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ATTACHMENT 1

ATTACHMENT 2

1. Summary

By today’s decision we approve the utilities’ joint Phase 1 recommendations for standardizing installation standards, measure selection criteria and other procedures for the Low-Income Energy Efficiency (LIEE) program.
  These recommendations are contained in the Phase 1 Report on the LIEE Standardization Project submitted on May 8, 2000 and augmented on July 5, 2000.

Within 15 days of the effective date of this decision, the utilities should jointly file the new weatherization installation standards manual which incorporates both the Phase 1 report recommendations and the follow-up recommendations submitted on July 5, 2000.  The utilities should serve a notice of its availability to all appearances and the state service list in this proceeding.  This new manual should be used by the utilities in designing their Program Year (PY) 2001 programs, and will become the standard used for all installations in the utility programs beginning January 1, 2001.

Within thirty days from the effective date of this decision, the utilities are directed to file applications to request approval of  PY 2001 low-income assistance program plans and associated budgets, in compliance with today’s decision.

As discussed in this decision, the utilities should jointly develop and present a standardized methodology for calculating penetration rates in their PY 2001 applications.  We intend to utilize a standardized approach to calculating penetration rates in the evaluation of the California Alternate Rates for Energy (CARE) program overall, as well as the CARE Outreach Pilot.

In addition, we direct the utilities to describe in their PY 2001 applications their current procedures (audits, process evaluations, polls, etc.) for monitoring program quality, cost efficiency and customer satisfaction for  low-income assistance programs.  The utilities should present recommendations for improving these procedures or instituting alternative ones, along with the associated costs and manpower requirements.  The utilities should also consider the results of the Attic Ventilation Pilots in presenting their recommendations for PY 2001, and describe the methods they are using to track the results of the Outreach Pilot.

We also direct the utilities to develop a standardized customer “bill of rights,” including a description of the consumer complaint process, in coordination with some of the issues being addressed in Phase 2 of the Standardization Project.  The utilities should jointly develop this document with public input, and present it for our approval no later than the filing of their PY2002 program applications.

The utilities should also work toward the development of a form that requests the same types and categories of data from all customers enrolling in CARE.  The utilities should jointly develop such forms with public input and present them in an Advice Letter filing by March 1, 2000.  This will enable us to authorize new forms in time for the June 1 implementation of the new income levels that are developed each year.

We direct the Standardization Project team to explore the Low-Income Advisory Board’s (LIAB) Specific Program Recommendations 20, 21 and 28 during the Phase 2 development of standardized policies and program procedures.  We reiterate our expectation that Phase 2 recommendations be completed in time for our consideration during the PY 2002 program planning cycle, or sooner if possible.

Finally, we provide further direction to LIAB regarding its role and assignments.  In particular, we clarify what activities are (and are not) assigned to LIAB or its advisory committee in the near term, for which Energy Division will continue to provide assistance.  If LIAB desires to meet more frequently or perform additional activities with the assistance of Commission resources, we direct LIAB to seek and receive approval from the Energy Division.

2. Background and Procedural History

Utilities currently implement two types of assistance to low-income residents:  rate assistance and energy efficiency services.  Under the CARE program, eligible low-income households and group living facilities receive up to a 15% rate discount for their electric and gas consumption.  Under the LIEE program, direct assistance is provided to low-income customers in the form of energy efficiency education and the installation of energy efficient measures and appliances in the home.

By ruling dated March 26, 1999, the Assigned Commissioner described the program planning process for PY 2001 low-income assistance programs.  The Assigned Commissioner directed LIAB, formerly the Low-Income Governing Board (LIGB), to initiate the process, as follows: 

“Based on public input, LIGB would propose selective changes to policy rules guidelines on programs, budgets and program administrative issues that would apply to low-income assistance programs for PY2001 or longer.  LIGB’s proposal would be filed in this or a successor proceeding.  Interested parties would have an opportunity to respond to LIGB’s recommendations, and the Commission would issue a decision in this proceeding addressing any disputed issues.  Utilities would follow with applications to implement these changes.”

By ruling dated December 29, 1999, the Assigned Commissioner further directed that the PY 2001 planning process include specific proposals for standardizing elements of the low-income assistance program, consistent with the direction Decision (D.) 99-03-056.  Specifically, the Assigned Commissioner directed the utilities “to work jointly with any interested participants to develop a joint proposal for standardizing the selection criteria and installation manuals for the utilities’ low-income weatherization programs.”
  To that end, the utilities were expected “to conduct workshops and/or other forums to solicit input from interested participants prior to serving the joint proposal.”
  On March 22, 2000, the Assigned Commissioner provided further guidance:

“Under this project, the utility policy and procedures manuals and weatherization installation standards manuals shall be reviewed and standardized statewide.  These manuals contain rules on how and when measures are to be installed in low-income homes, detailed measure descriptions, material standards, measure installation instructions, and other implementation procedures.  A single state-wide utility program [Weatherization Installation Standards] manual shall be developed, along with as set of standardized policy and procedure manuals.  These policy and procedure manuals shall differ only with respect to differences in climatic conditions, local building codes and ordinances.  Where prior Commission rulings allow differences across utilities, I expect participants to consider ways of achieving reasonable consistency.

“The review of [Policy and Procedures] Manuals shall cover not only issues relating to installation standards, but also other policies and procedures that differ across programs.  This would include spending caps, approaches to income qualifications, treatment of rental units, etc.  I also expect the utilities to achieve greater consistency in the area of carbon monoxide testing through this review process, thus ensuring customer protection.

“In addition, the debate in [Application] 99-07-002 et al. convinces me that there is a need to improve consistency across utilities with regard to inspection policies and procedures for the low-income energy efficiency program.  Standardization of inspection procedures should be undertaken as a second (or concurrent) phase of this project.”

LIAB filed its initial recommendations for PY 2001 low-income assistance programs on May 10, 2000 with a replacement filing containing Board-approved edits on May 19, 2000.  Comments on LIAB’s recommendations were filed on June 5, 2000 by SCE and jointly by SDG&E/SoCal.  LIAB filed reply comments on June 12, 2000.

Also on May 10, 2000, Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), SDG&E, SCE and SoCal (collectively, “the utilities”) jointly filed a Phase 1 Report on the Low-Income Weatherization Installation Manual Standardization Project (“Standardization Project”).

By ruling dated May 24, 2000, the assigned Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) requested clarification from LIAB concerning its PY 2001 recommendations.  She noted that there appeared to be considerable overlap between those recommendations and the issues being addressed through the Standardization Project.  In addition, she noted that LIAB made recommendations on at least one issue that was being addressed in Application (A.) 99-07-002 et al.  The assigned ALJ requested that LIAB clarify where there are still differences between LIAB and the utilities regarding standardization issues.

On June 9, 2000, LIAB filed comments on the Standardization Project joint report and responded to the ALJ’s request for clarification.  No parties filed a response.

On July 5, 2000, the utilities submitted Phase 1 follow-up recommendations for the Standardization Project which responded to comments received from interested parties during the Phase 1 proposal public review.  The assigned ALJ issued a ruling on July 13, 2000 soliciting comments on those additional recommendations.  The Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) filed comments in support of the follow-up recommendations.

3. LIAB’s Compliance with Commission Directives

Before turning to the specifics of LIAB’s recommendations, we first address SDG&E/SoCal’s contention that LIAB’s filing is deficient because it fails to meet the requirements of D.99-03-056, D.00-02-045, and the March 26, 1999 Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling.  In particular, SDG&E/SoCal argues that LIAB provides no support for why its PY 2001 recommendations should be given high priority consideration and does not comply with the Commission’s directive that its PY 2001 recommendations must be based on sufficient public input.  SDG&E/SoCal also argues that the filing is deficient because there is no discussion of the pros and cons of the LIAB’s recommendations or any discernable consideration of the interests of all stakeholders, including ratepayers.

In response, LIAB states the following:

“The genesis of the Board’s program year (PY) 2001 recommendations was the submission of Proposed Policy Rules in November 1998 and final submission on December 23, 1998 of the Board’s Proposed Request for Proposal (RFP) for Independent Administration.  The Board approved the basic framework of the earlier work, with some updating and modification during meetings in March, April and May of this year.  Discussion points for the Board’s recommendations, which were the basis of the Board’s May 10th submittal, were circulated prior to and during the Board’s meetings of March 28, 2000, April 11 and 12, 2000 and May 2 and 3, 2000.  At its May 3, 2000 meeting, the Board voted unanimously to adopt the Discussion Points of the PY 2000 document as revised by the Board and authorized Stephen Rutledge to make the final edits, per the Board’s direction and submit the recommendations on the Board’s behalf.  Since 1998, this Board committed itself to, and did, in the face of tremendous obstacles, have full public discussion on each and every one of these points, and at each point the delegated representative of each and every utility was present and participated in those discussions.”

Based on LIAB’s response, it does appears that LIAB solicited public input in developing its PY 2001 recommendations.  However, LIAB’s filing does not reflect the nature of that input, or the alternatives that LIAB considered in developing its selected recommendations.  Therefore, it is impossible for us to ascertain whether such public input was sufficient or effective.  We expect there to be constructive dialogue among LIAB Board members and public participants during public meetings, as well as serious consideration of all the options presented to the Board.  During the PY 1999 program planning cycle, we clearly expressed these expectations:

“The Commission is disappointed in the degree to which the LIGB sought feedback and suggestions from the utilities and other interested parties, and the LIGB’s apparent lack of evaluation and analysis of such feedback before making its recommendations to the Commission.  In the future, the LIGB is expected to solicit comments and recommendations from the utilities and interested parties and adopt a timeline which allows for evaluation and incorporation of these responses, as appropriate.  The LIGB, in the future, should provide thorough substantiation of its recommendations in its work products.”

In D.00-02-045, we directed that LIAB provide to the Commission “at a minimum” its best advice agreeable to the majority of Board members, “along with some discussion of the rationale or pros and cons associated with the Board’s recommendations.”  (D.00-02-045, mimeo., p. 24.)  We also encouraged LIAB to provide “additional context around recommendations where appropriate and possible.  For example, if the Board considered a list of options, it would be useful if the forgone alternatives, along with the pros and cons of each, were also communicated to the Commission.”  (Id.  See also, Conclusion of Law 14.)

In reviewing LIAB’s filing, we find that LIAB’s filing  meets only the bare minimum of these requirements by providing a discussion of LIAB’s rationale for each recommendation.  LIAB did not present any significant discussion of forgone alternatives (presumably some of which would have been suggested by the utilities and other public participants), or the pros and cons of each, as we encouraged LIAB to do in D.00-02-045.  Moreover, LIAB did not explain how it evaluated the relative ranking of proposals made by the public, and why its recommendations represent the top priorities for Commission consideration, as directed by the Assigned Commissioner in his ruling regarding PY 2000/PY 2001 planning.

More specifically, the Assigned Commissioner articulated his expectations for the type of selective changes that LIAB’s filing would encompass, by referencing his instructions to the California Board For Energy Efficiency (CBEE) 
: 
“…’selected’ implies ‘limited in number’ and therefore CBEE and interested parties should focus on only the highest priority modifications for the Commission’s consideration.  I believe that the following categories, among possible others, represent the type of modifications appropriate for Commission consideration:  (1) changes needed to clarify aspects of our policy rules that were not addressed during the PY 1999 program process, (2) program initiatives that may have been neglected because of the compressed time schedule for PY 1999 program planning….or (3) program design modifications that are needed to “fix” a problem already observed in their implementation.  I am not interested in relitigating issues that were debated and addressed by the Commission…

“In its recommendations, CBEE should explain how it evaluated the relative ranking of proposals made by the public, and why its recommendations represent the top priorities for Commission consideration.“

This information was not provided in LIAB’s filing.  Moreover, as noted by the assigned ALJ, some of LIAB’s recommendations involve either issues that are currently being litigated during the PY 2000 planning cycle (in Application (A.) 99-07-002 et al.) or have been addressed to LIAB’s satisfaction in the joint Standardization Report.

Because LIAB did not follow the guidelines set forth by the Assigned Commissioner for the content of this filing, we find the usefulness of LIAB’s recommendations to be quite limited.  Rather than reject them outright, as SDG&E/SoCal propose, we will consider whether any of them represent top priorities that should be adopted at this time.  In the future, however, we will not accept filings from LIAB that do not conform to the directives set forth by this Commission, the Assigned Commissioner or the Assigned ALJ.  We provide further direction to LIAB concerning our expectations in Section 6 of this decision.

4. LIAB’s Recommendations For PY 2001 Programs

LIAB presents recommendations about the CARE and LIEE mission statements, program outreach, leveraging and coordination with other organizations and programs, standardizing weatherization programs, and 28 specific program recommendations.  We present and discuss each of these recommendations in the following sections.

CARE and LIEE Mission Statements

LIAB proposes the following mission statements for low-income assistance programs:

The goal of the Commission concerning low-income gas and electric programs should be to assist low-income customers in securing access to affordable, essential energy services.  To this end, low-income programs should provide for energy efficiency through the LIEE program, energy assistance through the CARE program, energy education, and a link with consumer protection programs in an economically efficient manner.

The fundamental purpose of the LIEE program is to help low-income customers manage their use of energy and to maximize the efficiency with which they use energy.  Its goal is to reduce the usage and thus the energy hardship and bills of low-income customers.

The fundamental purpose of the CARE program is to make consumers’ energy bills more affordable.

The fundamental purpose of energy education is to inform customers of the services available to them, and to educate them as to energy efficiency opportunities.

The fundamental purpose of low-income consumer protection is to ensure that: low-income ratepayers have the same opportunities and access to lower energy costs as other residential customers; provision of consumer education; and the continuation of existing consumer protections after restructuring.

SCE is concerned that the proposed mission statements may be setting policy in an area that has not had substantive public input.  In particular, SCE is concerned over the use of the term “energy hardship,” since this term has not been defined by the Commission.  SCE is also unclear regarding the focus or purpose of low income consumer protection as a defined program or activity by the Commission.  SCE views the existence of the current LIEE and CARE programs as an outgrowth of consumer protection and equity concerns.  In any event, SCE believes that LIEE’s proposed mission statements would not create the need to redesign programs in 2001.  SDG&E/SoCal did not comment on this particular proposal.

We share SCE’s concerns and also note that the proposed mission statement does not reflect our stated policy of balancing the equity goals of CARE and the low-income energy efficiency programs with the need to also consider cost-efficiency.  We clearly articulated this policy in our consideration of PY 2000 program proposals:

“From our perspective, consideration of the issues in this case must focus on the interests of those being served by the program, low-income utility customers, and those paying for the program, non-participating ratepayers.  With respect to low-income customers, we believe that their interest in the program is fundamentally the same as all customers participating in energy efficiency programs, namely, to improve the comfort of their homes and reduce energy bills.  As we stated in D.97-02-014, ‘our goal is to provide low-income ratepayers with assistance in managing their energy bills.’

Because this segment of the population needs the bill savings the most, we should strive to maximize the participation of eligible participants and work to reduce their electric and gas bills as much as possible, within the constraint of limited funding.  At the same time, to protect the interests of non-participating ratepayers that subsidize the costs of the program, we need to ensure that service delivery is as efficient as possible.” (D.00-07-020, mimeo, p. 36.)

We believe that the goals and objectives for LIEE programs articulated in D.00-07-020 appropriately reflect the Commission’s intent for these programs.  Adopting LIAB’s proposed mission statements may introduce ambiguity rather than clarification.  For these reasons, we will not adopt them.

Outreach

LIAB presents the following recommendations regarding program outreach:

The energy utilities will be responsible for targeting, marketing and outreach to ensure that eligible populations gain an awareness and understanding of the CARE program and have access to applications and assistance (which should include multi-lingual notification and assistance).  This effort should be in line with the LIAB’s goal that the CARE program achieve a 100% participation rate of eligible customers and the Legislature’s stated goal of maximizing participation of eligible households.  Particular effort should be made to include hard-to-reach, limited English-speaking and vulnerable customers.

Outreach efforts could include possible partnerships or subcontracts with other agencies.  All potential agents (e.g. CBOs, Community Action Agencies, non-profits, municipalities, independent contractors, etc.) should have the opportunity to compete for contracts as implementers of outreach and intake services.

The energy utilities should seek to encourage competition and creativity in the delivery of CARE services in the interest of increasing participation.  This is especially the case given the geographic and cultural diversity within California.  The energy utilities should provide and budget for a system of reimbursement and incentives for implementers of whatever nature, to encourage increased participation.  Selection criteria for these implementers should include consideration of their ability to deliver quality services in a cost-effective manner.  To begin working towards these objectives, the energy utilities have a CARE pilot program that begins on June 1, 2000.

We expect that the Outreach Pilot currently underway will yield useful information that will enhance future outreach efforts.  Under this pilot, each utility is exploring up to seven new approaches for their outreach efforts, using independent contractors.  The pilot began June 1, 2000 and will continue for one year.

As SCE points out, the results of the pilot will be useful for developing future reimbursement or incentives mechanisms.  Rather than articulate specific expectations about outreach program enhancements for PY 2001 at this juncture, we believe that it is more prudent to await the pilot results.  As discussed further below, while it is desirable to increase CARE penetration, 100% penetration may not be practicable.  For these reasons, we do not adopt LIAB’s recommendations regarding program outreach for PY 2001.

We direct the utilities to include in their PY 2001 program applications a description of how they are tracking the results of the Outreach Pilot so that those results can be evaluated during the PY 2002 program planning cycle.

Leveraging and Coordination with other Organizations and Programs

LIAB recommends that all of the energy utilities share appropriate CARE subsidy information with the California Department of Community Services and Development (CSD) to ensure that the maximum Federal matching funds are obtained for California low-income energy programs.  As part of this process, the utilities should enter into agreements with CSD to provide referrals.  LIAB also recommends that, wherever possible, the energy utilities should seek to coordinate the outreach and intake processes for CARE and LIEE with other organizations assisting low-income customers.

As SCE points out, this recommendation reflects the Commission’s policy direction recently articulated in D.00-07-020.
  It does not represent a high priority modification of policies or programs for our consideration.

Standardizing Weatherization Programs

LIAB recommends that the utilities continue to work towards standardizing their weatherization programs in terms of the types of measures installed, installation criteria, installation manuals, and inspection policies and procedures.

As SCE notes, the Commission already has significant standardization initiatives underway through the Weatherization Installation Standards manual, weatherization policies and procedures, and reporting requirements standardization projects that are addressing these issues.

Specific Program Recommendation 1

Under this recommendation, LIAB states that the objectives of the Commission pertaining to the design and delivery of low-income programs should be:

· To maximize partnerships between the private sector, state and local agencies, community-based organizations (CBOs), and other entities to ensure efficient and effective delivery of programs and to maximize the resources available to low-income households.

· To maximize the efficiency of program delivery and minimize overlap through the coordination of LIEE and CARE with each other and with other utility, state, and federal programs, e.g., Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program, Universal Lifeline Telephone Service.

· To continue to leverage funds available from state and federal sources.

· To encourage local employment and job skill development.

· To maximize the participation of eligible participants.

· To work to reduce consumers’ electric and gas consumption and bills.

· To deliver programs through entities sensitive to the needs of low-income (including diverse language groups) households with demonstrated successful experience delivering or having the capacity to deliver energy efficiency or low-income services.

· To ensure reasonable administrative processes for LIEE and energy assistance programs, including reasonable complaint and dispute resolution procedures.

· To provide for consideration of energy-related health, safety and comfort in the delivery of LIEE services.

· To ensure timely distribution of CARE benefits.

· To assist or refer low-income customers with any consumer protection problems in the context of energy-related services.

· To ensure that an infrastructure for training of LIEE and CARE personnel is maintained.

SDG&E/SoCal have no objections to LIAB’s recommendation.  SCE observes that the proposed goal to “assist or refer low-income customers with any consumer protection problems in the context of energy-related services” lacks clarity and would need to be refined to explicitly state the responsibilities of all parties prior to its adoption.

We agree with SCE’s observations, and also note that last point concerning the training infrastructure seems to contradict the policy adopted in D.00-07-020, where we determined that alternative training approaches should be explored.

As SCE points out, the remaining recommendations seem to reflect current overarching policies for these programs.  These do not represent high priority modifications for the Commission’s consideration for PY 2001.

Specific Program Recommendation 2

LIAB recommends that an objective of the Commission should be to maximize participation in the programs by eligible customers while minimizing use of the programs by ineligible customers.  To that end, LIAB recommends that:

· The Commission should articulate a participation goal for the CARE program statewide of 100% of eligible customers who wish to participate.

· CARE customers should be made aware of LIEE and vice versa.

· Services and funds for energy assistance and LIEE should be distributed based on need.

· The application and application process should be standardized across utilities, user-friendly, simple, and streamlined, so that it does not provide a barrier to eligible customers participating in low-income programs.

· Effective, culturally sensitive outreach should be provided regarding availability of and eligibility requirements for the program to all segments of the California population, in the predominant languages spoken in California.

· The LIEE and CARE programs should be inclusive of all low-income customers, including hard-to-reach, limited English-speaking and vulnerable customers.  Under the federal Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program, vulnerability is defined as including elderly, disabled and families with young children.

SDG&E/SoCal contends that there is a contradiction between LIAB’s recommendation that “services and funds for energy assistance and LIEE should be distributed based on need” and “programs should be inclusive of all low-income customers.”  In particular, because LIAB is silent on the definition of “need,” SDG&E/SoCal argues that its recommendation raises, but does not resolve, several questions.  For example, does the LIAB intend that customers with the greatest financial need be given priority over other low-income customers?  Or should customers residing under poor housing conditions be given priority over those with the greatest financial need?  Should customers with the highest energy bills be given priority over those living in poorly maintained housing?  What resources can be used by utilities to identify customers with the greatest need?  Should services to those customers who are of lesser need, but who have requested program services, not be provided until those customers with the greatest need have received program services?

Without knowing the LIAB’s definition of “needy” and how outreach and subsequent program changes and related costs would occur, SDG&E/SoCal argues that this recommendation should not be adopted.

SCE objects to a 100% participation goal for the CARE program.  While fully supporting the goal of increasing program participation, SCE argues that as we move closer to 100% penetration of eligible customers, utilities will be faced with diminishing returns on their outreach efforts to customers.  Given that some low income customers are highly mobile and that some customers may not enroll for personal reasons, it is SCE’s view that 100% participation by eligible customers in CARE is unlikely.

We believe that SDG&E/SoCal’s and SCE’s concerns have merit and should be explored and addressed before considering LIAB’s recommendation.  We note that LIAB did not provide any discussion of alternate views on this recommendation in its May 19, 2000 filing, nor did LIAB respond to SDG&E/SoCal and SCE’s concerns in its June 12, 2000 reply comments.

With regard to CARE participation goals, we expect to learn more from the CARE Outreach Pilot described above.  In addition, our Needs Assessment Study will help to define the energy-related requirements of the low income population and whether or not the current utility programs are, or are not, meeting those needs.  The study is being implemented in two phases.  The purpose of the first phase is to assess and gather available information on relevant indicators of program performance and develop common methodologies across utilities.  This phase is expected to be completed by mid-2001.  Based on the framework resulting from the first phase, the needs assessment study will be conducted during the second phase.
  We believe that it is premature to adopt the significant change in policy recommended by LIAB with regard to “needs” prior to the completion of at least the initial findings of the first phase of the Needs Assessment Study.

None of the other components of Recommendation 2 appear to represent a change in program activity or policy for PY 2001.

Specific Program Recommendation 3

LIAB recommends that the Commission acknowledge the extensive and capable energy efficiency training resource within the utilities and that these resources be preserved to provide ongoing training to all LIEE program implementers.

SDG&E/SoCal and SCE support this recommendation.  However, as the assigned ALJ noted in her May 24, 2000 ruling, this recommendation was presented by LIAB in A.99-07-002 et al. and was addressed in D.00-07-020.  In that decision, we determined that the issue of whether utilities should continue to train LIEE contractors at utility facilities needs to be further examined from a cost-efficiency standpoint.
  Therefore, this recommendation has already been addressed by the Commission.

Specific Program Recommendation 4

LIAB recommends that the selection of energy efficiency measures and programs for low-income customers be based on a combination of quantifiable economic cost-effectiveness tests, non-quantifiable and non-economic factors, and administrative cost-efficiency.  To this end, LIAB recommends that the Modified Participant Test, using a societal discount rate, be adopted for the measure of program cost-effectiveness.

SDG&E/SoCal and SCE argue that approving this recommendation at this time would pre-judge the work to be performed by the Reporting Requirements Manual Working Group (Working Group).

This established Working Group usually consists of the ORA, Energy Division and representatives of the major utilities but is open to the public.  By ruling dated April 28, 2000, the Assigned Commissioner directed the Working Group to address proposals for evaluating program cost-effectiveness and present recommendations on unresolved issues to the Commission for resolution.  The Working Group report will be submitted to the Commission on October 1, 2000 so that the Commission can address any outstanding nonconsensus issues in time for the utilities to incorporate new reporting requirements into their May 1, 2001 Annual Reports.  As discussed in Section 6, LIAB’s recommendations on these issues are available to the Working Group and LIAB may comment on the Working Group report, pursuant to the Assigned Commissioner’s ruling.

We agree that LIAB’s Recommendation 4 is premature and will defer consideration of this issue until we obtain the Working Group report.

Specific Program Recommendation 5

LIAB recommends that, for the year 2001 and beyond, the energy utilities provide the prescribed efficiency measures to low-income customers, including some or all of the “Big Six” as well as other measures that have been added to the list of prescriptive measures consistent with the revisions to the statewide weatherization installation manual.
  The Board recommends that the “Big Six” be subjected to the same selection criteria proposed for other measures in the year 2001 and beyond.  Furthermore, the Board recommends that “Big Six” measures failing the selection criteria for specific climate zones not be installed in those zones.

SCE believes this recommendation is consistent with standardization efforts that currently are underway.  In its June 9, 2000 comments on the joint Standardization Project report, LIAB states that this recommendation is now consistent with the joint proposal.

Specific Program Recommendation 6

LIAB recommends that the Commission establish a process for adding energy efficiency measures to, or removing them from, the prescriptive list of measures available to low-income customers for the year 2001 and beyond.

SCE concurs there should be a process that will facilitate public input for determining whether to add or delete measures.  SCE believes that this process should be in place and well understood by all interested parties for the PY 2002 planning cycle.  Until then, no measures should be added or deleted.  SDG&E/SoCal believes that such a process already exists per D.99-03-056 and the March 26, 1999 Assigned Commissioner’s ruling.

We concur with SDG&E/SoCal that a forum for determining whether to add or delete measures from the prescriptive list is already available.  That forum is the planning cycle for program year recommendations submitted by the utilities, which is open to input by all interested parties (and the LIAB).  This is reiterated in the Standardization Project Phase 1 report, with which LIAB is now in agreement.

Specific Program Recommendation 7

LIAB recommends that current efforts to standardize reporting, standards, policies and procedures involved in the delivery of CARE and LIEE programs continue.  SCE argues that this recommendation is no longer necessary because the Commission already has initiated standardization efforts.  LIAB now agrees with this assessment, but notes that standardization of the CARE program is not being addressed in this forum.

We note that there are efforts underway to standardize elements of the CARE program.  As discussed above, we have directed a working group to standardize certain reporting requirements and utility administrative costs for our consideration, including those that relate to the CARE program.  However, we acknowledge that the calculation of CARE penetration rates is not currently standardized across utilities, and this issue is not being addressed under the standardization project.  We believe that outreach efforts for the CARE program in PY 2001 should be evaluated using consistent calculations of penetration rates.  We understand that the Working Group is in the process of developing an interim proposal on the methodology for this calculation, and the consensus that emerges from this process should be presented by the utilities in their PY 2001 applications.  Although a more durable methodology may be developed as part of the Needs Assessment Study, we note that the results of these efforts may not be available for use in program planning for several years.  We intend to utilize a standardized approach to calculating penetration rates for the CARE program overall, as well as in our evaluation of the CARE Outreach Pilot.

Specific Program Recommendations 8, 9, 10 and 11

In recommendations 8-11, LIAB makes proposals related to assessing, auditing, and evaluating LIEE and CARE program performance.  First, LIAB recommends that the Energy Division be required to “monitor and audit the utilities’ compliance with Commission directives and perform an evaluation of outreach efforts,” encompassing the following:

· LIEE implementers’ internal inspections to ensure that the correct measures have been properly installed.

· Energy Division’s audits and polls to monitor and improve the utilities’ performance.

· A Periodic Independent Audit would provide a periodic assessment of the entire LIEE and CARE delivery system, including the role of the LIAB.  An independent contractor authorized by the Commission would perform the Periodic Independent Audit.

Second, LIAB recommends that the Commission initiate an independent audit, performed by a contractor authorized by the Commission, “to assess the entire LIEE and CARE delivery systems.”  With respect to LIEE, LIAB recommends that this assessment include “measurement of performance relative to the standards established for installation and measure selection criteria.”

Third, LIAB recommends that the cost and energy impacts associated with appliance repair or replacement and home rehabilitation be excluded from cost-effectiveness evaluations of the energy efficiency programs.

Fourth, LIAB recommends that the Commission require an Independent Audit and Evaluation Service to audit and evaluate the CARE and LIEE programs after standardization has been achieved to achieve the following principal objectives:

· Assess progress in meeting targeted needs of the eligible low-income population;

· Assess success in achieving participation objectives in total and within segments of the eligible low-income population;

· Support the performance incentives system;

· Motivate innovative planning and implementation activities that improve on-going programs or that create new programs and services, and

· Insure fulfillment of all roles and responsibilities of the utilities in a comprehensive manner including overall management and performance of services.

More specifically, LIAB recommends that the Independent Audit and Evaluation Service be required to implement a system that, among other things: 1) includes audit and evaluation protocols to measure energy and cost impacts for the current LIEE program; 2) expands those protocols to include at least the CARE program and safety, comfort, hardship and other similar considerations; 3) includes process and impact evaluations for both the CARE and LIEE programs; 4) includes the collection of data necessary to evaluate program performance, especially those data needed to quantify performance incentive payments to the utilities; and 5) includes the evaluation of energy education and consumer protection activities.  The Independent Audit and Evaluation Service would be an entity separate from the utilities and the Commission and would report to the Commission and the LIAB.

SCE and SDG&E/SoCal object to these recommendations.  With regard to LIAB’s proposed audit of the utilities’ internal inspections, SCE contends that the utilities have extensive inspection procedures in place and, moreover, that the Commission is evaluating those procedures to improve standardization across utilities.  In SCE’s opinion, the programs have sufficient oversight to protect program participants and ratepayers without placing additional requirements on the Energy Division.  SCE and SDG&E/SoCal point to the work already underway under by the Working Group and other Commission initiatives to improve program monitoring, evaluation and performance.  In their view, LIAB’s proposals are premature or duplicative of these efforts.

For the longer term, SCE suggests that the Commission  consider mandating that the utilities undertake periodic process evaluations of the CARE and LIEE programs.  Such evaluations are regularly undertaken by the utilities for energy efficiency programs, using independent consultants.  After the Commission has provided its policy responses to the Needs Assessment Study, SCE believes that it would be logical to ask the utilities to contract with a consultant to conduct such process evaluations and to develop recommendations for changes consistent with the Commission's newly stated policies.

As SCE and SDG&E/SoCal point out, there are several efforts currently underway to assess and improve program performance for low-income assistance programs.  With respect to the performance of LIEE installation contractors, LIAB acknowledged in its July 9, 2000 comments that we will be addressing inspection policies in Phase 2 of the Standardization Project.  Phase 2 recommendations on inspection procedures will be available for comment and Commission consideration during the PY 2002 program planning cycle, if not sooner.  In addition, the utilities have been directed to propose improvements to their current procedures for monitoring and reporting contractor performance in their PY 2002 applications for low-income assistance programs.  (D.00-07-020, mimeo. pp. 87, 114.)

As discussed under Recommendation 4, the issue of how to consider and calculate program cost-effectiveness is currently under review by the Working Group.  Adopting LIAB’s recommendation on what to exclude from cost-effectiveness evaluations at this time would prejudice the outcome of that process.

As we have already noted, the Commission has directed the Energy Division to conduct a Needs Assessment Study so that the low-income assistance programs (CARE and LIEE) can be more effectively designed to meet the needs of low-income customers.  Without completing such an assessment, we agree with SCE that an independent audit at this time will not provide useful information for future program direction.

In sum, LIAB’s recommendations for improving program evaluation, information and oversight do not acknowledge current and developing reporting requirements for the utilities, the work of existing measurement and evaluation groups in this and other Commission proceedings, or the Standardization Project and Needs Assessment Study currently underway.  Moreover, the specific independent auditing requirements proposed by LIAB need to be weighed against their cost in resources and manpower and compared with other approaches for improving program monitoring, such as the process evaluations described by SCE.  We have no such information in the filings before us.

In order to obtain additional information, we direct the utilities to describe current procedures (audits, process evaluations, polls, etc.) undertaken to monitor program quality, cost efficiency and customer satisfaction for their low-income assistance programs.  The utilities should present recommendations for improving these procedures or instituting alternative ones, along with the associated costs and manpower requirements.  This information should be presented in the utility applications for PY 2001 low-income assistance programs.

Specific Program Recommendations 12, 13, 14 and 15

LIAB recommendations 12-15 contain proposals concerning the prescribed list of energy efficiency measures for LIEE programs and other issues that have been addressed in Phase 1 of the Standardization Project to LIAB’s satisfaction, or  will be addressed in Phase 2.  In addition, LIAB recommends that utility proposals for standardization first be submit to LIAB for review and then to the Commission for approval.

We agree with SCE that recommendations 12-15 are either made moot at this time, or would prejudge Phase 2 efforts.  We also see no reason to modify the process already underway for Phase 2, as established by the May 24, 2000 Assigned Commissioner’s ruling.

Specific Program Recommendation 16

LIAB recommends that the Commission require all utilities to install attic ventilation as a stand-alone measure in areas with high cooling loads when the home has sufficient insulation but inadequate attic ventilation.

SCE and SDG&E/SoCal contend that it is premature to adopt this recommendation until the Attic Ventilation Pilots administered by PG&E and SDG&E are evaluated.  Under these pilots, PG&E and SDG&E were directed to install attic ventilation for PY 2000 on a stand-alone basis, i.e., not in conjunction with attic insulation.  They are required to track the costs, energy savings, number of call backs and complaints, and other items.

LIAB’s recommendation is premature.  As anticipated in Res. E-3586, prior to mandating the program on a permanent basis, we will evaluate the cost-effectiveness of attic ventilation as a stand-alone measure  based on the pilot results.  PG&E and SDG&E are directed to include the pilot results in their PY 2001 applications.

Specific Program Recommendation 17

LIAB proposes that the utilities, with comments and recommendations from the LIAB, develop non-discriminatory and equitable strategies to select those who will receive LIEE benefits from among qualified low-income customers.  LIAB proposes to review these strategies and make recommendations to the Commission for approval.  LIAB recommends that the utilities apply those strategies no later than January 1, 2002.

SCE and SDG&E/SoCal argue that it is premature to adopt this recommendation.  In their view, the Needs Assessment Study will offer useful information on the future direction and adequacy of program services.  SCE contends that, until this study is completed, there is no evidence to suggest LIEE programs are inadequate for the existing need.  SDG&E/SoCal suggest that LIEE’s proposal violates equity principles of the program.

In its June 9, 2000 filing, LIAB acknowledges that “information gleaned in the needs assessment may be of use in reaching this goal.”  We agree, and believe that upon completion of the Needs Assessment Study, parties can work collaboratively to determine whether any equity issues exist and how they should be addressed.

Specific Program Recommendation 18

LIAB recommends that the utilities be required to analyze and assess methods to constructively enhance and integrate LIEE, CARE and other local, state and federal weatherization programs operating in California.  The LIAB recommends that, wherever possible, the utilities should seek to coordinate the outreach and intake processes for CARE and LIEE and other programs that serve low-income customers.

In D.00-07-020, we directed the utilities to improve access to programs made available by community service providers and other weatherization programs operating in California by improving their referral systems.  We also directed all utilities to follow PG&E’s lead in satisfying certain prerequisites that would enable CSD to secure more Federal leveraging funding.
  In its June 9, 2000 filing, LIAB states that there is general agreement on this recommendation and that the utilities are moving in this direction.  We don’t believe than any further direction from the Commission is needed at this time to encourage the utilities to improve their referral and leveraging efforts.  An initial report on these efforts is due on October 1, 2000 with an update report due by April 1, 2001 in this proceeding.  We will take additional action on this issue, as needed, after obtaining comments on the reports.

Program Specific Recommendation 19

LIAB recommends that utilities be “required to install all feasible measures from the prescribed set of measures in an eligible customer’s home, if there are program funds available to serve that home.”  In addition, LIAB recommends that the utilities “coordinate their efforts with state and federal programs to ensure that all feasible measures are installed.“

SCE argues that these recommendations are unnecessary because 1) Assembly Bill 1393 already mandates the installation of all feasible and approved measures and 2) the coordination aspect of this recommendation is addressed in LIAB’s Recommendation 19.

We find that the first part of LIAB’s recommendation is made superfluous by the longstanding Legislative policy to “provide as many of these measures as feasible for each eligible low-income dwelling unit.”
  In its June 9, 2000 filing, LIAB states that the Commission has not articulated the manner in which it intends to accomplish this goal for PY 2001 and beyond.  We disagree.  Measure feasibility is dependent both on the measure selection criteria and other aspects of feasibility, such as specific conditions in the home that make installation infeasible.  These issues have been addressed in prior program planning cycles and are presented on a standardized basis in the  Phase 1 Standardization Report.

In addition, as SDG&E/SoCal points out, further discussions on cost-effectiveness tests and reporting requirements for low-income programs are underway in the Working Group.  As discussed above, the Working Group report will be submitted and subject to comment in time for consideration during the PY 2002 planning cycle.  LIAB’s views have also been made known during the review process and LIAB has the opportunity to further comment on the report.  (See Section 6.)

With regard to the coordination aspect of Recommendation 19, we believe that this issue has been addressed by the directives of D.00-07-020.  As discussed above, the utilities have been directed to improve and report on their procedures for coordinating with community service providers and leveraging funds.

In sum, we find that Recommendation 19 does not add to or modify current Commission policies or implementation requirements for low-income assistance programs.

Specific Program Recommendation 20

LIAB recommends that the Commission require the utilities and service delivery implementers to inform property owners (including landlords) and tenants about existing conditions that prevent LIEE measures (including LIEE-funded home shell and furnace repairs) from being installed.

SCE observes that this recommendation may add costs to the program.  SCE believes some service delivery providers, particularly administrative and educational service providers, may perform functions that do not require expertise on whether adverse building conditions exist.  Also, SCE argues that it is often difficult to inform landlords about existing conditions because they are not on-site.  SCE believes that Phase 2 efforts to standardize the Policies and Procedures Manual may provide additional information on whether this recommendation is desirable.  Until then, SCE does not recommend its adoption.  SDG&E/SoCal echos these concerns.

We find merit to the concerns voiced by SCE and SDG&E/SoCal.  We note that LIAB did not respond to them in its June 12, 2000 reply comments.  The utilities and interested parties should address this issue during Phase 2 of the Standardization Project.

Specific Program Recommendation 21

LIAB recommends that all measures included in the LIEE program be available at no direct up-front cost to the low-income participant where the home and/or equipment is owned by the participant.

SCE argues that  this is a case where standardization for its own sake is not in the interest of customers and ratepayers.  SCE agrees co-payments may not be appropriate for most measures.  Applied narrowly, however, SCE believes co-payments have proven to be beneficial.  SCE explains that it has been installing evaporative coolers for over 10 years.  To continue operating properly, evaporative coolers require significant maintenance.  SCE’s experience suggests customers are willing to contribute the co-payment, thus extending program resources to more customers.  Moreover, SCE believes the co-payment creates a sense of ownership for the customer, thus increasing the likelihood that the necessary maintenance will be performed to keep the evaporative cooler operating properly.  SCE recommends that the Commission not adopt this recommendation, as it would limit the Commission’s future latitude to approve co-payments for specified measures.  SDG&E/SoCal state that this issue is being addressed in the Standardization Project.

LIAB did not respond to SCE’s concerns in its June 12, 2000 response, other than acknowledging that there were “legitimate differences of opinion” on this issue.
  Based on  SDG&E/SoCal’s comments, it also appears that standardization on the issue of co-payments will be addressed during Phase 2 of the Standardization Project.  We believe there needs to be further discussion and consideration of opinions on this issue, and will not adopt LIAB’s recommendation for PY 2001.

Specific Program Recommendation 22

The LIAB recommends that the Commission adopt several guiding principles regarding the utilities’ implementation of the LIEE and CARE programs, including:

· No customer shall be forced to take LIEE or CARE services;

· A customer offered a set of LIEE measures is free to reject any one or more of them.  The set of LIEE measures is not intended to be an “all or nothing” proposition for eligible customers;

· A customer will not be required to participate in the CARE program as a condition of being in the LIEE program;

· A customer will not be required to participate in the LIEE program as a condition of being in the CARE program;

· When such discretion is allowed, a customer, an LIEE implementer, or the utility will not be required to report any safety/fire/code violations to authorities.

LIAB further recommends that utilities develop and propose a customer bill of rights for the CARE and LIEE programs, in cooperation with LIAB and its Technical Committee, that includes these guiding principles.  LIAB proposes that the customer bill of rights also describe the consumer complaint process and explain how a customer could initiate that process.

In its comments, SDG&E/SoCal raises the concern that allowing customers to reject cost-effective measures or those with the greatest savings potential may be contrary to the Commission’s goal to provide customers with benefits as well as make the programs more cost-effective.

As SCE notes, most of LIAB’s recommendations reflect existing practice and policies adopted by the Commission and implemented by the utilities, albeit not in a standardized format.  We do find merit to the concept of developing specific policies and procedures related to the customers’ “rights” in a standardized fashion.  However, we share SDG&E/SoCal’s concerns regarding the customers’ discretion to pick and choose among any measures offered.  There may be other principles that should be added to the list presented by LIAB.  We believe that a standardized customer “bill of rights,” including a description of the consumer complaint process, should be developed for the program.  We anticipate that the specifics of this document may take some time to develop and may require coordination with Phase 2 of the Standardization Project on the LIEE side.  The utilities should jointly develop such a proposal with public input, and present it for our consideration in their PY 2002 program applications, or sooner if possible.

Specific Program Recommendation 23

LIAB recommends that the Commission, for low-income programs starting in 2001, require “a uniform application form (or at least a similar application form for all of the utilities which reveals and requests the same data) and a system of self-certification of participants for the CARE program, and a system of regular post-enrollment monitoring, including uniform random sampling verification procedures and targeted verification.”

SCE believes that uniform application forms would require the utilities to reprogram their data systems at unknown cost to facilitate data entry.  Thus, while the utilities should strive to collect the same types of customer data, SCE argues that identical data collection forms are unnecessary and burdensome.

In SDG&E/SoCal’s view, LIAB’s recommendation for CARE self-certification and post-enrollment monitoring is moot because this was implemented in October, 1999.  In addition, SDG&E/SoCal requests clarification of the term “targeted verification.”  SDG&E/SoCal believes that this term implies discriminatory monitoring of customer eligibility.

We find merit to the concerns raised by SCE and SDG&E/SoCal, and note that LIAB did not respond to them in its reply comments.  However, there does seem to be general agreement on the need to work toward the development of a form that requests the same types and categories of data from all customers enrolling in CARE.  This process will take some time, and we do not see the urgency in requiring a concentrated effort prior to the filing of PY 2001 applications.  Therefore, we direct the utilities to jointly develop such forms with public input and present them in a jointly filed Advice Letter by February 1, 2000.  This will enable the Commission to authorize the new forms in time for the June 1 implementation of new income levels that are developed each year.

Specific Program Recommendation 24

LIAB recommends that the utilities continue to implement the CARE programs serving sub-metered customers, group homes and agricultural housing as they are currently being implemented.  LIAB recommends that the utilities study and make recommendations to improve these programs in collaboration with the Technical Committee and the LIAB.

SCE believes that the Commission does not need to adopt this recommendation to ensure SCE continues to perform its responsibilities and to work cooperatively with LIAB.  Moreover, SDG&E/SoCal believe that this program should be studied as part of the Needs Assessment Study, rather than in the manner proposed by LIAB.

Ongoing implementation and assessment of this program appear to be underway and the Needs Assessment Study will shed more light on the need for program improvements.  LIAB has not indicated how this represents a change in current program policies or program design, or why this is a high priority policy recommendation for PY 2001.  We do not see the need for further Commission direction or policy modification regarding this program at this time.

Specific Program Recommendation 25

In order to reach the goal of increased participation in the CARE program, LIAB recommends that all potential agents (e.g. CBOs, Community Action Agencies, non-profits, municipal utilities, independent contractors, etc.) should have the opportunity to compete for contracts as implementers of outreach and intake services.

SDG&E/SoCal argues that this recommendation is premature and should await the outcome of the CARE Outreach Pilot.  SCE states that it is enthusiastic about the statewide CARE Outreach Pilot and its potential for identifying new outreach practices that will enhance future outreach efforts and create new opportunities for partnerships.  Nevertheless, SCE believes that, as a program administrator for CARE, it should have management discretion and latitude in determining the best way to engage in partnerships to promote CARE outreach within SCE’s service territory.  Therefore, SCE does not support this specific recommendation.

In its June 9, 2000 comments, LIAB states that there “is movement towards this goal” and recommends that “the Commission encourage this movement in any way possible.”

We note that this specific program recommendation was also contained in LIAB’s outreach recommendations, discussed above.  We have encouraged the utilities to explore alternative approaches to outreach via the Outreach Pilot.  Adopting LIAB’s recommendation at this juncture, before the results of that pilot are available and evaluated, would be premature.

Specific Program Recommendation 26

LIAB proposes that it explore with the Commission the possibility of greater cross-program coordination of regulated low-income programs.

As SCE and SDG&E/SoCal note, this is not a program recommendation per say, but rather a statement of “intent to explore” that is quite vague.  This recommendation does not present a clear program or policy modification and will not be considered without further refinement.

Specific Program Recommendation 27

LIAB recommends that all utilities implement in-home and other educational programs in coordination with other organizations.  In particular, LIAB recommends that in-home efforts should occur as part of other aspects of the LIEE service delivery and that educational programs should also be offered in conjunction with other efforts such as those of the Commission’s Consumer Services Division, the Electric Education Trust and community events at conveniently accessible locations.

SCE does not support this recommendation at this time.  SCE believes it is uncertain whether there is sufficient long-term strategic benefit to efforts directed at coordinating activities with the Electric Education Trust.
  SCE believes energy education is a component of the LIEE program, and that current efforts by interested stakeholders will lead to improved coordination of program services.

SDG&E/SoCal notes that it currently provides in-home energy education and energy education workshops at low-income service agencies through their LIEE program, and is unclear as to how LIAB wishes to modify services.

We are unclear what specific program modifications are implied by LIAB’s recommendation, and note that LIAB does not respond to the issues raised in the comments.  We will not adopt this recommendation.

Specific Program Recommendation 28

LIAB recommends that LIEE measures be offered to low-income utility customers who either heat or air condition their home with a utility commodity.  LIAB contends that the utilities currently restrict the installation of LIEE measures to customers who use the utilities’ energy as a source of heat.  In LIAB’s view, this practice does not take the customer’s comfort or hardships into consideration and therefore, ignores an important purpose of this legislatively mandated program.

SCE believes this blanket recommendation should not be adopted as it could result in ratepayers subsidizing the weatherization of homes that use non-utility energy sources.  In SCE’s view, the implications of this policy need careful consideration.  SCE argues that there is no justification for SCE’s ratepayers paying for the installation of showerheads in homes that do not use utility fuel for water heating.  Moreover, SCE contends that LIAB’s understanding of current utility practices is in error, because SCE does provide evaporative coolers and refrigerators to customers regardless of their heating source.

SDG&E/SoCal views this recommendation as changing qualification guidelines, and suggest it be considered as part of the efforts to coordinate regulated low-income programs, as suggested in Recommendation 26.

We have not had an opportunity to examine this issue in the context of how to standardize utility LIEE procedures and coordinate most effectively with other low-income energy efficiency programs.  Apparently the state and federal programs provide funding for weatherization measures irrespective of the heating source, whereas the utilities either do not, or have applied a somewhat inconsistent approach in the past.  The issue of whether ratepayer-funded programs should use the broader state and federal qualification guidelines was raised in the PY 2001 program planning cycle.  (A.99-07-002.)  In that proceeding, Contractors Coalition proposed that certain policies and procedures for the utility programs be standardized along the lines of CSD’s current practices.  We made our expectations clear  that this issue, as well as other differences in policy and procedures, would be addressed in Phase 2 of the Standardization Project for consideration during the PY 2002 planning cycle, or sooner if possible.

We reiterate this expectation.  This issue should be addressed during Phase 2 of the Standardization Project and the utilities should present their recommendations in the PY 2002 program applications, or sooner.  If the utilities are in opposition to broadening the qualification guidelines, they should describe in detail how they plan to coordinate with other programs so that the low-income customer does receive as many of the weatherization measures “as are feasible for each eligible low-income dwelling unit,” as directed by Public Utilities Code Section 2790(b)(2).

5. LIEE Standardization  Project Report (Phase 1)

The LIEE Standardization Project Report (Phase 1) presents recommendations for a common set of installation standards to be used in all four utility programs.  It also presents recommendations for a common set of selection criteria to be used to select measures for inclusion in utility programs.  In addition, the report presents recommendations for achieving consistency in the utilities’ policies and procedures relating to specific program measures, i.e., nonfeasibility criteria for the Big Six and other weatherization measures, and other policies and procedures related to specific measures.  Finally, the report identifies the major areas of differences in general policies and procedures among the utilities that will be addressed in Phase 2.

In the course of developing the recommendations contained in the report, the project team took the following steps:

· In early February, 2000, the project consultants met with the utilities to clarify policies and procedures and installation standards, and to request additional materials relating to the programs.

· On February 22, the project consultants met with LIAB’s Technical Committee to discuss the objectives of the project and to solicit input.

· On March 3, the project consultants met with staff from the Energy Division and the Division of Ratepayer Advocates to discuss project objectives and to establish administrative procedures.

· On March 24, the project team distributed an initial summary of differences in eligible measures, eligible minor home repairs, and installation standards to a list of interested parties including the members LIAB, its Technical Committee and other parties that had attended the February 22 meeting.

· On March 28, the project consultants attended a joint meeting of LIAB and its Technical Committee to discuss the summaries of differences.  On March 29, the Technical Committee (including the utilities) further considered these summaries and developed a set of comments and suggestions that was forwarded to the project team.

· On April 7 and April 10, the project consultants met with the utilities, CSD and Commission staff to develop recommendations relating to both installation standards and a limited set of policies and procedures.

· The project team attended two additional LIAB Technical Committee meetings to solicit public input.  These meetings were held on April 18‑19 in Downey and April 25-26 in San Francisco.

· The project team presented its draft final report to the LIAB in San Francisco on May 2, 2000.

LIAB supports the recommendations in the report, with two qualifications.  First, LIAB requests that the Commission clarify that inclusion or absence of measures in the statewide weatherization installation manual does not restrict the Commission, in the future, from implementing new measures or deleting measures contained that manual.  We note that the utilities concur with this request on page 3-7 of the Phase 1 Standardization Project Report.  In our discussion of LIAB’s Specific Program Recommendation 6, we also state our concurrence.

Second, LIAB requests that the Commission direct utilities to carefully consider comfort, reduction of hardship and safety when deciding measure eligibility.  Again, this request appears consistent with the utilities’ plans to explicitly consider these factors when considering measure eligibility, as discussed on page 3-6 of the report.  We also note that the Working Group will be considering some of the implementation aspects of this issue for our consideration.

In sum, it appears that there is general consensus in support of the recommendations presented in the Phase 1 Standardization Project Report.  We have carefully reviewed the Phase 1 recommendations and find them to be reasonable.  By creating a standardized weatherization installation standards (WIS) manual and a consistent set of installation procedures, measure eligibility criteria and other procedures, we believe that the recommendations contained in the Phase 1 Standardization Report will improve the implementation of LIEE programs.  Within 15 days of the effective date of this decision, the utilities should jointly file the new WIS manual in this proceeding which incorporates the follow-up recommendations submitted on July 5, 2000.  The utilities should serve a notice of its availability to all appearances and the state service list in this proceeding.  This new manual should be used by the utilities in designing their PY 2001 programs, and will be the standard used for all installations in the utility programs beginning January 1, 2001.

It is evident from the comprehensiveness and clarity of the report that members of the project team conducted a thoughtful and well-organized effort during this phase of the project.  We commend their efforts.  We also wish to commend our Energy Division coordinator, Donna Wagoner, for her time and commitment to keeping the project on track and responsive to our needs.  We look forward to a Phase 2 report of equal caliber and comprehensiveness.

6. Further Direction For LIAB

In D.00-02-045, we directed LIAB to “scrutinize and scale back or disengage from any activities that are inconsistent with the role and authority of the Board,” indicating that this should make it possible for the Board to meet less often.
  In order to maximize program resources, we believe that LIAB should be task-based.  Moreover, we need to be realistic concerning the availability of Commission resources to assist the Board and advisory committee.  Accordingly, we clarify below what activities are (and are not) assigned to LIAB or its advisory committee in the near term, for which Energy Division will continue to provide assistance.  If LIAB desires to meet more frequently and perform additional activities with the assistance of Commission resources, it must seek and receive approval from the Energy Division.  If approval is not given, LIAB will need to rely on non-Commission resources to complete any additional tasks or conduct additional meetings.  Such additional tasks or meetings that LIAB undertakes must be directly related to the utility low-income assistance programs under the Commission’s jurisdiction, for which LIAB has been formed to serve as an Advisory Board.

Pursuant to the April 28,2000 Assigned Commission’s Ruling, LIAB has been encouraged to participate in Reporting Requirements Manual and Standardization of Administrative Costs Working Group meetings or workshops to make its views known during the workshop process.  On July 12, 2000, the Energy Division provided to the Working Group participants, a copy of LIAB’s June 1, 1999 Proposal for Utility Standardized Reporting Guidelines.  In addition, if it has not already done so, the Energy Division should provide to the Working Group a copy of LIAB’s June 30, 1999 comments on the May 17, 1999 joint utility proposal for standardizing administrative costs for low-income assistance programs.  The Energy Division should also keep the LIAB members apprised of when the Working Group report is submitted, and LIAB may comment on that report within 20 days thereafter, as directed in the April 28, 2000 Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling.  In this way, the Commission will be made aware of LIAB’s views on the issues being addressed by the Working Group.

The Energy Division is currently developing a Needs Assessment Study work plan.  The LIAB submitted its proposal for a needs assessment proposal in 1999.  As this study progresses, the Assigned Commissioner may request further input from LIAB, as appropriate.  However, at this time we give LIAB no further assignments on this issue.

As discussed above, LIAB submitted its PY 2001 low-income assistance program recommendations and clarified which LIAB recommendations represented differences between the utilities and the Board.  We do not anticipate the need for further input from LIAB on PY 2001 programs.

On September 1 of each year, LIAB submits Board nominations and its operating budget for the coming year.
  To conserve program resources, we believe that this task should be transferred to the Energy Division.  Accordingly, by September 1 of each year, the Energy Division should solicit and submit nominations for Board membership and prepare and submit the Board’s budget for the upcoming year.  The Energy Division should file its recommendations in the form of a report and serve all appearances and the state service list in this proceeding (or successor proceeding).  Interested parties and the LIAB may file comments within 20 days thereafter.

Pursuant to D.00-07-020, as part of the PY 2002 planning process, the utilities are to solicit input from interested parties and the LIAB when they develop standardized methods for producing data on bill savings and expenditures for LIEE expenditures on an overall program and per unit basis, by utility.  LIAB should schedule a meeting no later than January 2001 to provide input to the utilities on the utilities proposal before the utilities submit their proposal on February 1.  As of the date of this decision, the schedule for the PY 2002 planning process has not been fully developed.  When the Commission or Assigned Commissioner order the schedule for the PY 2002 planning process, further tasks for LIAB for the PY 2002 planning process may be established.

Pursuant to D.00-02-045, LIAB is not required to maintain an advisory committee.  We encouraged LIAB to convene working groups in addition to or in lieu of maintaining an advisory committee.
  Because the LIAB has substantially completed its assigned tasks for the PY 2001 planning process, the LIAB should direct its advisory committee to disengage from any work other than to advise the Board on 1) the proposal of the Working Group to standardize the reporting requirements and administrative costs of the low-income assistance programs and on 2) how to standardize methods for producing data on bill savings and expenditures for LIEE programs, as directed in D.00-07-020.

We remind LIAB, as ordered in D.00-02-045, that it should retain its independent advisory role and not simply ratify the recommendations of its advisory committee.  After the advisory committee provides LIAB with its recommendations on the two areas described above, LIAB should consider disbanding its advisory committee and convene workshops or working groups when it receives additional assignments from the Commission. 

As of this date, the only specific tasks we have assigned LIAB with the assistance from Energy Division are the two described above.  Accordingly, LIAB should be able to substantially reduce the number of scheduled meetings for both itself and its advisory committee.  Based on current assignments, LIAB and its advisory committee should reduce their scheduled meetings to those occurring in October, 2000 and January, 2001.  Unless approved by the Energy Division, any additional tasks or meetings undertaken by LIAB will need to be supported by non-Commission resources.  As discussed above, such additional tasks or meetings that LIAB undertakes must be directly related to the utility low-income assistance programs under our jurisdiction.  LIAB is directed to prepare and submit to the Energy Division written minutes of any additional meetings and written reports on any additional activities that are undertaken without the assistance of the Energy Division.

We also need to clarify our expectations regarding the appropriate role of LIAB as an advisory committee.  First, with regard to other advisory committees or working groups formed by the Commission to address low-income assistance issues, we believe that LIAB can best fulfill its independent advisory role if its Board members do not also sit on those other committees or working groups.  As we discussed in D.00-02-045, as an advisory body to the Commission, LIAB may not be an applicant, protestant, respondent, petitioner, complainant, defendant, or make formal appearances in Commission proceedings.

This brings us to the issue of LIAB’s participation in a recently-formed group, the California Measurement Advisory Council (CALMAC).  In A.99‑05‑002, et al., the utilities, ORA and the California Energy Commission submitted Joint Recommendations that a CALMAC be formed.  The Joint Recommendations proposed that a member of the LIAB be appointed as a non-voting member of the CALMAC.

In D.00-05-019, we considered the Joint Recommendations, among other earnings verification issues.  We concluded that the Joint Recommendations were “a reasonable concept” to address market assessment and evaluation issues, but did not recognize CALMAC as an official Commission-sponsored advisory body.  We indicated that CALMAC may participate in Commission proceedings and through that participation, it may achieve party status.
  However, our decision did not address the specific recommendation regarding LIAB participation.
  Because CALMAC will become a party if it participates in Commission proceedings, we clarify today that LIAB members may not sit on the CALMAC, even as a non-voting member.  However, this does not preclude the Commission or Assigned Commissioner from soliciting LIAB’s views on  CALMAC reports or other testimony submitted in future Annual Earnings Assessment Proceedings.

7. Comments on Draft Decision

The draft decision of Commissioner Neeper in this matter was mailed to the parties in accordance with Public Utilities Code Section 311(g) and Rule 77.7 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure.  Comments were filed on ______, and reply comments were filed on _____.

Findings of Fact

1. LIAB solicited public input on its recommendations in this proceeding, but did not follow the guidelines set forth by the Assigned Commissioner for the content of this filing.

2. For the most part, LIAB’s recommendations for PY 2001 are duplicative of efforts underway, premature, lack sufficient clarity, are in conflict with recent Commission determinations, or do not represent high priority modifications of policies or programs for our consideration.  In particular, LIAB’s recommendations for improving program evaluation and oversight do not acknowledge current and developing reporting requirements for the utilities, the work of existing measurement and evaluation groups in this and other Commission proceedings, or the Standardization Project, Outreach Pilot, Attic Ventilation Pilot and Needs Assessment Study currently underway.

3. There is a lack of standardization in CARE application forms and in the calculation of CARE penetration rates.  These issues are not currently being addressed in the Standardization Project.

4. Low-income customers who receive assistance via the utilities’ programs would benefit from receiving a standardized customer “bill of rights,” including a description of the consumer complaint process.

5. LIAB’s proposal for independent auditing requirements does not present or weigh the costs of that proposal in resources and manpower, or consider alternate approaches for improving program monitoring.  The filings in this proceeding also do not describe current utility procedures (audits, process evaluations, polls, etc.) for monitoring program quality, cost-efficiency and customer satisfaction in low-income assistance programs.

6. The results of the Attic Ventilation Pilots will provide information needed for evaluating the cost-effectiveness of attic ventilation as a stand-alone measure. 

7. In order to evaluate the results of the Outreach Pilot for PY 2002, the utilities need to have tracking systems in place throughout the pilot period.

8. Phase 2 of the Standardization Project is an appropriate forum for considering LIAB’s Specific Program Recommendations 20, 21 and 28.

9. By creating a standardized WIS manual and a consistent set of installation procedures, measure eligibility criteria and other procedures, we believe that the recommendations contained in the Phase 1 Standardization Report will improve the implementation of LIEE programs.

10. Assigning specific tasks to LIAB and focusing advisory committee activities to those assigned tasks, will help ensure that program and Commission resources are most effectively and efficiently utilized.  Transferring the task of nominating Board members and producing annual operating budgets from LIAB to Energy Division is an effective way to further conserve program resources.

11. To accomplish its current assignments, as clarified by this decision, LIAB and its advisory committee should be able to substantially reduce the number of scheduled meetings.

12. Allowing LIAB members to serve on CALMAC, even as non-voting members, could place them in the inconsistent role of becoming a party in Commission proceedings.

13. LIAB can best fulfill its independent advisory role if its Board members do not also serve on other committees or working groups that address low-income assistance issues.

Conclusions of Law

1. For the reasons discussed in this decision, LIAB’s May 19, 2000 Recommendations On PY 2001 CARE and LIEE Programs should not be adopted.

2. The joint recommendations for standardizing installation standards, measure selection criteria and other procedures for the LIEE program, as presented in the Phase 1 Standardization Report, are reasonable and should be adopted.  Within 15 days of the effective date of this decision, the utilities should jointly file the new WIS manual in this proceeding which incorporates the follow-up recommendations submitted on July 5, 2000.  The utilities should serve a notice of its availability to all appearances and the state service list in this proceeding.  This new manual should be used by the utilities in designing their PY 2001 programs, and will be the standard used for all installations in the utility programs beginning January 1, 2001.

3. Within 30 days from the effective date of this decision, the utilities should file their applications for approval of PY 2001 low-income assistance programs and budgets.  As discussed in this decision, these applications should include:

(a) A joint proposal to standardize the calculation of CARE penetration rates, reflecting any consensus reached by the Reporting Requirements Manual Working Group.

(b) A description of current utility procedures (audits, process evaluations, polls, etc.) for monitoring program quality, cost-efficiency and customer satisfaction and recommendations for improving these procedures or instituting alternative ones, along with the associated costs and manpower requirements.

(c) Recommendations regarding stand-alone attic ventilation based on the results of the Attic Ventilation Pilot, and

(d) A description of how the utilities will be tracking the results of the Outreach Pilot so that those results can be evaluated during the PY 2002 program planning cycle.

4. As discussed in this decision, the utilities should prepare a standardized customer “bill of rights,” which includes a description of the consumer complaint process.  This effort should be coordinated with Phase 2 of the Standardization Project, where policies and procedures are to be standardized across utilities.  The utilities should jointly develop this document with public input, and present them for approval no later than the filing of their PY 2002 program applications.

5. The utilities should also work toward the development of a form that requests the same types and categories of data from all customers enrolling in CARE.  The utilities should jointly develop such forms with public input and present them in an Advice Letter filing by February 1, 2000.

6. The utilities and other members of the Standardization Project team should explore LIAB’s Specific Program Recommendations 20, 21 and 28 during the Phase 2 development of standardized policies and program procedures.  As discussed in this decision, if the utilities are in opposition to conforming qualification guidelines to the state and federal rules, they should describe in detail how they plan to coordinate with other programs so that the low-income customer receives as many of the weatherization measures as are feasible for each eligible low-income dwelling unit.

7. Phase 2 recommendations should be completed in time for our consideration during the PY 2002 program planning cycle, or sooner if possible.

8. As discussed in this decision, LIAB should meet only when assigned specific tasks by the Commission, which currently are comprised of the following:

(e) filing comments on the proposal of the Reporting Requirements Manual Working Group to standardize the reporting requirements and administrative costs of the low-income assistance programs, and

(f) providing input to the utilities on utility proposals for producing standardized data on bill savings and expenditures for LIEE programs on an overall program and per unit basis, per D.00-07-020.

To address these two issues, LIAB and its advisory committee should be able to substantially reduce the number of scheduled meetings.  Based on current assignments, LIAB and its advisory committee should reduce their scheduled meetings to those occurring in October, 2000 and January, 2001.  If LIAB desires to meet more frequently or perform additional tasks with the assistance of Commission resources, it must seek and receive approval from the Energy Division.  If approval is not given, LIAB shall rely on non-Commission resources to complete any additional tasks or conduct additional meetings other than those directed by today’s decision or subsequent Commission order.  Such additional tasks or meetings that LIAB elects to undertake must be directly related to the utility low-income assistance programs under our jurisdiction.  LIAB should prepare and submit to the Energy Division written minutes of any additional meetings and written reports on any additional activities that are undertaken without the assistance of the Energy Division.

9. LIAB should not serve on CALMAC or on other working groups or committees that address low-income assistance issues.

10. As discussed in this decision, Energy Division should submit recommendations for Board member nominations and LIAB operating budgets.

11. In order to proceed expeditiously with PY 2001 program plans and budgets, this order should be effective today.

INTERIM ORDER

IT IS ORDERED that:

1. The recommendations contained in the May 8, 2000 Low-Income Energy Efficiency Standardization Report (Phase 1), as augmented by follow-up recommendations submitted on July 5, 2000, are adopted.  Within 15 days of the effective date of this decision, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company and Southern California Gas Company, collectively referred to as “the utilities,” shall jointly file the new Weatherization Installation Standards (WIS) manual in this proceeding which incorporates the Phase 1 report recommendations and follow-up recommendations submitted on July 5, 2000.  The utilities shall serve a notice of its availability to all appearances and the state service list in this proceeding.  This new manual shall be used by the utilities in designing their program year (PY) 2001 programs, and shall be the standard used for all installations in the utility programs beginning January 1, 2001.

2. As discussed in Section 6 of this decision, the Low-Income Advisory Board (LIAB) and its advisory committee(s) shall be assisted by Energy Division and other Commission resources only to accomplish the specific tasks assigned to LIAB by the Commission.  If LIAB desires to meet more frequently or perform additional tasks with the assistance of Commission resources, it must seek and receive approval from the Energy Division.  If approval is not given, LIAB shall rely on non-Commission resources to complete any additional tasks or conduct additional meetings other than those directed by today’s decision or subsequent Commission order.  Such additional tasks or meetings that LIAB elects to undertake must be directly related to the utility low-income assistance programs under our jurisdiction.  LIAB shall prepare and submit to the Energy Division written minutes of any additional meetings and written reports on any additional activities that are undertaken without the assistance of the Energy Division.

3. After LIAB completes its current assignments, LIAB should consider disbanding its advisory committee and convene workshops or working groups when LIAB receives further assignments from the Commission.

4. Within 30 days from the effective date of this decision, the utilities shall file their applications for approval of  program year PY 2001 low-income assistance programs and budgets, in compliance with this decision.  These applications shall include:

(g) A standardized method for calculating California Alternate Rates For Energy (CARE) penetration rates, presented jointly by the utilities and reflecting any consensus reached by the Reporting Requirements Manual Working Group.

(h) A description of current utility procedures (audits, process evaluations, polls, etc.) for monitoring program quality, cost-efficiency and customer satisfaction and recommendations for improving these procedures or instituting alternative ones, along with the associated costs and manpower requirements.

(i) Recommendations regarding stand-alone attic ventilation based on the results of the Attic Ventilation Pilot, and

(j) A description of how the utilities will be tracking the results of the Outreach Pilot so that those results can be evaluated during the PY2002 program planning cycle.

5. In coordination with Phase 2 of the Standardization Project, the utilities shall jointly develop a standardized customer “bill of rights” for low-income assistance programs, which includes a description of the consumer complaint process.  The utilities shall develop this document with public input, and present them for approval no later than the filing of their PY 2002 program applications.

6. The utilities shall develop forms that request the same types and categories of data from all customers enrolling in CARE.  The utilities shall jointly develop such forms with public input and file them in an Advice Letter filing by February 1, 2000.

7. As discussed in this decision, the utilities and other members of the Standardization Project team shall explore LIAB’s Specific Program Recommendations 20, 21 and 28 during the Phase 2 development of standardized policies and program procedures.  Phase 2 recommendations shall be completed in time for our consideration during the PY 2002 program planning cycle, or sooner if possible.

8. By September 1 of each year, the Energy Division shall solicit and submit nominations for LIAB membership and prepare and submit the LIAB’s budget for the upcoming year.  The Energy Division shall file its recommendations in the form of a report and serve all appearances and the state service list in this proceeding (or successor proceeding).  Interested parties and the LIAB may file comments within 20 days thereafter.

9. All filings required by today’s order shall be filed in the Commission’s Docket Office and served on the appearances and state service list in this proceeding, or successor proceeding.

This order is effective today.

Dated 




, at San Francisco, California. 
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(END OF ATTACHMENT 1)

ATTACHMENT 2

(LIST OF ACRONYMS)

CALMAC
California Measurement Advisory Council

CARE
California Alternate Rates for Energy

CBEE
California Board for Energy Efficiency

CBOs
Community-based Organizations

CSD
California Department of Community Services Development

LIAB
Low-Income Advisory Board

LIEE
Low-Income Energy Efficiency

LIGB
Low-Income Governing Board

ORA
Office of Ratepayer Advocates

PG&E
Pacific Gas and Electric Company

PY
Program Year

RER
Regional Economic Research, Inc.

RFP
Request for Proposal

RHA
Richard Heath & Associates

SCE
Southern California Edison Company

SDG&E
San Diego Gas and Electric Company

SoCal
Southern California Gas Company

WIS
Weatherization Installation Standards

(END OF ATTACHMENT 2)

�  Attachment 2 explains each acronym or other abbreviation that appears in this decision. 


�  “The utilities” refers collectively to Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E), San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E), Southern California Edison (SCE) and Southern California Gas Company (SoCal). 


�  The terms “Board,” “LIGB,” and “LIAB” are used interchangeably in this decision to refer to the Advisory Board on low-income assistance programs established by the Commission in D.97-02-014. 


�  Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling Regarding PY 2000/2001 Planning, dated March 26, 1999, p. 7.


�  Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling Regarding PY 2001 Planning, dated December 29, 1999, p. 2. 


�  Ibid.  p. 3. 


�  Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling Regarding Joint Utility Weatherization Installation Standards and Policy and Procedures Manuals Standardization Project, dated March 22, 2000, pp. 1-2. 


�  Reply Comments of the LIAB, dated June 12, 2000, p. 2. 


�  Resolution (Res.) E-3585, dated December 17, 1998, p. 27.  See also Ordering Paragraphs 13 and 14. 


�  Ibid.  pp. 3-4.


� Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling Regarding PY 2000/2001 Planning, dated March 26, 1999, p.7. 


�  Ibid., pp. 3-4.


�  See Res. E-3601, pp. 26-27.


�  See D.00-07-020, mimeo. p. 80, 84


�  Ibid. pp. 49-54.


�  See Res. E-3646, dated March 16, 2000, which directed the Energy Division to conduct, facilitate and manage this study.  (Ordering Paragraph 1.a.)


�  Ibid., pp. 52-54.


�  The “Big Six” measures are: attic insulation, caulking, weatherstripping, low-flow shower heads, water heater insulating blankets and building envelope repairs which reduce air filtration.  These are the weatherization measures specifically identified in Public Utilities Code Section 2790.


�  Res. E-3536, dated January 20, 1999, p. 27, Ordering Paragraph 1.


�  Ibid. p. 84. 


�  Ibid.  Ordering Paragraph 10. 


�  Public Utilities Code Section 2790(b)(2).  We note that this section was not amended by Assembly Bill 1393.  


�  See LIAB’s Reply Comments, p. 2.


�  The Electric Education Trust was created by D.97-03-069 for the purposing of helping customers understand changes to the electric industry, with particular focus on consumer groups and communities where direct access participation remained low or where the level of reported consumer abuses was high.  In D.97-08-064, the Commission directed that the Trust would  plan and manage a CBO-based education and outreach program.  This program is currently mandated by legislation to continue until December 31, 2001.  


�  D.00-07-020, mimeo. pp. 85-87.


�  The project team consisted of the utilities and the project consultants: Regional Economic Research, Inc. (RER) and Richard Heath & Associates (RHA).  Energy Division assisted in coordinating the effort.


�  D.00-02-045, mimeo. p. 27.


�  Ibid., p. 43


�  Ibid., p. 26


�  Ibid., pp. 22-23.


�  See D.00-05-019, mimeo. Conclusion of Law 6. 
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