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INTRODUCTION

The Office of Ratepayer Advocates  (ORA) hereby submit reply comments on the comments to the Draft Workshop Report (Draft Report) regarding the California Alternate Rates for Energy (CARE) Program Outreach and Rapid Deployment of New and Unspent Low Income Energy Efficiency (LIEE) Program Funds conducted March 7 and 14, 2001 by the Commission's Energy Division (ED). ORA reviewed the comments of the utilities and Latino Issues Forum/Greenlining.

AGREEMENT WITH SOME COMMENTS ABOUT THE WORKSHOP REPORT

The ORA agrees that the Energy Division Workshop Report does a good job of capturing comments made during the workshops and of summarizing where consensus was achieved. ORA also agrees that it would be useful if the final report included a list showing positions of the parties on the various issues discussed.  

CARE CONSESUS

The majority of the utilities stated that there are Community Based Organizations who are willing to charge no more than $5 for the capitation fees.  One of the utility representatives suggested that the utilities should be able to negotiate the capitation fees and suggested that the fee could be anywhere in the $5-$12 range.  Another utility representative stated that its utility would go up to $12.  There was not consensus on this.  ORA’s position was accurately reflected.  

The captation fee should not continue into perpetuity.  It should end along with the finalization of the rapid deployment.  Everyone in the world is aware of the energy crisis in California and there are extensive outreach programs to embrace the low-income population.  The various workshop participants, Community Based Organizations and Private Organizations who are providing outreach services other than LIEE/CARE have repeatedly stated that people sign up for the CARE program when their energy bills go up. When their bills are low they are not so quick to sign up for the CARE program even though there has been continuous outreach to them.  There should not be a need to provide a capitation fee into perpetuity.

LATINO ISSUES FORUM/GREENLINING

Latino Issues Forum (LIF) and Greenling’s sole focus is on the low Income population.  ORA on the other hand has the responsibility of representing ratepayers of every class: rich, poor, middle class, small businesses, medium businesses and large businesses.  Not all ratepayers are experiencing rate hikes.   Low income ratepayers who sign up for and are qualified to participate in the CARE program will be protected from the rate increases that will be borne by remaining ratepayers.  Although LIF/Greenlining assert that the low-income customers are paying a higher percentage of their total income for energy there is no other view fostered by them.  There is no comparison of other issues such as the low income customers also pay the lowest amount of federal and state taxes; non low-income customers support the low income population in their energy needs on the federal and state level and in their energy rates.  Although the low-income population is able to capitalize on other programs such as WIC, which supplies funds for milk, cereal, juice, cheese etc. for the children, this subsidy is not available to the non-low income who must use their earned income to purchase these items.  Non low income families also do not qualify for rent subsidies (such as Section 8 of the Federal housing program), nor are sliding scale day care options available to them, nor are they able to get meals on wheels, free medical services, general assistance and welfare, etc.  Low income households receive an enormous amount of subsidies that are not available to non-low income people.  The non-low income ratepayers pay a bigger portion of their salaries in taxes, day care, rent, food, etc.  LIF/Greenling have admitted that most low-income families are larger in size than non-low-income.  Generally a larger size family uses more gas/electricity than the smaller non-low income families and therefore the non-low income have a smaller energy usage on average.    If all of these subsidies were viewed as income for the low income households and compared to the the income of non-low income households, the low income ratepayers would be somewhat on par with many of the non-low income.  The purpose of this illustration is that a total view of the income picture must be taken into consideration not just a narrow view.  

All California ratepayers are feeling the crunch of the energy problem.  Businesses are potentially able to pass their energy increases on to consumers.  The wealthy have enough funds to handle the situation.   But, the middle class ratepayers can’t pass their increased energy bill on to anyone and there are no subsidies for them.   The increase in the eligibility guidelines from 150% to 175% of the federal poverty guidelines means more customers are eligible for CARE.  Each Customer that is on CARE no longer pays into the CARE coffers , which results in fewer people paying for the increase in the CARE program costs.  Increased participation equates to increased program costs, and the increase in the amount of CARE discount is passed on to the non low-income customers.   

Therefore, whereas  low-income customers may not experience an increase in their energy rates, the non-low-income customers will subsidize the increased cost of energy service that is not billed to the low-income customers.  Non-low-income ratepayers will also pay for an even larger pool of  the low-income customers who qualify for these programs.  After paying a larger share of the rate increase, the non-low income will have to use less energy than the low-income to avoid going to a higher tier of energy rates.  Additionally, the non-low-income ratepayers will  pay for the state’s deficit for assisting the utilities obtain energy and pay for Federal energy program dollars such as LIHEAP.

The support of the low-income population should not be at any cost but at a reasonable cost. Low income ratepayers are able to obtain free refrigerators, heater repairs, etc. that many non-low income need, but can not afford.  The Commission needs to take a good look at the cost that these programs will place on non-low income customers.  

The funds from the Governor’s plan should be used to implement more energy efficiency measures in the abode of qualified participants.  There are no “Big Six” any more.  The new standards focus on installing all feasible measures that an abode qualifies for.

LIF/Greenling alludes to leveraging as though the Commission has not addressed this issue in the past.  While LIF/Greenlining wants the Commission to reject what it terms as profit driven proposals,  its proposal to enable the utilities to negotiate captiation fees is a profit-driven item without a cap.  Capitation fees should be capped.  

The final results of the utility pilots are not available for LIF/Greenlining to assert that there is confirmation that community action agencies and non profits are more successful in enrolling CARE customers.  There is no comparison of profit-making firms to non-profits in this pilot yet.  All the utilities prefaced their report by saying the pilot program is not over yet and the numbers were those to date.  To be able to make this statement there would have to be a comparable number of profit-making firms to non-profit agencies in the pilot to make a comparison.  There is no evidence from the pilots that supports LIF/Greenlining’s statement that “[N]ot suprisingly, the utility pilots results to date confirm that community action agencies and non-profits are most successful in enrolling CARE customers, not to mention that they can also offer additional low-income services.”

ORA RECOMMENDATIONS
1. That all money for LIEE should go to enhance the LIEE programs. 

2.  The utilities should either hire more contractors or enhance the amount each current contractor is allocated or a combination of the two.  

3. All new measures should have an installation standard inacted.  

4. What ever new measures the Commission sanctions should be implemented by all the utilities.  

5. New measures that are recommended should have a proven track record in one of the other energy efficiency programs in California.  The new measure could be an item used in a non-low income energy efficiency program.

6. The rapid deployment should be standardized across utilities.

7. If the Commission determines that Compact Florescent Lighting (CFL’s) should be issued to, but not installed for, low-income customers, the CFL should have a capped cost.   For example, the cost of the CFL plus $1 to hand it out.  The utilities should disseminate educational energy efficiency material along with the CFL handout.

8. Media outreach should be a public service item.  There should not be an $87 Million price tag for advertisement charged to ratepayers.  

9.   The Commission should consider ways to reduce the burden of this program on the non-low income customers.

UNSPENT FUNDS

The utilities provided a list of unspent and overspent funds by LIEE program year.  This was an attachment to the February 23, 2001 Public Input Workshop notices.  ORA recommends that interest be calculated on the unspent funds using the three-month commercial paper rate.  The utilities should show this calculation in their exhibit.  The utilities should provide a narrative stating which 3-month commercial paper rates were used to derive the interest rate for each year.  ORA recommends that all the utilities provide this data again showing the interest calculation on the unspent funds using the three-month commercial paper rate.  Edison only has two years of unspent funds.  ORA recommends that Edison calculate the interest on the unspent LIEE funds for the two years of unspent funds.  These calculations should be provided to the Energy Division and ORA , as well as to others who request this information.

SoCal Gas, in its exhibit of unspent LIEE funds, shows $14 million authorized for 1998.  ORA petitioned to have Decision (D.) 97-07-054 modified so that SoCalGas’ authorized level of funding for its 1998 LIEE program would be at the 1996 level of $18 million. D.  98-07-0600 was issued July 23, 1998 authorizing SoCalGas to fund its 1998 LIEE program at $18 million. The rate change was filed in AL 2738, August 27, 1998.  Although the majority of the funds were not collected until the next year, the 1998 LIEE program should show the authorized funding level of $18 million.  ORA recommends that SoCalGas reflect the $18 million in the exhibit in the Authorized Budget category. 

