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RESOLUTION

Resolution E-3703.  Sempra Energy, on behalf of San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E), requests authorization to reallocate a portion of its PY 2000 Low-Income Energy Efficiency funds in accordance with Commission directives and to utilize unspent 1998 and 1999 funds for increased program activities.   SDG&E's request is conditionally approved in part. 

By Advice Letter 1239-E/1207-G Filed on July 21, 2000.

                ___________________________________________________________________

SUMMARY

By Advice Letter (AL) 1239-E/1207-G, San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) requests approval to reallocate program funds for carbon monoxide testing activities performed under its Program Year (PY) 2000 Direct Assistance Program (DAP) in accordance with Commission directive in Decision (D.) 00-07-020.  SDG&E also requests authorization to use unspent PY 1998 and 1999 Low Income Energy Efficiency (LIEE) 
 funds to augment its PY 2000 LIEE authorized budget for increased program costs related to new studies and reports specified in Ordering Paragraph 11 of D.00-07-020.  SDG&E further requests approval to allocate unspent PY 1998 and 1999 funds to augment its LIEE program in PY 2000 and 2001. 

This Resolution denies SDG&E’s request with respect to LIEE program changes and budget for PY 2001.  It approves, in principle, SDG&E’s request to use unspent PY 1998 and 1999 funds to augment its PY 2000 budget for increased program activities.  It denies SDG&E’s request to implement new DAP program measures for PY 2000.  SDG&E is authorized to reallocate $160,000 for carbon monoxide testing to other DAP program areas, and to set aside $450,000 of the unspent PY 1998 and 1999 monies for the studies and reports ordered in D.00-07-020.  SDG&E is required to submit a revised budget and supporting tables, subject to approval by the Energy Division. 

BACKGROUND

In this advice letter, SDG&E requests Commission authorization for the following: 

1. Utilization of unspent PY 1998 and 1999 program monies totaling $4.01 million to augment SDG&E's PY 2000 and 2001 program budgets to increase DAP and Energy Education for Low Income (EELI) program services to achieve energy demand reductions and reduce financial hardships.  The proposed allocation of these funds is $1.93 million to PY 2000 and $2.08 million to PY 2001.

2. Proposed new measures for the PY 2000 and 2001 DAP and EELI programs.

3. Removal of $160,000 in PY 2000 program expenditures for actual and planned carbon monoxide (CO) testing activities and reallocation of these monies to provide a portion of the funding for the additional proposed measures.

4. Set-aside of $450,000 of the unspent PY 1998 and 1999 program funds for studies and reports ordered in D.00-07-020 until such time as SDG&E has had an opportunity to work with other parties to determine the cost of these studies and reports. 

SDG&E proposes to augment its PY 2000 and PY 2001 DAP and EELI programs with unspent PY 1998/1998 LIEE monies in order to provide additional services to help mitigate the financial hardship to its low-income customers resulting from significant increases in electricity prices and customer bills beginning in June 2000.  SDG&E notes that its request is consistent with its July 21, 2000 filing in A.99-09-049, et.al., in response to D.00-07-017, which directed utilities to file program proposals to achieve reductions in electric demand and usage through energy efficiency programs (Summer Initiatives).  In that filing, SDG&E is proposing a number of new residential programs, some are targeted to low-income and senior customers.  SDG&E urges the Commission to consider additional measures for low-income customers, and therefore requests expedited review and approval of the additional LIEE funding and activities it proposes in this advice letter on the same schedule as its Summer Initiative proposals.  

SDG&E proposes that the following measures be increased or added to its LIEE programs for PY 2000 and 2001:

· Increase the number of tenant-owned refrigerator replacements

· Refrigerator replacement incentives paid to landlords of low-income housing

· Room air conditioner replacement  for low-income customers who own their own air   conditioner

· Room air conditioner replacement incentives paid to landlords of low-income housing

· Evaporative cooler maintenance and repair

· Expand the EELI program curriculum to incorporate additional information about the competitive energy market, service options, and other SDG&E programs that can help them manage their bills

· Increase the number of customers participating in the PY 2001 EELI program by 5,000

SDG&E recognizes that many of these efforts fall outside the current low-income program standardization efforts being undertaken by the utilities, but believes that they need to be implemented as quickly as possible to address the increased financial hardship currently facing its limited-income customers in the deregulated energy market.  SDG&E states its continued commitment to the standardization efforts; hence, it asks for Commission authorization to diverge from the standardization efforts on an interim basis until such time as the utility working group can address these new efforts through the standardization process.

SDG&E requests the redirection of $160,000 in PY 2000 program expenditures for actual and planned carbon monoxide testing activities in response to Ordering Paragraph 5 in D.00-07-020.  In that decision, the Commission directed SDG&E to file an advice letter that clarifies whether carbon monoxide testing activities conducted as part of its low-income energy efficiency program are being funded in whole or in part with LIEE funds.  If any such activities are being funded by program funds, SDG&E was directed to submit with the advice letter a revised PY 2000 budget removing these costs from program expenditures and a recommended reallocation of those costs to other program categories subject to Commission approval by resolution. 

SDG&E proposes to set-aside $450,000 of unspent PY 1998 and 1999 program funds also in accordance with Ordering Paragraph 11 of D.00-07-020.  This decision directs the utilities to file advice letters, within 60 days of the effective date of the decision, requesting budget augmentation sufficient to cover the cost of new studies and reports specified in the decision.  Pursuant to the decision, the budget augmentation request is to include a breakout of the costs of each study or report. 

On July 25,2000, Sempra Energy, on behalf of SDG&E, submitted substitute sheets for tables on A-9 and Attachments C.1 through C.8 included in AL 1239-E/1207-G.  Sempra Energy indicated that they mailed copies of the corrected sheets to all parties on the G.O. 96 list and the service list for R.98-07-037 and A.99-07-002, et al.

The following parties submitted comments in support of AL 1239-E/1207-G:  Low Income Advisory Board, East Los Angeles Community Union; Maravilla Foundation; the Southern California Forum; Bay Area Poverty Resource Council; and Richard Heath and Associates and its subcontractors (the Alliance for African Assistance; Campesinos Unidos, Inc.; Catholic Charities Refugee & Immigrant Services; Metropolitan Area Advisory Committee Project; Native American Council; Refugee Assistance Program; and San Diego American Indian Heath Center).

NOTICE 

Notice of AL 1239-E/1207-G was made by publication in the Commission’s Daily Calendar.  SDG&E states that a copy of the Advice Letter was mailed and distributed in accordance with Section III-G of General Order 96-A. 

PROTESTS

On August 7, 2000, the Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) filed a protest to AL 1239-E/1207-G.  ORA protests the portion of SDG&E's Advice Letter filing that addresses mitigation of increased financial hardship of its low-income and elderly customers.  ORA contends that SDG&E’s request does not offer immediate relief to SDG&E’s qualified DAP low-income customers.  ORA suggests that the excess funds from PY 1998 and 1999 be used instead to provide immediate bill reductions for low-income and elderly customers.  ORA proposes that immediate financial relief could be provided through a one-time emergency bill credit spread out over 3 to 6 months.  ORA asserts that the decrease in the electric bills from the use of energy efficient appliances is not enough to mitigate the financial burden that low-income and elderly ratepayers are currently experiencing.   

ORA believes that Public Utilities Code Section 382 gives the Commission flexibility in implementing programs for qualified low-income customers and does not preclude the monies from being used for new types of programs for the low-income customers.
  ORA proposes that the Commission approve its alternate bill reduction plan or another plan which provides immediate emergency financial relief to SDG&E’s qualified DAP low-income customers to mitigate the financial hardship due to the increased energy cost.

ORA also protests SDG&E’s proposal to implement new measures because it is contrary to the standardization of utility LIEE programs ordered by the Commission.  ORA states that the LIEE Standardization Project was initiated in January 2000 in response to the December 29, 1999 Assigned Commissioner ‘s Ruling (ACR), which called for increased consistency in utility LIEE programs. 

ORA points out that air conditioner and refrigerator replacement incentives to landlords does not provide an immediate benefit to low-income customers, and that the immediate benefit goes to the landlords instead.  ORA concludes that these new measures proposed by SDG&E are long-run resolutions to conservation and provide very little or no decrease in current bills, and therefore do not provide financial relief to the low-income customers.  ORA recommends that SDG&E’s request to implement new measures be denied.

On August 16, 2000, Sempra, on behalf of SDG&E filed a response to ORA’s protest.  In its response to ORA’s protest, SDG&E asserts that ORA’s bill credit proposal would provide only short-term bill relief for SDG&E’s low-income and elderly customers.  SDG&E estimates that a low- income customer could save more per year from the installation of energy efficient measures compared to the one-time bill credit under ORA’s proposal.  SDG&E points out that the benefits from energy- efficient appliances would be realized for several years and not just for a few months. 

Furthermore, SDG&E contends that ORA’s proposal is not workable in that all of SDG&E’s low-income customers are not easily identified; hence, determining who should receive ORA’s proposed credit would necessitate a costly and time consuming process.  SDG&E alleges that there would also be additional administrative costs associated with processing ORA’s proposal, which could reduce the available funds to help the customers.  

SDG&E is also concerned that ORA’s proposal would entail using LIEE funds for purposes other than their intent of energy efficiency, and could potentially overlap with and duplicate other efforts to help customers pay their bills, without providing on-going long-term benefits.  SDG&E notes that the Legislature and the Commission have endorsed energy efficiency as an important measure to assist low-income customers in managing their energy bills.

With respect to its proposal to provide incentives to landlords of low-income housing, SDG&E alleges that ORA is incorrect in asserting that such a proposal would only provide immediate benefit to landlords and not to low-income customers.  SDG&E clarified that it plans to limit this program to multi-family dwellings where the low-income tenants pay their energy bills, such that any assistance to landlords to install energy saving measures would translate into savings on the low-income customers’ bills.  SDG&E claims its proposal is intended to provide an incentive to landlords to replace existing refrigerators now (before burnout) with an energy efficient model so that the low-income tenant can begin to realize the energy savings now instead of later.

In response to ORA’s criticism that SDG&E’s proposal is contrary to the Commission directives to standardize the utility low-income energy efficiency programs, SDG&E acknowledges that its proposal deviates from the standardization efforts being undertaken by the utilities.  Nevertheless, SDG&E notes that current conditions in San Diego support adoption of its proposal.  SDG&E suggests that the Commission can approve SDG&E’s Advice Letter with a caveat that it does not reduce the Commission’s flexibility to add or drop LIEE program measures in the future or set a precedent regarding statewide LIEE program measures.

DISCUSSION

In its advice letter, SDG&E identified four areas for which it seeks Commission authorization.  Basically, SDG&E is requesting Commission approval of its revised budgets for LIEE program for PY 2000 and 2001, which reflect the use of unspent monies from PY 1998 and 1999 for increased program goals and proposed new measures, as well as for Commission ordered studies and reports in D.00-07-020.  SDG&E proposes to allocate $1.93 million of the unspent PY 1998 and 1999 dollars to PY 2000 and $2.08 million to PY 2001.   SDG&E asks for Commission authorization to diverge from the standardization efforts and to implement new measures for its DAP and EELI programs for PY 2000 and 2001, on an interim basis, until these measures can be addressed in the on-going standardization process.  

We decline to approve at this time SDG&E’s requested changes in its LIEE program activities and budget for PY 2001.  We note that in Rulemaking (R.) 98-07-037, a draft decision on “Low-Income Assistance Program Policies for PY 2001 and the Standardization Project (Phase I)” was mailed on August 4, 2000 and is scheduled for Commission consideration on September 7, 2000.  That proposed decision orders the utilities to file applications for approval of their respective PY 2001 low-income assistance programs and budgets, in compliance with the decision.  In the event that the Commission adopts the said decision, SDG&E could include in its application the new measures and increased program goals for which it seeks authorization in this advice letter.  We foresee the application process envisioned in the draft decision in R.98-07-037 to be the more appropriate venue to consider SDG&E’s proposed program changes and budgets for PY 2001, including the use of any unspent program funds from previous years for PY 2001.  We therefore deny, without prejudice, the portion of AL 1239-E/1207-G pertaining to the utilization of $2.08 million unspent PY 1998 and 1999 funds for increased program activities and the proposed new measures for PY 2001.  SDG&E may file another advice letter requesting the same, if the Commission does not adopt the application process proposed in the draft decision in R.98-07-037.

For PY 2000, SDG&E would like to utilize $1.93 million in unspent program funds from 1998 and 1999 for increased program goals and new measures for DAP and EELI.  ORA contested the use of the said funds for the purposes outlined in SDGE’s advice letter.  ORA recommends that such funds be used to provide immediate bill reductions through a bill credit to DAP-eligible ratepayers to help minimize the impact of high electricity bills.  

Although ORA’s recommendation is well intentioned, we agree with SDG&E’s comments that ORA’s proposal only provides short-term bill relief for SDG&E’s low-income and elderly customers, could be administratively costly and burdensome to implement, and would entail using LIEE funds for purposes other than energy efficiency.  We note that the Commission has adopted rate relief and bill credit measures in other proceedings to mitigate the increases in energy costs faced by San Diego customers.  We further note that giving additional monies in the form of a bill credit could result in an increase in the 15% California Alternate Rates for Energy (CARE) discount rate already granted to SDG&E’s eligible low-income ratepayers.  We believe that such an increase is discriminatory to the CARE-eligible ratepayers in the other Investor Owned Utilities (IOU) service territories who, as of this date, have not received an increase in the CARE 15% discount rate.  In addition, though ORA’s protest does merit consideration, this Advice Letter request is not the venue for interested parties to recommend significantly distinct alternatives that were not proposed by the applicant.  Therefore, without prejudice, we reject ORA’s protest recommendation at this time.

We approve, in principle, SDG&E’s proposal to use a portion of the unspent monies from PY 1998 and 1999 to augment its PY 2000 budget to increase the level of current the level of DAP and EELI program services. We also approve, in principle, SDG&E’s request to expand the curriculum of its EELI program.  The expanded curriculum is to cover electric industry deregulation, the changes in the price of electricity based on supply and demand and how this may effect the customer.  It is reasonable to adopt the proposed expanded curriculum.  However, funding for the curriculum expansion should not come out of the low-income program funds.  We approve the expanded curriculum for the EELI program, but as stated in D.97-08-064 and others, such education efforts are to be funded by the Electric Education Trust (EET) and not by the low-income program funds. 

As we stated above, SDG&E should participate in the application process for PY 2001 envisioned in the proposed decision in R.98-07-037 for PY 2001.  SDG&E may file another advice letter requesting its same proposal, if the Commission does not adopt the application process proposed in the draft decision in R.98-07-037.  Our approval today of the increase in current program activities for PY 2000 does not prejudice the budget approval process for PY 2001.  We caution participants that the Commission may, in that process, find that the increase in current activities we are approving today for PY 2000 is not suitable for PY 2001.  

We do not find it reasonable to approve the new measures SDG&E proposes for its DAP program for PY 2000.  We agree with ORA that these measures appear to be  contrary to the standardization project currently before the Commission.  In that venue, participants are proposing a methodology to evaluate new measures for their future adoption in the DAP program.  In addition, there are extensive administrative costs associated with the implementation of new measures such as for developing installation standards, changes to the policy and procedures manuals, and training the installation contractors.  We find it unreasonable to incur substantial administrative costs to implement SDG&E’s proposed new measures only for the remainder of this year.  Furthermore, approving these new measures for PY 2000 may prejudge the outcome of the application process for PY 2001 should the Commission adopt the draft decision in R.98-07-037. We emphasize that we do not approve SDG&E’s proposed new measures (i.e., evaporative cooler maintenance and repair, room air conditioner replacement program, room air conditioner and refrigerator replacement incentive program for landlords) for PY 2000.  Our rejection of these new measures for PY 2000 in this resolution does not prejudice the adoption of these program measures for PY 2001.  We do not intend to prejudge the outcome of the standardization project currently underway in R.98-07-037, and as we indicated earlier, SDG&E could include these proposals in the application process for PY 2001, should it be adopted by the Commission.

We authorize SDG&E to remove $160,000 in PY 2000 program expenditures for actual and planned carbon monoxide testing activities and to reallocate these monies towards the 1,000 homes it plans to weatherize in PY 2000.   We further authorize SDG&E to set aside $450,000 of the unspent PY 1998 and 1999 program funds for studies and reports ordered in D.00-07-020 until such time as SDG&E has had an opportunity to work with other parties to determine the cost of these studies and reports. 

Our approval, in part, of SDG&E’s advice letter as discussed above, is conditioned upon SDG&E’s resubmission of the proposed budget and supporting attachments to its advice letter for PY 2000.  Prior to implementing the aspects of the advice letter that we approve herein, SDG&E must file, and Energy Division must review and find compliant with this Resolution, a supplemental advice letter to validate and correct certain data SDG&E has presented.   We note that the Energy Division has substantial questions regarding the validity and accuracy of certain numbers provided on pages A-6, A-7, and Attachments B.1 to B.8 of AL 1239-E/1207-G.  In particular, the Energy Division noted the following discrepancies:

· The amounts shown as authorized budget for PY 2000 on page A-7 of the advice letter do not reconcile with the amounts shown in Attachment 4 to D.00-07-020, which is the PY 2000 budget currently approved by the Commission.

· The original program goals shown on page A-6 of the advice letter for in-home energy education, energy efficient porch light fixtures, furnace inspection/repair, and furnace replacement are not consistent with the numbers that are used in Attachment B.4.  Consequently, the authorized budget for these program areas shown on page A-7 is erroneous.

· The amounts shown on page A-7 for tenant-owned refrigerator and air conditioner replacement reflect the same unit costs as those for the replacement incentive measures for landlords, although landlords are not supposed to get a  “no cost replacement” (i.e., have a co-payment) for the units.   

· Although the amount for furnace replacement/repairs shown on page A-7 is reduced by $160,000 to remove the dollars attributable to CO testing, this same amount does not appear to have been reallocated to the other program areas.  The proposed increase in budget shown on page A-7 of $1,824,884 plus the $104,500 additional cost for the EELI shown on page A-12 only sum up to around $1.93 million, which corresponds to the unspent funds from PY 1998 and 1999 that SDG&E wishes to allocate to PY 2000.  Energy Division contends that an additional $160,000 should have been reflected in the proposed budget to account for the reallocated CO testing dollars.

In addition, the unit costs (e.g., $16.71) for each compact fluorescent lamp and the unit costs for Administrative Costs for each program area shown in Attachments B.4 and B.5 are questionable.  We also doubt the ability of SDG&E to carry out the additional program goals shown on page A-6.  A review of SDG&E’s monthly CARE and DAP expenditure reports submitted to the Energy Division, indicates that SDG&E appears to be already behind in implementing its original DAP program commitment for PY 2000.  It is unclear whether SDG&E would be able to meet its proposed additional program goals (e.g., additional 1,000 homes for weatherization) within the few months remaining this year.  A reassessment of the increased program goals shown on page A-6 should be made and a resetting of these goals might be in order to reflect what could be realistically accomplished given the time frame involved. 

SDG&E should provide interest on the unspent PY 1998 and 1999 funds since SDG&E has had use of this money during this entire time period.  This interest amount should be added to the available program funds.  We require SDG&E to determine the amount of interest due based on the applicable commercial paper rate in effect for the period.  Interest on the unspent 1998 program funds shall be calculated on a month to month basis beginning in the first month of 1998 when program funds were collected but not used to fund 1998 programs, until the unspent 1998 funds are fully expended.  Similarly, interest on the unspent 1999 program funds shall be calculated on a month to month basis beginning in the first month of 1999 when program funds were collected but not used to fund 1999 programs, until the unspent 1999 funds are fully expended.  SDG&E shall include the interest calculations and include the interest as an increase to the unspent PY 1998 and 1999 program funds in its resubmission.  PY 2000 program funds shall be fully expended before any of the unspent PY 1998 and 1999 monies can be used in PY 2000.

The Energy Division has requested that SDG&E identify and correct the discrepancies in the numbers provided in the advice letter and to resolve the issues identified above.  SDG&E should develop the revised budget and supporting attachments for PY 2000.  We shall require SDG&E to submit these revisions in a supplemental advice letter within two weeks of the effective date of this resolution.

As to SDG&E’s request to set aside $450,000 of the unspent PY 1999 LIEE program funds for Commission ordered studies and reports, we believe that SDG&E is out of compliance with D.00-07-020, Ordering Paragraph 11.  In Ordering Paragraph 11, the Commission directs utilities to file advice letters within 60 days of the effective date of D.00-07-020, requesting a budget augmentation sufficient to cover the costs of the new studies and reports specified in the decision.  Pursuant to the decision, the budget augmentation request is to include a breakdown of the costs of each report and study.  SDG&E identified the following studies and reports required by the decision: (1) SDG&E report outlining its outsourced training costs; (2) public workshop on utility training costs; (3) initial and on-going reports on the access of their low-income program participants to programs provided by community based organizations; (4) pay-for-measured savings pilot design public workshops; (5) utility reports on contractor and subcontractor compliance with California State Licensing Board requirements; (6) public workshops and report on standardized bill savings calculations and expenditures; and, (7) report on alternatives to per home inspection proposals.  SDG&E did not provide a breakdown of the estimated costs for each of these studies or reports.

SDG&E stated that it is unable to provide a specific breakdown of the cost of these studies and reports at this time and will need to work jointly with interested parties to determine the costs of many of the activities resulting from D.00-07-020.  However, SDG&E proposes to set aside $450,000 of the unspent PY 1998 and 1999 program funds in PY 2000 for these studies until such time that it can provide a detailed cost estimate and to file an advice letter to detail the costs by no later than September 5, 2000.  In this subsequent advice letter, SDG&E proposes to reallocate any remaining balance from the set aside to the PY 2001 program budget or request a further budget augmentation if necessary.

We will order SDG&E to fully comply with D.00-07-020, Ordering Paragraph 11, and provide the Commission with a detailed cost estimate for Commission ordered studies and reports in an advice letter by no later than September 11, 2000.

COMMENTS

Public necessity requires that the 30-day comment period of Public Utilities Code section 311(g) be reduced in order to secure the benefits of the proposals contained AL 1239-E/1207-G.  We have balanced the public interest in avoiding the possible harm to public welfare flowing from the delay in considering this resolution against the public interest in having the full 30-day period for review and comment as required by Rule 77.7(f)(9).  We conclude that the former outweighs the latter.  We conclude that failure to adopt a decision before the expiration of the 30-day review and comment period would cause significant harm to the public welfare.  Accordingly, we reduce the comment period for this resolution.  

FINDINGS

1. Sempra Energy, on behalf of SDG&E, filed Advice Letter (AL) 1239-E/1207-G on July 21, 2000.  On July 25, Sempra Energy, on behalf of SDG&E, submitted substitute sheets for A.9 and Attachments C.1 through C.8 in the above advice letter.

2. By AL 1239-E/1207-G, SDG&E requests approval to reallocate a portion of its PY 2000 Low-Income Energy Efficiency funds in accordance with Commission directives, and to use unspent 1998 and 1999 funds for increased program activities and new program measures for PY 2000 and 2001.   

3. SDG&E requests removal of $160,000 in PY 2000 program expenditures for actual and planned carbon monoxide testing activities in response to Ordering Paragraph 5 in D.00-07-020.

4. SDG&E proposes to set-aside $450,000 of unspent PY 1998 and 1999 program funds also in accordance with Ordering Paragraph 11 of D.00-07-020, which directed utilities to file advice letters requesting budget augmentation sufficient to cover the cost of new studies and reports specified in the Decision.

5. The following parties submitted comments in support of AL 1239-E/1207-G:  Low Income Advisory Board, East Los Angeles Community Union; Maravilla Foundation; the Southern California Forum; Bay Area Poverty Resource Council; and Richard Heath and Associates and its subcontractors (the Alliance for African Assistance; Campesinos Unidos, Inc.; Catholic Charities Refugee & Immigrant Services; Metropolitan Area Advisory Committee Project; Native American Council; Refugee Assistance Program; and San Diego American Indian Heath Center).

6. On August 7, 2000, the Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) filed protest to AL 1239-E/1207-G.  ORA contends that SDG&E’s request does not offer immediate relief to qualified DAP low-income customers and that the proposed new measures are contrary to the Commission’s standardization efforts.  ORA recommends that the unspent program funds for 1998 and 1999 be used instead to provide immediate bill reductions for low-income and elderly customers.

7. In its response to ORA’s protest, SDG&E argued that ORA’s bill reduction proposal provides only short-term bill relief for SDG&E’s low-income and elderly customers, would necessitate costly and time consuming process, and would entail using LIEE funds for purposes other than their intent of energy efficiency.

8. In Rulemaking (R.) 98-07-037, a draft decision on “Low-Income Assistance Program Policies for PY 2001 and the Standardization Project (Phase I),” scheduled for Commission consideration on September 7, 2000, adopts the Phase I Standardization proposal and orders the utilities to file applications for approval of their respective PY 2001 low-income assistance programs and budgets.

9. In the event that the Commission adopts the draft decision in R.98-07-037, it is more appropriate to consider SDG&E’s requests for new measures and increased program goals for PY 2001 in the application process envisioned in the said decision.

10. Giving additional monies in the form of bill credit to SDG&E’s DAP eligible ratepayers would result in an increase in the 15% CARE discount rate and is discriminatory to other CARE-eligible ratepayers in other utilities’ service territories. 

11. ORA’s bill reduction proposal in its protest is denied without prejudice and all other aspects of ORA’s protests are resolved as described in the discussion section of this resolution. 

12. SDG&E’s request to use a portion of the unspent monies from PY 1998 and 1999 to augment its PY 2000 budget for an increase in current LIEE program activities is consistent with the Commission’s efforts to mitigate impact of increasing energy prices on San Diego ratepayers.

13. SDG&E’s request to implement new DAP program measures for PY 2000 should be evaluated in conjunction with the standardization project currently before the Commission in R.98-07-037. 

14. It is reasonable to authorize SDG&E to reallocate the $160,000 for CO testing to fund weatherization of additional homes in PY 2000 and to set aside $450,000 of unspent PY 1998 and 1999 funds for studies and reports ordered in D.00-07-020.

15. There are discrepancies with the budget and supporting attachments to AL 1239-E/1207-G and the validity of certain numbers pertaining to unit costs and program goals is questionable.

16. Since SDG&E has had use of the unspent PY 1998 and 1999 funds during this entire time period, it is reasonable to require SDG&E to provide interest on these monies and to add this interest payment to the available program funds.

17. SDG&E should continue working with the Energy Division in developing the revised budget and supporting attachments for PY 2000. 

18. In D.00-07-020, the Commission directed the energy utilities to file advice letters, within 60 days of the effective date of D.00-07-020, requesting a budget augmentation sufficient to cover the costs of the new studies and reports specified in the decision.  Pursuant to the decision, the budget augmentation request is to include a breakout of the costs of each report and study.

19. SDG&E did not provide a breakdown of the costs of the new studies and reports that have been recently ordered by the Commission, and said that it could not do so at this time.

20. SDG&E is out of compliance with D.00-07-020, Ordering Paragraph 11. 

21. We have balanced the public interest in avoiding the possible harm to public welfare flowing from the delay in considering this resolution against the public interest in having the full 30-day period for review and comment as required by Rule 77.7(f)(9).  We conclude that the former outweighs the latter.  We conclude that failure to adopt a decision before the expiration of the 30-day review and comment period would cause significant harm to the public welfare. 

THEREFORE IT IS ORDERED THAT:

1. San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s (SDG&E) request to use $2.08 million of unspent program year (PY) 1998 and PY 1999 monies to implement changes in its Low Income Energy Efficiency (LIEE) program activities and budget for PY 2001 is denied without prejudice.   SDG&E may file another advice letter requesting the same, if the Commission does not adopt the application process proposed in the draft decision in R.98-07-037.

2. SDG&E’s request with respect to the following changes in its LIEE program activities and budget for PY 2000 is approved in principle conditioned upon SDG&E’s submission of a supplemental advice letter that is compliant with this order.  San Diego Gas & Electric is authorized to:

a. Use a portion of the unspent monies from PY 1998 and 1999 to augment PY 2000 budget to increase the levels of current DAP program services.  SDG&E shall first apply all PY 2000 funds for this purpose, before applying any unspent PY 1998 or 1999 program funds.  

b. Implement the expanded EELI program curriculum as proposed in AL 1239-E/1207-G for PY 2000.  The funding for the expanded curriculum shall not come out of the PY 2000 LIEE finds, but should be funded instead by the Electric Education Trust (EET).

c. Remove $160,000 of the PY 2000 program expenditures for carbon monoxide testing activities and reallocate these monies towards the weatherization of additional homes in PY 2000.

d. Set aside $450,000 of the unspent PY 1998 and 1999 program funds for the studies and reports ordered in D.00-07-020 until such time as SDG&E has had an opportunity to work with other parties to determine the cost of these studies and reports.

Our approval of the increase in current LIEE program activities for PY 2000 does not prejudice our authorization of LIEE program levels and budget for PY 2001.

3. SDG&E’s request to implement new DAP measures for PY 2000 is denied without prejudice.

4. SDG&E shall work with the Energy Division in developing a revised budget and supporting attachments for PY 2000, and shall file a supplemental advice letter with the revised budget and attachments by September 21, 2000.  This supplemental advice letter shall become effective after the Energy Division determines that it is compliant with this order.

5. SDG&E shall add interest to the unspent PY 1998 and 1999 program funds calculated using the three-month commercial paper rate in effect for the period.  

a. Interest on the unspent 1998 program funds shall be calculated on a month to month basis beginning in the first month of 1998 when 1998 program funds were collected, but not used to fund 1998 programs, until the unspent 1998 funds are fully expended.  

b. Interest on the unspent 1999 program funds shall be calculated on a month to month basis beginning in the first moth of 1999 when program funds were collected but not used to fund 1999 programs, until the unspent 1999 funds are fully expended.

SDG&E shall include the interest calculations and include the interest as an increase to the unspent PY 1998 and 1999 program funds in its supplemental advice letter as indicated in Ordering Paragraph 2 above. 

6. SDG&E shall comply D.00-07-020, Ordering Paragraph 11, and provide the Commission with a detailed cost estimate for Commission ordered studies and reports in an advice letter by no later than September 11, 2000.

7. ORA’s protest is resolved as described herein. 

This Resolution is effective today.

I certify that the foregoing resolution was duly introduced, passed and adopted at a conference of the Public Utilities Commission of the State of California held on September 7, 2000; the following Commissioners voting favorably thereon:







 _____________________







 WESLEY M. FRANKLIN







 

       Executive Director

� SDG&E’s Low-Income Energy Efficiency Program consists of two components: the Direct Assistance Program and the Energy Education for Low-Income Program.


� ORA cites Public Utilities Code Section 382 which states:  “Programs provided to low-income electricity customers, including, but not limited to, targeted energy efficiency services and the California Alternative Rates for Energy Program shall be funded at not less than...” (emphasis added by ORA)
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