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Introduction



�



The policy recommendations contained in this document were developed by the Low Income Governing Board with very extensive input from the LIGB Technical Advisory Committee and members of the public. They resulted from many hours of meetings, workshops, and discussions with numerous parties concerned about these issues and the hardships faced by low income customers.  The Advisory Committee and the public received draft copies of the recommendations as they were being developed by the Technical Consultants and provided extensive comments, many of which were incorporated into subsequent drafts and the final recommendations. The LIGB solicited and received Advisory Committee and public comments during its deliberations. It is anticipated that these policy recommendations, if approved by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), will serve as the CPUC's guiding principles for use in pursuing the CPUC's low-income energy efficiency and energy assistance objectives. 



These policy recommendations were originally developed at the CPUC’s direction that the low-income programs would be transferred from the utilities to independent program administrators by January 1, 2001.  The LIGB developed policy recommendations in the context of preparing requests for proposals for independent program administrators, and were submitted to the CPUC for approval on November 13, 1998.  Additional policy recommendations addressing the transition from utility to independent administration were submitted with the draft requests for proposals on December 22, 1998.  Copies were distributed for CPUC and public review and comment.  Since that time:

Assigned Commissioner Neeper by ruling dated December 21, 1998 suspended the January 12, 1999 date by which parties were to have commented on the draft requests for proposals.  

The CPUC issued resolutions pertaining to the LIGB’s budget and the utilities’ 1999 program year advice letters on December 17 and January 20.

Administrative Law Judge Gottstein issued several drafts of a proposed decision that called for the utilities to continue operating the programs through December 31, 2001, and terminated the request for proposals for independent administration.

Judge Gottstein defined the proposed roles of the LIGB and the California Board for Energy Efficiency to include bringing “policy issues to the Commission’s attention for consideration prior to the development of specific program plans.”

Judge Gottstein held a workshop on March 10, 1999, “to develop procedures for obtaining input on program policies, designs, funding guidelines and other issues prior to the utilities’ specific program plans for PY2000” and “to establish a schedule for all filings related to PY2000.



The CPUC has not ruled upon the LIGB’s November 13 and December 22 policy recommendations.  These policy recommendations address many issues pertinent to the PY2000 CARE and LIEE programs.  The LIGB has revised the policy recommendations to reflect the continuation of utility administration of these programs, and is hereby resubmitting them for CPUC approval.  The LIGB is requesting CPUC approval of these recommendations consistent with the expectation that the LIGB should bring “policy issues to the Commission’s attention for consideration” and with the intent to develop an orderly process for considering issues pertinent to the PY2000 program filings.

The LIGB suggests that the CPUC address these issues as soon as practicable to allow the utilities sufficient time to incorporate the CPUC’s determinations in the October 1 utility advice letters.  The LIGB suggests that the CPUC consider the following schedule:

LIGB policy recommendations submitted to CPUC – March 22

Comments from interested parties on the LIGB recommendations – April 5

LIGB and other party reply comments – April 19

Draft CPUC decision – May 3

Comments on draft CPUC decision (30 days) – June 2

CPUC decision – June 10

The LIGB recognizes that it may be possible to compress this time frame because the extensive discussion and public comment during the LIGB’s development of these recommendations and because these recommendations have been substantively available for public review for over three months. 



	Overall, the impacts resulting from CPUC approval of the LIGB proposed policy rules for continued utility independent administration of the PY2000 CARE and LIEE programs would be as follows:



Establish Overall Low-Income Goals, (e.g.):



Help low-income customers get access to affordable gas and electric service

Assist low income customers to manage their energy use, increase energy efficiency and make their energy bills more affordable

Provide energy education and energy related consumer protection



Establish Structure for Independent Administration:

One statewide LIEE IPA

One statewide CARE IPA

One statewide Independent Audit ad Evaluation Service to assess IPA and program performance



LIEE:



Efficiently transfer Continued utility improvement of LIEE with no gap or disruption in services

Use a consistent, uniform statewide approach to enhance efficiency, comprehensiveness and customer participation

Deliver services using a competitive process



CARE:

Provide for timely transition Continued improvement of utility-administered CARE program including expanded use of CARE to a competitively delivered services with no disruption or gap in service

Deliver CARE services efficiently by use of a self-certification enrollment process (in conjunction with a verification process)

Significantly increase customer participation statewide

Provide for continuation of legislatively or Commission mandated CARE services with a process to reexamination and improve CARE services in 2000 and 2001.





	The policy recommendations are organized into seven sections:



	I.	Introduction 

	II.	Policy Objectives

	III.	IPA Roles and Responsibilities under Independent Program Administration

	IV.	Measure Selection Criteria for the LIEE Program 

		V.	Audit and Evaluation of the LIEE and CARE Programs

	VI.	Design for the LIEE Program under Independent Program Administration

	VII.	Design for the CARE Program under Independent Program Administration



	This document contains two attachments.  Attachment A is appended to Section III on IPA Roles and Responsibilities and summarizes these roles and responsibilities under the new low-income program structure. Attachment B is appended to Section VI on LIEE Program Design and is a table which represents the recommended set of measures for the LIEE program.
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Section II



















Policy Objectives







�



	The LIGB proposes the following low-income program objectives for Commission consideration.  The proposed objectives are a result of a collaborative process involving the Board, the Board’s Advisory Committee and members of the public.  This proposed strategy is intended to be a directional compass for the CPUC’s and Board’s energy related low-income policy.



Recommendation 1



	That the over-arching goal of the CPUC concerning low-income electric and gas utility customers be to assist low-income residents of California in securing access to affordable essential electricity and gas services.  To this end, low-income programs shall provide for energy efficiency through the LIEE program, energy assistance through the CARE program, energy education, and a link with consumer protection programs in an economically efficient manner. 

 

	Further:  



The fundamental purpose of LIEE is to help low-income customers manage their use of energy and to maximize the efficiency with which they use energy.  Its goal is to reduce the usage and thus the energy hardship and bills of low-income customers.



The fundamental purpose of CARE is to make customers' energy bills affordable.

	

The fundamental purpose of energy education is to inform low-income customers of the services available to them, and to educate them as to energy efficiency opportunities.



The fundamental purpose of low-income consumer protection efforts is to ensure: 



That low-income ratepayers have the same opportunities and access to lower energy costs as other residential customers; 

The provision of consumer education; and 

The continuation of their current consumer protections after restructuring as they had prior to restructuring.  





�



Recommendation 2 



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



To provide for a smooth transition of  continued improvements to the CARE and LIEE programs to the Independent Program Administrator(s), with no gap or disruption in services.



To build on infrastructure and experience already developed for the CARE and LIEE programs in California.



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

		

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



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



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



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



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



To ensure timely distribution of CARE benefits.



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



�Recommendation 3



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



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



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



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



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



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



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

�Recommendation 4



	That the LIGB make subsequent recommendations to the CPUC guided by the following objectives: 



The LIGB should ensure that the energy-related needs of low-income customers are identified, and the LIGB should represent the energy-related needs of low-income customers before the CPUC and other related forums.



The LIGB should gather, collect, and disseminate information on the provision of energy efficiency and energy assistance services to low-income customers, and develop and propose remedies to problems the LIGB identifies.



The LIGB should recommend to the CPUC policies and program changes in light of existing statutes, rules, and decisions, and recommend amendments where appropriate.



The LIGB should make recommendations to the CPUC on energy efficiency and ratepayer assistance goals following a future statewide needs assessment.



The LIGB should monitor consumer protection and education issues and recommend policies affecting low-income customers as needed. 



The LIGB should assess low-income energy efficiency and ratepayer assistance programs and policies and make recommendations to the CPUC as appropriate.
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Roles and Responsibilities

Under Independent Program Administration
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Recommendation 5



The LIGB recommends that the CPUC approve a structure for Low-Income program delivery consisting of the specific roles for the various entities defined in the attached document: “Summary of Roles and Responsibilities Under the New Low-Income Program Structure” (Attachment A). This document defines specific responsibilities for:



The Low-Income Governing Board (LIGB);

LIGB Staff and Agents;

A statewide program administrator for the Low-Income Energy Efficiency (LIEE) program (LIEE IPA);

A statewide program administrator for the CARE program (CARE IPA); 

An Independent Audit and Evaluation Service; 

Entities delivering energy efficiency and CARE services under the direction of program administrators (implementors), including community based organizations, community action agencies, and public and private agencies; and

The utility distribution companies (UDCs).







Discussion: The LIGB decided to recommend, at its January, 29, 1998 meeting, that the fundamental structure for low-income program delivery under independent administration would be a statewide independent administrator for the LIEE program (LIEE IPA), a statewide administrator for the CARE program (CARE IPA) and an inspector for the LIEE program that would be independent of the IPA for the purpose of program evaluation.  The Board allowed for the option that one entity could bid on and be granted the contract for both the LIEE and CARE IPAs.  In September and October 1998 the Board determined that the inspector should provide objective and independent assessments of the overall operation, including fiscal and contract management, of both the CARE and LIEE programs.

�

Recommendation 6



The LIGB recommends that the CPUC define the role of the LIEE IPA as the entity that has the responsibility for administration and implementation of the energy efficiency program for low-income households. The LIEE IPA will have responsibility, under CPUC and LIGB oversight, for all aspects of LIEE program delivery except program audits and evaluation.  This would include planning and developing the program, implementing it, inspecting installations, monitoring program results, improving the program, and setting up a process to resolve complaints and disputes.  The LIEE IPA has the option of implementing these tasks directly or through subcontracting with other entities, including community based organizations, community action agencies, and public and private agencies.  The IPA will provide systems for quality assurance and quality control and will be held accountable for its administration of the program.  







Discussion:  This recommendation has been revised to reflect the LIGB’s preference that the LIEE IPA not be responsible for Measurement and Evaluation and that the role of the Independent Audit and Evaluation Service for the LIEE program be expanded accordingly.  As a practical matter to maintain quality assurance and control, the LIEE IPA will conduct internal assessment and evaluation of its own administration and as a contract management tool for the implementors.  However, the independent service is designed to provide unbiased assessments of the overall performance of the LIEE, which will be the basis for determining performance incentives and for other purposes where IPA self-interest would reduce the credibility of the information.  The Independent Audit and Evaluation Service is envisioned to operate on a random spot check basis – utilizing a larger or targeted sample if warranted by evidence of poor IPA performance.



Given this reallocation of responsibility, it would no longer be necessary to maintain a strict separation between the previously defined pre-and-post installation functions of the IPA and the role of contracted implementors who would do the actual installation. The intention had been to require an arms-length relationship between the IPA and the contracted implementors to minimize self-dealing and provide a quality control check.



Expansion of the potential role of the IPA, joined with a corresponding expansion of the role of the Independent Audit and Evaluation Service would allow the IPA to assume more responsibility for direct program delivery and more flexibility to combine this function with others. It might allow, for example, the possibility of block qualification, one-stop assessment and installation, and other program-delivery possibilities. Quality control over installation of measures, as well as the design and content of the entire program administered by the IPA, would be ensured through the inspection, monitoring, evaluation, reporting and consultation functions of the Independent Audit and Evaluation Service. 



�

Recommendation 7



The LIGB recommends that the CPUC define the role of the CARE IPA as the entity that has the responsibility for administration and implementation of the California Alternative Rates for Energy program for low-income households. The CARE IPA will have responsibility, under CPUC and LIGB oversight, for the CARE program delivery, in conjunction with the billing agent, except for program audits and evaluation.  This would include planning and developing the program, implementing it, monitoring results, improving the program, and setting up a process to resolve disputes and complaints.  The CARE IPA has the option of implementing these tasks directly or through subcontracting with other entities, including community based organizations, community action agencies, and public and private agencies.  The IPA will provide systems for quality assurance and quality control and will be held accountable for its administration of the program.  







Discussion:  This recommendation has been revised to reflect the LIGB’s preference that the CARE IPA not have responsibility for developing and maintaining the data base for use by the CARE and LIEE programs.  That issue is addressed in a later recommendation.



	The CARE IPA will have to coordinate closely with the utility distribution companies and potentially other entities because the rate discounts are most easily implemented through the entity conducting the billing.  The CARE IPA may not have control over the billing agent.  It may be more efficient to give the billing agent the responsibility for the bill adjustment aspect of CARE service delivery.  But efficiency must be weighed against the need to provide CARE services uniformly statewide, and thus the LIGB recommends that the CARE program delivery be the responsibility of the CARE IPA in conjunction with the billing agent to provide uniform efficient delivery of CARE discounts statewide.



The CARE IPA is also very dependent on ready access to eligible and enrolled customer data, which at this time is in the control of the utilities.  CARE participation is dependent on public awareness and outreach, which is one of the key responsibilities of the CARE IPA.



�

Recommendation 8



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







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



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





�

Recommendation 9



The LIGB recommends that the CPUC acknowledge the utilities’ continuing role in the delivery of low-income programs even after transition to independent administration.  The CPUC should allow the utilities to recover appropriate costs involved with these continued roles.  If a utility bids for and is selected to be the IPA, the utility services provided under the utility’s continuing role should be unbundled and costs recovered separately from the services provided by the IPA. 







Discussion:  The utilities will continue to play an important role. Customers will continue to approach representatives of their distribution utilities with queries regarding programs and bills.  These queries must be either answered or referred. Utilities may be asked to provide data to provide leads on enrollment or to assist program assessment. UDCs will also have responsibility for determining, collecting and transferring PGC funds and for reconciling bills for CARE program customers. These roles should be recognized and the utilities allowed rate recovery for them.  IPAs may contract with UDCs to provide enrollment or other services.



The utilities also can bid for and be selected to be IPAs.  Even in this circumstance, the continuing roles of the utility distribution company, irrespective of who is the IPA, should be recognized and compensated separately.  The IPA bids will not be comparable if the UDC roles common to any administrator are not isolated, kept distinct from the IPA roles, and separately compensated.



 In addition, the utilities have computer and data handling capabilities associated with their customer billing systems that may prove to be a very cost-effective way of providing  support to the CARE and LIEE IPAs.  The utility costs associated with their delivery of low-income programs have been incremental to other costs associated with customer billing.  To the extent that the IPAs would develop new systems, they may be charged at full cost to the CARE and LIEE programs, and thus may be more costly than contracting for continued use of the utility systems. 

 

The utilities, using ratepayer money, also have developed training resources, including both facilities and personnel that will be difficult or expensive to duplicate.  Thus it may be cost effective for an IPA to contract with the utilities to provide training services rather than develop its own.





�

Recommendation 10



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

  

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

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

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

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



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



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



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



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

�Recommendation 11



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



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



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



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



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



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



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



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

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

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

�

Recommendation 12



It is imperative that the CPUC address serious information and data system issues fundamental to the transfer of both the LIEE and CARE programs to independent administration.  The transition to independent administration cannot be successfully completed unless compatible, economic and accessible information and data systems are available to the independent administrator.  In order to accomplish this the CPUC should establish a data system technical committee as soon as possible to:

Explore data systems issues related to the CARE and LIEE programs;

Develop an RFP to secure technical expertise and resources for the LIGB to assess permanent and transitional data system requirements;

Work with the consultant to assess alternative data systems needed to achieve the LIGB/CPUC’s program objectives and to develop recommendations for LIGB/CPUC review and approval; and

Assist in overseeing the implementation of the selected data systems approach.







Discussion:  At its September 29, 1998 meeting, the LIGB considered a proposal to make the development and management of the low-income data system a responsibility of the CARE IPA.  The rationale for that proposal was that the CARE IPA is very data intensive, needing the capability to handle several million customers on a continuous basis to assure that each CARE recipient is properly credited on each month’s bill.  Centralizing the data management system in the CARE IPA would result in uniform statewide application and availability of the data. 



The LIGB determined that the data systems issue required further assessment.  The LIGB was concerned that centralizing a critical database in one location statewide could be too costly and susceptible to failure.  It wished to consider a more decentralized option, and to remove it from the responsibilities of the CARE IPA.



The October 2 and October 22 versions of the roles and responsibilities recommendations more carefully separate the use of the database from the maintenance of the database.  Thus the IPA’s need to have access to the database to enroll customers is an IPA responsibility, while the maintenance of the database as an archival record of who was enrolled may be the responsibility of another entity.  The October 22 version also reflects the comments from the Advisory Committee on October 20-21.



To determine the best data system approach it is first necessary to determine what the data system will be used for.  The CARE database is relatively large, and must handle on the order of a million customers per year.  CARE data turnover is quite rapid; the database changes daily and becomes obsolete in several years.  By comparison, the LIEE data base is much smaller, handling about 50,000 customers per year, but needs to be maintained for a longer period of time to maintain an archival record of when and what LIEE measures a customer received.  

Generally speaking, the data system can be used for:



Managing the program: This requires real time access, and is especially important to CARE.  To determine which customers receive the CARE discount, the database must be continuously updated and polled.  The CARE database is very dynamic and is an integral part of the program delivery.

Recordkeeping:  This requires stability for long-term retrieval of data, and is of more concern to the LIEE program.  To determine eligibility and priorities for the LIEE program, it is important to know which households have previously received LIEE or other weatherization services, which measures were installed, and when.  There will be ongoing additions to the LIEE data base, but it does not need to be polled on a daily basis to determine whether a customer still qualifies for the service (unlike the CARE program where a customer cease to be eligible for continuing benefits). 



To properly design a reliable data system(s), it is important to determine exactly what data is required and how it will be used.  This has not been done in a comprehensive fashion, with an eye toward the new IPA structure, although clearly the utilities and others involved historically in the CARE and LIEE programs are aware of the historic data needs and uses.



	To establish a reliable data system(s), it is also important to assure that the data system has the appropriate technical specifications.  Issues to be resolved include: determining the necessary capacity (both of the hardware and the personnel entering and retrieving data), assuring adequate accessibility (both timely and statewide), assuring confidentiality and privacy, assuring security of the data and of the interconnected systems (e.g., utility billing computers).  The technical specifications must also consider and allow for the possibility that the IPAs will change over time as new bids are let for the IPA functions, and that the data system must either be independent of the IPAs or transferable.



	Another useful consideration in establishing the data system is who has the requisite capabilities and at what cost.  This is complicated by several issues relating to the historic and ongoing roles of the utilities in the CARE and LIEE programs:  



For recordkeeping purposes, the utilities’ historic database could be transferred, or it could be maintained by the utilities and contracted for by the IPAs.  The drawback is that not all of the utilities' databases are Year 2000 compliant, and may need significant upgrading and modification.



For future recordkeeping purposes, the new IPA could use its own system as it provided services, thus creating a new record as of the date the IPA started.  Over time, the database would turn over and the existing utility databases would become obsolete.  The drawbacks are potential incompatibility with the historic databases, future incompatibility as IPAs change, reliability of a potentially untested system, and cost. �

For program management, the utilities have billing systems in place and will continue to use those systems for billing after the transition to IPAs.  Thus, particularly for the CARE program, the existing utility data systems may provide opportunities for the IPAs to access or input customer eligibility data.  Using the utilities’ systems has some disadvantages because the systems are neither uniform statewide, nor necessarily compatible to provide statewide access.  The IPAs could also set up their own data systems for program management, but that is likely to be more costly because the full cost of the system would be attributable to the CARE/LIEE programs rather than the incremental cost (incremental to the utilities’ billing system).  Reliability and stability under changing IPAs are also concerns if the IPA implements its own data system for program management). 



In the fall of 1997 the LIGB sought a consultant to develop a data system framework and to assist with the data systems issue, but did not secure those services.  Thus the LIGB is left with a difficult situation of needing to resolve the data base issues to determine the roles and responsibilities of the IPAs for inclusion in the RFPs, yet not having the resources available to fully investigate the issues and reach recommendations.  To help address the data base issues, it would be appropriate for the LIGB/CPUC to convene meetings of utility and other CARE/LIEE service providers to further scope out the needs and alternatives.  Because the data systems issue involves the utilities, either to transfer assets or to continue to provide data base services, it will require guidance from the CPUC as to the terms and conditions under which the utility will be involved to determine which approach(es) are most likely to be cost efficient and reliable.  Thus, the meetings should be at least coordinated with the CPUC to assure that appropriate staff is in attendance.

�

SUMMARY OF ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES UNDER THE NEW LOW INCOME PROGRAM STRUCTURE



ATTACHMENT A



OVERALL STRUCTURE



The Independent Administrators and the Independent Audit and Evaluation Service



The LIGB advises that administration of California Low-Income Programs should be divided between:

An Administrator for the CARE portion of the programs;

An Administrator for the LIEE portion of the programs, and

An Independent Audit and Evaluation Service, whose functions include providing independent quality control, fiscal and management audits, and program performance assessment for any aspect of the LIEE and CARE programs.



The LIGB recommends that the rules allow one entity to bid on, and conceivably receive, the contracts for both the CARE and LIEE administrator functions.







Other Entities with Roles to be Defined in the New Administrative Structure



The following entities will also ultimately have roles and responsibilities for overseeing, administering, and implementing the expenditure of low-income public purpose funds for low-income programs: 

The California Public Utility Commission (CPUC); 

The Low Income Governing Board (LIGB); 

Entities performing analytic and other support services for the LIGB, (LIGB staff, agents, and Technical Advisory Committee); 

A statewide program administrator for the LIEE program (IPA); 

An Inspection Service for the LIEE program; 

A statewide program administrator for the CARE program (IPA);

Entities delivering energy efficiency and CARE services under the direction of program administrators (implementors), including community based organizations, community action agencies, and public and private agencies, and

The distribution utilities (UDCs).



�

GENERAL ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES



LIGB Responsibilities



The roles and responsibilities of the LIGB under the new structure will include:

Advising the CPUC on the needs to be served by California’s low-income programs and ensuring that these needs are assessed for the purpose of program design and evaluation;

Evaluating and proposing programmatic modifications to the CARE and LIEE programs and existing DSM rules;

Coordination of policy with the California Board for Energy Efficiency(CBEE), the CPUC Call Center, the Energy Education Trust, and other agencies and boards;

Oversight of the disbursement of low-income public purpose funds;

Oversight and evaluation in regard to the Independent Program Administrators and the Independent Audit and Evaluation Service;

Oversight of the preparation and submittal of reports to the CPUC;

Budget oversight and recommendation;

Hiring and oversight of staff and agents;

Review proposals for and develop recommended lists of prescribed LIEE measures;

Ensuring the existence of a workable process for resolving complaints and disputes (between customers and anyone else in the program delivery system and between parts of the delivery system itself), and

Ensuring that multi-lingual capabilities are provided for in all aspects of the programs, including outreach, delivery, energy education, consumer protection and the complaint and dispute resolution process.





LIGB Staff and Agents Responsibilities



The responsibilities of LIGB staff and agents include the following: 

Assisting the LIGB in the tasks described above;

Performing analytic tasks that aid the LIGB and the CPUC in assessing the extent to which the IPAs and their programs are meeting Board objectives. These tasks might include, but not be limited to, strategic planning, needs assessments, pilots, and program effectiveness and efficiency evaluations;

Providing information that administrators can use to assess and verify implementor performance;

Developing recommendations on policy and program issues;

Preparation of reports to be filed with the CPUC, and

Conducting public meetings and technical workshops on specific LIGB topics.











LIEE Independent Program Administrator Responsibilities



The LIEE IPA is responsible for the administration of the LIEE program, the overall program success and all aspects of program implementation, consistent with approved LIGB goals, with the exception of independent auditing and evaluation of the LIEE program. Specific responsibilities include:

Facilitating program development, planning, and budgeting for the LIEE and related energy education and consumer protection programs;

Administering and overseeing LIEE program implementation;

Facilitating the transition to new administration;

Preparing reports to the LIGB and CPUC;

General administration and coordination services for the LIEE program, and

Assuring uniform statewide implementation of the LIEE program.





The LIEE IPA eventually will provide, either directly or through subcontract, all services necessary to implement the LIEE program, including but not limited to:

Designing and revising the LIEE program;

Ensuring that eligible populations gain an awareness and understanding of the LIEE program and have access to applications and assistance (multi-lingual notification and assistance);

Coordination and cooperation or contracting with other entities that would provide intake, referral and application assistance such as CBOs, CAAs, UDCs etc.;

Providing for cross-program certification and referrals of eligible customers between the LIEE and CARE programs, and potentially other programs; 

Receiving applications for the LIEE program, verifying eligibility and registering eligible applicants;

Determining the prescribed measures for installation by climate zone;

Developing program operating manual and installation specifications to assure uniform high quality implementation of measures;

Determining the households to be serviced by LIEE program and the specific measures to be implemented;

Providing for multi-lingual energy education and consumer protection services;

Contracting with implementors;

Oversight and management of implementors;

Post-installation inspection of homes for proper installations of energy efficiency measures;

Measurement and impact evaluation of LIEE installations and program;

Identification and implementation of LIEE program improvements;

Providing adequate training for IPA staff, implementors, Independent Audit and Evaluation Service staff, and other staff involved in designing and delivering low income programs;

Developing and implementing a process for resolving customer complaints and disputes;

Developing and implementing a process for resolving disputes among the implementors, the IPA, and the IPAs subcontractors;

Addressing appliance safety, health, fire and other considerations related to the LIEE program;

Ensuring that data pertinent to the LIEE program is available when needed by whom it is needed, and

Ensuring necessary records are developed timely and maintained as long as they are needed for the LIEE program.







CARE Independent Program Administrator Responsibilities



The CARE IPA is responsible for the administration of the CARE program, the overall program success and all aspects of program implementation, consistent with approved LIGB goals, with the exception of independent auditing and evaluation of the CARE program. Specific responsibilities include:

Facilitating program development, planning, and budgeting for the CARE and related energy education and consumer protection programs;

Administering and overseeing CARE program implementation;

Facilitating the transition to new administration, recognizing that UDCs may have an ongoing role in the delivery of benefits under the CARE program;

Preparing reports to the LIGB and CPUC;

General administration and coordination services for the CARE program, and

Assuring uniform statewide implementation of the CARE program.





The CARE IPA eventually will provide, either directly or through subcontract, all services necessary to implement the CARE program, including but not limited to:

Targeting, marketing and outreach to ensure eligible populations gain an awareness and understanding of the CARE program and have access to applications and assistance (multi-lingual notification and assistance).  This could include possible partnerships or subcontracts with other agencies;

Receiving applications for the CARE program and registering eligible applicants;

Coordination and cooperation or contracting with other entities that would provide intake, application assistance and referral such as CBOs, CAAs, UDCs etc.;

Providing cross-program certification and referrals of eligible customers between the CARE and LIEE programs, and potentially other programs;

Conducting random verification of the eligibility of self-declared participants in the CARE program;

Providing for multi-lingual energy education and consumer protection services;

Tracking and reporting CARE program expenses and disbursements;

Forecasting numbers of eligible customers and projected annual need;

Tracking, invoicing and reimbursement for CARE discounts;

Ensuring proper management of pertinent data for the CARE program and its participants;

Ensuring necessary records are developed in a timely fashion and maintained as long as they are needed for the CARE program;

Contracting with implementors and other subcontractors;

Providing adequate training for IPA staff, implementors, Independent Audit and Evaluation Service staff, and other staff involved in designing and delivering low income programs;

Developing and implementing a process for resolving customer complaints and disputes, and

Developing and implementing a process for resolving disputes among the implementors, the IPA, and the IPA’s subcontractors. 







Independent Audit and Evaluation Service Responsibilities



The Independent Audit and Evaluation Service is responsible for providing an unbiased independent assessment of the effectiveness of the CARE and LIEE programs and of the impact of the LIEE program on reducing customer energy use and bills, increasing comfort and reducing hardships.  The Independent Audit and Evaluation Service will also assess the performance of the CARE and LIEE program administrators consistent with approved LIGB goals.  Specific responsibilities will include:

Auditing the planning and implementation process and management of the CARE programs;

Auditing the planning and implementation process and management of the LIEE programs;

Evaluating the impact of the LIEE program on energy use, bills, comfort, and other features;

Reporting results and recommendations to the LIGB and to the IPAs;

Participating, along with the LIGB, the CPUC staff, the IPA and other entities, in a continual process of program evaluation and redesign;

Developing recommendations to improve quality and cost efficiency of CARE and LIEE programs, and

Assessing the level of IPA performance relative to the criteria for IPAs to qualify for performance incentives.



The Independent Audit and Evaluation Service eventually will provide, either directly or through subcontract, all services necessary to audit and evaluate the CARE and LIEE programs, including but not limited to:

Determining the characteristics to be measured/monitored and the criteria against which performance is measured;

Inspecting a sufficient number of installation sites to determine whether all measures appropriate to the home were properly installed, the quality of the installation and the efficiency by which it was performed (including consideration of health, fire and safety issues);

Determining the effectiveness of installed measures;

Interviewing customers to evaluate customer satisfaction, comfort improvement, etc.;

Evaluating the entire process of program development and delivery by conducting quality control spot-checks of any aspect of the LIEE and CARE programs for the purposes of assessing program efficiency, effectiveness, consistency with LIGB policy;

Assuring the quality of the IPA's management of the LIEE program by reporting to the IPA any problems found with installations and ensuring they are corrected;

Developing information useful for program modification, for contract management and for determining IPA performance incentives;

Reporting to the LIGB, the managers of the IPA contract, and the IPA, identifying deficiencies and recommending program changes and improvements;

Assisting in the continual process of program evaluation, improvement and redesign;

Assessing timeliness, work  flow, backlogs of LIEE and CARE IPAs, and

Assessing fiscal management, contract management and other operational aspects of the IPAs for the CARE and LIEE programs.







Implementors



The responsibilities of implementors will include:

Implementing programs and activities agreed to under contract;

Working cooperatively to resolve customer complaints and disputes;

Providing periodic needs assessment data and program reports;

Participating in program development and planning, and

Any other responsibilities included in the contracts.





Distribution Utilities



UDCs will continue to have some responsibilities after transition to independent administration including:

Provision of data to assist with outreach, intake and evaluation;

Routing, referring or handling customer information requests or complaints and disputes;

Bill adjustments for the CARE program;

Determination and transfer of PGC funds for low-income programs;

Record-keeping for the CARE participant data and the LIEE participant data (LIEE records require longer term storage), and

Provision of training resources, both personnel and facilities (at least in the near term).
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Section IV







Measure Selection Criteria

For the LIEE Program
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Recommendation 13



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







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



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



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



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



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



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



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



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



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



Neither the cost of home rehabilitation, appliance repair or replacement work done to provide for health and safety, nor the resulting changes in energy consumption should be included when calculating the Modified Participant Test for energy efficiency measures.  The cost of rehabilitation and repairs should be treated as a separate part of the overall LIEE program, with a portion of the LIEE funding set-aside for the sole purpose of doing rehabilitation and repair.
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Recommendation 14



	The LIGB recommends that the CPUC determine whether Section 2790 of the Public Utilities Code allows the discretion to not install the “Big Six” because of economic unfeasibility.

	If the CPUC determines that it has the discretion to not install the “Big Six” based on economics, the Board then recommends that the “Big Six” measures be subjected to the measure selection criteria defined in recommendation 13.

	If the CPUC determines that the “Big Six” must be installed without regard to economics, then the Board recommends that the “Big Six” be evaluated for economics and changes to the legislation pursued if warranted. 

	The LIGB recommends that, for the year 2000 and beyond, the IPAs LIEE administrators provide the prescribed efficiency measures to low-income customers, including some or all of the “Big Six” as well as other measures that have been added to the list of prescriptive measures. 







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

attic insulation; 

caulking;

 weatherstripping;

 low flow showerheads;

 water heater insulating blankets, and

 building envelope repairs which reduce air infiltration.



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



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



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



The Board recommends that the “Big Six” be subjected to the same selection criteria proposed for other measures in the year 2000 and beyond.  Furthermore, the Board recommends that “Big Six” measures failing the selection criteria for specific climate zones not be installed in those zones.  If the CPUC determines that the current law does not allow the discretion to use economics as one of the factors in determining whether it is feasible to install the “Big Six” measures, the Board recommends that the CPUC consider seeking a change to the law.  The Board recommends that a change to the law be sought if such a change is indicated following detailed economic analyses of each of the “Big Six” measures for each of California’s climate zones.
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Recommendation 15



The LIGB recommends that the CPUC establish a process for adding energy efficiency measures to, or removing them from, the prescriptive list of measures available to low-income customers for the year 2000 and beyond.  The process should include:

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

LIGB analysis of proposed changes to the list.

LIGB recommendations to the CPUC.

CPUC approval of modifications to the prescribed lists of measures to be installed wherever feasible.



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



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



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



The process should work as follows:



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

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

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

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

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



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



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



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



� 

Recommendation 16



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





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



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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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



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



The costs of appliance repair or replacement and of home rehabilitation work done to provide for health and safety, and the energy impacts from that work, should not be included when evaluating performance under the Modified Participant Test for energy efficiency measures.  Repair, replacement and rehabilitation are done to safely provide an essential service, which is an equity concern very distinct from energy efficiency.  Repair or replacement of appliances may in some cases cause in increase in energy consumption, but with the attendant reduction in hardship.  The cost of repair, replacement and rehabilitation should be treated as a separate part of the overall LIEE program, with a portion of the LIEE funding set-aside for the sole purpose of doing repair, replacement and rehabilitation.  
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Recommendation 17

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

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

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

Support the performance incentives system;

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

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





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

The Independent Audit and Evaluation Service will be an entity separate from the CARE and LIEE IPAs, and will report to the LIGB.  The Independent Audit and Evaluation Service will also provide feedback and suggestions directly to the IPAs and implementors to assist them to identify and implement program improvements.
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Recommendation 18



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

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

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

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

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

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

A&E of energy education and consumer protection activities will be specifically included. 



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

	These lists are examples of the types of data to be collected and are not intended to be complete.  Certainly, the data to be collected must correlate to the criteria for determining the performance incentives, and the lists must be augmented when the final decisions regarding the performance incentives are made.  Other parameters and information needed to manage the programs will also need to be identified and compliled by the IPAsprogram administrators.  It is not the intent of the LIGB that the program administratorsIPA “study the programs to death.”  Doing so could be a costly and inefficient proposition that would detract from the program.  This suggests that certain key performance indicators should be monitored regularly, while others may be assessed on occasion, and only if there is a specific need to update the prior assessment.



�



















Section VI













Design for the LIEE Program

Under Independent Program Administration









�

Recommendation 19



The IPAutility program administrators will jointly develop and update a prescribed list of energy efficiency measures by climate zone to assure that the LIEE program is implemented uniformly throughout the state.  The program administrators IPA will:

Use selection criteria adopted by LIGB.

Maintain ongoing consultation with LIGB.

Develop prescribed lists of measures.





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



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

�

Recommendation 20

 

	The IPAutility program administrators will jointly develop a field manual to determine when measures on the prescribed list are feasible and appropriate for installation dependent on the physical on-site characteristics of the home and an installation manual to establish installation standards.  Both manuals would be submitted to the LIGB/CPUC for review and approval.





Discussion: The prescribed measures are determined to be in the public interest in a typical installation, and take into account economic as well as non-quantifiable factors.  However, it will not be feasible to implement all of those measures in each household.  The field manual (also known as the Policy and Procedures Operating Manual) determines which measures will be implemented based on a relatively straightforward set of applicability criteria.  For example, a measure would not be installed if:

It was unsafe to do so

It could not be physically installed

It triggered additional work relative to local building codes

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

The customer does not accept the measure.



The field manual would not require economic analyses to be conducted on-site.



The field manual answers the question of when to install a measure, and may contain detailed guidance on the following types of issues:

Home eligibility

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

Building envelope repair

Measures to be installed and conditions for installation

Safety

On-site energy education

Inspections of installations

Monitoring and performance standards

License and insurance requirements



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



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

�

Recommendation 21



	On or before January 1, 20012000, the IPAutility program administrators shall ensure the installation, in each home treated, of all prescribed energy efficiency measures determined feasible and appropriate in accordance with the procedures developed in Recommendations 19 and 20.





Discussion: Housing served by the LIEE program should receive all the energy efficiency measures on the prescribed lists that are feasible and appropriate as soon as possible.  The transitional utility program administrators are currently responsible for the implementation of the LIEE program (including 1999 program modifications) through December 31, 1999.  The CPUC order scheduled to be issued March 18, 1999, is expected to continue utility administration of the low income programs through at least December 31, 2001.  During this time, prescribed lists will be developed and current implementation manuals updated.  In the year 2000, when the IPA first takes over, Until the joint procedures are developed, the programs may continue to be implemented using the 1999 measures and process.  Every reasonable effort should be undertaken by the IPA utility program administrators to expeditiously update or replace the prescribed lists and manuals to reflect a statewide scope rather than individual utility scopes.  The full implementation of recommendations 19 and 20 should be accomplished as soon as possible, but no later than January 1, 2001.

�

Recommendation 22 



(In reference to 1999 LIEE Program Recommendation A.1)



Require all Independent Program Administrators (IPAs) utility program administrators to initially use the attached standard set of measures for installation as part of the 2000 LIEE program (see Attachment B A).

Discussion: The four utilities currently implementing California’s LIEE program offer different measures to participating customers. Adopting a single set of measures will facilitate uniform non-discriminatory implementation of the LIEE program and set the stage for a possible transition to a single program operated by a competitively selected IPA in the post-2001 time frame.



Attachment A B contains a set of recommended measures for the 2000 LIEE program. It lists each measure, describes it, and notes the rationale for inclusion, and states the policy governing its installation. This chart is based largely upon a document prepared by the LIGB’s technical advisory committee (LIGBAC), “Program Design Recommendations of the Advisory Committee for Feasibility Criteria to be Used in the 1999 Direct Assistance Program.” 



The measures in Attachment A B will be the initial universe of measures and repairs to be considered for installation.  The utility program administrators IPA initially will implement measures from this attachment using current measure selection criteria, but will ultimately apply the process defined in Recommendations 19 and 20.  This list of measures in Attachment B A will be refined as the IPA program administrators develops detailed program designs and proposes modifications.

�

Recommendation 23



  	(In reference to 1999 LIEE Program Recommendation A.4)



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



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



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



The CPUC in Resolution E-3586 adopted a substantially similar recommendation for PY1999.  The PY2000 recommendation changes the $1,500 limit from a cap at each home to an average not to be exceeded for all homes receiving furnace services.  This gives the program administrators more flexibility to implement the programs.





�

Recommendation 24



(In reference to 1999 LIEE Program Recommendation A.4)



Require all program administratorsIPAs to limit home shell repairs to those absolutely necessary using a standard set of repair items up to $750/home with a reasonable program cap proposed by the IPAs program administrators and approved by the CPUC/LIGB as a portion of their total program budget.



Discussion: Repairs in participants’ homes are often necessary for the health and safety of the residents and to permit the installation of appropriate program measures.  Some measures defined as repairs can result in significant energy reductions, bill savings and increased comfort if installed in homes with high heating or cooling loads. These same measures installed in homes with little or no heating or cooling loads will yield little or no energy reductions, bill savings or comfort improvements. 



For example, in areas with significant heating and or cooling, window repairs will reduce energy use and improve comfort (and health and safety). In climates where windows are typically left open, the energy benefit of this repair is negligible, although safety, security and hardships benefits may still be significant. 



Utilities operating the LIEE program have had different policies regarding use of program funds for repairs to customers’ homes. There are not only different limits for the amount, which can be spent on repairs (from $200 to unlimited), but different repair items are considered allowable.  In 1997, SDG&E spent an average of about $50 per home for minor repairs; SoCalGas about $131 per home.  The average spent per home is significantly less than the cap amount which could be spent.



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



The CPUC in Resolution E-3586 substantially adopted LIGB’s 1999 program recommendations that established a program cap for furnace and home shell repairs of 20% of the program budget, but allowed SoCalGas to exceed that cap.  The PY2000 recommendations require the  program administratorsIPA should to jointly propose a different program cap based on its specific a joint uniform program design, reflecting the LIGB’s intent that LIEE program funds be used principally for energy efficiency improvements.

�

Recommendation 25



(In reference to 1999 LIEE Program Recommendation B.1)



	The LIGB recommends that the CPUC require the LIEE program administrators IPA to ensure that refrigerators under the LIEE program are replaced by new Energy Star rated refrigerators whenever:

The LIEE-qualified low-income customer owns the refrigerator;

The customer is individually metered;

The customer’s current refrigerator is at least 10 year old;

The customer agrees to allow the existing unit(s) to be removed for recycling and de-manufacture.  The IPA program administrators must specify that the old refrigerators will be dismantled for recycling with systematic accounting of all CFCs, and

The new refrigerators can be properly grounded in accordance with local codes.  If extensive rewiring is required to ensure compliance with code the measure may not be installed.  The IPA program administrators will propose grounding criteria as part of the Installation Manual (See Recommendation 20).





Discussion: Refrigeration is a large electricity cost in almost every home. In fact, for customers with little electric heating or cooling, refrigeration is often the largest electricity user in the home. Many low-income customers operate one or more old, inefficient refrigerators or freezers that waste significant amounts of electricity. Replacing inefficient refrigerators (and freezers) with high efficiency refrigerators will result in significant energy and bill reductions.



A refrigerator is an expensive item. It is important to make sure that the measure cost is as low as possible, that significant savings will be produced and that the old unit does not end up in the home of another customer. Further, since the LIEE program is for the benefit of low-income customers, it is important that the low-income customer is the one who will own the new unit.  The program will apply to existing refrigerators or refrigerators with separate freezers which together can be replaced by an energy efficient refrigerator (with built-in freezer).



To minimize program costs, program administrators IPAs should ensure that competitive bids are used to purchase efficient, standard size and color refrigerators (e.g., a white, 18 cubic foot unit) that are Energy Star rated.  To ensure the inefficient refrigerator is not simply used by another customer, customers receiving replacements must agree to surrender the existing appliance(s) for recycling and de-manufacture. The IPA program administrators will be required to have a specific detailed plan regarding the recycling and systematic accounting of all CFC’s.



The CPUC in Resolution E-3586 adopted a substantially similar recommendation for SDG&E.  The PY2000 recommendation extends the 10 year age threshold to the other utilities and eliminates the field estimation of energy savings potentially required by the 650 kwh/yr savings requirement in the PY1999 recommendations.  It also added the grounding requirements to assure safety. 





�

Recommendation 26



 (In reference to 1999 LIEE Program Recommendation B.3)



Require all program administratorsIPAs to install attic ventilation as a stand-alone measure in areas with high cooling loads when the home has sufficient insulation but inadequate attic ventilation.

Discussion: Utilities currently operating the LIEE program only increase attic ventilation to recommended levels when additional attic insulation is being installed.� If field staff determine that an attic does not need additional insulation, attic ventilation is not addressed, even if the ventilation is inadequate.



In many homes, adequate ventilation preserves roofing members and helps to dissipate moisture that can damage a home. However, in homes with high heating loads and no cooling loads, installing appropriate levels of attic ventilation can actually increase heating bills, especially if the attic is poorly insulated.  That is why installing appropriate levels of attic ventilation is included as a repair item in Recommendation 24.



On the other hand, in homes in areas with high cooling loads (e.g., areas with significant cooling degree-days) increasing attic ventilation to approved levels can provide significant energy savings. In such homes on days when air conditioning is used, adequate attic ventilation will lower the temperature of the ceiling below the attic, thereby reducing the cooling load.



Attic ventilation improvements to recommended levels should be included as a cost effective and feasible stand-alone measure in homes that already have sufficient attic insulation in areas with a high cooling requirement. For 2000, IPAs program administrators should propose geographic areas in which attic ventilation should be an approved stand-alone measure in cooperation with the LIGBAC and LIGB Subcommittee, for LIGB/CPUC approval.  



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



The CPUC in Resolution E-3586 adopted substantially this proposal for PG&E and SDG&E on a trial basis, and indicated it will evaluate this as well as consider extending it to SCE in PY2000.  Due to the late start of the 1999 programs, significant data is not likely to be available and the evaluation is not likely to be possible before PY2001.

�

Recommendation 27



	The program administratorsIPA, with policy guidelines from the LIGB, should develop non-discriminatory and equitable strategies to select, from among the qualified low-income customers, those who will receive LIEE benefits.  The LIGB will review the proposed strategies, and with appropriate modifications, recommend them to the CPUC for approval.  The utility program administratorsIPA will apply those strategies no later than January 1, 20002001.



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



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

 

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



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



The strategies will be submitted (and updated) annually as part of the IPA’s program administrators’ programmatic budget filings.  The LIGB will review the strategy, and recommend it for approval, with modifications, by the CPUC.  It is the LIGB’s intent that the IPA program administrators implements the joint strategy for selecting LIEE participants from among eligible customers no later than January 1, 20002001.  

�

Recommendation 28



The IPA program administrators should analyze and assess methods to constructively enhance and integrate the LIEE, Weatherization Assistance Program and other federal weatherization programs operating in California, and submit its report and recommendations to the LIGB/CPUC for review and approval no later January 1, 20002001.





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



The IPA program administrators should analyze and assess the impact of integrating and coordinating the LIEE program with other federal, state and local programs (including consideration of the ongoing ULTS proceeding related to income eligibility and income standards).  The IPA program administrators should then develop (with LIGB Subcommittee/LIGBAC input) and propose to the LIGB/CPUC by January 1, 20012000, an effective approach to integrate, enhance and coordinate the application process and eligibility standards for LIEE with Federal and State funded weatherization programs.  

�

Recommendation 29



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



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



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



Utilities currently implementing the LIEE program may be limiting the number of installations of a specific measure based upon a self imposed budget limit for installation of that specific measure. For example, if program staff arestaff is in a customer’s home, they may install all feasible measures except an energy efficient refrigerator because the budget limit on refrigerator replacements has been reached. In this case, there may be sufficient overall LIEE funds to pay for the refrigerator, which would have produced significant energy and bill savings for the customer, yet the refrigerator would not be installed. 



Once program staff are in a home, they should install as many of the measures from the standard set that are appropriate for that home. Using this comprehensive approach reduces transaction costs (costs of getting to the home) as a percentage of total program expenditures. This results in more program funds being spent on appropriate measures that produce savings in each home, thereby increasing program cost efficiency.�



Additionally, installing all appropriate measures for each home minimizes lost opportunities and reduces the likelihood that the same homes will need services in future years. 



Installation of measures should be based on actual conditions encountered not arbitrary allocations. Budget constraints will limit the number of homes visited in any program year, but should not limit the delivery of appropriate measures in a specific home.



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





�

Recommendation 30



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



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



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



�

Recommendation 31



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



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



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



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



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



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



The IPA program administrators should develop and propose to the LIGB (in cooperation with the LIGB Subcommittee/LIGBAC) options and combinations for energy efficiency measures co-pay amounts covering both low-income participants owned and landlord owned situations.  The CPUC in Resolution E-3586 directed that the parties give further consideration to co-pays.  The LIGB also recommended that co-pay issues are addressed and scheduled by the ALJ for PY2000.



�

Recommendation 32



The LIGB recommends that the CPUC enact a policy to ensure that owner-occupied and rental housing occupied by low-income LIEE participants qualify for the identical set of LIEE measures.



Discussion: For programmatic and cost effectiveness, equity, and program uniformity concerns it is important not to exclude renters from specific LIEE measures.  A large fraction of California’s low-income population lives in rental property.  Excluding these important measures from LIEE participants who rent reduces LIEE’s potential benefits and cost effectiveness.  Also, equity issues also arise if different sets of measures are installed at the homes of LIEE participants based solely on home ownership.  



While the objective of providing the same opportunities for low-income renters as for home-owners is appealing, it raises issues about equity and the viability of the program related to the ownership of the equipment.  If the renter owns the newly-installed measures and receives the reduced bills and increased comfort, then there is little incentive for the landlord to accept the measures on his/her property (especially if a measure replaces some of the landlord’s equipment and puts it into the renter’s ownership).  For example, replacing a landlord-owned refrigerator with a new high-efficiency model owned by the renter leaves the landlord without an appliance if the renter should move.  



On the other hand, if the landlord owns the newly-installed equipment, there is concern that low-income moneys are going to increase the wealth of potentially wealthy landlords.  In this case the renter gets the benefits of reduced bills and increased comfort as long as the equipment stays in the rental unit and the unit remains rented to LIEE-qualified low-income customers.  But the landlord’s assets will be increased through the expenditure of LIEE money, which raises questions about the efficient use of LIEE funds and equity. For example, replacing a landlord-owned refrigerator with a new high-efficiency model owned by the landlord may allow a wealthy landlord to replace aging refrigerators and increase his/her assets using LIEE funds.  That could be a problem, especially if the energy-saving benefits do not accrue to low income customers for a sufficient period of time.



With most measures, however, there is no problem offering the same opportunities to low-income renters as to low-income owners.  

The “Big Six” measures are required without distinction whether the property was landlord or occupant owned.

Other weatherization measures are apparently not perceived to increase the property resale value and hence, do not create the perception of low-income funds subsidizing rental businesses.



	Replacement of heating systems is a costly measure. Because the furnaces are owned by the landlord, it could raise the concerns described above if replacements are provided to tenants as they are to low-income owners.  However, heating systems are covered by the “habitability law” (Civil Code 19.41) requiring landlords to keep their property in habitable condition.  Thus functional heating systems in rental property are required and need not be funded through the LIEE program.



The LIGB proposes that equity requires like treatment of low income renters and owners.  For most measures, this proposed policy presents no problems.  For certain high cost and high use measures, the equity and ownership issues may arise.  These issues are discussed in the following two recommendations.  In any event, it is not the intent of the LIGB to provide subsidies using LIEE funds to make landlords wealthy.

�

Recommendation 33



	The IPA program administrators should extend refrigerator replacements to rental units in which the current refrigerator is owned by the landlord.  The replacement refrigerator should be an Energy Star rated refrigerator.  Other than ownership, the same requirements (listed in Recommendation 25) as for a low-income customer-owned refrigerator must be met.  In addition the landlord must agree to provide a co-pay for the new refrigerator and landlord will take ownership of the new refrigerator.  If the landlord does not agree, then the refrigerator will not be installed.





Discussion: In its 1999 LIEE recommendations, the LIGB proposed that refrigerators be installed at rental units.  Ownership of the refrigerator goes to the customer (i.e., the tenant), while the landlord must allow that the current refrigerator is removed for recycling and de-manufacture. 



Two concerns have been raised regarding this recommendation, which has led one TPA utility to object to installing replacement refrigerators at rental buildings in 1999.  First, the landlord is not compensated for the loss of the existing refrigerator.  Thus she/he may not agree to the installation of the new refrigerator if the tenant becomes the owner.  Secondly, when moving the tenant (and refrigerator owner) may choose to sell the refrigerator rather than move it.  



To increase the likelihood of landlord acceptance of replacement refrigerators at rental property, the policy could be revised to allow the landlord to own the new refrigerator.  If the landlord currently owned the existing refrigerator:

The landlord could co-pay a reasonable amount, and the landlord would own the new refrigerator.  The IPA program administrators shall propose to the LIGB as part of its detailed program designs a reasonable level of landlord co-payments for refrigerators.

For the year 2000 and until modified, the landlord should co-pay no less than $200 of the cost of the qualifying refrigerator. 

Another option would be to offer a $300 rebate to the landlord for installing a qualifying refrigerator.



The other conditions to receive a replacement refrigerator in a rental unit are:

The rental unit must be individually metered so that the LIEE-qualified customer receives the bill reducing benefits of the energy saved by the replacement refrigerator.

The current refrigerator is at least 10 year old;

The landlord (as owner of the existing refrigerator) agrees to allow the existing refrigerator to be removed for recycling and de-manufacture.  The IPA program administrators must specify that the old refrigerators will be dismantled for recycling with systematic accounting of all CFCs;

The new refrigerator can be properly grounded in accordance with local codes.  If extensive rewiring is required to ensure compliance with code the measure may not be installed.  The IPA program administrators will propose grounding criteria as part of the Installation Manual (See Recommendation 20)

The refrigerator must stay on the premises; and

The landlord must agree to continue to rent the unit to low-income tenants.



	The IPA program administrators should review the co-pay and rebate levels as it refines program designs, and recommend changes to the LIGB as appropriate.



	Recommendation 25 addresses the replacement of a customer-owned refrigerator, whether it is located in rental or owner-occupied housing.

�



Recommendation 34



Ensure that all IPAs program administrators implement in-home and other educational programs, in coordination with other organizations.  The in-home efforts should occur as part of other aspects of the LIEE service delivery.  The educational programs should also be offered in conjunction with other efforts such as CSD, EET, and community events at conveniently accessible locations.



Discussion: Educational programs should cover: energy efficiency, consumer protection, market abuses (e.g., redlining), restructuring, bill payment and CARE enrollment.



It is not the LIGB’s intent to create a massive education program.  Instead, the LIGB intends that the in-home energy education and consumer protection take place in conjunction with onsite in-home visits which occur in the course of delivering the LIEE services.  Coordinating the energy and consumer education with other community events is an effective way to build awareness at the community level.





�

Recommendation 35



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

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

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

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

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

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



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

�

Recommendation 36



The LIGB recommends that LIEE measures be offered only to customers served by the regulated electric and gas utility distribution companies contributing to the LIEE program funds.  The program administratorsIPA shall provide LIEE measures that predominantly save the energy type(s) provided by the distribution company(ies). 



Discussion: Equity suggests that the LIEE program be offered only in areas served by one or more regulated utilities that are contributing to the LIEE funding.  It is appropriate that in areas served by both regulated electric and regulated gas utilities that collect revenues to support the LIEE program, LIEE measures affecting both gas and electric consumption shall be installed.  In areas served only by one of the regulated utility suppliers, LIEE measures predominantly saving the type of energy supplied shall be installed.



The LIEE program will not be offered in areas served by neither type of utility.



The IPA program administrators shall separately identify geographic areas served by regulated electric and gas utilities that contribute to the funding of the LIEE program.



�Attachment BA

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

���Measure���Description of Measure��Rationale�Implementation Plan/ Recommended Policy for 2000��1.	Attic Insulation��A measure that is installed to prevent heat loss or heat gain through the attic.�It saves energy and addresses a low-income hardship by improving comfort.�The IPAs program administrators will continue to follow their respective policies for installing attic insulation.��2.	Weatherstripping��Measure/product installed to reduce air infiltration into the building envelope (conditioned area).�Increases comfort level.�Install when installation will significantly increase comfort and/or bill savings or reduce hardship.��3.	Caulking�Measure/product installed to reduce air infiltration into the building envelope (conditioned area).�Reduces infiltration and increases comfort level in home.�Install when installation will significantly increase comfort and/or bill savings or reduce hardship.��4.	Water Heater Blanket�Measure/product installed to reduce heat loss from water heater.�Saves energy by reducing heat loss from water heater to surrounding area.�Install if not already in place and if possible.��5.	Water Heater Pipe Wrap�Product/measure used to reduce heat loss from water heater�Saves energy by reducing heat loss to surrounding areas.�Install when installation will significantly increase comfort and/or bill savings or reduce hardship.��6.	Low Flow Showerhead�Measure/product installed to reduce or restrict the flow of water to the shower thereby saving energy (hot water costs).�Saves energy and reduces other utility costs.�Install when not already in place as indicated by the flow.��7.	Faucet Aerators�Measure/product installed to reduce or restrict the flow of water through the faucet, thereby saving energy.�Saves energy and reduces other utility costs.�Install when installation will significantly increase comfort and/or bill savings or reduce hardship.���8.	Attic Ventilation (As a stand alone measure)�Measure/product used to prevent heat build up in summer, reduce moisture build up, and preserve roof members.�Supports the insulation material installed.  Cools attic and reduces cooling costs in areas with high cooling loads.�Install when attic is outside the conditioned space, attic is being insulated, and existing venting does not meet standards.

Also, install when existing venting does not meet standards and dwelling is located in an area determined to have high cooling requirements.��9.	Weatherstrip Attic Access�Measure/product used to prevent heat loss through the attic.�Save energy by reducing exfiltration.�Install when not already in place and possible.��10.	Compact Fluorescent Light Bulbs (CFLs) �Replace incandescent lamps.�Results in significant energy savings by supplying the same lumens using fewer watts.  Can also reduce cooling costs.�Install when the CFL will fit, allow an average of five bulbs per home. ��11.	Energy Efficient (Hard-Wired) Porch Light Fixtures�Measure/product used to replace less efficient porch lighting fixture.�Saves electric energy because of high usage factor - typically used 8 hours or more during a 24-hour period. Improves safety-reduces hardship.�Install when the existing fixture cannot accept a compact fluorescent bulb and the lamp will fit.  Local codes, which require costly and extensive rewiring for installation of this measure, may prevent this measure from being installed.��12.	Refrigerator replacement�An energy efficient appliance to replace an existing inefficient model�Saves significant energy.�Replace existing 10 year or older refrigerator with a new refrigerator that is Energy Star rated.  The existing unit(s) will be removed for recycling and de-manufacture.  If the low-income homeowner or tenant owns the existing refrigerator, he/she will own the new refrigerator.  Installation will require no up-front co-payment from a low-income participant (owner occupied or tenant).  If the landlord owns the existing refrigerator, the landlord will be required to co-pay no less than $200.  The landlord may instead elect to receive a $300 rebate.��13.	Install Evaporative Cooler�Product used to reduce kWh consumption associated with cooling costs in dry, warm climates.�This measure can significantly reduce customer’s electric bill if its use displaces use of air conditioners.�Install when installation will significantly increase comfort and/or bill savings or reduce hardship.  Installation will require no up-front co-payment from a low-income participant in an owner-occupied home.��14.	Evaporative Cooler Covers�Product/measure used to reduce heat loss from the structure through the cooler register/vents.�Saves heating energy costs regardless of fuel source.�Install when installation will significantly increase comfort and/or bill savings or reduce hardship.��15.	Automatic Door Sweep�Measure/product installed between the door and the floor/threshold to reduce infiltration.�To reduce infiltration.�Install when installation will significantly increase comfort and/or bill savings or reduce hardship and other, preferred methods are not possible.��16.	Outlet Gasket�Measure/product used to reduce infiltration from the walls.�Saves energy within certain climates.�Install when installation will significantly increase comfort and/or bill savings or reduce hardship.��17.	In-Home Energy Education�Information provided to low income customers that can have an potential impact on the energy usage of the household :

Energy Use Behaviors

Measures To Be Installed

Other Programs And Services

Custom Designed Energy Information (Bill Desegregation)

Electric Industry Restructuring.�Energy education can and teach customers to modify their energy-use behaviors to save energy.

Empowers customer to manage energy bill.�Energy education should be provided to all LIEE participants and should result in the participant agreeing to one or more changes in usage which will significantly increase comfort and/or bill savings or reduce hardship.��18.	Repair Items�����a.	Glass Repair�/ Replacement�Measure/product used to reduce infiltration.�Saves energy and prevents infiltration or heat loss.�Install when installation will significantly increase comfort and/or bill savings or reduce hardship.��b.	Door Threshold Replacement�Measure/product used to seal between the door bottom and floor.�To save energy, and supports other measures/products.�Install when installation will significantly increase comfort and/or bill savings or reduce hardship and repair cannot be done economically.��c.	Door Replacement�Measure/product used to stop major infiltration between conditioned and unconditioned space.�Will improve comfort by reducing infiltration.�Install when installation will significantly increase comfort and/or bill savings or reduce hardship.��d.	Jamb Replacement�Measure/product used to support the door and building envelope.�To save energy or to reduce infiltration.�Install when installation will significantly increase comfort and/or bill savings or reduce hardship.��e.	Heating System Repair and Replacement�A repair or replacement of a malfunctioning heating system.�It saves energy and/or reduces customer hardship.�For owner occupied only- repair heating systems when malfunctioning. Replace when repairs cannot effectively address the problem. No co-payment from low-income customer. If other funds are available from related furnace repair or replacement programs, e.g. utility or weatherization programs, LIEE funds should not be used to pay for these services. Not available to landlords.

��f.  Minor Roof Repairs�Repair of minor roof-related problems to include small leaks reasonably repairable that would allow insulation to be installed.  The precise definition will be developed by the IPA program administrators & LIGB in conjunction with its development of the IPA program administrators installations and field manuals �Allows the improvement of the thermal envelope.�To be determined jointly by IPA program administrators and approved by LIGB/CPUC...��g.  Minor Home Repair - for purposes of air sealing�Measure/product installed to reduce air infiltration into the building envelope (conditioned area).�Reduces infiltration and increases comfort level in home.�Install when installation will significantly increase comfort and/or bill savings or reduce hardship.��h.  Attic ventilation (as a repair item)�Measure/product used to prevent heat build up in summer, reduce moisture build up, and preserve roof members.�Preserves the insulation material already installed. Prevents decay of roof elements.�Install when attic is outside the conditioned space, attic is already insulated and existing venting does not meet standards.

.���

�Measure���Description of Measure��Rationale�Implementation Plan/ Recommended Policy for 2000��Optional Measures������1. 	CO Detector (Battery Operated)�Device to warn residents of unsafe levels of CO.�Safety and to allow dwellings to be sealed to reduce energy use and bills and to improve comfort.�Install in all units without a working CO detector with a gas fired combustion appliance.��2.	CAS testing.�Combustion appliance safety (CAS) testing of gas appliances, to include ambient air testing and adjustment of appliances to reduce CO emissions to safe levels.�Safety and to allow dwellings to have infiltration measures to reduce energy use and bills and to improve comfort.�Customers may request CAS testing if their utility offers it as a general measure for all customers.��







�



















Section VII









Design for the CARE Program
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Recommendation 37



The LIGB recommends that the CPUC continue, until modified, for low-income programs under independent administration starting in 2000, require a the uniform system of self-certification of participants for the CARE program and a system of regular post-enrollment monitoring, including random sampling verification procedures and targeted verification begun in June 1999.  



Discussion: The LIGB has recommended to the CPUC that, for purposes of program implementation in 1999 under interim utility programCARE program administration, there be a uniform system of self-certification for CARE participants on individual meters.  The LIGB’s recommendation is that this system also be the basis for enrollment under the new program administration to take effect in 2000.  In deciding on this policy, the LIGB sought to standardize approaches throughout the state and remove barriers to participation.  It also sought to minimize enrollment of ineligibles through a system of post-enrollment monitoring, including targeted verification as well as random sampling verification procedures.   



The proposal to institute self-certification statewide in 1999 has been contested by some of the utilities. In addition, the LIGB Advisory Committee, in their discussions of the certification issue, did not reach consensus on the issue of self-certification versus up-front enrollment. The resolution of this issue depends on CPUC decision as an outcome of the Advice Letter process.  The CPUC in its January 20, 1999 Resolution E-3586, determined that utilities shall use self-certification for the 1999 program year beginning June 1, 1999.  The CPUC also allowed parties to propose up-front verification in the future.



The LIGB’s recommendation is that self-certification should also be the basis for enrollment in 2000 and thereafter, until modified. The Board has the duty and responsibility, subject of course to CPUC approval, to recommend policy for the independent program administration to take effect in 2000.  Therefore, the LIGB seeks to reassert its policy determination and recommendation regarding self-certification and verification as guidelines for independent program administration. This would provide one of the minimal expectations for program delivery under the new administration.





�



Recommendation 38



The LIGB recommends that the Independent Program Administrators for the CARE and LIEE programs use the current guidelines for establishing eligibility, and for determining income, as defined in GO 153 and other pertinent CPUC orders, until and unless such guidelines are changed by the CPUC.  The LIGB recognizes that the CPUC is currently reexamining these guidelines and definitions and will seek to develop recommendations and participate in these proceedings.







Discussion: Section 1.3.7 of the Definitions of G.O 153 presently reads: 



“Total Household Income”—All revenues, from all household members, from whatever source derived, whether taxable or non-taxable, including, but not limited to: wages, salaries, interest, dividends, spousal support and child support payments, public assistance payments, social security and pensions, rental income, income from self-employment, and all employment-related, non-cash income.”



“Total Household Income” has generally been interpreted by the CPUC to be as inclusive of as many categories of potential income as possible, and therefore restrictively from the point of view of potential applicants.



There are areas where a different interpretation would lead to less inclusion of categories in income definition.   Possible categories that could be excluded include:

cash gifts

liquified assets

food stamps

free or subsidized housing

use restricted funds such as school grants or scholarships

loans



In addition, the self-employment income has been defined as income before any deductions, thus excluding deductions for costs of goods sold or business expenses. 



The Commission has opened a docket (R.98-09-005) to review and suggest changes in GO 153 and the ULTS program. The relation of this docket to the open docket on eligibility issues, 94-12-001, is unclear. 



The Board seeks clarification from the Commission on the status of the open docket on eligibility (R.94-12-001), and will seek to participate in that proceeding or other dockets pertaining to the definition of eligibility for low income programs, such as the ULTS program, that may affect eligibility determinations for CARE and LIEE.

 

The new independent program administrator should follow the guidelines and definitions already in effect until such time as the CPUC changes them.
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Recommendation 39



The LIGB recommends that the new CARE Independent Pprogram Aadministrators continue to implement the programs serving submetered customers, group homes and agricultural housing as they are currently being implemented. However, the LIGB recommends that the CARE IPA program administrators be expected, during 1999the first year of its administration  to study these programs in collaboration with the Advisory Committee and the LIGB, and to assist in the preparation of recommendations in this regard. 



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



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



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

 

�

Recommendation 40



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



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



A variety of outreach mechanisms and actors could be employed.  The program administrators IPA should seek to encourage competition and creativity in the delivery of CARE services in the interest of increasing participation.  This is especially the case given the continuing role of the utilities in program delivery and the geographic and cultural diversity within California. The program administratorsIPA should provide and budget for a system of reimbursement and incentives for implementors, of whatever nature, to encourage increased participation. Selection criteria for these implementors should include consideration of their ability to deliver quality services in a cost-effective manner.
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Recommendation 41



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





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



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



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



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



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



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









Transition of the CARE and LIEE Programs

 To Independent Administration



�Recommendation 42



Prior to the completion of the Request for Proposals, the LIGB recommends that the CPUC take the appropriate action to resolve the following legal issues.

Transfer of UDC assets and liabilities to IPAs

IPA access to customer information held by UDCs

IPA ability to enclose inserts with UDC bills

Source and treatment of IPA start-up costs

Public Goods Charge funding transfer mechanism

The manner in which these legal issues are resolved will affect the ability of the IPAs to bid.  Not resolving them prior to issuance of the RFPs will impede the ability of the CPUC to receive meaningful bids.



Discussion:  There are legal issues that should be resolved prior to the completion and issuance of the RFP.  The LIGB does not have the legal resources available to analyze the impact of these issues.  The manner in which these issues are resolved affects the scope of services contained in the RFP and the proposed cost of providing those services.  The LIGB recommends that the CPUC take the appropriate actions to resolve these legal issues so that meaningful bids can be received and services provided cost efficiently.



Transfer of UDC assets and liabilities will affect the resources available to the IPAs.  Specific examples of UDC assets that might be transferred were previously raised in other recommendations, including Recommendations 11 and 12.  UDC assets include not only physical assets, but the exclusive (or de facto exclusive) ability to provide services needed by the IPAs.  Recommendation 45 identifies UDC functions that the LIGB believes will be essential to any independent administrator.  In the main, the costs of these assets and operations have been borne by the ratepayers and recovery for them, if allowed, should be considered on a cost basis, subject to the oversight of the CPUC, and not on a market basis.  The LIGB recommends that the CPUC investigate legal issues surrounding the CPUC’s ability to require the UDCs to transfer, lease or sell assets and provide services to the IPA or other entities at prices set by the CPUC.



The LIGB recommends that the CPUC determine the confidentiality requirements and limitations for customer information held by the UDCs.  The UDCs have indicated that certain types of data cannot be made available to the IPAs due to customer confidentiality requirements.  These data include customer billing and energy consumption information, customer mailing lists and other information that would be useful, if not essential to the IPAs’ work.  The circumstances under which these data could be made available, if any, could dramatically affect the way in which the IPA and UDC roles will be structured.  For example, if the UDCs cannot provide data to the IPA, it may be necessary to require the UDC to process certain information at the IPAs’ request and provide the IPAs with the results.



Whether IPAs can include material within the UDCs’ billing envelopes can also affect the IPAs’ costs and methods of contacting potential eligible low-income customers.  The IPAs will be confronted with getting information about the low-income programs to the customers, especially in the CARE program where the LIGB is recommending increasing the participation levels.  The billing envelope provides a ready means of contacting customers at very low incremental cost.  If the IPAs cannot enclose information in the UDCs’ bills, the IPAs could direct mail the UDCs’ customers, but would need to acquire the customer mailing lists.  The UDCs have the lists, and they have the regular mailings for billing purposes.  To duplicate those capabilities will be more costly, but the ability of the IPAs to piggyback on the UDCs’ system is not clear.  Information received by the LIGB from the Advisory Committee suggests that under some circumstances access to the UDC billing envelope or mailing lists may be allowed, but the legal authority of the CPUC to require it is unclear.



Under the current milestone schedule, contracts with the IPAs would be final on August 26, 1999.  Although the UDCs are responsible for administering the programs until January 1, 2000, the IPAs would begin to incur startup costs in 1999.  The LIGB needs a legal assessment of the mechanisms available to fund the IPA startup costs while not reducing the level of service provided by the ongoing UDC programs.



With the veto of AB 2461, the CPUC is considering alternative mechanisms to transfer Public Purpose Program funds from the UDC to independent administration with minimal tax liability.  Certainly the CPUC’s decision will affect the content of the RFPs, and indeed whether RFPs will be issued.  The LIGB is seeking a legal assessment of who will be authorized to issue the RFPs and the constraints that may be placed on the RFPs dependent on who issues it.  Under current State procurement policy, it appears that the CPUC cannot issue an RFP unless it has the budget, or perhaps the funds, available.  The veto of AB 2461 thus may have precluded the CPUC from issuing an RFP.  The same constraint may well apply to the LIGB or any other agency of the State.  If the UDCs issue the RFPs, the fund transfer mechanism is addressed, but the ability of the LIGB or the CPUC to frame the RFPs is likely to be constrained.  The legal parameters should be defined prior to the issuance of the RFPs.

�



Recommendation 43 



The LIGB recommends that the CARE and LIEE Transition Plans be developed respectively by the CARE and LIEE IPAs, and be subject to review and approval by the LIGB and ultimately the CPUC.  The scope of services described in the RFPs for the CARE and LIEE independent administrators will include the task of developing the detailed plans to ensure that the transition from UDC to independent administration is accomplished with no gap in services.



Discussion:  The actual transition of the CARE and LIEE programs from UDC to independent administration will require careful attention to details.  The IPAs must develop a detailed plan for implementing the programs, including all aspects of outreach, application, enrollment, service delivery, quality assurance, customer complaint and dispute resolution, data collection and reporting.  The UDCs currently have mechanisms in place to accomplish these functions.  Some of those mechanisms can be transferred, others can be modified, while new mechanisms (such as those dealing with uniform statewide implementation) must be developed.  



The IPA will ultimately become responsible for most of the functions currently being performed by the UDCs, as well as some other new responsibilities.  It is appropriate that the IPA develop the transition plan because the IPA will have ultimate responsibility for implementing it.  Under the general guidance of the LIGB and CPUC transition policies contained in the RFP, the IPA candidates would submit bids that include, as part of the scope of services, developing a detailed transition plan.  The LIGB in conjunction with the CPUC will provide additional guidance as necessary during the IPAs’ preparation of the Transition Plans.



	The LIGB recommends that the transition plan be one of the IPA’s tasks in the scope of services.  The IPA should develop the detailed transition plan as soon after the IPA begins work as feasible to facilitate quick transition with no gaps in service.





�

Recommendation 44  



The LIGB recommends that the RFPs indicate that one of the tasks to be performed by the LIEE and CARE IPAs under contract with the CPUC is to establish LIEE and CARE Transition Teams.  The purpose of the Transition Teams is to ensure that the transition from UDC to independent administration is accomplished with no gap in services and as quickly as feasible.  The Transition Teams will identify and address technical details of the transition, including:

Identification of service delivery procedures currently in use;

Assistance to the IPA to transfer those procedures, modify them, and/or develop new procedures;

Identification of any functions that are part of service delivery which would require parallel implementation by the UDC and the IPA (to ensure smooth and gap-free transfer);

Identification of specific detailed timetables for transferring functions consistent with the policy directions and overall timing determined by the CPUC, with the LIGB acting in an advisory capacity;

Reporting to the LIGB regarding progress meeting CPUC’s objectives and overall timing of the transition.



The IPA shall propose the composition of the Transition Teams, for LIGB approval (pending a legal determination that LIGB approval of the composition would not cause the Transition Team to become an agency of the State).  The IPA must include at least one representative of the LIGB and one representative of each UDC that provided CARE and LIEE services prior to the transition.  Each UDC will identify its proposed representative.  The LIGB strongly encourages the IPA to seek the advice of other entities experienced in delivering the LIEE and CARE services, including community based organizations, community action agencies, and public and private agencies.  The Transition Teams are advisory to the IPAs, and should not be agencies of the State of California.  They advise the IPA in whatever way the IPA determines is most effective (i.e., the Transition Teams are not voting bodies).



Discussion:  There are many functions and aspects of the LIEE and CARE programs that need to be transferred, and a wealth of operating experience with the UDCs and others that should be made available to the IPAs.  Transition teams to identify important technical and procedural details are an efficient way to plan the transfer, to collect the historical operating experience, as well as to assist the IPA to develop its own implementation plans.



The Transition Teams should have representatives from each UDC that operated programs prior to the transition, including small UDCs.  Because the IPAs will take over the administrative function at each location formerly served by the UDC, it is imperative that each UDC be consulted and participate in the Transition Team to capture that UDC’s knowledge and experiences.  The IPA has ultimate responsibility for establishing the transition and long-term implementation plans.  The Transition Teams are advisory, and thus do not need to take formal votes to convey information to the IPA (the act of discussing the transition with representatives of the IPA, who will also be on the Transition Teams, will provide that advice).  Thus it is not necessary to have numerically balanced representation.  



It is important to distinguish the IPAs’ Transition Teams from advisory bodies to the LIGB or the CPUC.  The Transition Teams are constituted by the IPAs, and are not advising agencies or decision-makers of the State. 

�

Recommendation 45



It is imperative that the CPUC address the CARE- and LIEE-related functions to be retained by the UDCs and the associated costs.  Identification of these functions, the manner in which the UDCs will provide them (e.g., CPUC administration, UDC provision under contract to the IPAs), and how they are paid for are fundamental to the transfer of the CARE and LIEE programs to independent administration because they affect the services that need to be provided by the IPAs, as well as the costs of those services if provided to the IPAs under contract.  They are also inextricably related to the transfer of assets and liabilities and the information systems/data management issues.  The LIGB recommends that the CPUC resolve through hearings, workshops, negotiations or other mechanisms the following:

The functions pertaining to LIEE and CARE programs that should be retained by the UDCs during and after the transition to independent administration;

Whether those functions should be performed as part of the UDCs’ regulated activities; and 

The appropriate compensation, if any, to be received by the UDCs for those services from CARE and LIEE program funds.



If the CPUC determines that compensating the UDCs out of LIEE and CARE program funds for these services is appropriate, the LIGB recommends that the charges be cost-based.



The LIGB recommends that the CPUC initiate a mechanism to identify the UDC functions that, if subjected to CPUC cost setting, could reduce CARE and LIEE program administrative costs incurred by the IPA.  The LIGB will assist the CPUC in identifying those specific functions at the appropriate time.





Discussion:  Inherent in the transition process of low-income programs will be the transfer of functions from the investor owned UDCs (PG&E, SCE, SDG&E and SoCalGas) to the new independent administrators.  This transfer needs to be accomplished in such a manner and in such a timeframe that there will be no interruption or degradation in services provided to low-income customers. Associated with the transfer of functions will be the transfer of data and other resources that have been involved in the operation of the CARE and LIEE programs.  



However, there are certain functions that the UDCs, by virtue of their historic role, will continue to perform after the transition.  In some cases, these functions are still exclusive services that cannot be provided by any other entity, including the IPAs.  



The LIGB recommends that the CPUC determine those functions performed by the UDCs that cannot be viably performed by the IPAs or other entities.  The CPUC should direct the UDCs to perform those functions at rates determined by the CPUC.  



The LIGB will work with the CPUC to identify those functions that the UDCs should continue to perform. Certain criteria can be defined for functions that could continue to be assigned to the UDCs:

If such functions would be necessarily done by the UDCs by virtue of their distribution function; or

If another entity providing the function would cause needless duplication; or

If it would clearly be most cost-effective for the UDC to provide the function; or

If it would be consistent with the roles and responsibilities defined by the LIGB.





These functions may include:

Providing customer consumption data for evaluations of LIEE recipients served by UDC (analysis of historic program impact);

Providing customer consumption pre- and post-installation data for LIEE recipients served by IPA;

Providing customer consumption data for new and re-certified CARE recipients enrolled under IPA (allows ranking potential LIEE target customers by energy burden);

Checking LIEE applicants to determine whether and when the UDC had previously provided them LIEE services;

Providing information and applications to new customer hookups (to enhance outreach);

Using UDC training facilities for CARE and LIEE programs;

Billing CARE customers at the CARE discount rate;

Determination and transfer of Public Purpose Program funds for low income programs;

Rebilling CARE customers, if necessary;

Completing CARE and LIEE reporting and evaluation requirements for the year 2000;

Referring customer inquiries and concerns to the CARE and LIEE IPAs;

Retaining pertinent information regarding CARE customers, at least until the CARE database and dataset are complete;

Inserting notices and information regarding the CARE and LIEE programs in bill envelopes;

Issuing re-certification notices regarding CARE;

 Providing information to the CPUC, LIGB, IAES and IPA for CARE reporting and evaluation requirements; and

Resolving customer complaints/disputes involving the UDCs’ implementation of the CARE and LIEE programs prior to the transition to IPAS.



There may be other functions and services that could be provided by the UDC to the IPA on a competitive basis subject to a bid process or negotiation.
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Recommendation 46



The LIGB recommends that the CPUC adopt one of the following transition schedules for the LIEE and CARE programs.  



Discussion: In order to reduce the possibility of a gap or degradation in LIEE or CARE services, the LIGB recommends that:

a sufficient period of time is scheduled for transition planning 

a transition plan be developed and approved

a sufficient period of time is scheduled for the IPA to implement the transition plan (this includes staffing, training, contracting, coordination with IPAs, etc.) before taking over LIEE or CARE functions

the dates of transferring LIEE or CARE services from the UDC to the IPA are determined well in advance of the transfer for each component of the LIEE or CARE program

the transition period is a brief a period as possible while ensuring there is not gap in LIEE or CARE services or reduction in the quality of services.



The original transition schedule (below) is based on meeting the CPUC’s currently approved milestones.  That schedule is problematic because it may not allow the CPUC sufficient time to resolve the legal issues raised in Recommendation 42.  It also does not provide for the establishment of the Transition Team and development of the transition plan prior to the required October 1 filing of budgets and program plans.  Finally, the Annual Program submittal is scheduled for October 1, which provides inadequate time for the UDCs (and/or IPAs) to implement the CPUC-approved programs before starting the next program year. 



August 26, 1999�IPA’s final contract approval date��October 1, 1999�Date of Annual Program Submittal to CPUC. IPAs file LIEE and CARE budgets for 2000 jointly with each UDC ��January 1, 2000 or earlier�Transition of services to the IPAs begins��

Should the Commission wish to reconsider its currently approved milestones, other transition schedules should also be considered.  In that instance, the LIGB would recommend a more ideal alternative transition schedule based on time elapsed from the final approval date of the LIEE and CARE IPAs.  The following alternative transition schedule also reflects LIGB’s recommended June 1 date for future Annual Program submittals.  The schedule assumes that the transition from UDC to independent administration will occur primarily during the year 2001 or 2002, depending on when the IPA final contract is approved.  The schedule is premised on having two separate IPAs, one for LIEE and one for CARE.  Both IPAs would be subject to the same elapsed time transition schedule.



Time = 0�IPA’s final contract approval date (may differ for LIEE and CARE)��Time = 3 weeks�Transition team is established with representatives of the IPA, UDCs, and others.��Time = 12 weeks�IPA finalizes the transition plan��Time = 16 weeks�LIGB approves transition plan��Time = 20 weeks�CPUC approves transition plan��June 1, 2000 if the final IPA contract was approved before January 1, 2000.

June 1, 2001 if the final IPA contract was approved after January 1, 2000�.�Date of Annual Program Submittal to CPUC. IPA files transition year budget jointly with each UDC ��January 1, 2001 if budget filed on June 1, 2000.

January 1, 2002 if budget filed on June 1, 2001.�Transition of services to the IPA begins according to schedule defined in the transition plan��December 31, 2001 (2002), or earlier�Transition of services to the IPA is completed this date or earlier.��

The planning and implementation of the LIEE and CARE transitions will be complex processes requiring the coordinated support of many individuals and organizations.  Teams (as described in Recommendation 44) developed by the LIEE and CARE IPAs should undertake the transition-planning task. 



Under current milestones, beginning on January 1, 2000 the IPAs would need to begin implementing the transition plan.  By then the year 2000 budgets would be in place, based on a UDC Annual Program submittal on October 1, 1999.  Program budgets must include the funding for IPA start up activities which will include items such as hiring and training of staff, service providers, developing contracts/agreements, procuring the physical assets needed to operate LIEE or CARE, preparing marketing activities, etc.  In the alternative transition schedule, the transition plan is developed first, then reviewed and approved by the LIGB and CPUC.  A joint filing of the Annual Program submittal and budgets is made in June, with startup activities taking place in the first six months following.  The program transition would take place the following program (calendar) year.  Funds should be budgeted for the IPA during the transition planning period as well as for the actual transition year. 



It is anticipated that each UDC (and many service providers) will see attrition of their employees who currently operate LIEE and CARE.  Drawing out the transition process will only allow for greater attrition – which may result in gaps in service and degradation of service quality.  Thus it is important to have a short transition period where the dates of transfer from the UDC to the IPA are known.  If the opportunity to shorten the transition period is identified when the IPA develops the Transition Plan, the schedule should be shortened accordingly.  



The transfer dates for each component of the LIEE  or CARE in each UDC must be determined sufficiently in advance of the actual transfer of that function to the IPA.  If these dates are not determined the UDCs will not know when their operations and hence their agreements with service providers should terminate or be transferred over to the IPAs.

�

Recommendation 47



The LIGB recommends that the CPUC encourage the LIEE IPA to develop a transition plan that implements LIEE sequentially in one UDC service territory after the other.



Discussion: A UDC by UDC implementation will facilitate the orderly transfer of LIEE, by allowing the LIEE IPA to focus on actual program transition at one UDC at a time.  Other things being equal, it would be reasonable to implement LIEE first at PG&E, SDG&E, SoCalGas and SCE, and finally at the very small California UDCs (i.e., Bear Lake, PacifiCorp, Southwest Gas and Sierra Pacific).

If the selected IPA is one of the California UDCs then their service territory should be transferred at the earliest date possible, with the LIEE transfer dates at the other UDCs adjusted accordingly.



The LIEE implementation schedule could be structured to transition LIEE services in one of three basic ways:

The outreach function (which includes marketing, application, enrollment and customer response functions) could be implemented in all the UDC service territories concurrently (e.g., July 1, 2000 under the original transition schedule, July 1, 2001 or 2002 under the alternative schedule).  The implementation of the LIEE installation functions (which include assessment, education, installation, inspection and all data system operations functions) could be staggered at each UDC over several months (e.g., August 1 to December 1, 2000, or later under the alternative schedule).

The outreach function is implemented rolled out in advance of the installation functions at each UDC in a staggered fashion (e.g., July 1 to December 1, 2000 or later under the alternative schedule).  The installation functions are activated once sufficient applicants are enrolled in each UDC service territory.

The outreach and installation functions are implemented concurrently in each UDC service territory, and the UDC service territories are staggered (e.g., between July 1 to December 1, 2000 or later under the alternative schedule).



In addition, functional segments of the LIEE program could be phased as well (e.g., training program could be instituted statewide first, then outreach materials developed, and so on).  The LIGB suggests that the IPA be allowed the flexibility to develop a Transition Plan that phases in functional segments of LIEE as well as the UDC service areas.



The final transition schedule will become more complicated when it involves:

Having one party (the UDC or the IPA) enroll a customer while the other party implements the LIEE measures (problem with options 1 and 3).

Not knowing well ahead of time the exact date when a function is turned over to the IPA (problem with option 2).

Transferring many functions at once over large parts of California, which may overly burden the IPA resulting in a reduced quality of service (potential problem with option 1).



Other things being equal, this suggests that an implementation schedule based on the second option may be preferred because it corresponds to the normal ramp up of activities that a new program would experience.  The IPA should have the flexibility to propose another approach if it appears more appropriate after considering information from the Transition Team. 

�



Recommendation 48 

The LIGB recommends that in the year 2000 and beyond, the CPUC revise the annual program submittal date to June 1 to allow time for CPUC review and approval and for the resultant IPA budgetary and contractual adjustments.  The LIGB recommends that the CPUC require the IPA to work with each UDC to develop the transition year LIEE budget, and that the UDCs work in a cooperative manner with the IPA to jointly file the annual program and budget submittal with the CPUC prior to the transition year.  Under the current CPUC-approved milestone schedule, the LIEE year 2000 program and budget would be jointly submitted to the CPUC by the UDCs and the IPA on October 1, 1999.





Discussion: Under the current milestone schedule the year 2000 LIEE budget would cover two entities.  LIEE will be implemented by the UDC for part of the year and by the IPA for part of the year.  Thus the IPA must be involved in the year 2000 budgeting process.  In order to provide the opportunity for the IPA to participate in developing the year 2000 LIEE program budget, the IPA would have to participate in the Annual Program filing on October 1, 1999 under current milestone schedules.  

If the transition phase ultimately occurs later, there would still be a program year during which both the UDCs and the IPA would be responsible for all or part of the LIEE program.  The UDCs and IPA should prepare a joint budget and program submittal for that transition year and file it with the CPUC on June 1 of the prior year. 

�



Recommendation 49

Under current milestone schedules, the LIGB recommends that the CPUC require each UDC to ensure that all LIEE service provision agreements provide LIEE services from December 31, 1999 until the date that the service is transferred to the IPA and up to one year beyond the date of transfer.



Discussion: The UDCs are currently authorized to provide LIEE services through December 31, 1999.  This recommendation is needed because under the current milestones the UDCs will be operating portions of LIEE well into 2000.  With neither the date of transfer nor the ability of the IPA to successfully perform known at this time, the ability to extend agreements with service providers is needed. Unforeseen complications at either the IPA or in the LIEE transition process could result in the need to extend service provider’s activities.

�



Recommendation 50

Assuming current milestones, the LIGB recommends that the RFP scope of work indicates that the LIEE IPA will be contractually required to develop a detailed LIEE program plan for the year 2001 program early enough to complete the implementation plan in time for the Annual Program submittal to the CPUC (recommended to be modified to June 1, 2000).



Discussion:  The LIEE program plan includes developing the following activities, which should be implemented as soon as possible, but no later than January 1, 2001:

measure selection methods (which are to include quantifiable economic cost effectiveness tests, non-quantifiable factors, non-economic factors and administrative cost-efficiency tests)

process for adding energy efficiency measures to or removing them from the prescribed list of measures

prescribed set of measures for each climatic zone, domicile type (e.g., single family home, multifamily home and mobile home) and ownership (i.e., renter or owner occupied

appliance safety, health and fire prevention protocols

field manual for the installation of each measure at each housing type

weatherization installation standards document and

policy guidelines for non-discriminatory and equitable strategies to select from among the qualified low-income customer who will receive LIEE benefits.

�

Recommendation 51  

The LIGB recommends that the CPUC require that each UDC ensures that the LIEE database system is year 2000 compliant.

Discussion:  Because the UDCs will be implementing portions, at least, of LIEE well into 2000, it is critical that their database system will operate in a reliable manner.

�



Recommendation 52



The LIGB recommends to the CPUC that the enrollment and data management functions of the CARE program be clarified so that under the new Independent Administrator:

All applications for the CARE program are sent, either by the applicant or by third-parties to the IPA or its agent for processing and registration.

Subsequently the IPA would transmit information about eligible applicants, consistent with CPUC orders and policies, to the UDC.

The UDC would provide the customers enrolled by the IPA with a CARE discount subject to applicable rate schedules.





Discussion: The enrollment function - the process of receiving the application, checking it for accuracy, entering the application in the appropriate data bases, and taking whatever additional steps that are needed to begin the rate reduction - will be performed through collaboration between the IPA and the UDC.  The IPA must ensure that its staff is trained in the implementation of CARE, and specifically that its staff is fully aware of CPUC orders, policies and rules that affect the eligibility of customers for the CARE program.  This clarification should be reflected in the scope of services to be provided by the IPA.  The RFP should also indicate which functions would remain as regulated services to be provided by the UDCs and the responsibility of the various entities for gathering, retention and reporting of data.



The LIGB recommends that all applications for the CARE discount be sent - either directly by the applicant or by third-parties - to the IPA for processing and registration. Subsequently the IPA would transmit information about eligible applicants to the UDC. 



The other option, which the LIGB does not endorse, would be to have applications sent directly to the UDCs for processing and registration.  The IPA, in this case, however, would be reliant on the UDCs for the collection and aggregation of information about customers and the program.  It would also be reliant on the UDCs for selection and referral of customers to the IPA for the post-enrollment monitoring checks.  While protocols could be established for this selection and referral, this would unnecessarily retain the regulated functions of the UDCs and may lead to controversies between the UDCs and the IPA, and perhaps other entities, regarding the validity and completeness of applications or their handling.  As well, the IPA would be denied first hand possession and administration of the fundamental dataset regarding the CARE program, which is the information about the customer base.  This information should be immediately available to the IPA as a component of its resident database. 

�



Recommendation 53



The LIGB recommends that the CPUC adopt a method by which the CARE discount is determined and administered when electricity and/or billing services are provided by someone other than a UDC.  The LIGB recommends that, under these circumstances, the CARE customer’s discount should be calculated as for a bundled UDC service customer.

The LIGB also recommends that the application of this CARE calculation method to natural gas services be considered as part of the gas restructuring proceedings.



Discussion: The CPUC is beginning to deal with the question of unbundling revenue cycle services, such as metering and billing, necessary to the delivery of electric power to consumers.  Consumers, including low income consumers on the CARE program, already have the right under Direct Access to contract with ESPs for generation services that may be priced differently from the energy otherwise provided by the UDC.  Similarly, gas customers (particularly large use customers today) may choose to receive only transportation services from their local distribution company. 



	A system that requires each of the various providers of the unbundled elements of energy service to determine and administer a 15 percent CARE discount would be complicated and administratively burdensome.  Even more complicated and burdensome would be the calculation of and reconciliation with various service providers for the funding of the discount.



	The LIGB recommends to the CPUC that it standardize the current practice of determining the CARE discount based on the discount that a bundled service customer would receive. 



In such scenarios, the UDC’s CARE rate, based on bundled UDC-provided services, would be used to calculate the amount charged to customers net of adjustments for the provision of elements of unbundled services.�  This rate calculation would be the same whomever provided the billing and revenue collection function.



The proposed system would allow the UDC to calculate the dollar value of the CARE discount based on the customer taking service from the UDC.  Even if the CARE customer uses an alternative service provider (e.g., an ESP for generation services, or an alternative billing service) the CARE discount would remain unchanged.  It may result in a percentage discount slightly higher than 15% if the customer was able to secure alternative services at prices below that of the UDC, or slightly lower than 15% discount if the alternative services were more costly than the UDC.  The proposed system would allow the calculation of the discount knowing only the energy consumption, and thus would be straightforward to apply.  



The administrative efficiency of the proposed approach would be enhanced even further because the UDC could always be the agent delivering the discount.  Though the UDC may not supply each of the unbundled services to a customer, the UDC will always need to know the customer’s energy consumption to calculate its own charge for distribution services.  The UDC administers the public good surcharge, and thus collects the revenues used to fund the CARE (and other) programs, and is thus already involved in the CARE program.  Under the proposed approach, the UDC would calculate the CARE discount and reduce the CARE customer’s bill for UDC services by that amount.  Other alternative service providers would bill for their services at full cost.   If the transition to independent administration is made in the future, the proposed approach would facilitate the transition.  The IPA independent program administrator would allocate CARE program funds to reimburse the UDC for the CARE discount.  



The proposed system would reduce transaction costs and would simplify calculation.  It also would centralize with the UDCs the responsibility for provision of CARE discounts and for determination of reimbursement for CARE discounts.   Alternative service providers would neither collect PGC revenues from their customers�, nor would they discount their services.  The UDC would perform those functions.  This system also allows the CARE customers to receive the full value of a lower energy bill from an alternative provider, and the same value as would any other customer in a similar situation.  Similarly, if the customer chooses to pay more for the energy component, such as under a green pricing rate, the customer will pay the full additional cost of that bill.



This is sensible since the UDC, as a function of its nature as a distribution entity, will always have a bill for every customer (at least for distribution services), will always know the customer’s usage.  No other entity will have all the necessary information.

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

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

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



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

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

� IPAsProgram administrators should continue to use the same minimum standards for attic ventilation as a stand-alone measure that they use when installing ventilation with attic ventilation.

� Cost efficiency is a relative term used to describe the relationship between program costs and customer savings such that an increase in customer savings or reduction in costs to deliver those savings is said to improve the cost efficiency of the program.

� To be revised pursuant to Recommendations 19 and 20.

� No recommendation is intended to supersede local building codes.

� R-Value: R=resistance. The higher the R-value, the greater the resistance value of the insulation materials.

� Includes door weatherstripping only.  Window weatherstripping has been deemed unfeasible at this time

� Glass repair includes installing silicone caulk to repair cracks and fill BB holes, to keep it from traveling or growing larger. 

� No recommendation is intended to supersede local building codes.

� Optional Measures may be approved by the CPUC if an IPAthe program administrators jointly proposes to implement them. 

� Under this schedule, the transition to the IPA would occur during the year 2002, as much as two years after the IPA was approved, unless a supplemental budget or other mechanism was authorized by the CPUC to accelerate the availability of financial resources for IPA operation.

� To illustrate for an electric bill:

	UDCs now charge CARE customers rates based on the frozen residential service rate minus the mandated 10% reduction and minus the CARE component of the PGC (charged only to non-CARE customers).  This rate is reduced by 15% to yield the discounted CARE rate.  The CARE customer’s bill is determined by multiplying the discounted CARE rate (per kilowatt-hour) by the kilowatt–hours used by the customer.  Stated another way, the CARE bill discount (total dollars of bill reduction due to CARE) is equal to the customer’s kWh consumption times 15% of the UDC’s residential rate with the CARE surcharge removed. 

	Under current practice, if the customer has signed up under Direct Access for generation services to be provided by an ESP, then the CARE customer’s actual bill is adjusted by subtracting a Power Exchange component and adding the ESP’s actual power supply cost.  This procedure does not affect the value of the CARE discount.

	If other services are provided to the customer on an unbundled basis, the same process could be used – the UDCs unbundled service cost amount would be subtracted from the bill and the cost of service from the alternative service provider added back in.  Again, this procedure does not affect the value of the CARE discount.



� The alternative service provider may in some cases be the billing agent for the UDC.  In those cases, the alternate service provider would collect the UDC’s PGC charges as well charges for distribution and other services from the customer.  The UDC would receive the PGC revenues from the alternative service provider and treat them the same way as PGC revenues collected directly by the UDC.
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