5



		Weatherization

		$109,450

		$79,550



		Measures

		$12,000

		$18,891



		Education

		$0

		$9,891



		Total

		$121,450

		$108,332





		Utility

		2001 Actual

		2002 Expected

		2003 Proposed

		2002 YTD



		

		Non-SB 5

		SB 5

		Non-SB 5

		SB 5

		Non-SB 5

		SB 5

		Non-SB 5



		Total

		$92,000

		$220,048

		$88,611

		$1,056,572

		$100,000

		$42,548

		$53,611





Sierra reports it is currently unable to provide an appropriate cost breakout, but is in the process of completing a tracking system which will allow them to provide a greater level of detail in the future. As of July 31, 2002, Sierra reports having expended $38,400 of SB 5 funds for weatherization and $2,100 for its geothermal exchange project. 


Sierra reports it is still working with the owner of the senior citizen low-income complex in Portola to ensure the geothermal project does not jeopardize the complex’s federal funding assistance or cause any other financial problems. Sierra states it has also just started the process of finding potential customers for the geothermal program and is working with CBOs to find customers who meet the income qualifications. Once a final list has been constructed, Sierra intends to contact the qualified customers and enroll them into the geothermal exchange project if it is unable to find a suitable complex to participate.


Sierra is requesting an additional $10,000 in rates for its PY 2003 weatherization program. At current rates, Sierra expects to collect $90,000 from ratepayers in PY 2003 based on rates last determined in D. 97-12-093.


The Energy Division recommends that Sierra track its LIEE costs using the weatherization, energy efficiency measures/appliances and energy education categories as described in D. 01-03-028. Furthermore, each category should reflect costs funded by SB 5 and ratepayers separately. For PY 2003 the Energy Division recommends that Sierra’s proposed budgets be accepted due to the increased level of its goals, the more comprehensive nature of its proposed program and its involvement in conducting the geothermal project.


 The following table shows estimated expenditures as reported by BVES. BVES receives total funding of its LIEE program through SB 5 funds. At this time, BVES is unable to provide a detailed cost breakout for PY 2002 since it had no LIEE program prior to PY 2002 and is in the process of developing its LIEE program.


		Category

		2001 Actual

		2002 Expected

		2003 Proposed

		2002 YTD



		Weatherization

		$0

		N/P

		$1,813

		N/P



		EE Measures

		$0

		 N/P

		$390,779

		N/P



		EE Education

		$0

		N/P

		$17,400

		N/P



		Total

		$0

		N/P

		$409,992

		$12,000





The Commission allocated $814,086 of SB 5 monies to fund BVES’ LIEE program. 


BVES spent the majority of PY 2002 developing its LIEE program and is in the beginning stages of implementation. Once BVES’ LIEE program begins, it anticipates spending $409,992 in PY 2003 to install all feasible measures to LIEE participants. Measures BVES has outlined in its PY 2003 budget include CFLs, interior light fixtures, electric water heater insulation and pipe wrap, low flow showerheads, faucet aerators, refrigerators, water heater replacement, weatherization and furnace replacement. The Energy Division believes BVES’ PY 2003 proposed budget is reasonable given the number of homes it expects to treat. The Energy Division recommends that BVES implement its LIEE program in an aggressive manner in order to reach the LIEE-eligible customers faster. If BVES discovers an inability to use all its SB 5 funds by its contract end date, the Energy Division recommends it request a second contract extension. 


The following table shows SWG’s expenditures for years 2001 through 2003:


		Category

		2001 Actual

		2002 Expected

		2003 Proposed

		2002 Jan-June YTD



		

		Ratepayer-funded

		SB 5

		Ratepayer-funded

		SB 5

		Ratepayer-funded

		SB 5

		Ratepayer-funded



		Weatherization

		$214,439

		$274,230

		$226,458

		$556,770

		$430,000

		$0

		$75,765



		EE Measures

		$0

		$411,510

		$0

		$835,490

		$0

		$70,635

		$0



		EE Education

		$85,351

		$0

		$67,105

		$0

		$40,000

		$0

		$36,796



		Total

		$299,790

		$685,740

		$293,563

		$1,392,260

		$470,000

		$70,635

		$112,561





SWG indicates that the SB 5 funds received will contribute to its energy efficiency programs through 2003, but is not sufficient to cover the 30,000 plus potential CARE/LIEE customers needing energy efficiency assistance. 


SWG reports that the majority of its energy education costs are associated with education related to its weatherization program to low-income residents. However, SWG states it intends to use some money for public school and community presentations. The Energy Division recommends that SWG receive its requested $40,000, but believes all of the money should be applied towards low-income energy education and kept separate from costs associated with public general education. The Energy Division recommends that SWG allocate money spent on educating its LIEE-eligible customers to its low-income program and money associated with public school and community presentations to the general energy efficiency program, as is performed by PG&E and the other larger utilities. The Energy Division believes SWG’s request for increased ratepayer-funded weatherization and energy education is acceptable due to its increased LIEE goals. 


As discussed previously, the Energy Division has discovered that SWG’s PY 2003 SB 5-funded proposed administrative budget exceeds the 12.5% cap set by the SB 5 legislation. As SWG’s total LIEE funding budget reflects LIEE administrative costs, the Energy Division has removed the overbudgeted $26,797 from SWG’s PY 2003 total LIEE budget of $1,392,260.


The following table shows the Energy Division’s recommendations for LIEE expenditures:


		Utility

		Energy Division Recommendations for PY 2003 LIEE Expenditures



		

		SB 5

		Non-SB 5

		Total

		LIEE Goals for Homes Reached



		

		

		

		

		T

		W



		Avista

		$160,680

		$37,300

		$197,980

		80

		80



		PacifiCorp

		$121,450

		$108,332

		$229,782

		50

		198



		Sierra 

		$1,056,572

		$100,000

		$1,156,572

		N/P

		175



		BVES

		$409,992

		$0

		$409,992

		580

		N/P



		SWG

		$1,365,463

		$470,000

		$1,902,260

		1,242

		852



		Totals

		$3,114,157

		$715,632

		$3,896,586

		1,952

		1,305





RATEMAKING TREATMENT


The following tables show the last approved CARE administrative and LIEE cost levels and proposed increases as provided by the utilities. The first table includes the most current authorized rates for Avista, PacifiCorp and BVES. Avista, PacifiCorp and BVES are not requesting any rate increases. The second table includes Sierra and SWG and their requested rate increases:


		Utility

		Authorized


CARE Admin

		Authorized LIEE 

		Authorization Cite



		Avista

		$6,922

		$81,980

		Resolution G-3158 (01/05/95)



		PacifiCorp

		$8,671

		$108,332

		D.97-12-093(1)



		BVES

		$2,400

		$0

		D. 96-05-033



		Total

		$17,993

		$190,312

		





(1) D. 97-12-093 ordered the utilities to fund their low-income programs at 1996 levels as required by AB 1890.


(2) SWG is requesting an additional $10,000 for LIEE outreach and $188,437 for its LIEE weatherization program for a total of $198,437.


(3) Sierra is also requesting an additional $49,176 for its CARE subsidy, making Sierra’s total additional rate request for its CARE program $55,000.


		Utility

		Auth.


CARE Admin

		2003 Exp. Collec-tions at Current Rates

		Additional Increase for CARE Admin to Meet 2003 Budget

		Total Proposed for 2003 CARE Admin

		Auth. LIEE 

		2003 Exp. Collec-tions at Current Rates

		Additional Increase for LIEE to Meet 2003 Budget

		Total Proposed for 2003 LIEE

		Cite



		Sierra

		$6,000

		$6,515

		$5,309(3)

		$11,824

		$82,000

		$90,000

		$10,000

		$100,000

		D.97-12-093(1)



		SWG

		$18,602

		$18,602

		$90,000

		$108,602

		$311,563

		$311,563

		$168,437(2)

		$480,000

		D. 94-12-022



		Total

		$24,602

		$25,117

		$95,309

		$120,426

		$393,563

		$401,563

		$178,437

		$580,000

		





(1) D. 97-12-093 ordered the utilities to fund their low-income programs at 1996 levels as required by AB 1890.


(2) SWG is requesting an additional $10,000 for LIEE outreach and $158,437 for its LIEE weatherization program for a total of $168,437.


(3)  Sierra is also requesting an additional $49,691 for its CARE subsidy, making Sierra’s total additional rate request for its CARE program $55,000.


Avista does not propose any change in rates to meet funding levels for its CARE and LIEE programs due to SB 5 funding, expected reductions in gas commodity and the current uncertainty of its actual CARE-eligible population. It asks that its current balancing account continue to track the differences between the amount of CARE discount granted and CARE program costs versus the CARE surcharge collected. Avista reports that its current CARE administrative cost level of $6,922 was approved in a March 15, 2001 Commission letter responding to Advice Letter (AL) C-30-G. Prior to that, Avista received approval on January 5, 1995 in Resolution G-3158 for the same administrative cost level of $6,922. Avista anticipates that PY 2002 costs will reach $9,700 and is forecasting $36,100 for PY 2003 due to the implementation of additional outreach strategies previously discussed. 


Avista reports its CARE balancing account had a credit balance of $3,837 as of December 31, 2001. 


Avista intends to continue its balancing account treatment of LIEE program related costs, separate from CARE costs, through its current balancing account known as a Conservation Financing Account (CFA). Avista reports its last authorization for recovery of LIEE program costs went into effect on January 1, 1995 in Resolution G-3158 which granted an annual collection of $157,126 for its CFA programs. The Resolution did not allocate the approved funds for each program, but Avista estimates it applies two-thirds or $104,751 towards the LIEE program. On September 10, 2002, Avista filed a Purchased Gas Adjustment filing (AL C-49-G) requesting a reduction in its CFA and Energy rates to adjust for a current overfunding. The request remains subject to Commission approval. 


PacifiCorp proposes no rate changes for its CARE and LIEE program funding levels and therefore requests a waiver from providing data outlined in Rule 23. 


PacifiCorp reports its CARE and LIEE costs are tracked through separate balancing accounts. PacifiCorp states it received a Commission letter that approved CARE cost recovery levels calculated in Advice Letter (AL) 309E, effective September 6, 2002. AL 309E determined CARE administrative costs and LIEE funding to be $8,671 and $108,332 respectively. At the time of this report, PacifiCorp was in the process of providing copies of the Commission Letter that authorized the cost recovery levels in AL 309E. 


PacifiCorp’s unspent CARE funds for 2001 was $332,784 and unspent CARE funds for PY 2002 are expected to reach $239,365.

On April 1, 2002, Sierra filed an Application for a general rate increase that included a request for approval of its low-income 2003 Public Purpose Program (PPP) program and establishment of a balancing account. Sierra was ordered to file a separate application for PY 2003. 


In this Application, Sierra requests approval for a low-income 2003 PPP budget of $280,000 and proposes any rate change in this proceeding be implemented at the same time the rates in Phase 2 of its GRC (A. 01-06-041) are effective. Its request for two separate balancing accounts to track CARE and LIEE expenditures remains in A. 01-06-041. The Energy Division recommends the Commission approve a two-way CARE balancing account and a one-way LIEE balancing account in this proceeding for all the SMJUs.


Sierra reports its rates for collection of CARE administrative costs were last approved in D. 94-03-051 at $6,000. Due to changes in its sales since its last GRC, Sierra reports it expects to collect $6,515 at current rates in PY 2003 at current rates.Sierra seeks an additional $5,309 in CARE administrative costs and $49,691 in CARE subsidy for a total of $55,000. 


The Energy Division finds the additional funding reasonable, but recommends the money be used for the development of direct uptake and random verification by Sierra as discussed in the CARE portion of this report. 


Sierra collects funding for its LIEE program through SB 5 and a portion of its PPP charge. Sierra also budgets approximately $11,400 of company money for weatherization, education and bill inquiries. Rates for LIEE ratepayer-funded costs were last determined in D. 97-12-093 where Sierra was ordered to fund its LIEE programs at its 1996 level pursuant to AB 1890. Sierra submitted the new tariffs in AL 258-E and received authorization to collect $82,000 for its LIEE program, effective June 1, 1998. Sierra proposes increasing its annual commitment to weatherization by $10,000 in order to increase the total number of homes weatherized per year and the scope of work and partnerships with local provider like STHA’s programs. 


The following table shows Sierra’s authorized rates from D. 97-12-093, its 2002 expected collections based on current rates and the additional expenditures Sierra is requesting to recover:


		

		Authorized D.97-12-093

		2003 Expected Collections at Current Rates

		Additional Increase in Rates above 2003 Expected

		2003 Total Proposed



		CARE Admin

		$6,000 

		$6,515 

		$5,309 

		$11,824 



		CARE Subsidy

		$110,033 

		$119,485 

		$49,691 

		$169,176 



		CARE total

		$116,033 

		$126,000 

		$55,000 

		$181,000 



		

		 

		 

		 

		 



		LIEE

		$82,000 

		$90,000 

		$10,000 

		$100,000 



		

		 

		 

		 

		 



		CARE & LIEE  Total

		$198,033 

		$216,000 

		$65,000 

		$281,000 





Lastly, Sierra asks it be excused from complying with Rule 24 requirements as its customers have received three recent notices under other proceedings. Sierra feels it would be confusing to the customers and not cost-effective for them to receive another notice in such a short period of time.


The Energy Division recommends that Sierra’s request for additional recovery in rates for its LIEE program be accepted in light of the more comprehensive measures it will provide to all LIEE participants.  


BVES does not seek additional funding in this Application since its existing contract with the Commission for SB 5 funds provides sufficient funding for its planned expenditures for PY 2003. 


BVES indicates that its CARE discounts are recorded in a balancing account and the revenues collected from its CARE surcharge are credited to the account to offset those costs. As of June 2002, BVES states its CARE balancing account has an undercollected balance of $220,000. BVES reports that CARE administrative costs were last approved at $2,400 in D.96-05-033 while its LIEE program is supported solely by SB 5 funds.


SWG is requesting an additional $100,000 for 2003 through 2007 for CARE and LIEE so outreach strategies can continue at the same pace once SB 5 funds have been exhausted. It asks that any authorized rate increase from this proceeding for its low-income program be included in its current GRC (A. 02-02-012). In order to maximize leveraging, SWG combines CARE and LIEE information on the same bill inserts and flyers, making it difficult to allocate costs between the two. However, SWG estimates roughly $90,000 will be applied to CARE to aid in covering costs associated with outreach and increased CARE participation. The remaining $10,000 will fund its LIEE program. In December 2001, SWG states it received about 3,500 brand new CARE customers, a significant increase when compared to its current estimate of 19,000 enrolled CARE customers. SWG is also requesting an increase from $311,563 to $500,000 through its PPP funds for weatherization and general education. 


As previously discussed in the CARE outreach section of this report, SWG reports it divides its outreach expenditures into two separate groups; target outreach and outreach administration. SWG is requesting $90,000 in rates for its target outreach and has not requested any increase to recover what it considers outreach administrative costs. These costs will continue to be tracked in its CARE balancing account for later recovery. Therefore, only SWG’s request for the $90,000 is reflected in the table below despite the increase in outreach administrative costs it anticipates in PY 2003. The Energy Division recommends that SWG track these costs and file for any necessary rate increase in June 2003.


SWG’s CARE program costs are tracked in a California Alternate Rates for Energy Adjustment (CARAM) balancing account. CARAM is a balancing subaccount of SWG’s Public Purpose Program Memorandum Account (PPPMA) and is designed to balance the amounts of CARE program rate discounts and administration actually provided with amounts collected through its PPP surcharge. SWG requests that amounts from the CARAM balancing account be included in the calculation of proposed PPP surcharges in this Application.


SWG currently has no LIEE balancing account. All LIEE program costs are included in SWG’s PPPMA. SWG is proposing its current PPPMA be revised to a Public Purpose Balancing Account (PPPBA) in order to reflect the balancing account treatment for currently authorized PPP expenses, including LIEE program costs. SWG requests that remaining balances related to LIEE in the PPPMA be transferred to PPPBA for future recovery. All costs associated with SB 5 are recorded in a separate deferred account and submitted for reimbursement by the Commission. The Energy Division recommends that SWG establish a LIEE balancing account to track its LIEE expenditures.


SWG last received approval in rates for its CARE and LIEE programs in D. 94-12-022. CARE administrative costs of $18,602 and LIEE costs of  $311,563 were allowed. SWG reports those rates remain unchanged to the present day. SWG reports it did not have unspent CARE funds in 2001 nor does it anticipate any for PY 2002.

The following table outlines SWG’s current and proposed funding for years 2002-2007.


		

		Authorized D.97-12-093

		2003 Expected Collections

		Additional Increase in Rates above 2003 Expected

		2003 Total Proposed



		Weatherization

		$235,926

		$235,926

		$194,074

		$430,000



		Energy Education

		$75,637

		$75,637

		($35,637)

		$40,000



		LIEE outreach

		$0

		$0

		$10,000

		$10,000



		LIEE Total

		$311,563

		$311,563

		$168,437

		$480,000



		

		

		

		

		



		CARE admin(1)

		$18,602

		$18,602

		$90,000(2)

		$108,602



		Low-Income Total

		$330,165

		$330,165

		$258,437

		$588,602





(1) CARE administration includes outreach, processing, certification, verification and general expenditures. 


(2) SWG requests $90,000 for its targeted CARE outreach costs which it tracks separately from its administrative expenditures. SWG applies its authorized $18,602 in rates to administrative costs as discussed previously.


  SWG estimates that of its 107,000 Southern California customers, about 30,000 have gross income levels at or below the new poverty income guidelines for CARE and LIEE. Additionally, a study conducted by the San Bernardino Housing Authority has found approximately 35% of the housing stock in San Bernardino is suitable for repairs. SWG states these statistics indicate up to 10,000 people may be eligible for the LIEE program. As a result, SWG believes under its current authorized funding of about $300,000, SWG believes it will be unable to reach the 10,000 qualifying customers in its San Bernardino County. 


As discussed previously, SWG reports more than half of the residences in its Northern California Division are second homes, making it difficult to determine the number of CARE-eligible customers within the region. SWG states it has experienced a larger increase in the number of customers signing up for CARE. SWG reports it had 194 active CARE customers in October 2001, whereas as now it has 259. SWG believes that it will receive no more than 10-15% additional CARE customers by the end of year 2002.


The Energy Division finds SWG’s request for additional ratepayer-funded weatherization reasonable based on the increased number of homes it intends to treat and weatherize. SWG is requesting an additional $90,000 for CARE and LIEE outreach in order to maintain the current level of its programs once SB 5 money is expended. The Energy Division believes that SWG’s request for an increase in PY 2003 is premature since SWG is expecting to use approximately $1.4 million of SB 5 money within that year. 


Additionally, as discussed on page 18 of this report, the Energy Division recommends that SWG maintain its PY 2003 funding levels into PY 2004. There is therefore no need for an additional $90,000 in ratepayer funds for CARE outreach as PY 2003 funding levels include funds from SB 5. The Energy Division recommends that the requested $90,000 be denied since PY 2003 funding levels will be carried forward to PY 2004. The Energy Division recommends that SWG file for a rate increase in PY 2004 to retain its program levels once SB 5 funds are exhausted.


Summary Tables


The following table summarizes the utilities proposed CARE administration SB 5-funded expenditures and the Energy Division’s recommendations:


		

		Utility Proposed

		Energy Division Recommendations



		Utility

		Auth SB 5 CARE

		2002 Expected

		2003 Proposed

		2002 YTD

		PY 2002

		PY 2003

		Remaining PY 2004



		Avista

		$20,000

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Outreach

		

		$10,000

		$10,000

		$0

		$10,000

		$10,000

		$0



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		PacifiCorp

		$85,000

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Outreach

		

		$8,000

		$8,000

		$0

		$8,000

		$36,000

		$0



		Process/Cert/Ver

		

		$32,500

		$32,500

		$0

		$20,500

		$20,500

		$0



		General

		

		$2,000

		$2,000

		$0

		$0

		$0

		$0



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Sierra

		$40,000

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Outreach

		

		$10,000

		$15,000

		$7,815

		$15,000

		$15,000

		$10,000



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		BVES

		$80,000

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Outreach

		

		N/P

		$50,000

		$1,000

		$10,000

		$50,000

		$20,000



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		SWG

		$175,000

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Outreach(1)

		

		$50,787

		$124,213

		$11,146

		$50,787

		$124,213

		35,000



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		TOTAL SB 5

		$400,000

		$113,287

		$241,713

		$19,961

		$114,287

		$255,713

		$65,000





N/P: Not provided by the utility.


(1) SWG incurred $463 in SB 5 funds for its targeted outreach in 2001.


The following table shows utility actual and proposed expenditures and Energy Division recommendations for CARE administration using ratepayer funds:


		

		

		Utility Actual and Proposed

		Energy Division Recommendations



		Utility

		Authorized CARE admin

		2001 Actual

		2002 


Expected

		2003 Proposed

		2002 YTD

		PY 2003

		PY 2004



		Avista

		$6,922

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Outreach

		

		$3,743

		$4,524

		$18,800

		$1,586

		$18,800

		$28,800



		Process/Cert/Ver

		

		$1,417

		$3,952

		$11,800

		$7,848

		$11,800

		$11,800



		General

		

		$3,167

		$7,008

		$5,500

		$246

		$5,500

		$5,500



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		PacifiCorp

		$8,671

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Outreach

		

		$5,000

		$7,500

		$7,500

		$0

		$7,500

		$43,500



		Process/Cert/Ver

		

		$7,500

		$10,000

		$12,000

		$4,000

		$10,000

		$30,500



		General

		

		$0

		$2,500

		$2,500

		$0

		$2,500

		$2,500



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Sierra

		$6,000

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Outreach

		

		$3,784

		$3,784

		$4,378

		$1,892

		$4,378

		$9,378



		Process/Cert/Ver

		

		$1,846

		$5,374

		$7,446

		$2,687

		$7,446

		$7,446



		General

		

		$0

		$0

		$0

		$0

		$0

		$0



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		BVES

		$2,400

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Outreach

		

		$972

		$850

		$850

		$747

		$1,550

		$31,550



		Process/Cert/Ver

		

		$0

		$150

		$150

		$0

		$850

		$850



		General

		

		$0

		$0

		$0

		$0

		$0

		$0



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		SWG

		$18,602

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Outreach

		

		$5,206

		N/P

		$98,501(1)

		$1,993

		$8,501

		$97,714



		Process/Cert/Ver

		

		$12,230

		N/P

		$20,402

		$4,542

		$20,402

		$20,402



		General

		

		$3,470

		N/P

		$5,100

		$1,289

		$5,100

		$5,100



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		TOTAL Ratepayer-funded

		$42,595

		$48,335

		$45,642

		$194,927

		$26,830

		$104,327

		$295,040





(1) Includes $8,501 in outreach administration and the $90,000 SWG requested for target outreach.


Recommendations for PY 2004 reflect the need to increase rates for the SMJUs, unless SB 5 funds remain from PY 2003. Utilities should continue to expend SB 5 funds by year-end PY 2003 to achieve penetration goals. Utilities should increase their rates by the following amounts: Avista - $10,000; PacifiCorp - $56,500; Sierra - $5,000; BVES - $30,00; SWG - $89,213.


The following table shows combined SB 5-funded and ratepayer-funded CARE administrative costs, as well as the Energy Division’s recommendations. The Energy Division recommends PY 2004 be funded at the same level as PY 2003. The SMJUs should apply any remaining SB 5 funds to PY 2004 and file for rate increases to maintain PY 2003 program levels if SB 5 funds prove insufficient:


		

		

		Utility Actual and Proposed

		Energy Division Recommendations



		Utility

		Total Authorized CARE admin

		2001 Actual

		2002 


Expected

		2003 Proposed

		2002 YTD

		PY 2002

		PY 2003

		PY 2004



		Avista

		$26,992

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Outreach

		

		$3,743

		$14,524

		$28,800

		$1,586

		$14,524

		$28,800

		$28,800



		Process/Cert/Ver

		

		$1,417

		$3,952

		$11,800

		$7,848

		$3,952

		$11,800

		$11,800



		General

		

		$3,167

		$7,008

		$5,500

		$246

		$7,008

		$5,500

		$5,500



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		PacifiCorp

		$93,671

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Outreach

		

		$5,000

		$15,500

		$15,500

		$0

		$15,500

		$43,500

		$43,500



		Process/Cert/Ver

		

		$7,500

		$42,500

		$44,500

		$4,000

		$30,500

		$30,500

		$30,500



		General

		

		$0

		$4,500

		$4,500

		$0

		$2,500

		$2,500

		$2,500



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Sierra

		$46,000

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Outreach

		

		$3,784

		$13,784

		$19,378

		$9,707

		$18,784

		$19,378

		$19,378



		Process/Cert/Ver

		

		$1,846

		$5,374

		$7,446

		$2,687

		$5,374

		$7,446

		$7,446



		General

		

		$0

		$0

		$0

		$0

		$0

		$0

		$0



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		BVES

		$82,400

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Outreach

		

		$972

		$850

		$50,850

		$1,747

		$10,850

		$51,550

		$51,550



		Process/Cert/Ver

		

		$0

		$150

		$150

		$0

		$150

		$850

		$850



		General

		

		$0

		$0

		$0

		$0

		$0

		$0

		$0



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		SWG

		$193,602

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Outreach

		

		$5,206

		$50,787

		$222,714

		$13,139

		$50,787

		$132,714

		$132,214



		Process/Cert/Ver

		

		$12,230

		N/P

		$20,402

		$4,542

		N/P

		$20,402

		$20,402



		General

		

		$3,470

		N/P

		$5,100

		$1,289

		$N/P

		$5,100

		$5,100



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		TOTAL CARE Administration

		$442,665

		$48,335

		$158,929

		$436,640

		$46,791

		$159,929

		$360,040

		$360,040





The following table shows the total CARE administrative budgets proposed by each SMJU and the Energy Division’s recommendations:


		

		Utility Actual and Proposed

		Energy Division Recommendations



		Utility

		2002 Expected

		2003 Proposed

		PY 2002

		PY 2003

		PY 2004



		Avista

		$25,484

		$46,100

		$25,484

		$46,100

		$46,100



		PacifiCorp

		$62,500

		$64,500

		$48,500

		$76,500

		$76,500



		Sierra

		$19,158

		$26,824

		$24,158

		$26,824

		$26,824



		BVES

		$1,000

		$51,000

		$11,000

		$52,400

		$52,400



		SWG

		$50,787

		$248,216

		$50,787

		$158,716

		$158,716



		

		

		

		

		

		



		TOTAL

		$158,929

		$436,640

		$159,929

		$360,040

		$360,040





The following table is a summary of SB 5 LIEE funding levels proposed by the utilities and the Energy Division’s recommendations:


		

		

		Utility Actual and Proposed

		Energy Division Recommendations



		Utility

		Authorized SB 5 LIEE

		2002 


Expected

		2003 Proposed

		2002 YTD

		PY 2003



		Avista

		$260,925 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Weatherization

		 

		$116,000 

		$116,000 

		$0 

		$80,340 



		EE Measures

		 

		$0 

		$0 

		$0 

		$80,340 



		EE Education

		 

		$0 

		$0 

		$0 

		$0 



		

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		PacifiCorp

		$173,950 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Weatherization

		 

		$47,000 

		$109,450 

		$0 

		$109,450 



		EE Measures

		 

		$5,500 

		$12,000 

		$0 

		$12,000 



		EE Education

		 

		$0 

		$0 

		$0 

		$0 



		

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Sierra(1)

		$1,276,620 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Total

		 

		$220,048 

		$1,056,572 

		$42,548 

		$1,056,572 



		

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		BVES(2)

		$814,086 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Weatherization

		

		N/P

		$1,813

		N/P

		$1,813



		EE Measures

		

		N/P

		$390,779

		N/P

		$390,779



		EE Education

		

		N/P

		$17,400

		N/P

		$17,400



		Total

		 

		N/P

		$409,992 

		$12,000 

		



		

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		SWG

		$2,374,419 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Weatherization

		 

		$274,230 

		$556,770  

		$0

		$556,770(3) 



		EE Measures

		 

		$411,510 

		$835,490 

		$70,635 

		$819,412(3) 



		EE Education

		 

		$0 

		$0 

		$0 

		$0 



		

		

		

		

		

		



		TOTAL SB 5-funded

		$4,900,000 

		$1,074,288 

		$3,096,274 

		$125,183 

		$3,124,876





(1) Sierra has incurred $38,400 in LIEE weatherization expenses and $2,100 for its Geothermal Exchange projects. Sierra was unable to provide further breakdown of its expenditures.


(2) BVES had no LIEE program prior to 2001 and is unable to provide any detailed breakout at this time.


(3) Reflects removal of overbudgeted LIEE administrative costs of $26,797. Since SWG reports its admin costs are included in its LIEE funding estimates and was unable to provide a breakout of admin costs by the categories in the above table, Energy Division has estimated the adjustment using the following ratio and calculation; EE Measures: $556,770/1,392,260=.4;  $26,797*(.4)=$10,719;  $556,770-10,719=$546,051. The same was done for EE Education. Further details available on pg 39. 

The following table shows a summary of ratepayer-funded LIEE expenditures proposed by the utilities and Energy Division recommendations:


		

		

		Utility Actual and Proposed

		Energy Division Recommendations



		Utility

		Authorized Ratepayer LIEE

		2001 Actual

		2002 


Expected

		2003 Proposed

		2002 YTD

		PY 2003



		Avista

		$81,980

		

		

		

		

		



		Weatherization

		

		$79,244

		$0

		$0

		$0

		$35,660



		EE Measures

		

		$0

		$80,340

		$80,340

		$0

		$0



		EE Education

		

		$1,728

		$1,640

		$1,640

		$0

		$1,640



		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		PacifiCorp

		$108,332

		

		

		

		

		



		Weatherization

		

		N/P

		$69,287

		$79,550

		N/P

		$79,550



		EE Measures(1)

		

		N/P

		$7,310

		$9,000

		N/P

		$18,891



		EE Education(1)

		

		N/P

		$0

		$0

		N/P

		$9,891



		Total(1)

		

		$81,582

		

		

		$38,097

		



		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Sierra(2)

		$82,000

		

		

		

		

		



		Total

		

		$92,000

		$88,611

		$100,000

		$53,611

		$100,000



		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		BVES(3)

		$0

		

		

		

		

		



		Total

		

		$0

		$0

		$0

		$0

		$0



		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		SWG

		$311,563

		

		

		

		

		



		Weatherization

		

		$214,439

		$226,458

		$430,000

		$75,765

		$430,000



		EE Measures

		

		$0

		$0

		$0

		$0

		$0



		EE Education

		

		$85,351

		$67,105

		$40,000

		$36,796

		$40,000



		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		TOTAL SB 5-funded

		$4,900,000

		$554,344

		$540,751

		$740,530

		$204,269

		$715,632





(1) PacifiCorp was unable to provide a cost breakout for 2001 and 2002 YTD LIEE expenditures. PacifiCorp’s total LIEE expenditures for 2001 was $81,582. PacifiCorp’s 2002 YTD costs total $38,097.


(2) Sierra was unable to provide a cost breakout for its PY 2002 and PY 2003 expenditures. 


(3) BVES’ LIEE program is fully funded by SB 5 funds. 


The following table shows combined actual and proposed SB 5-funded and ratepayer-funded LIEE expenditures proposed by the utilities and the Energy Division’s recommendations:


		

		

		Utility Actual and Proposed

		Energy Division Recommendations



		Utility

		Total LIEE funding

		2001 Actual

		2002 


Expected

		2003 Proposed

		2002 YTD

		PY 2003



		Avista

		$342,905 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Weatherization

		 

		$79,244 

		$116,000 

		$116,000 

		$0 

		$116,000 



		EE Measures

		 

		$0 

		$80,340 

		$80,340 

		$0 

		$80,340 



		EE Education

		 

		$1,728 

		$1,640 

		$1,640 

		$0 

		$1,640 



		

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		PacifiCorp

		$282,282 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Weatherization

		 

		N/P

		$116,287 

		$189,000 

		$0

		$189,000 



		EE Measures(1)

		 

		N/P

		$12,810 

		$21,000 

		$0 

		$30,891 



		EE Education(1)

		 

		N/P

		$0 

		$0 

		$0 

		$9,891 



		Total(1)

		 

		$81,582 

		 

		 

		$38,097 

		 



		

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Sierra

		$1,358,620 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Total

		 

		$92,000 

		$308,659 

		$1,156,572 

		$96,159 

		$1,156,572 



		

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		BVES(3)

		$814,086 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Total

		 

		$0 

		N/P

		$409,992 

		$12,000 

		$409,992 



		

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		SWG

		$2,685,982 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Weatherization

		 

		$214,439 

		$500,688 

		$986,770 

		$75,765 

		$986,770 



		EE Measures

		 

		$0 

		$411,510 

		$835,490 

		$70,635 

		$819,412 



		EE Education

		 

		$85,351 

		$67,105 

		$40,000 

		$36,796 

		$40,000 



		

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		TOTAL SB 5-funded

		$5,483,875 

		$554,344 

		$1,615,039 

		$3,836,804

		$329,452

		$3,839,789





(1) PacifiCorp was unable to provide a cost breakout for 2001 and 2002 YTD LIEE expenditures. PacifiCorp’s total ratepayer-funded LIEE expenditures for 2001 was $81,582. PacifiCorp’s 2002 YTD costs for ratepayer funds total $38,097. It is included in the 2002 YTD total of $159,547. Utilities should file advice letters for rate increases as recommended on pg 2 of this report.


The following table shows the total SB 5 and ratepayer combined budgets proposed by each SMJU and the Energy Division’s recommendations for LIEE expenditures:


		

		Utility Actual and Proposed

		Energy Division Recommendations



		Utility

		2002 Expected

		2003 Proposed

		PY 2003



		Avista

		$197,980

		$197,980

		$197,980



		PacifiCorp

		$129,097

		$210,000

		$219,891



		Sierra

		$308,659

		$1,156,572

		$1,156,572



		BVES

		N/P

		$409,992

		$409,992



		SWG

		$990,303

		$1,862,260

		$1,836,182



		

		

		

		



		TOTAL

		$1,626,039

		$3,836,804

		$3,820,617





Other Matters


In its Application, SWG requested that its proposed non low-income programs be reviewed and approved. SWG also requests SB 5 funding of $117,250 for 2002 and $257,879 for 2003 to support the Energy Efficiency Rebates it would provide to non low-income residential customers.


In the Pre-Hearing Conference, the Assigned Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) determined that any non low-income programs and costs should be removed from this proceeding and addressed elsewhere. Therefore, this report does not discuss any non low-income programs the utilities included in its Applications.
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