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Compliance Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company for Approval of Year 2001 Low Income Programs, in Compliance with Ordering Paragraph 4 of Decision 00-09-036. (U 39 M).


Application 00-11-009

(Filed November 6, 2000)

Application of Southern California Gas Company (U 904-G) For Authority to Continue Low Income Assistance Programs and Funding Through 2001


Application 00-11-011

(Filed November 6, 2000)

Application of San Diego Gas & Electric Company (U 902-E) For Authority to Continue Low Income Assistance Programs and Funding Through 2001


Application 00-11-012

(Filed November 6, 2000)



Southern California Edison Company Compliance Application for Approval of Year 2001 Low Income Program Plans


Application 00-11-020

(Filed November 6, 2000)



ASSIGNED COMMISSIONER’S SCOPING MEMO AND RULING

APPLYING ARTICLE 2.5, SB 960 RULES AND PROCEDURES

1. Summary

Today’s ruling sets forth the procedural schedule and addresses the scope of the proceeding.  This ruling follows a prehearing conference (PHC) held on February 15, 2001, pursuant to Rules 6(a) and 6.3 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure (Rules).

2. Scope of Proceeding

By Decision (D.)00-09-036, the Commission addressed low-income assistance programs for program year (PY) 2001.  These programs consist of rate discounts under California Alternate Rates For Energy (CARE) and services under the Low-Income Energy Efficiency (LIEE) program.  In D.00-09-036, the Commission directed that current program design and budgets for CARE and LIEE programs should continue through 2001, and required the utilities to file compliance applications with the following information:

a. A standardized method for calculating CARE penetration rates, presented jointly by the utilities and reflecting any consensus reached by the Reporting Requirements Manual Working Group.

b. A description of current utility procedures (audits, process evaluations, polls, etc.) for monitoring program quality, cost-efficiency and customer satisfaction and recommendations for improving these procedures or instituting alternative ones, along with the associated costs and personnel requirements.

c. Recommendations regarding stand-alone attic ventilation based on the results of the Attic Ventilation Pilot, and

d. A description of how the utilities will be tracking the results of the Outreach Pilot so that those results can be evaluated during the PY 2002 program planning cycle.  (D.00-09-036, mimeo. pp. 52-54; Ordering Paragraph 4.)

On November 6, 2000, the utilities filed compliance applications related to PY 2001 low-income assistance programs.  The applications included information on the topics listed above, as well as (1) a proposal to modify the PY 2000 LIEE shareholder incentive mechanism for PY 2001 and (2) a proposal to modify current fund shifting rules, among other issues.

The Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) and Residential Service Companies’ United Effort (RESCUE) filed comments on the utilities’ compliance applications.  A coalition of community-based organizations (Joint Parties) filed a motion to suspend further consideration of any PY 2001 or PY 2002 issues at this time, except for extended outreach and penetration of currently authorized programs.

ORA requests that PG&E and SoCal be required to file projections of the costs and benefits of PY 2001 programs, as SDG&E and SCE did in their applications.  As discussed at the PHC, PG&E and SoCal will supplement their applications with this information, but there will be no further opportunity to comment.  Instead, as discussed further below, the utilities and interested parties will meet in workshops to discuss remaining compliance issues, including the shareholder incentive mechanism for PY 2001. 

We will not, however, undertake an investigation of whether the utilities complied with Commission directives in D.00-07-020 regarding outsourcing or competitive bidding practices, as recommended by RESCUE.  This form of hindsight reasonableness review is clearly beyond the scope of compliance issues envisioned by the Commission when it directed that “further review of the utilities’ PY 2001 program plans and budgets is not warranted,” and requested the four areas of compliance information described above.  (D.00-09-036, mimeo. p. 53.)

With respect to the Joint Parties’ motion, we do not formally suspend this proceeding or Rulemaking (R.) 98-07-037, where PY 2002 program planning issues are being considered.  However, as discussed at the PHC, we do defer consideration of lower priority issues related to low-income assistance programs so that we can focus our immediate efforts on providing as many eligible low-income customers as possible with CARE and LIEE services during 2001.  The schedule outlined below recognizes that this is a high priority for Commission consideration.

In particular, the following issues will be addressed in this proceeding:

1)
Refinements to authorized low-income assistance programs in order to accelerate their deployment and reach as many eligible customers as possible, particularly by summer.  These refinements may include modifications to outreach and marketing efforts or program enhancements with respect to the services provided, as appropriate.
  The use of carryover funds or additional sources of funding provided by the Governor or Legislature for this purpose will also be considered.

2)
The shareholder incentive mechanism for PY 2001 low-income energy efficiency programs.

3) Other forward-looking program refinements raised in the utility applications and RESCUE’s protest, including modifications to fund shifting rules, accounting treatment for CARE expenditures, among others.

One issue raised in the Joint Parties’ motion warrants further comment.  On page 3 of the motion, Joint Parties urge the Commission to proceed with “a full needs assessment.”  At the PHC, Energy Division explained that a request for proposal for such a study was being issued very shortly.  Counsel for Joint Parties was unaware of this effort and withdrew his recommendation.  Therefore, no further action is needed to initiate a needs assessment study.

3. Categorization of Proceeding and Ex Parte Rules

This ruling confirms the categorization of this proceeding as ratesetting.  The ex parte rules as set forth in Rule 7 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure apply to this proceeding.

4. Need For Hearings and Schedule

The Commission has preliminarily determined that a hearing is needed in this proceeding.  At the PHC, the assigned Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) approved a procedural approach developed by the parties that would not require evidentiary hearings.

By this ruling, I affirm the procedural approach and schedule developed at the PHC for addressing PY 2001 compliance issues, and find that evidentiary hearings are not needed.

As described at the PHC, PY 2001 compliance issues will be addressed through a workshop process coordinated by Energy Division, followed by a workshop report on consensus and nonconsensus issues.  I encourage all interested parties to participate in the workshops, which have already been noticed.

Energy Division will hold workshops during March 2001 and will circulate a draft of the report to all parties for comment, prior to submission of the final report.  The target date for a final workshop report is April 25, 2001.

In the final workshop report, Energy Division should include a description of the positions of the parties with respect to any nonconsensus compliance issues.  The draft and final workshop reports should be posted on the Commission’s website and served on all parties, using the procedures described below.  In order to expedite Commission action on PY 2001 program deployment the comment period on the final workshop report(s) will be shortened to 5 days from the date of issuance, and there will be no reply comments.

At the prehearing conference, ALJ Gottstein discussed having a bifurcated review process, whereby consensus issues would be addressed via an Advice Letter process, and nonconsensus issues via an ex parte decision in this proceeding.  Upon further review and discussion with ALJ Gottstein and Energy Division, I believe that addressing both nonconsensus and consensus issues via ex parte decisions in this proceeding is the more expeditious option.  Therefore, any references to utility filings (and issues raised in those filings) in the workshop report or comments should be directed to the compliance applications in this proceeding.

My goal at this time is to have an ex parte decision on consensus compliance issues prepared and placed on the Commission’s May 3, 2001 agenda, and a decision on any nonconsensus issues prepared and placed on the Commission’s June 14, 2001 agenda.  However, in no event will resolution exceed eighteen months from the date of filing, pursuant to Senate Bill 960, Section 13.

5. Service List and Electronic Distribution of Pleadings

The current service list for this proceeding is attached to this ruling.  A current service list for this proceeding is also available on the Commission’s web page, www.cpuc.ca.gov.  Choose “Service Lists” on the “Quick Links” bar.  The service list for this proceeding can be located in the “Index of Service Lists” by scrolling to the proceeding number.

In addition to the required service (per Rule 2.3), all parties should distribute all pleadings in electronic form to those parties that have provided an electronic mail address to the Commission, including those individuals and organizations listed on the state service list.

Dated March 2, 2001, at San Francisco, California.







Carl Wood

Assigned Commissioner

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that I have by mail, and by electronic mail this day served a true copy of the original attached Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling Applying Article 2.5, SB 960 Rules and procedures on all parties of record in this proceeding or their attorneys of record.

Dated March 2, 2001, at San Francisco, California.



Kris Keller 

NOTICE

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

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

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

If specialized accommodations for the disabled are needed, e.g., sign language interpreters, those making the arrangements must call the Public Advisor at (415) 703‑2074, TTY 1-866-836-7825 or (415) 703-5282 at least three working days in advance of the event.

�  The motion was jointly filed by the East Los Angeles Community Union, The Maravilla Foundation, the Association of Southern California Energy and Environmental Programs, the Bay Area Poverty Resource Council and the Community Agency of San Mateo County (“Joint Parties”).


�  The utilities should withdraw their recent filings on PY 2001 shareholder incentives from the Annual Earnings Assessment Proceeding, since this issue will be addressed in this proceeding.  


�  See also the Administrative Law Judge’s ruling in R.98-07-037, issued today.


�  However, changes to the level of CARE discount or other CARE-related issues being litigated in A. 00-11-038 et al. will not also be considered in this proceeding.  


�  Energy Division may issue separate reports for CARE and LIEE, but they should both be issued by this date.   
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