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I. INTRODUCTION 

BO ENTERPRISES is a for-profit company providing PG&E Low Income Energy 

Efficiency services since 1988.  Our firm also participates in statewide utility lighting 

Programs, and CPUC Third Party Programs (MICAP).  On all programs to date, we have 

provided $30,000,000 of outreach and installation on more than 100,000 households.  For 

2006, BO ENTERPRISES will successfully treat approximately 8,400 households for the 

Energy Partners Program.  We typically receive our allocation through the competitive 

bid process with RHA.  

Our firm consists of approximately 100 employees, and our primary recruiting source is 

the low-income community we serve.  Our staff, developed over decades, currently 

speaks eight different languages which enables us to better serve a diverse range of ethnic 

groups.  BO ENTERPRISES seeks to provide high-quality outreach and weatherization 

services to a very diverse client base at the most economical price practicable.

II. DISCUSSION  

A. Importance of Continuous Service

In our view, it is essential that service to the low-income community be continuous and 

ongoing.  Whenever the program is shut down, low-income residents, who can least 

afford to make improvements themselves, are figuratively and literally left out in the 

winter cold.  When the Commission aspires to treat more customers than last year, it is 

counter-productive to shut down for even one day.  

Not only does shut-down negatively impact the low-income community, but it also has a 

very negative impact on our entire organization.  Most of the sales staff will be applying 

for unemployment as there is no work.  With Christmas coming, some will seek other 

employment.  The production personnel, who are still employed, will be out of work in 

January, even if the salespeople come back the first week of December.  Such is the 

ripple effect.  To develop an effective outreach person or installer can easily take a year 

and considerable training money.  To develop same with diverse language skills takes 

much longer and costs even more.  Shutting down is two large steps backward for both 

our organization and the low-income community.  

B. Education Fees

No major marketing/outreach program actually works on $8.00 per unit.  Programs 

making claims of this nature are simply including outreach costs in the measure prices.  

No one would canvass neighborhoods door-to-door or even canvass the CARE lists, and 

educate/assess/enroll customers for what would amount to less than minimum wage. 

Between workers compensation, general liability, and auto, our insurance cost alone is

approximately $50.00 per household.  Our gasoline cost is approximately $13.00 per unit.  

Where is the line item for these expenses?  Different programs have apparently 

developed different methods for dealing with these real costs.  To reduce the education 

fee without adjusting other prices will most likely put us out of business.  Parenthetically, 

our firm bid all current pricing based on the inclusion of the $120.00 outreach fee. To 

strike the fee undermines our entire pricing structure.

C. Value of Face-to-Face Educations

Face-to-face enrollment allows for tailor-made energy savings plans, and accurate 

assessments of each structure.  Customers will be instructed about their largest energy 

users, and directed to adopt practices that they need.  Assessments regarding attic 

insulation, duct seal, attic venting, combustion appliance ventilation, new doors, and vent 

terminations must be accurate or much time and money will be wasted sending the 

wrong people to the job site.  Only thoroughly trained salespeople face-to-face can make 

an accurate job assessment and educate properly.

Although Energy Partners is a no-cost program, it has to be sold.  Customers sometimes 

do not believe us, and oftentimes need convincing.  Without explanation, the low-income 

customer is not apt to participate.  Language barriers would likewise greatly reduce the 

participation of many groups were it not for their motivated language-specific sales 

representative.  Approximately 95% of current enrollments come from aggressive face-

to-face sales efforts, and 5% come from program-generated leads.  Direct to the customer 

(face-to-face) sales presentations have the highest market penetration rate of any 

marketing system.  Without an aggressive face-to-face sales force, there is no program.

D. Need For Workshops

Before a major program change of any type, we would hope for some forum or workshop 

venue to explore the effect of such change on the low-income community, the workforce, 

and the program.  We urge this cautious approach be used regarding the PG&E marketing 

fund.  Aside from the catastrophic effect this change may have, perhaps PG&E’s method 

is more desirable.  If standardization is a goal, then all marketing expenses should be 

credited as such, and the PG&E number ($120.00)may be more representative of the 

actual cost than the $8.00 discussed.

E. RHA Bid Requirement

In PG&E’s service territory, all program participants get bid out periodically – both 

contractors and administration have been bid in the last few years.  We find the 

requirement of RHA’s immediate bid perplexing, because in southern California no one 

has been bid in approximately 10 years.  There is absolutely no competitive bidding or 

pricing of any kind, and no new companies are allowed.  Why isn’t there a bid in 

southern California where quasi-governmental monies are concerned?  Nonprofits are 

allowed to bid in PG&E’s service area whenever bids  occur, and many such 

organizations currently contribute as subcontractors in Energy Partners.  However, in the 

southland, only one privately owned company is allowed in the program, and nobody 

bids.  Competitive bidding is the key to having a healthy program.  New companies can 

participate, and competitive pricing will give the low-income community the most bang 

for the buck.  Why shouldn’t Southern California utility subcontractors be bid?

We applaud PG&E, RHA, and all those involved in the regular periodic bidding that 

defines Energy Partners in northern California for their commitment to an open process 

where the American marketplace determines pricing and the quality of one’s ideas 

determines their participation. 

III. CONCLUSION

A. Continuous Service

Start outreach for 2007 program no later than early December, 2006, in order to avoid major personnel losses and disruption of service to low-income customers.  If necessary, rollover all 2006 LIEE programs for brief period.

B. Education Fees

Reinstate PG&E education fees until some review is undertaken to establish that PG&E’s reported cost is not in fact the most accurate reflection of true outreach costs and/or personalized education is eliminated as a desirable program attribute.  If funding is reduced for PG&E education, allow negotiation or re-bid of bid pricing on measures.

C. Face-to-face Education

For the sake of accurate assessments, minority participation, personalized energy education, and maximum market penetration, allow face-to-face outreach/education/assessment to continue absent clear and convincing evidence of a more effective method.

D. Public Workshops

Create some forum for input by experienced program participants before making major changes to successful IOU programs.

E. RHA Bid Requirement

Allow PG&E to conduct its customary periodic bidding in 2008 as planned.  Immediately 

order a long overdue bid process for the Southern California utilities’ Direct Assistance 

Program (LIEE).  
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