BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CAE'Li\t\l&F‘D

Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company for
Approval of the 2009-2011 Low Income Energy
Efficiency and California Alternative Rates for Energy
and Programs and Budget (U 39 M).

Application of San Diego Gas and Electric Company
(U 902 M) for Approval of Low-Income Assistance
Programs for Program Years 2009-2011.

Application of Southern California Gas Company (U
904 G) for Approval of Low-Income Assistance
Programs and Budgets for Program Years 2009-2011.

Application of Southern California Edison Company
(U 388-E) for Approval of Low-Income Assistance
Programs and Budgets for Program Years 2009, 2010,
and 2011.

10-06-08
04:59 PM

Application 08-05-022
(Filed May 15, 2008)

Application 08-05-024
(Filed May 15, 2006)

Application 08-05-025
(Filed May 15, 2008)

Application 08-05-026
(Filed May 15, 2008)

COMMENTS OF THE DIVISION OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES
ON THE DECISION AUTHORIZING THE APPLICATIONS OF
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY, SAN DIEGO GAS AND
ELECTRIC COMPANY, SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY, AND
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY FOR APPROVAL OF 2009-2011 LIEE
AND CARE PROGRAMS AND FUNDING

KAREN WATTS-ZAGHA RASHID A. RASHID

Analyst for the Division of Ratepayer Attorney for the Division of Ratepayer
Advocates Advocates

California Public Utilities Commission California Public Utilities Commission
505 Van Ness Ave. 505 Van Ness Ave.

San Francisco, CA 94102 San Francisco, CA 94102

Phone: (415) 703-2881 Phone: (415) 703-1697

Email: kwz@cpuc.ca.gov Fax: (415) 703-2262

OCTOBER 6, 2008

355343



II.

TABLE OF CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION....cuuiiinruicseisenssessansesssessssssesssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssas 1
DISCUSSION ..cuuiiitiiiiiininnsnicsiesssissssssssiessssssstssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssns 3
A. THE PD OMITS AN ACCOUNTABILITY MECHANISM TO MAKE COMMISSION
DIRECTIVES BECOME REALITY ....cuuiiiiiiiiiieiieiieiesieeic ettt st 3
1. The Commission will not motivate the utilities to achieve program
goals by changing program funding.............ccceeeueevieniieiieniiieieeie e 4
2. LIEE programs already generate potential rewards, but no risk for
UEITEIES 1ttt sttt ettt et s 5
3. The PD should condition inclusion of LIEE savings in the RRIM upon
achievement of LIEE g0alS ........c.ccccuieiiiiiiiiieiicieeeeeeee e 5
4. The PD should safeguard goals by requiring an annual compliance
Advice Letter filiNg ......cooviiiiiiiiieiieeieee e 6
5. The PD should clarify its meaning in requiring LIEE energy savings to

increase with correlation between energy savings and spending....................... 7

B. THE PD ELIMINATES NECESSARY SERVICES BASED ON AN INCORRECT
APPLICATION OF THE LIEE COST-EFFECTIVENESS METHODOLOGY AND
INCORRECT INPUTS TO THE LIEE COST-EFFECTIVENESS TESTS ..uueeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeneeeenns 8

1.

The PD should not do away with LIEE measures that have already
been justified on the basis of health, safety and comfort of low-income
NOUSEROLAS ... e 8

2. LIEE energy savings must be valued with today’s, not yesterday’s

QATA e nnnnnnnnnnnna 9

3. The PD should follow Commission practice and judge LIEE measure

cost-effectiveness without overhead COSES. ... .uuuummeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 10

C. THE PD ABANDONS CONSIDERATION OF LIEE COST-EFFECTIVENESS AS

REQUIRED BY D.07-12-05T ccooooiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 12
1. The Commission’s directive to consider LIEE cost-effectiveness has
yet to be iImplemented ...........coovieiiiiiiiiiiieiee e 12
D. DRA SUPPORTS THE STUDIES ORDERED BY THE PD WITH CLARIFICATION............... 13
1. The PD should clarify that energy savings estimates generated through

impact evaluations are inputs to cost-effectiveness, not the other way
ATOUINA ..ottt et b ettt st e bt et eb e b et e bt 13

E. THE PD SHOULD BE CORRECTED TO ACKNOWLEDGE ALL ELIGIBLE
HOUSEHOLDS AND THEREBY PREPARE THE UTILITIES TO ACHIEVE THE
PROGRAMMATIC INITIATIVE ..ottt eeeee e e e e e e e eaee e e e eeaeeeeeeenns 13



1. The PD errs by considering already-treated households “unwilling” to
PATLICIPALE ...eeeevieeeiiieeeitieetiee et e e et e e e tee e et e e estteeesaeeesaeeessaeesnseeesnseeensseeesseennnes 13

2. The PD contains factually inaccurate data relating to the number of
households that have been treated by LIHEAP and should be corrected........ 14

3. The PD must require the utilities to distinguish between newly treated
homes and those homes to which they are returning to eligibility since
2002 et ettt et h et sh et st e bt et 15

III. CONCLUSION 15
APPENDIX A

APPENDIX B
APPENDIX C
APPENDIX D
APPENDIX E

1



TABLE OF AUTHORITIES

Pages

CPUC Decisions

DL08-01-042. .. e 10
D.08-08-030....ccueeeeiieieeeiieeieeeieeeteesteerte et e ebeesbeesbeessaeetaeeaeeereeebeeesseesraaenaeans 7
DL08-02-036....cceeeeeie ettt ettt et e et e st eeteeenteeeneaeneeea 7
LD 20 B 01 USSR 12
DL0T7-09-043 ...ttt sttt e e e et e e raeenaaeeraeenreas 10
DL00-12-038...c ettt ettt e et e et e e be e e b e e e abe e raeesaaeeraeenreas 13
DL05-T0-04T ..ottt ettt sttt e et e et eenteeenteeeneeenneen 5
D.04-09-000........ceeeeeeiieeiie ettt ee ettt et e et e et e e e e enaeeraeenreens 5,10
DL04-09-022....c.eeeeeee ettt ettt st e e e et e e ae e sbaeeteeeareennaaennaeens 7
DL03-TT1020 ettt et ettt et ettt nneenee 89,11
DL02-08-034 ...ttt ettt e et e e e e naeenteeenreennaeenaeens 8
DL0T-05-033 .ottt ettt e e st e st e et e et e e e aeeebaeenteeeareennaaenaeans 6
California Public Utilities Code

P.U. COAE § 2790 ettt ettt ettt e et e e e sraessseessseesnsaenaeens 6
PU. €O § 382 ettt e et e e e eaaae e 6
PoU. €O § 327 ettt ettt ettt e e b e e et e e eaneas 6

California Public Utilities Commission Rules of Practice and Procedure

RUIE 143ttt st s 1

il



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company for
Approval of the 2009-2011 Low Income Energy Application 08-05-022
Efficiency and California Alternative Rates for Energy (Filed May 15, 2008)
and Programs and Budget (U 39 M).

Application of San Diego Gas and Electric Company Application 08-05-024
(U 902 M) for Approval of Low-Income Assistance (Filed May 15, 2006)
Programs for Program Years 2009-2011.

Application of Southern California Gas Company (U

904 G) for Approval of Low-Income Assistance Application 08-05-025
Programs and Budgets for Program Years 2009-2011. (Filed May 15, 2008)
Application of Southern California Edison Company Application 08-05-026
(U 388-E) for Approval of Low-Income Assistance (Filed May 15, 2008)
Programs and Budgets for Program Years 2009, 2010,

and 2011.

COMMENTS OF THE DIVISION OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES
ON THE DECISION AUTHORIZING THE APPLICATIONS OF
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY, SAN DIEGO GAS AND
ELECTRIC COMPANY, SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY, AND
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY FOR APPROVAL OF 2009-2011 LIEE
AND CARE PROGRAMS AND FUNDING

I. INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to Rule 14.3 of the California Public Utilities Commission’s
(“Commission”) Rules of Practice and Procedure, the Division of Ratepayer Advocates
(“DRA”) submits these comments on the proposed decision (“PD”’) of Administrative
Law Judge (“ALJ”) Thomas. The PD adopts the 2009, 2010, and 2011 budgets, policies
and programs of Pacific Gas and Electric Company (“PG&E”), Southern California
Edison (“SCE”), Southern California Gas Company (“SoCalGas”) and San Diego Gas



and Electric Company (“SDG&E”), referred to as ‘the utilities’, for Low Income Energy

Assistance.

DRA generally supports the PD because it promotes California’s Low Income

Energy Efficiency (“LIEE”) program as a significant energy resource. Additionally, the

PD is a major step forward for California’s Low Income Energy Assistance Programs,

both LIEE and California Alternative Rates for Energy (“CARE”). The PD expands the

programs to more low income households, with explicit direction for targeting those most

in need of services. The PD puts in place requirements for leveraging and integration and

establishes for the first time independent program evaluations.

DRA makes several suggestions in order to safeguard the likelihood that program

goals will be achieved and low-income Californians will receive the expected benefits.

DRA respectfully requests the Commission modify the PD to:

Make LIEE savings inclusion in the Risk Reward
Incentive Mechanism contingent upon achievement of
LIEE goals;

Give interested parties due process to review the utilities’
progress toward meeting the participation, energy savings,
integration and leveraging goals;

Retain in the program those measures and services
provided for reasons of health, safety and comfort;

Make the cost-effectiveness values accurate by utilizing
the most current avoided cost inputs and excluding
overhead from measure-level cost-effectiveness results;

Establish a long-overdue review of the LIEE cost-
effectiveness methodology;

Apply the 5% unwillingness factor to the correct
population figures; and

Correct the estimate of households served by LIHEAP in
2002-2007.



II.  DISCUSSION

A. The PD omits an accountability mechanism to make
Commission directives become reality

The PD’s Post Decision Action is too vague to ensure the utilities will achieve the
goals established in the PD. The PD must provide a mechanism to revise and correct the
programs if the utilities cannot or will not achieve the goals.

The PD correctly assesses the significance of the changes to the LIEE programs
ordered by the PD, and the crossroads at which the LIEE programs stand.! The post-
decision action laid out by the PD is inadequate in light of these changes, and merely
proposes actions that should already be occurring: “We direct Energy Division to review
the annual reports when the IOUs submit them, and to notify the Commission if the IOUs
are not meeting the directives and goals of this decision and of the LIEE aspects of the
Plan. % The table below highlights some of the PD’s major goals and associated actions,

or lack thereof.

TABLE 1
PD Goal PD Action
If Goals are Not Met
l. Provide 25% of all eligible and willing customers | None
LIEE treatment
2. | Enroll 90% of all eligible customers in CARE PG&E: if it does not improve

the Commission will consider
sanctions or other remedies to
increase enrollment®

Other I0Us: none

3. | Of the 25% of eligible customers receiving LIEE | None
treatment, 15% must be disabled

LPD p. 173 “We have made several substantial changes to the IOUs’ proposed LIEE programs in this
decision. It is essential to the long-term goals of the Plan that the IOUs make substantial progress toward
the “100% by 2020 programmatic initiative goal during the next three years.”

2PDp.174
3PD p.169




4. | Track and report annually on all integration
efforts listed in applications. Two out of four
integration metrics must be met?

If metrics are not met, IOUs
must work with ED to
enhance integration during the
2009-11 cycle?

5. Leveraging metrics must be met: costs saved,
energy saved increases, enrollment increases, and
each partnership must be the subject of an MOU$

If metrics not met, IOUs must
cooperate with ED as
necessary to assist the division
in making its
recommendations’

6. | Energy savings of the portfolio must increase over
time with correlation between program spending
and energy savings®

The Impact Evaluation study
must show that energy savings
are increasing over time, with
correlation between program
spending and energy savings®

1. The Commission will not motivate the utilities to
achieve program goals by changing program

funding

The PD allows the Commission to change program funding if the IOUs fall short

of directives and goals. “We reserve the right to change the funding we allocate in this

decision if we find that the IOUs are not meeting the requirements of this decision and

the Plan.”™ This statement is unclear and sends the wrong signal. Would failure to

achieve goals indicate a need for more funding? Or, would failure to achieve goals result

in a punitive reduction in funding? A funding decrease would be an illogical approach to

reaching more homes or saving more energy. A decrease in program funding is more

likely to diminish the program, and then the low income consumers and all Californians,

not the utilities, would be penalized.

4PD p.106

2PD p.106

$PD p.116-117.
IPDp.117

8 PD p.42 and OP 76
2 PD p.42 and OP 76
LPD p.174




2. LIEE programs already generate potential
rewards, but no risk for utilities

The LIEE program benefits utilities’ shareholders regardless of program
performance. Since 2006, the energy savings achieved from the LIEE program is
plugged into the Energy Efficiency Risk Reward Incentive Mechanism (RRIM).Xt Energy
Efficiency programs must not only generate a minimum level of energy savings
(determined by a Minimum Performance Standard ‘MPS’), but must save more money
than the programs cost (Performance Earnings Basis ‘PEB’). These achievements are
then verified independently by the Energy Division. Unlike the Energy Efficiency
programs, there is no program performance criteria that LIEE must meet, and the LIEE
energy savings claims have had no verification for the program years in question.*?

LIEE savings “count” toward the MPS, and hold the potential to increase the
utilities “share” of the EE benefits from 0% to 9%, or from 9% to 12%. Including the
LIEE savings is unconditional.

Prior to the RRIM, shareholders only received incentives for the LIEE program if
specific criteria were met. For Program Years 2001-2005, shareholders had to meet a
threshold of 100% of expected first year LIEE energy savings in order to be eligible for
incentive earnings. Additionally, the incentives were contingent upon verification of
measure installations, expenditures, and program participation, as well as the completion

of an Impact Evaluation study .2

3. The PD should condition inclusion of LIEE savings
in the RRIM upon achievement of LIEE goals

The Commission should condition the inclusion of LIEE savings in the RRIM
upon meeting LIEE goals. Not only would this increase accountability for the LIEE
goals set out in the PD, but it would better reflect the statutory mandates of the LIEE

1 D.04-09-060 p.2 and FOF 13

21 IEE savings have only been verified in a 2005 Impact Evaluation and will not be verified again until
the 2009 Impact Evaluation. The 2005 Impact Evaluation was overseen by the utilities and thus did not
meet EE EM&V protocols.

1D .05-10-041, pp. 30-31 and Attachment 3



program to both save energy and reduce hardship. As it stands, the potential to earn
rewards from the LIEE program is determined only by energy saved and provides no
incentive for the equally important hardship reduction aspect of LIEE. This effectively
prioritizes energy savings above all other LIEE program goals. Despite clear statutory
direction in PU Code sections 2790, 382, 327, and reaffirmed in the California Energy
Efficiency Strategic Plan approved September 25, 2008, only energy savings is
monetarily rewarded.

The Commission now has the opportunity to retain the unique societal value of
LIEE within an authorized structure designed to encourage energy savings. The PD
should specify the LIEE goals related to participation, and integration and leveraging
goals (which drive cost-effectiveness) as a contingency to counting LIEE in the RRIM.

4. The PD should safeguard goals by requiring an
annual compliance Advice Letter filing

The Commission should utilize the Advice Letter process to increase
accountability for meeting CARE and LIEE program goals. Compliance Advice Letter
filings will allow for a consistent and more public review of IOU progress toward goals.
The Advice Letter filing could work in conjunction with DRA’s recommendation to
condition LIEE inclusion in the RRIM upon meeting goals. The utilities could describe
in the filing the steps they would undertake should metrics be falling short of the goals.
The Commission could then allow the utilities to “make up” any annual failings and
regain inclusion in the RRIM if the metrics were met within the three year program cycle,
or by the time the utilities filed their earnings claim.

The Commission has often utilized the Advice Letter process to monitor
compliance with its decisions, which provides an explicit procedural vehicle for DRA
and interested parties to protest the Advice Letters when the utilities are not in

compliance.! The PD in fact does make use of Advice Letters for pilots, studies and

14 See, e. g., D.01-05-033, 2001 Cal. PUC LEXIS 423 at *34 (ORA’s protest of SDG&E’s Advice Letter
gave notice that it may have failed to comply with a Commission Decision).



fund-shifting, but should extend this mechanism to cover the primary goals of the LIEE
program as well.

Recently, the Commission has required utilities to work with DRA prior to filing
Advice Letters and to state in the Advice Letters whether DRA has agreed with the
utilities’ position.t2

Indeed, in D.04-09-0221¢ the Commission allowed expedited Advice Letter
review if DRA and TURN had been included in advance of and supported the utilities’
interstate pipeline capacity advice letter filings, subject to ultimate approval by the
Commission’s Energy Division.

Whether or not the Commission requires DRA’s advanced review before the
Advice Letter filings, at the very minimum, the Commission should require Advice Letter
filings to ensure that DRA and other parties have an opportunity to comment on whether
or not the utilities have complied with the Commission’s goals, subject to the
Commission Energy Division’s review and disposition.

5. The PD should clarify its meaning in requiring

LIEE energy savings to increase with correlation
between energy savings and spending

The PD concludes: “The 2009 Impact Evaluation Study should show that energy
savings of the portfolio are increasing over time, with correlation between program

spending and energy savings.”

The PD should require the utilities, not the evaluation, to
show that the energy savings of the portfolio are increasing over time. The 2009 Impact
Evaluation would subsequently verify the utilities’ claims. The PD should also outline
specifically what an adequate showing will require. The PD specify the amount of
energy savings increases it expects from each utility, and by what amount it expects the

correlation between energy savings and program spending to increase. As it currently

L See, e. g., D.08-08-030, 2008 Cal PUC LEXIS 320 at *36, footnote 33 (conservation rate updates
required in advice letter with prior DRA review and Water Division review and disposition); see also
D.08-02-036, 2008 Cal PUC LEXIS 72 at *71

18 bp. 24-27, 2004 Cal PUC LEXIS 522 at *33-38

Y Conclusion of Law 24



stands, an energy savings of one kWh and a closer correlation by 1% would meet the

PD’s general requirement of increasing progress toward established goals.

B. The PD eliminates necessary services based on an
incorrect application of the LIEE cost-effectiveness
methodology and incorrect inputs to the LIEE cost-
effectiveness tests

The PD revises the LIEE Cost Effectiveness methodology to set a 0.25 benefit-
cost ratio threshold for any services (known as “measure”) in the program. The PD
would eliminate Furnace Repair and Replacement, Air and Envelope Sealing, Water
Heater Repair and Replacement, AC Replacement, and various other measures in many
areas of California. The PD allows utilities to propose rare exceptions to this rule.:2
While the PD’s desire to increase cost-effectiveness is well-placed, its approach is hasty
and based on erroneous data. The well-being of low-income Californians will suffer if

this is not corrected.

1. The PD should not do away with LIEE measures
that have already been justified on the basis of
health, safety and comfort of low-income
households

The current LIEE cost-effectiveness methodology allows measures in the LIEE
program that meet a cost-benefit threshold or for which a detailed rationale is provided
based on policy or program consideration guidelines regarding health, safety and
comfort.? For example, furnace repair and replacement and minor home repairs are in
the LIEE program, despite having zero claimed energy impacts.2

The parties have already justified measures such as Furnace Repair and
Replacement, Air Conditioning, and others in the program.2! T he Commission stated: “In

those instances where the Team recommends retaining measures that do not meet the

B OoP 16
©D.02-08-034, p.23

2D .02-08-034, Attachment 2 Final Report for LIEE Program and Measure Cost Effectiveness March 28,
2002, pp. 14, 19, 21, 22 and D.03-11-020, pp. 23-26

21 D.03-11-020, pp. 23-27 and p.49



specific cost-efffectiveness thresholds established by those guidelines, the Team has
offered persuasive reasons for doing so based on policy or program considerations.22 The
PD presents nothing to suggest these justifications are no longer relevant. If the
Commission wishes to revisit these justifications, it should do so in a way that does not
spring these measure reductions on the parties. DRA recommends the Commission
include this topic in the context of an LIEE cost-effectiveness methodology review as

recommended in Section C below.

2. LIEE energy savings must be valued with today’s,
not yesterday’s data

The PD must use the current avoided cost data instead of the o/d avoided cost
data. The non-low income 2009-2011 Energy Efficiency (EE) portfolios were prepared
utilizing the most current avoided cost data but the LIEE portfolios were not.2 Avoided
cost 1s a determining value in one of the two cost effectiveness tests utilized in the PD,
therefore getting the value right is no trivial matter.2* Furthermore, the Commission’s
expectation is that LIEE energy savings must be calculated with inputs consistent with
those in EE:

Accordingly, program administrator(s) should include the
reported savings from LIEE measures when reporting energy
savings accomplishments. As SESCO points out, we will
need to ensure that those reported savings use ex ante
assumptions®, such as estimated useful lives, unit savings,
etc., that are consistent with ex ante assumptions we may

21D .03-11-020, p. 49

2 A.08-07-021, PG&E Testimony pp.3-15 & 3-16, and Assigned Commissioner’s and Administrative
Law Judge’s Ruling Regarding May 14, 2008 Energy Efficiency Portfolio Plans for 2009-11, pp. 1-2

2 DRA does not imply that the LIEE program must be cost-effective, only that the input of avoided cost
is central to many cost-effectiveness calculations.

3 Ex ante assumptions refer to those assumptions that underlie estimates of measure savings made prior
to measure installation, i.e., before any post-installation (ex post) measurement or verification is
performed on the installed measures. Our adopted EM&V protocols and reporting requirements will
establish the extent to which ex ante versus ex post measurement and verification will be required by
program administrator(s) to demonstrate program performance, and how they will be required to report
such performance.



utilize in assessing the performance of energy efficiency
measures offered under the non-low income program 2

The cost-effectiveness tests used to justify energy efficiency programs essentially
compare the costs of producing a unit of energy to the costs of saving a unit of energy.
To summarize at a very basic level, the cost of producing the unit is estimated with
various inputs to arrive at the “avoided cost.” The cost of saving a unit is the determined
by the cost of the program under consideration.2Z The Commission relies upon a
consultant, E3, to utilize the many inputs to generate the avoided costs.2 E3’s calculator
is periodically reviewed and updated in order to keep pace with economic reality.22 The
most current avoided cost value became available May 13, 2008, and therefore is readily
available for input into the cost-effectiveness models produced for the LIEE applications.

DRA alerted the Commission immediately after the utilities’ filings that LIEE
energy savings were assigned a lesser value than Energy Efficiency portfolio energy
savings, for the exact same time period.®® ALJ Thomas ultimately did not require a re-
running of the data due at that time. Now that the values impact the fate of LIEE
measures, the Commission should no longer delay in ordering this re-run to generate
valid cost-effectiveness test results.

3. The PD should follow Commission practice and

judge LIEE measure cost-effectiveness without
overhead costs

The PD errs in relying upon the measure level cost-effectiveness values that the
utilities submitted in their applications. The PD applies its 0.25 threshold to these values

in order to determine which measures will be retained and which measures dropped in the

2 1.04-09-060 p.32 and FOF 13

I This comparison is the essence of the Utility Cost Test and the Total Resource Cost Test. This is not the
comparison made for the Modified Participant Cost Test.

2 For a more detailed description of the inputs see the September 15,2008, Response of DRA, TURN,
and the Community Environmental Council to the Petition for Modification of D.07-09-043 and D.08-01-
042 in R.06-04-010, Attachment A, p.2

£ The carefully scrutinized development, adoption, and updating of the Avoided Cost Methodology is
chronicled in R.04-04-025 and R.06-04-010.

2 DRA PHC Statement filed June 10, 2008 in this proceeding.

10



2009-2011 LIEE programs. DRA requested from the utilities and received measure level
cost-effectiveness values excluding overhead costs.

The utilities incorrectly included overhead in their calculations.* Even the
utilities’ witnesses allowed that administrative and overhead should not be included when
considering the value of individual measures, but reasoned that only program-level cost-
effectiveness was at issue in the application.22 DRA here provides Commission
precedent for why a decision about individual measures should not include overhead:

As explained in the utilities” September 30, 2002 filing, the
rationale for this latter approach is that, from an economic
perspective, cost effectiveness analysis should consider only
those costs that are truly affected by the decision at hand.
These are sometimes called incremental costs, or marginal
costs. In applying the cost effectiveness framework to
individual measures, the decision at hand is whether or not a
specific measure should be added to or dropped from the
program. Insofar as retaining or dropping a specific measure
will have a relatively minor impact on indirect costs, these
indirect costs were ignored in the application of the measure
level cost effectiveness tests.2

DRA provides the utilities’ measures-level cost-effectiveness results excluding
overhead in Appendix B, to demonstrate that this change alone would result in fewer
measures being removed from the IOU programs. However, even this data cannot be
used for final determination of measure inclusion and exclusion because these results still
rely upon outdated avoided cost inputs. Thus, the Commission should use measures-
level cost-effectiveness results that both exclude overhead and utilize current avoided

Ccosts.

3L DRA PHC statement of June 10, 2008 in A.08-05-022 et. al

32 See Prepared Direct Testimony of Kevin McKinley on behalf of San Diego Gas and Electric
Company’s LIEE Program Plans and Budgets for Program Years 2009-2011, p.KCM-5

3 D.03-11-020, Interim Opinion: Phase 4 Standardization Results for Low-Income Energy Efficiency
Measure Cost-Effectiveness and Natural Gas Appliance Testing, p.17

11



C. The PD abandons consideration of LIEE cost-
effectiveness as required by D.07-12-051

The PD fails to heed the parties’ consensus that LIEE cost-effectiveness is
outdated and in need of attention. Without provision for updating the methodology and
bringing LIEE up to current standards, the PD would allow LIEE cost-effectiveness to
drop off the radar. The PD must take action by ordering workshops, filings, and/or
opening a new proceeding to carry out the thorough examination that has been

anticipated for many years.

1. The Commission’s directive to consider LIEE cost-
effectiveness has yet to be implemented

Decision 07-12-051’s order to explore “How, if at all, should existing
methodologies be modified to recognize the costs and benefits of LIEE programs?”** has
not yet occurred. The Energy Division held a workshop on LIEE cost-effectiveness
March 3, 2008, which only clarified the utilities current application of LIEE cost-
effectiveness. However, parties’ workshop comments have yet to be addressed. In its
pre-workshop comments,® the Joint Utilities state that “the current model is inadequate
for future evaluations” and recommend the Commission take the following steps to
evaluate LIEE cost-effectiveness: assess Non-Energy Benefits, determine the appropriate
models to use to estimate LIEE cost-effectiveness. A.W.L.S.H. has consistently argued
throughout R.07-01-042 and in A.08-05-022 et. al to place LIEE cost-effectiveness
review front and center. “We stress that the beneficial societal and participant goals and
objectives set forth in the Decision, as well as energy savings and greenhouse gas
reductions, will be negated unless the cost-test is crafted with precision....”3¢
A.W.L.S.H.’s point made in its August 1, 2008 brief that “a cost-test which does not

sufficiently encompass environmental effects and health, safety and comfort is being

used....” was not addressed in the PD. The PD should correct this omission by ordering

#D.07-12-051 OP 12(1)
33 Filed February 22, 2002
3% A W.LS.H. pre-workshop comments filed in R.-07-01-042 on February 22, 2008, p.1

12



written filings and/or workshops to determine a cost-test which does adequately capture
LIEE’s value.

D. DRA supports the studies ordered by the PD with
clarification

1. The PD should clarify that energy savings estimates
generated through impact evaluations are inputs to
cost-effectiveness, not the other way around

The PD makes an error in its directive that updated cost-effectiveness numbers be
“used” in a 2009 Impact Evaluation study. An impact evaluation study is a study to
arrive at energy savings values, and does not utilize cost-effectiveness numbers. Rather,
the energy savings values arrived at through an impact evaluation are used as an input
into cost-effectiveness tests. Additionally, the PD appears to err in suggesting that the
results of a 2009 Impact Evaluation could be used to update energy savings values for the
remaining program years, apparently 2010 and 2011. Based on the last few impact
evaluations, the timing between the Impact Evaluation program year studied and the date
when those values are available for analysis is at least one or two years later.2 Therefore,
any results from a 2009 Impact Evaluation study would not be able to inform analysis

until at least the next application cycle for 2012-2014.

E. The PD should be corrected to acknowledge all eligible
households and thereby prepare the utilities to achieve the
Programmatic Initiative

1. The PD errs by considering already-treated
households “unwilling” to participate

In determining the number of eligible households remaining to be treated by LIEE,

the PD proposes that a 5% unwillingness factor should be applied to the total eligible

3PD p. 35

3% The 2008 Impact Evaluation study ordered in D.06-12-038 has not yet even begun. The Impact
Evaluation of 2005 did not even begin until after the conclusion of the Program Year, and its draft was
available December 2007. The 2005 Impact Evaluation listed as a flaw starting an evaluation post
program, but the PD does not appear to heed this advice. Moreover, the 2005 Impact Evaluation
recommended focusing the next study on values other than energy savings of individual measures, since
these values have been studied in 2000, 2001, 2002, and 2005 and provide adequate information on this
point.
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population.? This is a mistake, because according to the PD, a significant portion (1.352
million, 23.5%)* of the total eligible population has already been treated by LIEE and/or
LIHEAP, and is therefore willing to participate by definition. The following equation
illustrates the issue:

TREATED + UNTREATED = TOTAL ELIGIBLE POPULATION
The “unwilling” households can only be figured by calculating 5% of the UNTREATED
part of the equation. The PD mistakenly applies the 5% to the TOTAL ELIGIBLE
POPULATION part of the equation. As such, the PD erroneously subtracts too many
“unwilling” households.

The PD should clarify that the 5% unwillingness factor should only be applied to
the untreated portion of the total eligible population (4.398 million households). Once
the application of the unwillingness factor is clarified, only 219,950 (instead of

287,554%) eligible households should be subtracted from the total eligible population.

2. The PD contains factually inaccurate data relating
to the number of households that have been treated
by LIHEAP and should be corrected

The PD erroneously asserts that 224,387 households were treated by LIHEAP*
between 2002 and 2007. DRA identified this error in its Brief¥ and has again consulted
with California’s Department of Community Services (CSD) to provide clarification.

CSD confirms that the number of homes treated is actually closer to 135,000.%442 This

2 PD, p. 100.

40 1352 Million is the sum of households reportedly treated by LIEE and LIHEAP according the the PD’s
Tables on p. 100 and 101.

A PD, p. 100.

%2 DRA’s use of the term LIHEAP implies both the DOE and LIHEAP weatherization programs.
% DRA Brief filed August 1, 2008 in A.08-05-022 et al., p.5

* The confirmation of this evidence via a CSD email provided is provided in Appendix C.

% The difference between the data attached to DRA’s brief and the data attached to these Comments in
Appendix D is that the first includes Siskiyou County, which is not in any IOU service territory and
should therefore be removed in advance of final publication.
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mistake has the effect of excluding approximately 89,000 eligible households from the
projected number of households remaining to be treated.

In short, some of the households treated by LIHEAP have been counted by more
than one utility because LIHEAP’s tracking areas do not correspond to the utilities’
service territories. CSD has provided DRA up-to-date data reflecting the number of
homes treated by LIHEAP across California between 2002 and 2007 (Appendix D), and
recommended that the Commission use this data instead of the data currently used by the
PD.

DRA recommends a methodology that the Commission can use to correct this
problem in Appendix E.

3. The PD must require the utilities to distinguish

between newly treated homes and those homes to
which they are returning to eligibility since 2002

DRA supports the PD’s modification of the 10 year go-back rule with added
clarity. The PD should require the utilities to distinguish between households that are
“go-backs” and those that are treated for the first time in 2009-2011. If this is not
properly tracked, it will be impossible to assess how much of the population yet to
receive LIEE are receiving services. The PD should require utilities to report these “go-
backs” in a separate category so that the Commission can truly assess progress toward the

Programmatic Initiative.

III. CONCLUSION

DRA is pleased to participate in this vital proceeding. For the foregoing reasons,
DRA recommends specific modifications to this decision. DRA proposes revisions to the

Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Ordering Paragraphs in Appendix A.
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Respectfully submitted,

/s/ RASHID A. RASHID

Rashid A. Rashid

Attorneys for the Division of Ratepayer
Advocates
California Public Utilities Commission
505 Van Ness Ave.
San Francisco, CA 94102
Telephone: (415) 703-2705

October 6, 2008 Fax: (415) 703-2262
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APPENDIX A

Proposed Changes
Findings of Fact

A Finding of Fact should be added indicating that the results of the Utility Cost
Test and the Modified Participant Costs Tests presented in the utilities’ 2009-2011
Applications and subsequent Amendments did not incorporate the avoided cost values
updated on May 13, 2008.

A Finding of Fact should be added indicating that the results of the UCT and the
mPCT presented in the utilities 2009-2011 Applications and subsequent Amendments
included overhead costs in the measure-level results.

A Finding of Fact should be added indicating that the Commission’s guidelines for
considering LIEE cost-effectiveness as established in D.02-08-034 require a cost-
effectiveness evaluation approach that allows LIEE measures failing the cost-
effectiveness UCT and MPCT to be included based on policy or program considerations.

A Finding of Fact should be added indicating room air conditioners, gas furnace
repair and replacement, and minor home repairs, were retained in the LIEE program in
D.03-11-020 due to program and policy considerations.

Finding of Fact 34 should be amended by adding to the end of the sentence: with
the exception of those non-energy measures in the LIEE program already justified on the
basis of health, comfort and safety.

Finding of Fact 67 should be amended to read: Approximately 136,000 homes
were treated by LIHEAP from 2002-07.

Conclusions of Law

Conclusion of Law 22 should be amended to read: The IOUs should perform a
2009 Impact Evaluation study, and use the results of that study (which will be energy
savings) to recalculate the expected energy savings and the cost-effectiveness values for
the remaining program years.

Conclusion of Law 24 should be amended to specify 1) the amount by which the

energy savings of the portfolio must increase, 2) the time period over which the energy



savings must increase, and 3) the amount of correlation between program spending and
energy savings.

Ordering Paragraphs

Ordering Paragraph 16 should be amended to retain those LIEE measures that do
not meet the threshold established in Ordering Paragraphs 14 and 15, based upon the
policy reasons of hardship reduction, health, safety and comfort.

OP 17 should be amended to avoid any conflict with OP 75, which correctly
indicates the Energy Division, not the IOUs, will conduct the 2009 Impact Evaluation
study.

OP 27 shall be amended to require the IOUs to report the status of the disabled
enrollment effort in an annual Compliance Advice Letter filing to coincide with their
annual report filing.

OP 40 should be amended to require the IOUs to report the status of their LIEE
treatments in accordance with the programmatic initiative in an annual Compliance
Advice Letter filing to coincide with their annual report filing.

OP 46 should be amended to require the IOUs to report the status of their
integration efforts in an annual Compliance Advice Letter filing to coincide with their
annual report filing.

OP 55 should be amended to require the IOUs to report the status of their
leveraging efforts in an annual Compliance Advice Letter filing to coincide with their
annual report filing.

OP 76 should be amended to require the IOUs, not the 2009 Impact Evaluation, to
show in an annual Compliance Advice Letter filing that the energy savings of the
portfolio are increasing over time.

OP 76 should further be amended to specify the amount of energy savings over a
specific time period with a specified correlation between program spending and energy

savings.



An Ordering Paragraph should be added directing the IOUs to generate accurate
measure-level cost-effectiveness test results by using as an input the most current avoided
cost values available, and by excluding overhead costs from the tests.

Ordering Paragraphs 14 and 15 should be amended to direct the IOUs to apply the
.25 threshold to newly generated cost-effectiveness test results.

OP 89 should be amended to require the IOUs to report the status of their progress
toward the CARE penetration requirement of 90% by 20011 in an annual Compliance
Advice Letter filing to coincide with their annual report filing.

An OP should be added to require the IOUs to distinguish in their monthly and
annual reports those homes that received LIEE services in the program year for the first
time, from those homes that received LIEE services in the program year that had been
treated since 2002 and required additional services.

An Ordering Paragraph should be added to condition the inclusion of LIEE Energy
Savings in the Risk Reward Incentive Mechanism upon achievement of LIEE goals of
participation, integration, leveraging, and energy savings better corresponding to

spending.



APPENDIX B
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LowIncomeProgPY09-11_DR_DRA_001-Q01

A | B [ C D

| 1] LIEE Cost-Effectiveness - Weather Sensitive Measures

| 2 | Pacific Gas and Electric Company
3

| 4 ] Ratio of Benefits Over Costs [1]

Measure Utility Cost Test | Modified Participant| Total Resource Cost

5 [2] [3] Test [2] [3] Test [2] [3]
6
7 |A/C Tune-up - Central (Zone 11) SF 1.70 1.19 1.50
8 |A/C Tune-up - Central (Zone 13) SF 1.61 1.36 1.38
9 |Attic Insulation - Gas SH (Zone 1) SF 1.45 1.71 1.16
10 |A/C Tune-up - Central (Zone 11) MH 1.41 0.81 1.24
11 JA/C Tune-up - Central (Zone 13) MH 1.35 0.93 1.15
12 |Duct Sealing - Gas SH & AC (Zone 16) MH 1.32 1.29 1.06
13 |Duct Sealing - Gas SH & AC (Zone 16) SF 1.25 1.22 1.00
14 |A/C Tune-up - Central (Zone 12) SF 1.15 0.85 1.01
15 JA/C Tune-up - Central (Zone 11) MF 1.15 0.80 1.01
16 |A/C Tune-up - Central (Zone 13) MF 1.14 0.96 0.98
17 |Attic Insulation - Gas SH (Zone 16) SF 1.04 1.23 0.83
18 |Attic Insulation - Gas SH (Zone 2) SF 1.02 1.21 0.82
19 |Duct Sealing - Gas SH & AC (Zone 13) SF 1.02 1.01 0.81
20 |A/C Tune-up - Central (Zone 12) MH 1.01 0.61 0.89
21 |Duct Sealing - Gas SH & AC (Zone 5) MH 1.00 0.98 0.81
22 |Duct Sealing - Gas SH & AC (Zone 11) SF 0.98 0.96 0.78
23 |Duct Sealing - Gas SH & AC (Zone 12) SF 0.97 0.96 0.78
24 |Duct Sealing - Gas SH & AC (Zone 5) SF 0.94 0.91 0.75
25 |Duct Sealing - Gas SH & AC (Zone 2) SF 0.93 0.91 0.75
26 |Duct Sealing - Gas SH & AC (Zone 2) MH 0.91 0.89 0.73
27 |Attic Insulation - Gas SH (Zone 11) SF 0.90 1.06 0.72
28 |A/C Tune-up - Central (Zone 16) SF 0.85 0.57 0.75
29 |Attic Insulation - Gas SH (Zone 3) SF 0.84 1.00 0.68
30 |Duct Sealing - Gas SH & AC (Zone 13) MH 0.83 0.83 0.66
31 |Attic Insulation - Gas SH (Zone 12) SF 0.81 0.96 0.65
32 |Duct Sealing - Gas SH & AC (Zone 12) MH 0.81 0.80 0.65
33 |Duct Sealing - Gas SH & AC (Zone 3) SF 0.81 0.79 0.65
34 |Duct Sealing - Gas SH & AC (Zone 1) MH 0.79 0.76 0.63
35 |Attic Insulation - Gas SH (Zone 4) SF 0.76 0.90 0.61
36 |Duct Sealing - Gas SH & AC (Zone 4) SF 0.75 0.74 0.60
37 |JA/C Tune-up - Central (Zone 16) MH 0.74 0.41 0.65
38 |Duct Sealing - Gas SH & AC (Zone 11) MH 0.74 0.74 0.58
39 |Attic Insulation - Gas SH (Zone 13) SF 0.70 0.83 0.56
40 [Duct Sealing - Gas SH & AC (Zone 1) SF 0.68 0.67 0.55
41 |Evaporative Coolers (Zone 16) SF 0.65 0.50 0.54
42 [Duct Sealing - Gas SH & AC (Zone 3) MH 0.62 0.61 0.50
43 |A/C Tune-up - Central (Zone 12) MF 0.62 0.45 0.54
44 |Evaporative Coolers (Zone 13) SF 0.60 0.51 0.49
45 |Air Slg/Envelope (Zone 13) MH 0.60 3.72 0.48
46 |Evaporative Coolers (Zone 13) MH 0.58 0.60 0.48
47 |A/C Tune-up - Central (Zone 4) SF 0.56 0.45 0.48
48 |Air Slg/Envelope (Zone 12) MH 0.54 3.37 0.43
49 |Duct Sealing - Gas SH & AC (Zone 4) MH 0.53 0.51 0.42
50 |A/C Tune-up - Central (Zone 16) MF 0.50 0.34 0.44
51 |Air Slg/Envelope (Zone 16) MH 0.48 3.01 0.39
52 |Evaporative Coolers (Zone 16) MH 0.48 0.44 0.40
53 |A/C Tune-up - Central (Zone 4) MH 0.46 0.30 0.40
54 |Air Slg/Envelope (Zone 13) SF 0.43 2.66 0.34
55 |A/C Replacement - Room (Zone 13) SF 0.42 0.32 0.37
56 |A/C Tune-up - Central (Zone 2) MH 0.40 0.25 0.35
57 |Air Slg/Envelope (Zone 12) SF 0.40 2.48 0.32
58 |A/C Tune-up - Central (Zone 2) SF 0.39 0.29 0.34
59 |A/C Replacement - Room (Zone 16) SF 0.39 0.24 0.35
60 |Attic Insulation - Gas SH (Zone 2) MF 0.37 0.44 0.30

PGE_002_response_20080613_CEandBillSavings/Q.1-A-6 Weather 1
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LowIncomeProgPY09-11_DR_DRA_001-Q01

A | B [ C D
| 1] LIEE Cost-Effectiveness - Weather Sensitive Measures
| 2 | Pacific Gas and Electric Company
3
| 4 ] Ratio of Benefits Over Costs [1]
Measure Utility Cost Test | Modified Participant| Total Resource Cost
5 [2] [3] Test [2] [3] Test [2] [3]
61 |Evaporative Coolers (Zone 11) MH 0.36 0.34 0.30
62 |A/C Replacement - Room (Zone 13) MH 0.36 0.28 0.31
63 |Air Slg/Envelope (Zone 16) SF 0.34 2.13 0.27
64 |A/C Replacement - Central (Zone 13) MH 0.34 0.26 0.29
65 |Attic Insulation - Gas SH (Zone 3) MF 0.34 0.40 0.27
66 |A/C Replacement - Central (Zone 13) SF 0.33 0.26 0.29
67 |A/C Replacement - Central (Zone 13) MF 0.33 0.26 0.29
68 |Evaporative Coolers (Zone 12) MH 0.33 0.32 0.27
69 |Evaporative Coolers (Zone 12) SF 0.31 0.25 0.26
70 |Air Slg/Envelope (Zone 1) MH 0.31 1.95 0.25
71 ]Attic Insulation - Gas SH (Zone 4) MF 0.31 0.37 0.25
72 |Attic Insulation - Gas SH (Zone 5) MF 0.31 0.37 0.25
73 |A/C Tune-up - Central (Zone 4) MF 0.31 0.25 0.27
74 |Evaporative Coolers (Zone 11) SF 0.29 0.22 0.24
75 |Air Slg/Envelope (Zone 4) MH 0.28 1.77 0.23
76 |Attic Insulation - Gas SH (Zone 12) MF 0.28 0.33 0.22
77 JA/C Replacement - Room (Zone 16) MH 0.28 0.18 0.25
78 |A/C Tune-up - Central (Zone 2) MF 0.28 0.21 0.24
79 JA/C Replacement - Central (Zone 11) MH 0.27 0.18 0.24
80 |A/C Replacement - Central (Zone 11) SF 0.27 0.17 0.24
81 |Air Slg/Envelope (Zone 11) MH 0.26 1.59 0.20
82 |Attic Insulation - Gas SH (Zone 13) MF 0.25 0.30 0.20
83 |A/C Replacement - Room (Zone 11) SF 0.24 0.16 0.21
84 |A/C Replacement - Central (Zone12) MH 0.24 0.16 0.21
85 |Duct Sealing - Gas SH & AC (Zone 13) MF 0.23 0.24 0.18
86 |Evaporative Coolers (Zone 13) MF 0.23 0.24 0.19
87 |A/C Replacement - Room (Zone 11) MH 0.23 0.15 0.20
88 |Air Slg/Envelope (Zone 2) MH 0.23 1.42 0.18
89 |Air Slg/Envelope (Zone 1) SF 0.23 1.42 0.18
90 |Air Slg/Envelope (Zone 4) SF 0.23 1.42 0.18
91 |A/C Replacement - Central (Zone12) SF 0.23 0.15 0.20
92 |A/C Replacement - Central (Zone 16) SF 0.22 0.14 0.20
93 |A/C Replacement - Central (Zone 11) MF 0.22 0.14 0.19
94 |Duct Sealing - Gas SH & AC (Zone 11) MF 0.21 0.20 0.16
95 |A/C Replacement - Room (Zone 12) SF 0.20 0.14 0.18
96 |A/C Replacement - Room (Zone 12) MH 0.20 0.14 0.18
97 |Air Slg/Envelope (Zone 11) SF 0.20 1.24 0.16
98 |Air Slg/Envelope (Zone 2) SF 0.17 1.06 0.14
99 |Evaporative Coolers (Zone 11) MF 0.17 0.13 0.14
100|Htg Sys Repair/Replace - Gas SH (Zone 1) SF 0.15 0.09 0.06
101]Air Slg/Envelope (Zone 12) MF 0.14 0.89 0.11
102|Air Slg/Envelope (Zone 13) MF 0.14 0.89 0.11
103]A/C Replacement - Central (Zone12) MF 0.13 0.09 0.12
104|Duct Sealing - Gas SH & AC (Zone 12) MF 0.13 0.13 0.10
105|Duct Sealing - Gas SH & AC (Zone 16) MF 0.13 0.12 0.10
106|A/C Replacement - Room (Zone 13) MF 0.12 0.09 0.10
107]Air Slg/Envelope (Zone 16) MF 0.11 0.71 0.09
108|Htg Sys Repair/Replace - Gas SH (Zone 2) SF 0.11 0.06 0.04
109]A/C Tune-up - Central (Zone 3) SF 0.10 0.10 0.08
110JHtg Sys Repair/Replace - Gas SH (Zone 11) SF 0.10 0.06 0.04
111]|Htg Sys Repair/Replace - Gas SH (Zone 3) SF 0.09 0.06 0.04
112|A/C Tune-up - Central (Zone 3) MH 0.09 0.08 0.07
113]A/C Tune-up - Central (Zone 5) SF 0.09 0.07 0.08
114|Htg Sys Repair/Replace - Gas SH (Zone 16) SF 0.09 0.05 0.03
115]A/C Replacement - Central (Zone 2) MH 0.09 0.06 0.08
116]A/C Replacement - Central (Zone 2) SF 0.09 0.06 0.08
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LowIncomeProgPY09-11_DR_DRA_001-Q01

A | B [ C D
| 1] LIEE Cost-Effectiveness - Weather Sensitive Measures

| 2 | Pacific Gas and Electric Company

3

| 4 ] Ratio of Benefits Over Costs [1]

Measure Utility Cost Test | Modified Participant| Total Resource Cost
5 [2] [3] Test [2] [3] Test [2] [3]

117]Air Slg/Envelope (Zone 1) MF 0.09 0.53 0.07

118|Air Slg/Envelope (Zone 4) MF 0.09 0.53 0.07

119]Air Slg/Envelope (Zone 3) MH 0.09 0.53 0.07

120|Htg Sys Repair/Replace - Gas SH (Zone 12) SF 0.08 0.05 0.03

121]|Htg Sys Repair/Replace - Gas SH (Zone 4) SF 0.08 0.05 0.03

122|Duct Sealing - Gas SH & AC (Zone 2) MF 0.08 0.08 0.06

123]A/C Replacement - Room (Zone 11) MF 0.08 0.05 0.07

124|Duct Sealing - Gas SH & AC (Zone 4) MF 0.08 0.08 0.06

125]|A/C Tune-up - Central (Zone 5) MH 0.07 0.05 0.06

126|Htg Sys Repair/Replace - Gas SH (Zone 13) SF 0.07 0.04 0.03

127])A/C Replacement - Central (Zone 2) MF 0.06 0.04 0.05

128|Air Slg/Envelope (Zone 11) MF 0.06 0.35 0.05

129]Air Slg/Envelope (Zone 3) SF 0.06 0.35 0.05

130]Air Slg/Envelope (Zone 2) MF 0.06 0.35 0.05

131]A/C Tune-up - Central (Zone 1) MH 0.06 0.03 0.05

132|A/C Tune-up - Central (Zone 1) SF 0.06 0.04 0.05

133|Evaporative Coolers (Zone 2) MH 0.05 0.05 0.04

134|Duct Sealing - Gas SH & AC (Zone 3) MF 0.05 0.05 0.04

135|Duct Sealing - Gas SH & AC (Zone 5) MF 0.05 0.05 0.04

136|A/C Replacement - Central (Zone 4) MF 0.05 0.04 0.04

137]A/C Tune-up - Central (Zone 3) MF 0.05 0.05 0.04

138|A/C Replacement - Room (Zone 12) MF 0.05 0.03 0.04

139]A/C Replacement - Central (Zone 4) MH 0.04 0.03 0.03

140]A/C Replacement - Central (Zone 4) SF 0.04 0.03 0.03

141]A/C Tune-up - Central (Zone 5) MF 0.04 0.03 0.03

142|A/C Tune-up - Central (Zone 1) MF 0.04 0.03 0.03

143|Duct Sealing - Gas SH & AC (Zone 1) MF 0.03 0.03 0.03

144|Air Slg/Envelope (Zone 3) MF 0.03 0.18 0.02

145]A/C Replacement - Central (Zone 3) MH 0.01 0.01 0.01

146]A/C Replacement - Central (Zone 3) SF 0.01 0.01 0.01

147|A/C Replacement - Central (Zone 3) MF 0.01 0.01 0.01

148|[1] Based on forecasted 2010 LIEE program year.

I |[2] The Utility Cost Test (UCT) and Modified Participant Cost Test (PCm) both include NEBs and were adopted for LIEE in
D.02-08-034. The TRC is included for information purposes only, as specified in the ACR Providing Guidance for LIEE 2009-
2011 Budget Applicaiton, dated 04/01/08. Cost Benefit tests are described in PG&E's 2009-2011 LIEE Testimony, at Section

| 149(IV.A.

[3] The UCT, PC,, and TRC test results shown in this table all exclude overhead (non-installation) costs, as requested in
150|DRA's Data Request LowlncomeProgPY09-11 DR_DRA 001-Q01.
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LowlncomeProgPY(09-11_DR_DRA 001-Q02

Pacific Gas and Electric Company

Program Year 2009 Bill Savings

Bill Savings Amount

Estimated 1st Year Bill Savings $ 4,822,191
Estimated Lifecycle Bill Savings $ 46,129,558
Average 1st Year Bill Savings / Participant $ 60.28
Average Lifecycle Bill Savings / Participani $ 576.62

PGE_002_response_20080613_CEandBillSavings/Q.2-Bill Savings

2008-June-12



A.08-05-025 SCG Response
SoCalGas Low Income Program Year 2009-2011
Re.: Cost Effectiveness
DR: LIEE DRA 3
Dated: May 30, 2008 Q1

Submitted: June 16, 2008

Question 1:

Regarding Attachments A-6 and A-7 listing measure-level cost-effectiveness results, please provide:

e the measure-level and program-level cost-effectiveness results of the mPT, UT, and TRC excluding
overhead (non-installation) costs.

e the measure-level and program-level cost-effectiveness results of the TRC including NEBs in the
calculation.

e the measure-level and program-level cost-effectiveness results of the TRC when overhead (non-
installation) costs are excluded from the calculation AND when NEBs are included in the calculation.

SCG Response 1:
a) Table A-6 and Table A-7 with measure-level cost-effectiveness results excluding overhead (non-
installation) costs are reflected in the excel spreadsheet below labeled “SoCalGas Table 6 and 7 no
admin.xls”.

IHl |
SoCalGas Table 6
and 7 no admin.xls

Program level results excluding overhead (non-installation) costs are as follows:

Ratio of Program Benefits over Installation Costs
Modified Participant Total Resource Cost
Utility Cost Test Test Test
0.76 1.45 0.57

b) For the purposes of this analysis, the TRC with NEBs is equal to the Utility Cost Test. These
results were provided in Attachment 6 and Attachment 7 filed on May 15, 2008 in SoCalGas’
Application 08-05-025.

c) For the purposes of this analysis, the TRC with NEBs is equal to the Utility Cost Test. These
results are provided in the attachment to this response (see SoCalGas response 1 a) above).



A.08-05-024 SDG&E Response
SDGE Low Income Program Year 2009-2011
Re.: Cost Effectiveness
DR: LIEE DRA 3
Dated: May 30, 2008 Q1

Submitted: June 16, 2008

Question 1:

Regarding Attachments A-6 and A-7 listing measure-level cost-effectiveness results, please provide:

e the measure-level and program-level cost-effectiveness results of the mPT, UT, and TRC excluding
overhead (non-installation) costs.

e the measure-level and program-level cost-effectiveness results of the TRC including NEBs in the
calculation.

e the measure-level and program-level cost-effectiveness results of the TRC when overhead (non-
installation) costs are excluded from the calculation AND when NEBs are included in the calculation.

SDG&E Response 1:
(a) Table A-6 and Table A-7 with measure-level cost-effectiveness results excluding overhead (non-
installation) costs are reflected in the excel spreadsheet below labeled “SDGE Table 6 and 7 no
admin.xlIs”.

H] |
SDGE Table 6 and 7
no admin.xls

Program level results excluding overhead (non-installation) costs are as follows:

Ratio of Program Benefits over Installation Costs
Modified Participant Total Resource Cost
Utility Cost Test Test Test
0.98 1.44 0.82

(b) For the purposes of this analysis, the TRC with NEBs is equal to the Utility Cost Test. These
results were provided in Attachment 6 and Attachment 7 filed on May 15, 2008 in SDG&E’s
Application 08-05-024.

(c) For the purposes of this analysis, the TRC with NEBs is equal to the Utility Cost Test. These
results are provided in the attachment to this response (see SDG&E response 1 (a) above).



Southern California Edison
Low-Income Application Program 2009-2011 A.08-05-026

DATA REQUEST SET A0805026-DRA-SCE-02

To: DRA
Prepared by: John Fasana
Title: Marketing Analyst

Dated: 05/30/2008

. _____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|]
Question 01:

Regarding Attachments A-6 and A-7 listing measure-level cost-effectiveness results, please
provide:

- the measure-level and program-level cost-effectiveness results of the mPT, UT, and
TRC excluding overhead (non-installation) costs.

- the measure-level and program-level cost-effectiveness results of the TRC including
NEBs in the calculation.

- the measure-level and program-level cost-effectiveness results of the TRC when
overhead (non-installation) costs are excluded from the calculation AND when
NEBs are included in the calculation.

Response to Question 01:

The attached workbook provides the response to Question 1.



APPENDIX C

From: Tisdale, Matthew

Sent: Monday, September 29, 2008 10:00 AM

To: 'Basham, Jodi'

Cc: Wimbley, Jayson; Watts-Zagha, Karen

Subject: RE: LIHEAP/DOE Annual Weatherization Service

Attachments: DOE-LIHEAP Wx Units 2002 - 2008.xls; Proposed Decision.pdf

Jodi and Jayson,

First, let me say thank you for your continued support of the CPUC in its evaluation LIEE and its
relationship to LIHEAP.

Second, | am trying to understand the difference between the LIHEAP/DOE Weatherization data
(attached) that you provided in response to DRA's request (and was subsequently entered into the record
by DRA) and the data being referenced by ALJ Sarah Thomas on page 101 of the proposed decision
(also attached). As you'll see, the number of homes treated in each of these data sets is different. |
would appreciate any insight you can provide into this difference.

Thanks again,

Matthew Tisdale

From: Basham, Jodi [mailto:JBasham@CSD.CA.GOV]
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2008 11:53 AM

To: Tisdale, Matthew

Cc: Wimbley, Jayson

Subject: FW: LIHEAP/DOE Annual Weatherization Service

Hi Matthew,

Here is the information you requested for LIHEAP/DOE Wx service households. If you have any
questions, please call me at (916) 341-4270.

Jodi

Jodi Basham

Community Services & Development
Energy and Environmental Services Division
700 North 10th Street, Suite D215A
Sacramento, CA 95811

(916) 341-4270 (Voice/Fax)
jbasham@csd.ca.gov



From: Wimbley, Jayson

Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2008 5:08 PM

To: Tisdale, Matthew

Subject: RE: LIHEAP/DOE Annual Weatherization Service

The information you requested will require a query of our databases to compile and provide. Let me
inquire with our IT unit to get an estimate on turnaround. Will get back to you.

From: Tisdale, Matthew [mailto:MWT@cpuc.ca.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2008 2:10 PM

To: Wimbley, Jayson

Subject: LIHEAP/DOE Annual Weatherization Service

Mr. Wimbley,

Is it possible to determine how many households in California have received LIHEAP/DOE
Weatherization services annually since 20027 If so, where could | find that data? For 2006, | am relying
on the fact sheet from your website. The data at the bottom of that page leads me to believe that 23,313
received the weatherization service in 2006. Do you have comparable data for other program years?

| hope to include this data in a brief I'm contributing to for the CPUC on Friday. | know that you have
been called upon by my colleagues from the utilities and the energy division. | have seen the utility
specific data that you've provided to the utilities and Ms. Sevier. My request today aims to compare that
data to some high level totals to determine if the utilities used the data you provided appropriately.

Thank you for any assistance you can provide.

Matthew Tisdale

dkkkdkdkhkhhkhkkkhkhkkkhkhkkhhhhhhhhhhkkkkkkhk

Matthew Tisdale

Regulatory Analyst

CPUC, Division of Ratepayer Advocates
mwt@cpuc.ca.qov

415-703-5137




From: Campanella, Leslie [LCampanella@CSD.CA.GOV]

Sent: Thursday, October 02, 2008 1:03 PM

To: Tisdale, Matthew

Cc: Wimbley, Jayson

Subject: LIHEAP/DOE Annual Weatherization Service Response

Dear Matthew,
There are a few reasons why the numbers are so different.

e The primary difference is attributable to the manner in which the data was consolidated and
delivered to each of the utilities. Service territories that are shared by more than one utility were
included on each utility's spreadsheet. When the numbers from the four spreadsheets were
consolidated, there were several service territories or counties that were included as many as
three times.

e There are a few agencies that cover multiple counties. In one case, an agency that covered two
counties had different utility providers. Because our information is currently collected at a
summary level basis, we could not separate the number of completed units between these two
counties and had to include the data on three utility spreadsheets. We are working towards a
new automation system that will provide unit level data in detail.

e The information Jodi sent you included Siskiyou County which is not within the service territories
of the utilities in this analysis. We can exclude this if you wish.

e The original information provided the utilities was generated much earlier in the year. Activity
continued on the 2006 and 2007 contracts after the initial analysis. 2008 was not included
initially.

| suggest using the data that Jodi sent you as it is the most current and accurate in terms of total
numbers. If you have any questions or wish the information that Jodi provided to you organized
differently, please feel free to contact me.

Thank you,

Leslie A. Campanella

California Department of Community Services & Development
Energy and Environmental Services Division

PO Box 1947

Sacramento CA 95812-1947

916-341-4376 (Voice/FAX)

Icampanella@csd.ca.gov



APPENDIX D

From: Campanella, Leslie [LCampanella@CSD.CA.GOV]
Sent: Monday, October 06, 2008 3:56 AM

To: Tisdale, Matthew

Subject: New Updated Numbers

Hi Matthew,

| was able to retrieve the 2007 numbers for you. Please use these numbers.

Total Weatherized Units

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 Total
DOE Wx 4,908 4,104 3,997 4,179 4,413 3,650 25,251
LIHEAP Wx 18,003 17,792 17,680 16,889 24,471 15,068 109,903

Totals 22,911 21,896 21,677 21,068 28,884 18,718 135,154

Thanks,
Leslie

Leslie A. Campanella

California Department of Community Services & Development
Energy and Environmental Services Division

PO Box 1947

Sacramento CA 95812-1947

916-341-4376 (Voice/FAX)

Icampanella@csd.ca.gov



APPENDIX E

DRA recommends the Commission take the following steps to correct the

inaccuracy caused by using distorted LIHEAP data:

1. divide the statewide totals provided by CSD (Appendix D) into four proportionate

parts based on each utilities portion of the total population as reflected in

paragraph 2 of the PD’s page 99% and specified by the following table:

Portion of Total Eligible Population by Utility

PG&E SCE SDG&E SCG Total Eligible Population
1,868,598 1,368,584 354,489 2,046,086 | 5,637,757
%
of total 33.14% 24.28% 6.29% 36.29%

2. replace the “Households Weatherized from 2002-2007” table on page 100 of the

PD with each utilities respective total as determined by step 2

3. subtract the new, accurate data from the total eligible households and replace the

figures in the table on page 102 of the PD.

® DRA acknowledges that this is a crude system for determining how many of the homes treated by
LIHEAP are in each of the service territories and remains open to other suggestions, provided the
suggestions do not grossly inflate the number of households served by LIHEAP as the PD’s methodology

does.




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have this day served a copy of COMMENTS OF
THE DIVISION OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES ON THE DECISION
AUTHORIZING THE APPLICATIONS OF PACIFIC GAS AND
ELECTRIC COMPANY, SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY,
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY, AND SOUTHERN
CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY FOR APPROVAL OF 2009-2011 LIEE
AND CARE PROGRAMS AND FUNDING

in A.08-05-022 ET AL. by using the following service:

[ X ] E-Mail Service: sending the entire document as an attachment to an
e-mail message to all known parties of record to this proceeding who provided
electronic mail addresses.

[ ]U.S. Mail Service: mailing by first-class mail with postage prepaid to
all known parties of record who did not provide electronic mail addresses.

Executed on October 6, 2008 at San Francisco, California.

/s/ ALBERT HILL

Albert Hill

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 and/or
e-mail address to insure that they continue to receive
documents. You must indicate the proceeding number on
the service list on which your name appears.
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SERVICE LIST FOR A.08-05-022 ET AL.

bobbi.sterrett@swgas.com
keith.layton@swgas.com
valerie.ontiveroz@swgas.com
emello@sppc.com
mthorp@sempra.com
alexsot@aol.com
socal.forum@yahoo.com
richvilla4d@hotmail.com
arago@gqcsca.com
montoym1@sce.com
stacie.schaffer@sce.com
kswitzer@gswater.com
rkmoore@gswater.com
dwood8@cox.net
bpatton_rancho@sbcglobal.net
gbaker@sempra.com
khassan@sempra.com
jyamagata@semprautilities.com
sundnr2@sbcglobal.net
abrice@rhainc.com
pk@utilitycostmanagement.com
jmann@pmelaw.com
jmann@pmelaw.com
gredican@caasm.org
wparker@baprc.com
hayley@turn.org
kwz@cpuc.ca.gov
rhd@cpuc.ca.gov
dfc2@pge.com
epoole@adplaw.com
jwiedman@goodinmacbride.com
Icorrea@lif.org

irene@igc.org

cjin3@pge.com
jwwd@pge.com
ralf1241a@cs.com
robertg@greenlining.org
samuelk@greenlining.org
pucservice@dralegal.org
pucservice@dralegal.org
sebesq@comcast.net
mike@alpinenaturalgas.com
billjulian@sbcglobal.net
carolyncox2@sbcglobal.net
glw@eslawfirm.com
hodgesjl@surewest.net

westgas@aol.com
Iperez@cresource.org
cristalfour@aol.com
michelle.mishoe@pacificorp.com
ryan.flynn@pacificorp.com
sesco@optonline.net
rick_noger@praxair.com
jmeyers@naima.org
dm@getwise.org
chilen@sppc.com
tdillard@sppc.com
spatrick@sempra.com
Senpolanco22@aol.com
mmazur@3phasesRenewables.com
ron@relenergy.com
luis@winegardenergy.com
monte@winegardenergy.com
Jose.atilio@gmail.com
pssed@adelphia.net
akbar.jazayeri@sce.com
Case.Admin@sce.com
parkhijff@sce.com
jeannie.harrell@sce.com
john.fasana@sce.com
john.nall@sce.com
larry.cope@sce.com
pete.zanzot@sce.com
roberto.delreal@sce.com
markmcnulty@sbcglobal.net
ywhiting@cox.net
jiensen@rhainc.com
CentralFiles@semprautilities.com
Ischavrien@semprautilities.com
YVazquez@semprautilities.com
bautistafaith@yahoo.com
Iflores@americaninsul.com
bill.belansky@mascocs.com
thamilton@qualitybuilt.com
jnewc@capsbc.sbcounty.gov
mjuarez@capriverside.org
r-l-shaw@msn.com
jmcnamara@eocslo.org
eadams.assert@verizon.net
hhuerta@rhainc.com
joe@rhainc.com
klucero@rhainc.com
vtvgeneral@aol.com



mjwms@calwes.com
ben@renaissanceinc.net
jamader@sbcglobal.net
or10sia@aol.com
ann.kelly@sfgov.org
bruce.foster@sce.com
diw@cpuc.ca.gov
jeanne.sole@sfgov.org
bjsv@pge.com
cmb3@pge.com
Icf2@pge.com
SRH1@pge.com
ttn7@pge.com
jscancarelli@flk.com
cem@newsdata.com
cpuccases@pge.com
sara@solaralliance.org
bkc7@pge.com
mjob@pge.com
riro@pge.com
jldezell@yahoo.com
barbara@rhainc.com
Ralf1241a@CS.com
davidclark@synergycompanies.org
shallenbgr@aol.com
flt2@pge.com
zzeria@aol.com
sbeserra@sbcglobal.net
alex.kang@itron.com
jody_london_consulting@earthlink.net
zfranklin@gridalternatives.org
cpucdockets@keyesandfox.com
jesser@greenlining.org
stephaniec@greenlining.org
knotsund@berkeley.edu
adiff@aol.com
mary.tucker@sanjoseca.gov
dwmoir@westernappliance.com
elise.kleiber@mascocs.com
tomk@mid.org
bobho@mid.org
joyw@mid.org
rmccann@umich.edu
demorse@omsoft.com
wamer@kirkwood.com
jig@eslawfirm.com
jwimbley@csd.ca.gov
rbicker@caanet.org
bernardo@braunlegal.com
sheila@wma.org

bburt@macnexus.org
dstephenson@amwater.com
jim@rhainc.com
pamela@rhainc.com
sberg@shhip.org
jnelson@psrec.coop
Sami.Khawaja@quanteclic.com
californiadockets@pacificorp.com
marisa.decristoforo@pacificorp.com
davesullivan_71@msn.com
michael@awish.net
ayo@cpuc.ca.gov
atr@cpuc.ca.gov
do2@cpuc.ca.gov
dhn@cpuc.ca.gov
hym@cpuc.ca.gov
hcf@cpuc.ca.gov
msj@cpuc.ca.gov
khy@cpuc.ca.gov
mcl@cpuc.ca.gov
mwt@cpuc.ca.gov
mla@cpuc.ca.gov
mvc@cpuc.ca.gov
rhh@cpuc.ca.gov
gig@cpuc.ca.gov
leh@cpuc.ca.gov
srt@cpuc.ca.gov
sbs@cpuc.ca.gov
ssr@cpuc.ca.gov
smw@cpuc.ca.gov
tmr@cpuc.ca.gov
dbeck@energy.state.ca.us
zca@cpuc.ca.gov



