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RESOLUTION

Resolution E-3741.  San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) requests approval to shift pre-1998 DSM funds to augment the 2001 Summer Initiative Pool Efficiency Program, permission to apply existing Program Year 2001 Energy Efficiency program funds-shifting guidelines to these DSM funds, and requests an expedited review process and shortened protest period.

This Resolution approves SDG&E’s request to augment the Summer Initiative Pool Efficiency Program with $1 million in shifted pre-1998 DSM funds, with one modification.  SDG&E’s request to apply existing PY2001 Energy Efficiency program funds-shifting guidelines to these funds is approved, and their request for an expedited review process and shortened protest period is approved.

By Advice Letter 1314-E/1246-G filed on April 12, 2001.

__________________________________________________________

Summary

This Resolution approves with one modification, San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s (SDG&E’s) Advice Letter (AL) 1314-E/1246-G, which transfers uncommitted pre-1998 DSM funds to the Summer Initiative Pool Efficiency Program, applies existing 2001 energy efficiency program spending flexibility guidelines to these funds, expedites the review process and shortens the protest period to ten days. 

BACKGROUND
The Commission, in Decision (D.) 92-09-080, and as part of the Commission’s endeavor to test various forms of DSM bidding, authorized SDG&E to place its Residential Appliance Efficiency Incentives program out for bid by third parties (referred to as replacement bidding or bidding pilot).  SDG&E selected Planergy, Inc. and SESCO, Inc. and negotiated contracts with each.  Funds for the bidding pilot were collected in SDG&E’s rates and held in a balancing account, where they were specifically earmarked for these contracts.

Last year, the State of California began experiencing energy supply shortages and SDG&E customers were faced with dramatically spiraling upward energy costs.  Facing this energy crisis, the Commission since mid-2000 has placed increased emphasis on achieving greater energy savings and peak demand reduction through energy efficiency programs.  

In D.00-07-017, the Commission adopted the Summer Initiative as a “rapid response procedure” to provide energy and demand reductions.  In an August 21, 2000 Ruling of Assigned Commissioners and Administrative Law Judge on Summer 2000 Energy Efficiency Initiative, a number of programs were approved, including the Swimming Pool Efficiency Program and the Residential Hard-To-Reach (Multi-Family) Program.  For SDG&E, the Swimming Pool Program was funded at $0.5 million and the Hard-to-Reach (Multi-Family) program at $1.5 million. (August 21, 2000 Ruling of Assigned Commissioners and Administrative Law Judge on Summer 2000 Energy Efficiency Initiative; Appendix A, p. 6-10, Application 99-09-049 et. al.)

On April 12, 2001 SDG&E filed Advice Letter 1314-E/1246-G.  Three requests were made: for permission to shift $1.0 million from a pre-1998 demand-side management (DSM) program to supplement the Summer Initiative Pool Efficiency Program budget; for flexibility to shift the DSM funds between residential energy efficiency programs, as necessary; and for an expedited review process and shortened protest period (ten days).

Notice 

Notice of AL 1314-E/1246-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 April 23, 2001 Res-TEAM and SESCO filed a protest of AL 1314-E/1246-G.  In their filing, Res-TEAM/SESCO commends and supports SDG&E’s proposal to augment the Summer Initiative with pre-1998 DSM funds, but protests any augmentation to the SDG&E Pool Efficiency Program budget.  As an alternative, they propose that these funds be used to augment the Residential Hard-to-Reach (Multi Family) Program.  

Res-TEAM/SESCO approves of SDG&E’s proposed shortened comment period and expedited review process.  Finally, Res-TEAM/SESCO recommends that the Commission require that all other California utilities review their pre-1998 DSM funds and other pre-2000 carryover energy efficiency funds and transfer any remaining uncommitted funds to the Summer Initiative program.

SDG&E responded to Res-Team/SESCO’s Protest of AL 1314-E/1246-G on April 30, 2001.

Discussion

Several contentious issues surround SDG&E’s Advice Letter, including: 

· Whether load-shifting is an appropriate use of the DSM funds in question;

· The character of program participation interest; 

· Estimated program demand, energy, and monetary savings; 

· Whether the Pool Program targets an “elite” group of participants at the expense of underserved and hard-to-reach customers in SDG&E’s service territory; 

· Future funds-shifting flexibility for the DSM funds in question;

· Utility review of pre-1998 DSM funds; 

· Shortened protest period and expedited review process.  

Each of these issues is discussed in turn below.  

Load-shifting versus Energy-Efficiency

Res-TEAM/SESCO asserts that public-purpose programs (such as Summer Initiative programs) are designed in a post-Demand Side Management (DSM) policy environment that stresses energy-efficiency rather than load-management.  Res-TEAM/SESCO’s protest asserts that the Pool Efficiency Program is primarily a load-shifting program, the Residential Hard-to-Reach (Multi Family) Program (HTR-MF) focuses upon energy efficiency, and asserts that the HTR-MF is a more appropriate recipient of public purpose funds for this reason.

SDG&E’s AL notes that the funds in question are uncommitted pre-1998 DSM funds, and as such have previously been authorized to implement load-shifting efforts as well as energy efficiency and conservation measures.  In their Response to Protest, SDG&E also observes that because the Commission has already approved the Residential Pool Program as a Summer Initiative, it has already deemed the program an acceptable use of public-purpose funds.

The Commission finds that as an emergency measure designed to spend remaining uncommitted pre-2000 energy efficiency funds, the Summer Initiative Pool Efficiency Program is an acceptable use of funds.  This finding is in fundamental agreement with the August 21st Ruling approving and funding Summer Initiative programs, including the Pool Efficiency Program. We do, however, agree with Res-TEAM/SESCO that increased energy efficiency is preferable to load management, where possible, and therefore require SDG&E to place more emphasis on pool pump conversion, as discussed further below.

Participation Interest

SDG&E’s AL states that greater participation in the Pool Efficiency Program can be realized through a “blitz” promotion campaign.  Furthermore, SDG&E report that they have begun a direct mail campaign to additional potential customers and is experiencing high response and interest.  They estimate that the requested Pool Program budget augmentation will result in an additional 1,000 pump/motor replacements and shifting filtering hours for 14,000 additional pools.

In its protest, Res-TEAM/SESCO note that the SDG&E component of the Residential HTR-MF Program has contractors on a waiting list, unable to begin work because of HTR-MF budget constraints.

In response to SDG&E’s estimate of future program interest, the Commission finds such program expansion laudatory in the face of the energy challenge facing California this summer, but finds the proposed target ratio of 14 time-of-day control installations to one energy-efficient pump/motor conversion unacceptable. SDG&E should endeavor to encourage additional pump conversions and decrease emphasis on timer installations in order to maximize balanced energy and peak demand savings. 

SDG&E’s original Pool Program application estimates that 350 inefficient pump/motors will be converted per every 4000 time-of-day control installations.  It was with this 11:1 program goal in mind that the Summer Initiative Pool Program was approved for funding within SDG&E’s service territory. The Commission finds that this should be the maximum ratio allowable, in order to maintain a balanced program approach delivering energy and peak demand savings.

When faced with a choice between dividing the resources of public-purpose funded programs between load-shifting and energy efficiency efforts, the Commission prefers that public-purpose resources favor efforts that target energy efficiency projects.  With this preference in mind, the Commission finds that although the Pool Program installation goal of 11 time-of-day control installation to every pump/motor conversion is acceptable, the Commission prefers that any change to this installation goal favor pump/motor conversion energy efficiency efforts to time-of-day control load-shifting efforts.  

SDG&E should pursue installation goals of no greater than 11 time-of-day control installations per every motor/pump conversion.  Depending on customer demand, SDG&E is granted flexibility to change installation ratio goals to less than 11:1, shifting Pool Program resources to pursue more motor/pump conversions per every of time-of-day control installation. 

For the remainder of this Resolution, the Commission will therefore assume that SDG&E will pursue installation goals of no more than 11 time-of-day control installations per every motor/pump conversion.  So, for example, if SDG&E installs 14,000 time-of-day controls, no less than 1,225 motor/pumps will also be converted to more efficient models; and if SDG&E converts 1,000 motor/pumps, no more than 11,000 time-of-day controls will be installed. All further examples citing the number of installations of pumps and timers in this resolution are for illustrative purposes only.

In response to Res-TEAM/SESCO’s protest, the Commission notes that funds for many, if not most, energy efficiency programs under utility administration (including SDG&E administration) have either committed all program funding, or are scheduled to do so in the near future.  The Summer Initiative HTR-MF program is not unique in this regard.  While public demand for program services is certainly taken into account when deciding further budgetary allocations, final decisions are made based upon factors which include, but are not limited to, remaining uncommitted program funds.  

Savings

Demand Savings: 

In their response to the protest, SDG&E reports that a budget addition of $1 million to the Pool Program will result in an additional savings of 21MW, thereby saving each MW at a cost of $0.476 million.  However, in a response to a data request, SDG&E reported that this cost estimate is derived from the total proposed budget augmentation ($1,000,000) per estimated total megawatts saved (21 MW).  A cost of $0.476 million per MW saved is therefore a typographical error, and SDG&E’s actual estimated average cost of one MW saved is $.0476 million.  

Furthermore, SDG&E also reported that their estimated total megawatts savings (21MW) is derived from an estimated average savings of 1.5 kW per timer installed (14,000).  However, this 1.5 kW savings per timer estimate has been previously rejected in the Resolution originally outlining the preferred Pool Efficiency Program design. (Resolution E-3687, p. 8) In the cost-effectiveness discussion of this Resolution, the Commission noted that: 

“SCE plans to install timers on 12,775 pools in PY2000, for an estimated 19.2 MW in peak demand reduction.  This implies that each pool pump timer would save an average of 1.5 kW.  A more reasonable value, based on a study done for SCE by Quantum Consulting in the early 1990s, is 0.6 kW per pool.  To account for a likely increase in size of pumps since this study was done, this number could reasonably be increased by 20%, for an estimate of 0.7 kW per pump.  Thus, for 12,775 pools, SCE should expect to see only an 8.9 MW reduction in peak demand.  For PY2001, SCE’s projections should be revised down from 40.7 MW to 19.0 MW.” (Resolution E-3687, p. 8)

Using the previously-approved savings estimate of 0.7 kW saved per pool timer installed, SDG&E would save an estimated total of 9.8 MW with the installation of 14,000 pool pump timers, at an estimated average cost of $.102 million per MW saved.

In SDG&E’s PY2001 Energy Efficiency Programs First Quarter Status Report (Table 8.2), SDG&E reported that total estimated MW savings of uncompleted HTR-MF contracts is 0.727MW, that measures previously installed by the HTR-MF program are saving .033 MW, and that the HTR-MF program will deliver an estimated total demand savings of 0.76 MW upon completion.  In response to a data request, SDG&E reported that the HTR-MF cost of $1.97 million per MW saved stated in their response to protest is derived from the HTR-MF total program budget ($1.5 million) and the above 0.76 MW total savings estimate.  

In a response to a data request, Res-TEAM/SESCO reports that they have no method to estimate additional demand savings resulting from their proposed budget augmentation, nor the cost of demand savings, and for this reason are willing to accept as reasonable SDG&E’s estimate of $1.97 million/MW saved, or a total savings of 508 kW resulting from a $1 million budget augmentation.

The Commission therefore finds that a $1 million budget augmentation to the Pool Program offers significantly greater capacity savings at a significantly lower cost than the HTR-MF program.  

Monetary and Energy Savings:

Res-TEAM/SESCO claim that since very few residential customers are on time-of-use rates, the load-shifting component would result in no monetary savings to customers.

Resolution E-3687 (pp. 6-7), outlining the chosen Pool Program design, states:

“As currently proposed, the SPPT program seeks to reduce peak demand by shifting on-peak energy consumption by pool pumps to off-peak periods, through the installation of timers.  While this has, in the aggregate, the potential to improve system reliability, this activity does not improve end-use energy efficiency.  Because the bills of most SCE customers targeted by this program will not reflect the true or market price of their electricity consumption (either because of the rate free or because the customers do not have time-of-use meters or rates), this program as originally proposed will not noticeably affect consumer bills in the short term.

Therefore, SCE should broaden the SPPT program to make it more comprehensive, and consider giving the program a more generic name, such as the Pool Efficiency Program (PEP!).  In particular, the program should focus not only on installation of pool pump timers, but also on opportunities for retrofit and conversion of old inefficient or improperly sized pool pump themselves.”

In compliance with the above Commission-approved program design, SDG&E has incorporated motor/pump conversions into the Pool Program.  Under the assumption that a $1 million budget augmentation would result in 1,000 motor/pump conversions, the Pool Program would save on average an estimated 2,044 MWh/year.  

Furthermore, SDG&E estimates that the installation of an additional 14,000 time-of-day controls would save an additional 15,330 MWh annually, the Pool Efficiency Program thereby saving a total of 17,833 MWh at a cost of $56 per MWh.  

This total annual energy savings estimate is overstated.  In response to a data request, SDG&E provided information stating that the energy savings per each motor/filter conversion is 2,044 kWh (annually).  The information provided also stated that this energy savings estimate (2,044 kWh) includes both the energy savings associated with the reduction of 1 horsepower in the conversion from an inefficient pump/motor to an energy efficient pump/motor, and includes the estimated resultant energy savings from a reduction in operating hours from seven pumping hours per day to five hours per day.  

In order to avoid double-counting estimated savings associated with reduced pumping hours, the estimate of 1,095 kWh saved per time-of-day control installed should not be counted.  Therefore, assuming that one time-of-day control is installed with every pump/motor conversion, a budget augmentation that installs 1,000 motor/pumps per year will save 2,044 MWh annually, at an estimated average cost of  $489 per MWh saved.

Given that customers are billed for energy usage, the above energy savings will result in long-term monetary savings.  This monetary savings will differ according to each customer’s rate structure; but will remain positive in the long-term.  Moreover, these monetary savings will increase in proportion to future kWh rate increases.   

In response to a data request, Res-TEAM/SESCO estimates that $166,486 of currently installed HTR-MF measures save 1,163MWh annually, at a cost of $143.17 per MWh.  Extrapolation from the cost of one MWh saved by the HTR-MF program at the present budget level ($143.17 per MWh) provides Res-TEAM/SESCO with an estimated additional 6,986 MWh saved by HTR-MF with a budget increase of $1 million.  

Therefore, the Commission finds that the HTR-MF program may offer a greater energy savings at less cost than the Pool Program.  However, the Commission notes that the Resolution outlining preferred program design does not specify actual energy savings as the primary goal of the Pool Program.  Rather, the Commission emphasized the effects of the Pool Program on consumer awareness of the energy consumption of pool pumps.  In goal and program design discussion of Resolution E-3687 (p. 7), the Commission states:

“The greatest long-term benefits of this type of pool efficiency program will be building consumer awareness of the amount of energy consumed by pool pumps and the real cost of that energy.  Educating pool owners through this program will result in increased likelihood that they will maintain pool pump timer setting themselves or require it of their pool maintenance contractors.”

In SDG&E’s PY2001 Energy Efficiency First Quarter Status Report (p.11), SDG&E reports that during March 2001 21,599 customers were notified of the Pool Program.  In light of this fact, and of the fact that SDG&E plans to serve 14,000 of these customers, the Commission finds that although the Pool Program offers limited energy savings, SDG&E is properly pursuing the Pool Efficiency Program energy goal of customer awareness of pool pump energy consumption.

Targeted Participation

Res-TEAM/SESCO cite multiple portions of D.01-01-060 noting Commission emphasis on targeting energy efficiency efforts to underserved and hard-to-reach customers.  The Residential HTR-MF Program is targeted to these customers, Res-TEAM/SESCO claims, while the Residential Pool Efficiency Program targets an “elite” group of customers.

In their Response to Protest, SDG&E places the Summer Initiative Pool Program within the context of their entire portfolio of energy efficiency programs under their administration and claim that, on whole, their portfolio strikes a reasonable balance between programs targeted to “hard-to-reach” residential customers, and those programs that provide maximum energy and demand savings in a cost-effective manner.  

SDG&E’s Residential Multi-Family Rebate Program exemplifies SDG&E’s effort to target energy efficiency savings to underserved and hard-to-reach customers.  This program encompasses the Residential Contractor Multi-Family Program and the Small Complex Self-Sponsorship Program, and targets energy savings to low/moderate income customers, senior citizens, and renters.  Energy savings are attained by providing rebates to property owners who install approved energy efficiency appliances, lighting, HVAC equipment, windows, and weatherization measures in apartments and the common areas of apartment complexes, mobile home parks, and condominiums.  In response to a data request, SDG&E reports significant interest and participation, and expect this program’s $3,344,000
 PY2001 funding to be exhausted by the end of May 2001.  Program funding will be extended pursuant to Senate Bill No. 5 (Chapter 7, April 11, 2001), 1st Extra-Ordinary Session).

The Residential Multi-Family Rebate Program’s $3,344,000 budget represents 33% of SDG&E $10,010,000 Residential Program budget.  However, this program does not represent the extent of energy efficiency efforts targeted to underserved and hard-to-reach customers in the SDG&E service area.  Many SDG&E energy efficiency programs not initially designed to target these consumer groups have subsequently been modified.  SDG&E reports that they have:
 

· Introduced a Single-Family Rebate Program that targets low-income and first-time homeowners who cannot afford a contractor but are capable of installing the measures themselves.  This program is funded at $2,926,000 for PY2001.

· Re-targeted the statewide Express Efficiency program to enterprise zones and economically depressed areas, and are extending the program to all customers under 500kW.  This program is funded at $3,982,000 for PY2001.

· Re-targeted the Home Energy Partnership Program to multi-family and low-income, hard-to-reach customers.  Moreover, SDG&E reports that this program is being expanded to include single family housing, off-base military housing, custom homes, spec-built homes, and Energy Star® appliances.  This program is funded at $2,238,000 for PY2001.

· Encouraged lower income property owners to replace and recycle existing refrigerators and window air conditioners with energy efficient Energy Star® units through their Lighting and Appliance Replacement Program.  This program is funded at $1,352,000 for PY2001.

· Continued their Summer Initiative Halogen Torchiere Turn-In under energy efficiency programs in PY2001.  The Halogen Torchiere will target the hard-to-reach/elderly, and will allow those customers who do not have a halogen torchiere to turn in an incandescent bulb for a compact fluorescent.  This program is funded at $173,000 for PY2001.

· Increased distribution of statewide Residential Energy Guides to different ethnic and other hard-to-reach customers, groups and communities.  The statewide distribution campaign now include plans for providing information to English, Spanish, and Chinese-speaking customers in certain service territories where appropriate.  A fourth language is also being explored.  This program is funded at $578,000. 

The Commission has emphasized, and continues to emphasize, energy efficiency targeting hard-to-reach and underserved customers.  It is with this in mind that they have approved SDG&E’s entire portfolio of energy efficiency programs, and concur with SDG&E’s assessment of this portfolio as striking a reasonable accord between energy efficiency programs that serve the needs of hard-to-reach customers and those that provide cost-effective maximum energy and demand savings.  

In regards to Res-TEAM/SESCO’s assertion that the Pool Efficiency Program targets an “elite” group of customers, SDG&E cites data collected by the San Diego County Assessor’s Office on the 55,000 residential swimming pool owners within the SDG&E service territory.  The median income for single-family homeowners who have swimming pools in their service territory, SDG&E claims, is not significantly different than the median income for single-family homeowners within their service territory who do not own a swimming pool. Pool Efficiency Program participants, therefore, do not constitute any more of an “elite” status than single-family homeowners in general.  

The Commission notes that although Res-TEAM/SESCO provides information suggesting that the Pool Efficiency Program eligible customer base is smaller in size than HTR-MF program, and although the Pool Efficiency Program is not specifically targeted to economically disadvantaged customers, Res-TEAM/SESCO has provided no data proving that targeted Pool Efficiency Program constituents constitute an “elite” income class. 

Therefore, considered with respect to the participants in SDG&E’s service territory and placed in the context of SDG&E’s existing portfolio of energy efficiency programs, the Commission finds that the Summer Initiative Pool Efficiency Program does not favor an “elite” group of energy efficiency program participants at the expense of hard-to-reach or underserved SDG&E customers.

Future Funds-Shifting Flexibility

In D.01-01-060, utility administrators were granted flexibility to shift funds between programs within a program area (within the residential program area, the nonresidential program area and the new construction program area) during the course of the year.  The Commission found that such flexibility is needed for the utilities to expand and accelerate their efforts, as necessary, to achieve the maximum reductions feasible.

SDG&E reports that it based its proposed additional funding request for the pool program on current information and forecasted projections of program activity.  Because of the potential volatility in residential program activity, they report that they will be closely monitoring program activity.  If all of the $1.0 million requested for the pool program is not needed, SDG&E requests that the current authorized fund-shifting guidelines for 2001 programs also apply to the DSM funds requested in their AL.  

Res-TEAM/SESCO makes no mention of this request in their protest.  

The Commission approves SDG&E’s request to apply existing PY2001 Energy Efficiency funds-shifting guidelines to the $1.0 million DSM funds referred to in their AL. 

Utility Review of pre-1998 DSM funds

Res-TEAM/SESCO requests the Commission require all other California utilities review their pre-1998 DSM funds and other pre-2000 carryover energy efficiency funds and transfer any remaining uncommitted funds to the Summer 2000 Energy Efficiency Initiative.  

SDG&E makes no mention of this issue in their response to protest.

The Commission denies Res-TEAM/SESCO’s request without prejudice because the California utilities involved this request are neither parties nor respondents to SDG&E’s Advice Letter.

Shortened Protest Period and Expedited Review Process

SDG&E requests a shortened protest period for their AL from 20 days to 10 days pursuant to General Order 96-A, Section XV—Exceptions, and requests an expedited review process.  

Res-TEAM/SESCO supports SDG&E’s request.  

The Commission approves SDG&E’s request to expedite the review process and shorten the protest period for this AL from 20 days to 10 days.

Comments

Public necessity requires that the 30-day period for public review and comment established in Section 311(g) be reduced so that SDG&E’s Summer Initiative Pool Efficiency Program begin reducing summer energy and demand consumption as quickly as possible. 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 to twenty-one days.

Comments were filed by (Name of Parties) on (Date).

Findings:

1. By Advice Letter 1314-E/1246-G, SDG&E makes three requests: for authorization to shift $1 million pre-1998 demand-side management (DSM) funds to supplement the Summer Initiative residential Pool Program budget; for current authorized fund-shifting guidelines for the PY2001 Energy Efficiency program to apply to the requested $1 million DSM funds; and for an expedited review process and a shortened (10 day) protest period.

2. Res-TEAM/SESCO, Inc. protests any augmentation to the Summer Initiative Pool Efficiency Program budget, including the requested DSM funds; they approve of SDG&E’s requested expedited review process and protest period, and they make two requests:  that the Commission order SDG&E to shift the $1.0 million in DSM to the Residential Hard-to-Reach (Multi Family) Program in SDG&E’s service territory and for the Commission to order all California utilities to review their pre-1998 DSM funds and other pre-2000 carryover energy efficiency funds and transfer any remaining uncommitted funds to the Summer 2000 Energy Efficiency Initiative.  

3. As an emergency measure designed to spend remaining uncommitted pre-2000 energy efficiency funds, the Summer Initiative Pool Efficiency Program is an acceptable use of funds.

4. Many energy efficiency programs under utility administration (including SDG&E administration) have either committed all program funding, or are scheduled to do so in the near future.  The Summer Initiative HTR-MF program is not unique in this regard.

5. The proposed Pool Program installation ratio of 14 time-of-day control installations to one energy-efficient pump/motor conversion is unacceptable. 

6. A reasonable estimate of peak demand reduction per pool pump time-of-day control installed by the Pool Program is 0.7 kW.

7. To avoid double counting the energy savings associated with avoided operating hours, a reasonable estimate of energy savings per every installation of both pool pump time-of-day control and motor/pump conversion is 2,044 kWh annually. 

8. The Pool Program is estimated to save more capacity at less cost than the HTR-MF Program.

9. The HTR-MF Program is estimated to save more energy at less cost than the Pool Program.

10. A valued benefit of the Pool Program is the effect on consumer awareness of pool pump energy consumption and real energy costs.

11. When considered with respect to the participants in SDG&E’s service territory, and placed in the context of SDG&E’s existing portfolio of energy efficiency programs, the Commission finds that the Summer Initiative Pool Efficiency Program does not favor an “elite” group of SDG&E energy efficiency program participants at the expense of underserved and hard-to-reach SDG&E customers.

12. The protest of Res-TEAM/SESCO to reject any increase in funds to the Summer Initiative Pool Program is denied.

13. The requested transfer by Res-TEAM/SESCO to shift the $1 million pre-1998 DSM funds referred to in SDG&E’s AL to the Summer Initiative Residential Hard-to-Reach (Multi-Family) program is denied.

14. The request of Res-TEAM/SESCO to require other utilities to review their pre-1998 funds and other pre-2000 carryover energy efficiency funds and transfer any remaining funds to the Summer Initiative program is denied without prejudice.  

15. Public necessity requires that the 30-day period for public review and comment established in Section 311(g) be reduced so that SDG&E’s Summer Initiative Pool Efficiency Program begin reducing summer energy and demand consumption as quickly as possible. 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 to twenty-one days.

Therefore it is ordered that:

1. SDG&E’s Advice Letter 1314-E/1246-G is approved, with the following modification.  The Pool Program shall offer funding for installations of no more than (but may install less than) 11 time-of-day control installations per every pump/motor conversion.

2. The fund-shifting guidelines governing current 2001 Energy Efficiency programs funded with public-purpose funds will also apply to $1.0 million shifted DSM funds referred to in this filing.  

3. SDG&E’s request for a shortened, ten-day, protest period and expedited review process is granted.

4. The protest of Res-TEAM/SESCO to reject any increase in funds to the Summer Initiative Pool Program is denied.

5. The requested transfer by Res-TEAM/SESCO to shift the $1 million pre-1998 DSM funds referred to in SDG&E’s AL to the Summer Initiative Residential Hard-to-Reach (Multi-Family) program is denied.

6. The request of Res-TEAM/SESCO to require other utilities to review their pre-1998 funds and other pre-2000 carryover energy efficiency funds and transfer any remaining funds to the Summer Initiative program is denied without prejudice.  

7. Public necessity requires that the 30-day period for public review and comment established in Section 311(g) be reduced so that SDG&E’s Summer Initiative Pool Efficiency Program begin reducing summer energy and demand consumption as quickly as possible. 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 to twenty-one days.

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 June 28, 2001; the following Commissioners voting favorably thereon:









 _____________________









 WESLEY M. FRANKLIN







 

       Executive Director

All program budgets cited below, except for the statewide Residential Energy Guide budget, were provided by SDG&E in response to an April 25th data request regarding Application 00-11-037, et. al.  The statewide Residential Energy Guide budget cited below is found in SDG&E’s Response to Information Requested from Utilities to Supplement Application. (A. 00-11-037, et. al., Dec. 15, 2001, Response #2, p. 10)


All program modifications cited below were provided by SDG&E in Response to Information Requested from Utilities to Supplement Application.  (A. 00-11-037, et. al., Dec. 15, 2001, Response #4, pp. 21-32)
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