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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application of SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY (U 338-E) for Approval of Program Year 2000 and 2001 Energy Efficiency Program Plans, Budgets, and Performance Award Mechanism.


Application 99-09-049

(Filed September 27, 1999)

Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company for Approval of Program Years 2000 and 2001 Energy Efficiency Programs (U 39 M).


Application 99-09-050

(Filed September 27, 1999)

Compliance Application of San Diego Gas & Electric Company (U 902-M) for Approval of 2000 and 2001 Energy Efficiency Programs, Budgets, Performance Incentive Structure.


Application 99-09-057

(Filed September 27, 1999)

Compliance Application of Southern California Gas Company (U 904-G) for Approval of 2000 and 2001 Energy Efficiency Programs, Budgets, Performance Incentive Mechanism.


Application 99-09-058

(Filed September 27, 1999)

RULING ON SUMMER 2000
ENERGY EFFICIENCY INITIATIVE

This ruling grants, with modifications, the written requests of Sempra Energy, on behalf of San Diego Gas and Electric Company (SDG&E) and Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas), and ECOS Consulting for modification to and clarification of the August 21, 2000 Ruling of Assigned Commissioners and Administrative Law Judge on Summer 2000 Energy Efficiency Initiative (Summer Initiative Ruling).  It also grants the informal requests for continuances made by the City of Oakland and the Presidio Trust to accommodate formal contract approval by public entities which will not meet prior to September 11, 2000.  In addition, this ruling makes several minor corrections to the Summer Initiative Ruling requested informally by parties.

Sempra’s Request for Continuance

By correspondence dated September 5, 2000 and received on September 6, 2000, Sempra requests extensions of time to:  (1) complete contract signatures for third party initiatives (TPI) (SDG&E); and (2) complete the development of the Residential Hard to Reach (multi-family) program identified as Program 6 in the Ruling (SDG&E and SoCalGas).

SDG&E requests an extension from September 11, 2000 to October 23, 2000 to complete the solicitation, selection, awarding, and signing of contracts for TPI programs to provide interested parties with the time to present meaningful proposals and the utility to review their packages and reach contractual agreement with the successful bidders.  It points out that the Summer Initiative Ruling directed PG&E to extend its deadline for the RFP it previously issued to accommodate bidders whose programs were not funded through the Summer Initiative.

SDG&E and SoCalGas also request an extension from September 11, 2000 to September 18, 2000 to begin accepting applications for the Residential Hard to Reach (multi-family) program to facilitate finalization of the deemed values for heating, ventilation, and air conditioning and shell measures through complicated DOE-2 modeling simulation runs, to provide interested contractors with sufficient opportunity to prepare their applications and to reach a signed agreement.  SDG&E and SoCalGas propose to begin implementation on September 29, 2000 of contracts received by September 18 and to complete review and signed contracts within 10 days of receipt of later received applications.

SDG&E’s and SoCalGas’ requests are reasonable and are approved as modified below.  While the intent of the Summer Initiative is to ensure that programs are implemented expeditiously so as to maximize peak load savings prior to June 1, 2001, we recognize that there may be administrative difficulties in meeting the September 11, 2000 implementation date in particular cases.  We will grant these requests because they are specific, justified, and provide a date certain for compliance.  Further, the extensions approved herein are applicable to all utilities.

With respect to Summer Initiative TPI programs, we agree that interested parties should have sufficient time to present meaningful proposals.  Thus, we clarify our intent that the solicitations be issued by September 11, 2000 and provide that the utilities should complete the selection, awarding, and signing of contracts for TPI programs by October 23, 2000.

With respect to the Hard to Reach (multi-family) Residential Program, we approve an extension to September 29, 2000 for utilities to finalize program development and begin accepting applications.  We also require that all qualifying applications be finalized, including signed contracts, within 10 working days of receipt of the application.  Since this is a statewide program, all utilities are governed by these requirements.

Continuance Requests for Public Entity Contract Approval

The City of Oakland and the Presidio Trust have also made informal requests for continuances because of the need for formal contract approval by public entities that will not meet prior to September 11, 2000.  We approve these requests subject to the contractor’s submission of a letter stating the constraint on meeting the September 11, 2000 contract signing deadline and setting forth a date certain for contract signing and implementation.
  Further, we will approve a request by any other public entity contractor that has a similar limitation subject to the same conditions.  All contractors, however, are required to adhere to the requirement that all programs or activities should begin to deliver energy and demand savings by June 1, 2001.

ECOS Consulting’s Request for Clarification of Funding for Utility Administrative Costs

By e-mail sent on September 6, 2000, ECOS Consulting requests a clarification of the source of funds to cover utility administrative costs.  ECOS represents that the utilities have conveyed an intent to deduct their administrative expenses from the program budgets approved by the Summer Initiative Ruling.  ECOS maintains that its budget proposal was based upon its own costs and did not include costs for utility administration.  ECOS thus asks that the Commission identify a source of funding outside the Summer Initiative program awards to compensate the utilities for their administrative costs.

The Summer Initiative Ruling did not directly address administrative costs incurred by the utilities.  However, the Summer Initiative Ruling referenced the Commission’s intent to maximize the funds available to fund the Summer Initiative in the amount of $67 million.  Thus, we conclude that administrative costs incurred by the utilities, if any, should come from program funds outside the $67 million reserved for the Summer Initiative.  The utilities should separately track the administrative costs incurred for each and every Summer Initiative Program and report on those costs in all reports to the Commission, including quarterly progress reports and the annual reports.  We anticipate that the funding will be redirected from unspent PY 2000 or PY 2001 public goods charge program budgets.

We expect these programs to be implemented efficiently and with a minimum of administrative costs.  Thus, the utility’s administrative costs should generally not exceed 3% of the program budget on a average for all programs the utilities play role in administering.  We expect that the utilities’ administration costs will be minimal for those programs implemented by third parties while the costs may be greater for those programs they implement themselves.  Further, the utilities, in their reports, should provide a detailed breakdown of costs incurred.

We further clarify that the funds allocated to third parties to implement Summer Initiative programs are akin to grant funding; as such, they should not be subjected to substantive performance requirements other than those specifically set forth in the Summer Initiative Ruling.  In addition, non-utility entities receiving funding should have discretion in selecting activities and projects to undertake without utility interference, so long as they meet all requirements set forth in the Summer Initiative Ruling.

Minor Corrections to the Summer Initiative Ruling

We have been made aware informally of three minor typographical errors in the Summer Initiative Ruling that may create misunderstanding.  The following clarifies the Summer Initiative Ruling:

· On page 7 of Appendix A, Program 5, in the description of the UC/CSU campus energy efficiency projects’ contracting mechanism, the second sentence should read:  “The utilities should work with UC/CSU to identify the specific projects at each campus within their service territories to be funded through this Summer Initiative Ruling.”  UC/CSU should make the final determination, so long as the projects funded meet all other requirements set forth in the Summer Initiative Ruling.

· On page 8, also related to the campus energy efficiency project program modifications required, the second sentence should read:  “Based upon our selection criteria, the funds we grant to UC/CSU shall not be used for cogeneration projects.”

· On page 22 of Appendix A, Project 8, in the description of the COPE pumping efficiency projects’ contracting mechanism, the words “oil refinery operators” should be replaced with “oil producers.”

IT IS RULED that:

1. TPI solicitations funded through the Summer Initiative Ruling for all utilities shall be issued by September 11, 2000 and the utilities shall complete the selection, awarding, and signing of contracts for TPI programs by October 23, 2000.

2. The utilities shall finalize development of the Hard to Reach (multi-family) Residential Program by September 29, 2000 and begin accepting applications by the date.  All qualifying applications shall be finalized, including signed contracts, within 10 working days of receipt of the application.

3. The City of Oakland’s and Presidio Trust’s requests for extension of the September 11, 2000 date for signing contracts are approved subject to submission of a letter stating the constraint on meeting the September 11, 2000 contract signing deadline and setting forth a date certain for contract signing and implementation.  Any other request by a public entity contractor that has a similar limitation is approved subject to the same conditions.

4. Administrative costs incurred by the utilities, if any, shall come from program funds outside the $67 million reserved for the Summer Initiative.  The utilities shall separately track the administrative costs incurred for each and every Summer Initiative Program and report on those costs in all reports to the Commission, including quarterly progress reports and the annual reports. The reports shall provide a detailed breakdown of costs incurred.

5. The utility’s administrative costs generally shall not exceed an average of 3% of the program budget for all programs the utilities play any role in administering.

6. Funding granted to third parties should be considered similar to grants and should not be subjected to additional requirements not explicitly required by the Summer Initiative Ruling.  Funding allocation should be left to the discretion of the third-party implementer.

7. In Appendix A of the Summer Initiative Ruling, the last sentence on page 7 and the second sentence under the heading “Program Modifications Required,” the reference to “CSU” should read “UC/CSU.”

8. The words “oil refinery operators” on page 22 of Appendix A should read “oil producers.”

Dated September 7, 2000, at San Francisco, California.



/s/ LINDA R. BYTOF



Linda R. Bytof

Administrative Law Judge

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that I have by mail this day served a true copy of the original attached Ruling on Summer 2000 Energy Efficiency Initiative on all parties of record in this proceeding or their attorneys of record.  In addition, service was also performed by electronic mail.

Dated September 7, 2000, at San Francisco, California.

/s/ EVELYN P. GONZALES

Evelyn P. Gonzales 

NOTICE

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

�  We expect that the contract will be approved and signed at the first available meeting of the public entity and that this will be reflected in the contractor’s correspondence.
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