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RESOLUTION

Resolution G-3323.  Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) requests approval to shift $6.0 million of Pre-1998 Demand Side Management (DSM) funds to existing PY2001 Energy Efficiency programs.  PG&E also requests approval to shift any unspent portion of these transferred funds to other residential programs for which existing funding may run out, and requests that the Commission expedite the review process and shorten the protest period from 20 days to 10 days.  

This Resolution approves PG&E’s request to augment current PY2001 Energy Efficiency programs with Pre-1998 DSM funds, with modifications.  PG&E’s request to apply PY2001 funds shifting guidelines to these funds is approved with one modification, and their request for an expedited review process and shortened protest period is denied.

By Advice Letter 2334-G/2147-E filed on July 31, 2001.

__________________________________________________________

Summary

Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s Advice Letter (AL) 2334-G/2147-E requested approval to transfer $5.0 million of uncommitted pre-1998 DSM funds to PY2001 Residential Appliance and Lighting Programs, approval to transfer $1.0 million of uncommitted pre-1998 DSM funds to PY2001 Nonresidential Small Standard Performance Contract Program, permission to apply PY2001 funds-shifting guidelines to these funds, and a shortened protest period and expedited review process.

Quality Conservation Co./Winegard Energy/Bo Enterprises filed a joint protest on August 10, 2001.  RESCUE/SESCO, Inc. filed a joint protest on August 20, 2001.  Both protestors request that some, if not all, of the $5.0 million of uncommitted DSM money that PG&E requests transfer to the Appliance and Lighting programs be transferred instead to the Summer Initiative Hard-to-Reach Multi-Family program.  Quality Conservation Co/Winegard Energy/Bo Enterprises support PG&E’s request to transfer $1.0 million to the Small Standard Performance Contract Program, and RESCUE/SESCO makes no comment on this.  Both protestors support PG&E’s request to apply PY2001 funds-shifting guidelines to these funds.  Both protestors protest PG&E’s request to shorten the protest period.   

This Resolution approves PG&E’s request to transfer $1.0 million of uncommitted pre-1998 DSM funds to the Small Standard Performance Contract program; PG&E’s request to transfer pre-1998 DSM funds to the Appliance and Lighting programs, with modifications; and the protestor’s request to transfer pre-1998 DSM funds to the Summer Initiative Hard-to-Reach program, with one modification.  PG&E’s request to apply PY2001 funds-shifting guidelines to these funds is approved, with modifications.  PG&E’s request for a shortened protest period is denied.  
BACKGROUND
In 1997, during the transition to Assembly Bill (AB) 1890 (Stats, 1996, Ch. 854) public goods charge accounting for energy efficiency programs, the Commission determined that post-1997 public goods funds could not be used to pay commitments arising from pre-1998 DSM programs.  Prior to AB 1890, commitments fulfilled during a particular year were paid from funds collected during that year.  In D. 97-09-017, the Commission addressed this problem by authorizing the utilities to keep unspent pre-1998 DSM funds in a separate balancing account from which utilities could pay pre-1998 commitments.  Since that time, PG&E has reported to the Commission, every month, the status of the balancing accounts and the level of unpaid commitments, in accordance with Ordering Paragraph (OP) 4 of D. 97-09-017, as modified by OP 16 of D. 97-12-103.  

PG&E currently has $6.0 million unspent, uncommitted pre-1998 DSM funds.  This total takes into account funds required by the Commission to be spent on the Summer 2000 Energy Efficiency Initiative and the 2001 low-income energy efficiency program, per D. 01-05-033.  

Based upon PG&E’s Application for Approval of Year 2001 Energy Efficiency Programs (A.00-11-032), the Commission, in D. 01-01-060, authorized PG&E to implement its Program Year (PY) 2001 Energy Efficiency programs.  PG&E’s Residential Program was funded with $50.27 million and the Nonresidential Program with $62.14 million.  D. 01-01-060 also granted utility administrators 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 program year.  The Commission found that such flexibility is needed for the utilities to expand and accelerate their efforts, as necessary.

In response to an Energy Division request in A. 00-11-037, et al., submitted September 21, 2001, PG&E reports that as of August 31, 2000 the PY2001 expected incentive budget for the Residential Appliances Program is $7,350,000, of which $3,604,000 had been expended and $3,746,000 committed.  The expected incentive budget for the Residential Lighting Program is $6,754,000, of which $5,007,000 had been expended and $1,716,000 committed.  The expected incentive budget for the Nonresidential Small Standard Performance Contract program is $1,900,000, of which $78,000 had been expended and $860,000 committed.

The same PG&E response reports that $6,666,000 of remaining Residential incentive funding is eligible to be shifted to support the Residential Appliance and Lighting programs.  The Nonresidential program contains $2,840,000 of incentive funding eligible for shifting to the Small Standard Performance Contract program.  

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 Residential Hard-To-Reach (Multi-Family) Program.  For PG&E, the Hard-to-Reach (Multi-Family) program was funded with $3.7 million. (August 21, 2000 Ruling of Assigned Commissioners and Administrative Law Judge on Summer 2000 Energy Efficiency Initiative; Appendix A, p. 8-10, Application 99-09-049 et. al.)  In response to an Energy Division data request subsequent to Advice Letter 2147-E/2334-G, PG&E reports that $2,916,044 of this budget has been committed as of August 31, 2001.  

The same Data Request response reports that the Summer Initiative Hard-To-Reach (Multi-Family) Program was closed to new applicants in January 2001, and a waiting list was established.  PG&E’s Advice Letter (pp. 2-3) reports that the Nonresidential Standard Performance Contract program was closed to new applicants on May 23, 2001 and a waiting list was established.  

Pursuant to the provisions of Senate Bill No. 5 (Chapter 7, April 11, 2001, 1st Extra-Ordinary Session), referred to hereafter as SBX1 5, the Commission signed an Agreement with PG&E, encumbering $25,440,000 for the purposes of continuing PG&E’s Residential programs and the Nonresidential Express Efficiency Lighting Program.  The terms of this Agreement dictate that PG&E expend monies for these programs, and subsequently invoice the Commission for reimbursement.  No PG&E invoice for SBX1 5 funds has been received by the Commission as of September 24, 2001.     

Notice 

Notice of AL 2334-G/2147-E was made by publication in the Commission’s Daily Calendar.  PG&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

Quality Conservation Services, Inc., Winegard Energy, and Bo Enterprises filed a joint protest of AL 2334-G/2147-E on August 10, 2001.  In their filing, Quality Conservation Services/Winegard Energy/Bo Enterprises protests PG&E’s request to shorten the protest period from 20 to 10 days; asks the Commission to require PG&E to fund the Residential Hard-To-Reach Summer Initiative Program in the amount of $1.5 million or whatever amount is needed to fully fund the projects presently on the waiting list; asks the Commission to approve the transfer from PG&E’s Pre-1998 DSM funds to PG&E’s Small Standard Performance Contract Program of $1 million or whatever amount is needed to fully fund the projects presently on the waiting list; asks the Commission to approve the transfer of $3.5 million (or any remaining amount of funds) from PG&E’s Pre-1998 DSM funds to PG&E’s Lighting and Appliance Program; and supports PG&E’s request for the flexibility to shift any uncommitted funds within the respective program areas so as to assure that no approved funding is unspent by the end of 2001.

RESCUE/SESCO filed a joint protest of AL 2334-G/2147-E on August 20, 2001.  In their filing, RESCUE/SESCO protests PG&E’s request to shorten the protest period from 20 to 10 days; supports PG&E’s request to transfer $6.0 million in unspent and uncommitted pre-1998 DSM funds to PY2001 energy efficiency programs; asks the Commission to give priority to Summer Initiative programs when augmenting current programs with these funds; supports PG&E’s request for funds-shifting flexibility; and requests the Commission to require PG&E to fund the Residential Multi-Family Hard-to-Reach Summer Initiative Program to the extent needed to fully fund the projects that can be installed in PY2001 up to $5.0 million.

PG&E responded to Quality Conservation Services/Winegard Energy/Bo Enterprises’ Protest of AL 2334-G/2147-E on August 17, 2001, and to RESCUE/SESCO’s Protest on August 24, 2001.  PG&E disputes the protestant’s reading of Commission precedent regarding transfer for pre-1998 DSM funds; claims that their energy efficiency program portfolio sufficiently addresses the needs of residential hard-to-reach customers, and raises the issues of high Summer Initiative Hard-to-Reach Multi-Family program costs and limited measure installation scope.

Discussion

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

· Commission precedent on the transfer of uncommitted Pre-PY2000 funds.

· Residential Hard-to-Reach customers: Equity in the PG&E service territory. 

· Hard-to-Reach Multi-Family Program Costs.

· Installation of Eligible Measures.

· Future funds-shifting flexibility.

· Current Funds-Shifting

· Shortened protest period and expedited review process.  

Each of these issues is discussed in turn below.  

Commission precedent on the transfer of uncommitted Pre-PY2000 funds

Both sets of protestants support PG&E’s request to transfer uncommitted pre-1998 funds to current energy efficiency programs.  However, both protest transferring the entirety of these funds to non-Summer Initiative programs, and request that at least a portion of shifted monies be used to fund Summer Initiative programs.  Furthermore, RESCUE/SESCO claim that the Commission has precedent for favoring the augmentation of Summer Initiative programs over regular energy efficiency programs with shifted pre-1998 funds, citing the recent Commission Resolution to allow SDG&E to shift pre-1998 funds to a Summer Initiative.  (Resolution E-3741, SDG&E AL 1314-E/1246-G).  

Res-Team also cites D. 00-07-017, the genesis of the Summer Initiative, saying:

“The Commission set up the Summer Initiative programs to answer two specific problems: (a) the need to provide immediate energy conservation services to utility customers, especially in those programs and customer sub-groups that the utilities were not adequately servicing, and (b) the need to provide a “home” for the many millions of dollars ($65-$75 million) in funds from the years prior to PY2000 that the utilities had neither spent nor committed by that time.  The Commission designed and approved a series of Summer Initiative programs that would use those left-over funds and which would target the unsatisfied needs of various customer groups, with the specific requirement that these funds be expended before December 31, 2001.  Had PG&E more accurately projected its pre-1998 needs last year, those funds would have been included with all other pre-2000 funds in the Summer Initiative programs.”

In their August 17, 2000 Response to protest, PG&E responds to Res-Team’s allegation that the funds in question should have been included in the original Summer Initiative funding by saying: 

“In fact, in its July 21, 2000 response to Ordering Paragraph 86 of Decision 00-07-017, PG&E proposed to allocated $10.03 million from Pre-1998 and $37.26 million of uncommitted/unspent Public Goods Charge (PGC) funds to the Summer 2000 Initiative.  On August 21, 2000, the Commission ordered PG&E to allocated $34.78 million to the Summer 2000 Initiative.  The amount of unspent, uncommitted pre-1998 DSM funds is a number that will change over time, as reported by PG&E in the reports we file each month, when the customers to whom commitments were made either complete or abandon the energy efficiency projects that gave rise to the commitment.” (August 24, 2000 Response to Protest, Pg. 2) 

PG&E’s response to the Res-Team Protest (p. 2) also contends the Commission has no precedent establishing that unspent, uncommitted pre-1998 DSM funds should be exclusively reserved for Summer Initiative programs.  PG&E cites D. 01-05-033, Attachment 4 as an instance in which uncommitted pre-1998 DSM monies were identified for non-Summer Initiative programs.  

PG&E claims that the Commission has precedent favoring the shifting of uncommitted pre-1998 DSM funds to efforts that “further the rapid deployment of energy efficiency and low-income programs.” (p. 2)  This precedent, PG&E contends, suggests that the “Commission should use any additional money to achieve as much energy and demand reduction as possible as rapidly as possible.  The Commission should approve the most cost effective use of the money after establishing that the hard-to-reach customers are being adequately served by other programs.” (p. 2) 

PG&E does not cite any Commission document in which this precedent was set.  PG&E also fails to present evidence that the Residential Lighting program, the Residential Appliance Program, and the Non-Residential Small Standard Performance Contract program are more rapidly deployable than the Summer Initiative Hard-to-Reach Program.  Cost-effectiveness information also remains absent.

The Commission finds that there has been no precedent establishing that all unspent, uncommitted Pre-1998 funds should be reserved exclusively for the augmentation of Summer Initiative programs.  

Res-Team’s portrayal of Resolution E-3741 as setting precedent to shift all remaining pre-PY2000 funds exclusively into Summer Initiative programs is inaccurate.  Resolution E-3741 found that “As an emergency measure designed to spend remaining uncommitted pre-2000 energy efficiency funds, the Summer Initiative Pool Program is an acceptable use of funds.” (Finding 3).  This finding is strictly limited to the Summer Initiative Pool Program in the SDG&E territory, and does not assess the suitability any other Summer Initiative program for budget augmentation with pre-1998 DSM funds.  Although other Summer Initiative programs may be candidates for shifted uncommitted pre-1998 DSM funds, the relative extent to which any of these programs are more (or less) deserving of additional funding than other programs must be determined on a case-by-case basis.

While the funding genesis of the Summer 2000 Energy Efficiency Initiative does draw upon pre-PY2000 funds, it does not determine how all future pre-PY2000 should be spent.  Furthermore, the August 21 Ruling of Assigned Commissioners and Administrative Law Judge on Summer 2000 Energy Efficiency Initiative clearly states that the Summer Initiative was designed to be limited in scope, stating (pp. 9-10):

“While the funding level set forth in D.00-07-017 was simply an estimate of available funds at one point in time, it is clear that the Commission intended that we maximize the funds available to fund the Summer Initiative.  Thus, we use the $67 million, as divided among the utilities in D.00-07-017, as the intended funding level, plus electric rollover funds from pre-1998 DSM programs, and approve program spending at this level.

We maintain this funding level notwithstanding the fact that the exact amount of funds available may change over time, as better estimates of carryover funds become available or because of other Commission directives.” 

Although individual Summer Initiative programs may be deemed appropriate for further funding, as in Resolution E-3741, augmentation to this capped Summer Initiative budget will proceed on a case-by-case basis, as will augmentation to the capped PY2001 Energy Efficiency budget.

Residential Hard-to-Reach customers: Equity in the PG&E service territory
Res-Team is concerned about the plight of hard-to-reach utility customers, claiming lack of budget augmentation to the Summer Initiative Hard-to-Reach program will gravely compromise the equity of energy efficiency funding distribution.  No energy efficiency program other than the Summer Initiative Hard-to-Reach Program, Res-Team claims, effectively serves individual apartment-dwelling hard-to-reach customers.  

PG&E currently administers the statewide Residential Contractor Program.  The multi-family element of this program targets apartment dwelling units, common areas of apartments and condominium complexes, and common areas of mobile home parks.  The single-family element applies to single family homes, condominium dwelling units, small attached apartments with up to four dwelling units; and mobile homes.  

Res-Team claims that while 75% of Summer Initiative Hard-to-Reach Multi-Family program funds went to provide incentives installed inside of individually-metered dwelling units, no Residential Contractor Program Multi-Family program funds went for such work.  Rather, the Residential Contractor Program Multi-Family program reserves its services exclusively for common areas within apartment complexes, and for master metered complexes.

PG&E notes that they have conducted a pilot program with a third party contractor to provide Compact Fluorescent Lamps (Compact fluorescent lamps) at a reduced cost to apartment owners.  Approximately 47% of the 87,932 Compact fluorescent lamps installed in this program were put in tenant units.  After comparing records, Quality Conservation, SESCO, and Winegard Energy claim that 90% of the 51,685 Compact fluorescent lamps they have installed went directly into tenant units.  

PG&E notes seven Third Party Initiative (TPI) contracts they have recently signed to support their claim that Hard-to-Reach customers will be served in their territory in the absence of budget augmentation to the Summer Initiative Hard-to-Reach program.  These programs commit a total of $1,490,031 in an effort to provide energy efficiency services to hard-to-reach customers who are seniors, live in rural areas, are non-English speaking, live in multi-family and mobile home dwellings, and are economically disadvantaged.  These seven contracts do not institute new energy efficiency programs, but improve the accessibility of existing PY2001 energy efficiency programs to Hard-to-Reach customers.  

The Commission finds that while the seven Third Party Initiative contracts recently signed are a favorable sign of PG&E’s commitment to their Hard-to-Reach customers, they are not sufficient.  Given the size PG&E’s PY2001 budget, and given the invaluable information resources available to PG&E related to this market segment, PG&E has the potential to offer improved service to the residential Hard-to-Reach market.

Hard-to-Reach Multi-Family Program Costs

PG&E reports that as of August 24, 2001, Summer Initiative Hard-to-Reach Multi-Family program contactors have treated 15,271 multi-family units and installed 81,430 screw-in compact fluorescent lamps, at an average cost of $22.92 per CFL.  This is a much greater cost, PG&E notes, than the $13 per CFL that was paid to provide compact fluorescent lamps to apartment owners in a pilot program that was run earlier this year. 

The Commission finds that in general, it is reasonable that programs offering in-dwelling installation of compact fluorescent lamps will be associated with greater cost than those programs that do not offer such a service.  However, the cost per CFL associated with the Summer Initiative Hard-to-Reach program is quite clearly too expensive.  Incentive structures, including those that encourage installing relatively more expensive compact fluorescent lamps instead of relatively less expensive ones, have been left in the hands of program administrators.  The Commission notes that, in the October 12, 2000 Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling on Summer 2000 Energy Efficiency Initiative Issues Related to Implementation of the Hard to Reach Program (p.3), we said:

“The August 21, 2000 ACR/ALJ Ruling on the Summer Initiative selected elements of the Res-Team’s proposal for a Hard to Reach program for funding.  As the utilities correctly note, however, we expressly left the detailed design and implementation of the program to the utilities.  Thus, we expressly did not select the Res-Team proposal as a program to be implemented by a third party, e.g., by the Res-Team.  Instead, we adopted the program in concept and directed the utilities to work with the Res-Team and others to implement the program.  We expected and expect the utilities to use their best efforts to design the Hard to Reach program, giving due consideration to the Res-Team proposal and also relying upon their programmatic experience.”

As a program administrator, PG&E shares a certain amount of responsibility for extraneous program costs that could be avoided.  

Installation of Eligible Measures
PG&E notes that of the 35 energy-reducing measures eligible for installation under the Hard-to-Reach program, contractors have chosen to install only 7.  Four contractors have installed four measures (water heater controllers, high performance windows, duct testing, and duct sealing).  The vast majority of the remaining measures installed are compact fluorescent lamps, low flow showerheads, and faucet aerators.  This indicates that the Hard-to-Reach program, which was advertised by its proponents as a comprehensive approach to the hard-to-reach market, has in practice installed very few measures to meet the specific needs of customers they serve.

These facts are not disputed by Res-Team.

The Summer Initiative HTR-MF program was approved in an effort to offer a comprehensive energy efficiency program to people who traditionally have difficulty accessing energy efficiency programs.  Because this program appears to restrict the scope of measures installed, it limits program success.  It is, however, successful insofar as it goes.  Apartment-dwelling hard-to-reach customers do not traditionally participate in CFL programs, and likely benefit from in-dwelling installation.  Again, the Commission reiterates the discussion from the October 12, 2000 ACR/ALJ Ruling, noting that program administrators have control over such design details as incentive structures encouraging a wide (or narrow) scope of measures installed.  Again, as a program administrator, PG&E shares some responsibility for measures which could have, but have not, been installed under this program.

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.

PG&E requests permission to apply this funds-shifting standard to all pre-1998 DSM funds to be shifted pursuant to this resolution.  

Res-Team/SESCO and Quality Enterprises/Winegard Energy/Bo Enterprises support this request.

The Commission finds that PG&E may apply PY2001 funds-shifting rules to all funds shifted pursuant to this Resolution.  All funds remaining at the start of PY2002 will be subject to PY2002 funds-shifting rules.

Current Funds-Shifting 

PG&E requests permission to shift $5 million in uncommitted DSM funds to the Residential Lighting and Appliance Programs, and $1 million to the Nonresidential Small Standard Performance Contract Program.

Quality Conservation Service, Inc, Winegard Energy and Bo Enterprises request that the Commission require PG&E to fund the Residential Hard-To-Reach Summer Initiative Program in the amount of $1.5 million or whatever amount is needed to fully fund the projects presently on the waiting list.  They also ask the Commission to approve the transfer of $1 million, or whatever amount is needed to fully fund the projects presently on the waiting list, to the Nonresidential Small Standard Performance Contract program.  Finally they ask the Commission to allow PG&E to transfer $3.5 million (or any remaining amount of funds) to the Residential Lighting and Appliance Programs.

Res-Team requests that the Commission require PG&E to fund the Residential Multi-Family Hard-To-Reach Summer Initiative Program to the extent needed to fully fund the projects that can be installed in PY2001 up to $5.0 million.  Res-Team expresses no opinion about PG&E’s request to shift $1 million to the Nonresidential Small Standard Performance Contract Program.

The Commission authorizes PG&E to immediately transfer $700,000 to the Summer Initiative HTR-MF program, and $1 million to the Small Standard Performance Contract program.  Monies transferred to the Summer Initiative Hard-to-Reach Multi-Family program must be divided equally among contractors remaining on the waiting list.  

PG&E may also transfer $4,300,000 to the Residential Lighting and Appliance Program, upon written verification by the Commission Project Manager of Agreement 00PS5182, that 100% of all Senate Bill 5, Extraordinary Session 1 monies encumbered under this Agreement have been committed.  This Agreement provides $25.4 million for PG&E’s Residential Energy Efficiency Programs, and for the Nonresidential Express Efficiency Program, and allows this money to be shifted among eligible programs in order to change with market conditions, as appropriate.  This funds-shifting flexibility allows PG&E to allocate, for example, $25.4 million to the Residential Appliance program.  In order to ensure that these funds are used in an economical and expedient manner, monies transferred to the Residential Appliance and Lighting programs must only be done so in the event that funding allocated pursuant to this Agreement proves insufficient for maintaining the Residential Appliance and Lighting programs.  

PG&E currently submits monthly reports for A. 00-11-037, et al., detailing PY2001 budget expenditures and energy savings; and will submit monthly reports detailing the use of Senate Bill 5, Extraordinary Session 1 funds pursuant to Agreement 00PS5182.  Written verification of 100% commitment of funds allocated pursuant to the Agreement will be contingent upon the clarity, consistency, and completeness of these reports.

Shortened Protest Period and Expedited Review Process

PG&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 protest PG&E’s request.  

The Commission finds the PG&E does not provide adequate justification for an expedited review process and shortened protest period, and denies this request.   

Comments

Public necessity requires that the 30-day period for public review and comment established in Section 311(g) be shortened so that PG&E’s Summer Initiative Hard-to-Reach Multi-Family Program, Residential Lighting and Appliance Programs, and Nonresidential Small Standard Performance Contract programs may continue to reduce energy without a funding gap. 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 three days.

Comments were filed by (name of party) on (date).

Findings:

1. By Advice Letter 2334-G/2147-E, PG&E makes three requests: for authorization to transfer $5 million pre-1998 demand-side management (DSM) funds to supplement the Residential Lighting and Appliance Programs; for authorization to transfer $1 million pre-1998 DSM funds to supplement the Nonresidential Small Standard Performance Contract Program budget; for approval to shift any unspent portion of these transferred funds to other residential programs for which existing funding may run out; and for an expedited review process and a shortened (10 day) protest period.

2. Quality Conservation Services/Winegard Energy/Bo Enterprises protest PG&E’s request to shorten the protest period from 20 to 10 days; requests the Commission to require PG&E to fund the Residential Hard-To-Reach Summer Initiative Program in the amount of $1.5 million or whatever amount is needed to fully fund the projects presently on the waiting list; requests the Commission to approve the transfer from PG&E’s Pre-1998 DSM funds to PG&E’s Small Standard Performance Contract Program of $1 million or whatever amount is needed to fully fund the projects presently on the waiting list; requests the Commission to approve the transfer of $3.5 million (or any remaining amount of funds) from PG&E’s Pre-1998 DSM funds to PG&E’s Lighting and Appliance Program; and supports PG&E’s request for the flexibility to shift any uncommitted funds within the respective program areas so as to assure that no approved funding is unspent by the end of 2001.

3. RESCUE/SESCO protests PG&E’s request to shorten the protest period from 20 to 10 days; supports PG&E’s request to transfer $6.0 million in unspent and uncommitted pre-1998 DSM funds to PY2001 energy efficiency programs; requests the commission to give priority to Summer Initiative programs when augmenting current programs with these funds; supports PG&E’s request for funds-shifting flexibility; and requests the Commission to require PG&E to fund the Residential Multi-Family Hard-to-Reach Summer Initiative Program to the extent needed to fully fund the projects that can be installed in PY2001 up to $5.0 million

4. There is no precedent establishing that all unspent, uncommitted Pre-1998 funds should be reserved exclusively for the augmentation of Summer Initiative programs.  

5. While the seven Third Party Initiative contracts recently signed are a favorable sign of PG&E’s commitment to their Hard-to-Reach customers, they are not sufficient.  Given the size of PG&E’s PY2001 budget, and given the invaluable information resources available to PG&E related to this market segment, PG&E has the potential to offer improved service to the residential Hard-to-Reach market.

6. As a program administrator, PG&E shares a certain amount of responsibility for extraneous program costs that could be avoided.  

7. As a program administrator, PG&E shares some responsibility for measures which could have, but have not, been installed under the Summer Initiative Hard-to-Reach Multi-Family program.

8. Quality Conservation Co/Winegard Energy/Bo Enterprises, and RESCUE/SESCO’s request to transfer funds to the Summer Initiative Hard-to-Reach Multi-Family program is approved, with one modification.  PG&E will transfer $700,000 of pre-1998 DSM monies to this program, to be divided equally among contractors remaining on the waiting list.

9. PG&E’s requested transfer of $1 million pre-1998 DSM funds to the Nonresidential Small Standard Performance Contract program is approved.

10. PG&E’s requested transfer of DSM monies to the Residential Lighting and Appliance Program is approved, with one modification.  PG&E may transfer $4,300,000 to the Residential Lighting and Appliance Program, upon written verification by the Commission Project Manager of Agreement 00PS5182, that 100% of all Senate Bill 5, Extraordinary Session 1 monies encumbered under this Agreement have been committed.

11. PG&E’s request to apply PY2001 fund-shifting rules to all funds shifted pursuant to this Resolution is approved, with one modification.  This modification is that all funds remaining at the start of PY2002 will be subject to PY2002 funds-shifting rules.

12. PG&E does not provide adequate justification for an expedited review process and shortened protest period.  This request is denied.  

13. 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 three days.

Therefore it is ordered that:

1. PG&E’s Advice Letter 2334-G/2147-E is approved, with modifications.

2. PG&E’s requested transfer of $1 million pre-1998 DSM funds to the Nonresidential Small Standard Performance Contract program is approved.

3. PG&E’s requested transfer of DSM monies to the Residential Lighting and Appliance Program is approved, with one modification.  PG&E may transfer $4,300,000 to the Residential Lighting and Appliance Program, upon written verification by the Commission Project Manager of Agreement 00PS5182, that 100% of all Senate Bill 5, Extraordinary Session 1 monies encumbered under the Agreement have been committed.

4. PG&E’s request to apply PY2001 funds-shifting guidelines is approved, with one modification.  The fund-shifting guidelines governing current 2001 Energy Efficiency programs funded with public-purpose funds will also apply to all monies transferred pursuant to this resolution.  All monies remaining at the beginning of PY2002 will be subject to PY2002 funds-shifting rules.  

5. PG&E’s request for a shortened, ten-day, protest period and expedited review process is denied.

6. Quality Conservation Co./Winegard Energy/Bo Enterprises, and RESCUE/SESCO’s request to transfer funds to the Summer Initiative Hard-to-Reach Multi-Family program is approved, with one modification.  PG&E will immediately transfer $700,000 of uncommitted pre-1998 DSM monies to the Summer Initiative Hard-to-Reach Program, to be divided equally among contractors remaining on the waiting list.

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 three 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 October 10, 2001; the following Commissioners voting favorably thereon:









 _____________________









 WESLEY M. FRANKLIN







 

       Executive Director
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