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These reply comments are submitted by SESCO, Inc. ("SESCO") concerning the CARE outreach efforts and the Rapid Deployment of any new and/or unspent Low Income Energy Efficiency Funds in response to the comments submitted by the Joint Utilities (or “JU”: SDG&E and SoCalGas), by SCE (Southern California Edison), by LIF/GI (the Latino Issues Forum and Greenlining Institute), and by BOE (BO Enterprises).  The comments are organized first concerning CARE penetration and then the Rapid Deployment of LIEE Efforts.

A.  INCREASING CARE PENETRATION RATES


In their comments, SCE and SDG&E have made minor corrections to the CARE penetration levels, which now show a total of 1,668,000 CARE enrollees and 2,725,000 eligibles (61% penetration), leaving 1,057,000 CARE eligible low income families “missing”.  If the changes to CARE eligibility, raising the cut-off to 175% of federal poverty guidelines were to result in a 10% increase, this would give the state 3.0 million CARE eligibles and a 55% current penetration.  Raising this to 90%, as originally recommended by LIF/GI will require a net increase in CARE enrollees of 1,000,000.  


We support SCE’s comment (SCE, p.5) that “a portion of the $100 million [dedicated to CARE payments and outreach in SBX5] should be budgeted for CARE outreach and not used solely to fund CARE subsidies to low-income ratepayers”.  We suggest that a minimum of $8.0 million and a maximum of $20.0 million be so budgeted, subject to later review.  This is a small fraction of the extra $100 million awarded.  This is sufficient to fund the capitation fees non-utility outreach and sign-up of 500,000 additional CARE enrollees at the lower level and 1,000,000 new CARE enrollees at the higher.  This assumes $7 per enrollee for processing paperwork and $18 for extra outreach, with 50% needing extra outreach at the 500,000 level and with 70% to 75% needing the extra outreach to achieve the 1,000,000 new CARE enrollees.


To bring CARE penetration to its 90% target, all resources must be effectively utilized.  For that reason, we urge rejection of comments by SCE, SDG&E and SoCalGas that the capitation fees should not include consideration for outreach by non-utility parties, and that it be reserved only for sign-ups accomplished as part of “normal activities.” (SCE, p.8-9; JU, p.7).  The use of a standard outreach capitation fee (e.g., $18, separate from an enrolment fee) does not preclude higher outreach capitation fees for particularly hard-to-reach subgroups, as suggested by JU (JU, p.5).  We also ask rejection of LIF/GI’s misguided efforts to monopolize these new funds for CBO’s and to blacklist private companies from participating (LIF/GI, p.5).  The Commission has long since expressed the firm policy that there should be no quotas, set-asides or exclusions in service providers for low-income programs.


We join with BOE in supporting the use of third parties to promote early renewals for CARE certification.  We reject JU’s attempts to minimize the benefits to CARE recipients and to imply that this recommendation was presented only to maximize capitation fees (JU, p.8).  If SDG&E truly believes that, it can pay only a proportional fee or even no fee at all for this.  However, do not use this as an excuse to refuse early recertification of the low-income family which is being assisted.


JU suggests re-writing a consensus position on capitation fees (JU, p.3) on varying the capitation fees.  We support the general tenor of JU to remove the incorrect consensus that indicated the differences should be negotiated and limited the range to $5-$12.  However, we would revise the language so that the variance is not geography driven, but services driven:  “Most of the workshop participants agreed that the capitation fees are appropriate and that the capitation fee might have to vary depending upon the services performed in securing the sign-up.”

B.  RAPID DEPLOYMENT FOR UNSPENT AND NEW LIEE FUNDING
Calculating the Correct Amounts and Distributions

In addition to the unspent LIEE funds (including interest) of $9.6 million for SoCalGas and $30.7 million for PG&E (SESCO, p.11), the “new” amounts (from SBX5) the Commission has to allocate are $20 million for LIEE weatherization and up to $50 million for purchasing low and moderate income appliances, HVAC equipment and insulation.  We also need to consider the additional $120 million for the state's CSD-administered LIHEAP weatherization program.  SBX5 also requires CSD to cooperate and work with other low-income programs, including those of utilities.


We agree with the comments of SCE that that “increasing leverage and coordination agreements .. should not be a requirement of a rapid deployment program” (SCE, p.4), and that it “might be difficult for a utility to roll out a pilot program in an extremely short time frame” (SCE, p.8) and believe that a “rapid deployment” should not be burdened with time consuming and complicated new procedures or with new pilot distributions of untried and unevaluated appliances and applications.  This matches the comments of the Joint Utilities that “..a mandate [for leveraging] could result in delays in implementation and a bureaucratic process for which there is no time..” (JU, p.7).  We urge that the funds be distributed to efforts that can be quickly implemented or which mimic or expand current LIEE efforts.  This would reduce the amounts that should be expended on new measures or that require leveraging.


If new appliances or applications which are not a part of LIEE or which have not been reviewed and accepted into LIEE are to be implemented on a large scale or pilot basis, the funds should come from the $50 million for purchase of new appliances rather than from LIEE funds until such time as it may be accepted as part of LIEE.  Similarly, if the LIHEAP providers wish to expand the funding available to be used as part of their program, then priority should be given first to using the $120 million specified for expanding LIHEAP services by the legislature rather than the taking of the relatively much smaller funds ($20 million) provided by the legislature for increased LIEE support.

Determining the “Greatest Benefits” for LIEE


According to SDG&E and SoCalGas, the various utility proposals should be considered the proposals “which will best achieve the objectives of LIEE programs” (JU, p.5).  They also believe that these have identified “which services will provide the greatest benefits to is low income customer” (JU, p.4).   The LIF/GI similarly identify the purpose of these funds:  “In short, new and unspent low-income monies should be directed to truly assist the needy, not to enrich for-profit contractors” (LIF/GI, p.5).  


However, except for Winegard’s CFL installation program for previously shortchanged LIEE participants, no one has provided actual estimates of the benefits and assistance being provided to low-income families.  However, this can be done by using data provided by PG&E in Attachment D (which shows annual kwh savings per unit and some unit prices), Attachment E (which shows for each measure the units and total budget, from which we can calculate costs per unit), and, from PG&E’s “Supplemental Submission of PG&E in Accordance with ALJ Ruling, February 23, 2001”, Table 5 which shows the expected lives and Table 6 which shows the present value of an annual saved kwh over the measure life.  These show the following kWh savings and costs per home treated:

Measure


KWH/Yr
Cost per Home

Bill Savings/
Life-Cycle Bill

Savings

for Measure

Million$
Savings/Million$

Winegard CFLs (4Hrs Use)
460


$ 100

$550,000
$3,360,000

Clothes Washers


  73


$544

$  20,000
$   170,000

Add 2 CFLs (2Hrs Use)

  92


$  40

$280,000
$2,850,000

Duct Test and Seal

155


$1,067

$  20,000
$   140,000

Window Air Conditioner

167


$750

$  30,000
$   290,000

Torchierres


254


$  60

$510,000
$4,110,000

Dishwasher


268


$233

$140,000
$1,500,000

Water Heater, Electric

273


$500

$  70,000
$   710,000

Add 7 CFLs (Tier 2, 2Hrs)

322


$140

$280,000
$2,850,000

Evap Coolers


354


$460

$  90,000
$1,000,000

Refrigerators


561


$625

$110,000
$1,170,000


This demonstrates that the proposal by Winegard to install 5 CFLs with an average 4-hour use per day provides the greatest savings per home other than the refrigerator, which has a 22% higher savings at six times the cost.  In terms of total annual utility bill savings per  $1 million budgeted, the Winegard CFL plan is also tops with $550,000 savings per year.  And the total lifecycle present valued utility bill savings from each $1 million budgeted is tops at $3.36 million.  By comparison, two of the most commonly suggested additions, duct testing/sealing and window air conditioners, provide only $20-30,000 in annual savings and $140-$290,000 in lifecycle savings for each $1 million invested.


The Winegard CFL Plan also provides by far the greatest amount of total energy savings.  Its CFL budget of $20 million will produce a total of 92 million annual kwh ($11.0 million in bill savings), compared to PG&E’s recommended program which features many additions to the standard set of LIEE measures and will use a $28 million budget (excludes the $2 million for third-party initiatives) to save only 36.3 million annual kWh ($4.36 million in bill savings).  This result meets the standards set in the recommendation made by LIF/GI (and others) that the Commission “..Earmark unspent and new weatherization dollars on measures that promote bill savings and energy efficiency rather than simply expanding the “Big Six;”” (LIF/GI, p.4)


However, this also clearly indicates that the Commission should reject LIF/GI’s other recommendation that “the Commission reject profit-driven proposals, such as Attachment C [the Winegard CFL Plan] to the Workshop Report.  On information and belief, LIF/Greenlining thinks that the $25 million budget [$5 million was for aerators, CARE sign-ups and program administration] proposed in Attachment C would yield contractor profits of $17 million while saving low-income households little in energy bills” (LIF/GI, p.4).


There is no source for the estimate claimed by LIF/GI for this “profit”.  However, we do note that PG&E estimates the same $20 per CFL installed as does Winegard; SCE estimates a similar $19.10 for its CFL program; and SDG&E’s LIEE uses a cost of over $20 per CFL installed.  A number of LIF/GI’s own members and supporters charge and receive the same amount ($19-$20) per installed CFL as suggested by Winegard.  As non-profits, their members need to pay no taxes nor seek to make profits, so we have assumed that this $20 or so used by most LIEE CBOs (and contractors) is the actual cost of the service without unusual “profit” margins claimed by LIF/GI.

More LIEE/DAP Homes Unlikely to Succeed


SoCalGas plans to seriously increase the number of LIEE homes weatherized (JU, p.4).  This is an option supported by BOE (BOE, P.1) for PG&E and previously supported by SoCalGas, Winegard and others.  However it is unlikely to be successful as a “rapid deployment” strategy since the pre-existing network may not be able to absorb this level.  SoCalGas plans to increase its homes by 50% in 2001.  However, assuming approval in mid May, and assuming the SoCalGas program is “on target” for its current program, then it needs to increase its activity level by 100% during the next six months to achieve a 50% increase on the year-long numbers.  While we definitely support allowing any contractor to treat and install any number of units that it can, we should not rely upon existing contractors for the success of the rapid deployment.  There are two other procedures that can and should be used:  (1) add new contractors to the mix, especially for those counties in which SoCalGas has only one active contractor; (2) use the Winegard CFL plan to provide CFLs (and aerators if needed) to those DAP treated homes which have not received CFLs.  Since the SoCalGas/SCE program still does not provide CFLs as part of its weatherization program, there may be hundreds of thousands of potential Winegard Plan participants.  This negates the assertion by the Joint Utilities that the Winegard proposal only “addresses specific issues related to PG&E’s LIEE program” (JU, p.2).


PG&E is relying upon the success of its LIEE program in treating 50,000 homes to meet its rapid deployment goals (for example, adding 150,000 CFLs is based upon 3 additional CFLs in 50,000 homes).  According to PG&E’s Contractors’ reports for LIEE, it has treated 20,000 homes during the past 9 months of July 1, 2000 – March 31, 2001.  This now completes its goal for the second half of PY2000.  To reach its PY2001 goal of 50,000 homes during the nine remaining months, the program will have to treat homes at a rate equal to 2.5 times the rate of the prior 9 months – and during this time, it must change over and ramp up under new contractors in many counties.  All of the suggestions made to increase production will be needed by PG&E just to come close to its current goal.  This should include elimination of maximums for any county, adding a second contractor in many counties, etc.  


However, PG&E’s plans to spend up to $8 million in various kinds of outreach for new LIEE participants is unneeded and counter productive.  According to PG&E’s Contractors Report for the end of March 2001, LIEE contractors already have 9761 more customers enrolled than they have been able to treat, a difference of 33%.  The “problem” is not that there are too few customers eligible and enrolled to be treated.  The “problem” is that the treatments cannot keep up with the enrollment.  Throwing more money at outreach will make the problem worse, not better.  PG&E should abandon its plans to use these funds for outreach and BOE and others should be allowed to treat as many low income families as they can until the 50,000 level is reached – which under the circumstances is VERY unlikely.

Let Standardization Committee Review New Appliance and Pilot Suggestions


As recently as its March 15, 2001 Interim Opinion on Standardization, the Commission has re-emphasized its commitment to assuring fairness and equity in the measures and services offered across utility service territories:  


“We believe that the ongoing efforts to standardize LIEE services and procedures are necessary to ensure that all customers are treated consistently across utility service territories, and support the direction of this effort.” (D.01-03-028, p.56)


Considering all of the difficulties and uncertainties with respect to savings levels, installation standards, co-payments, renters/owners/landlord issues, fuel uses, etc., it is not reasonable to by-pass the standardization procedures just as they are being completed in Phase 3.  It is in Phase 3 that the Commission has instructed the consideration of new measures and procedures.  It is unreasonable to “jump the gun” and set what may be very unfortunate precedents that will result in discrimination against some customers on the basis of LIEE measures.  If the Commission is to allow some new measures as recommended by JU and SCE, then these should be kept from the LIEE program and funded entirely from energy efficiency funds for the benefit of “hard-to-reach” groups, including the low income.

Respectfully submitted,

_____________________________

Richard M. Esteves

SESCO, Inc.

April 9, 2001
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