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SUMMARY 

I. B)' Advice I.ctle-r I GIl E, Llte Low Income Goveming Board (LIOB or the Board) 
requests approval of the Board's 1999 proposed operating budge-I. 

2. The Board requests 5% ofthe Low-lncOille Energy Efnciency Program (LlEE) 
budget and 2% of the California Alternative Rates for Energy Program (CARE) 
budget (0 be usoo for funding Pilot Programs in the amOlIli.t of $4,000.000 and a 
statc\\ide Needs Assessment in the amount of $2.000,000. 

3. The Board also requests the Commission detennine funding levels. fUlldhig sources 
(Public Purpose Funds or Regulator)' Fees), and budget placement (the Boarli's 
budget or ihe Commission's budge-I) for support services. 

4. A timely protest was filed by Sempra Energy (Scmpra) on behalf of San Diego Gas 
& Electric CompallY (SDO&E) and Southem Ca1ifomiaGas Company (SoCatGas). 

5. This Resolution conditionally approves L10H's Advice I.etle-r I GIl E: 

a) The Board \\ill be authorized to use a portion of carryo\:er funds froIll the 
1998 budget for opcratillg cxpcnse-s (or the tirst half of 1999 and will };Ie 
required to submit a supplcmcntalliling \\llh a rc\;iscd 1999 Operating Budget 
in accordance \\ith the specifications outlinoo later in this ReSOlution; 

b) The r\."quest forCAREILlEE ($4,000.000) funds for Pilot Progr.uns is rejected 
due to lack of dOcumentatioli. The- Advice I.eHcr contains no reference to 
sJX,"'Cific proposoo programs, linie lilIes for complctioll, itcmized costs. 
cO'txti\'\,ncss measurement ('rite-ria, or ho\\' the data and mialysis \\111 be lIsed 
in the future. In addition. ihcrc has ocen no analysis ofpOSsibte impacts Oil 
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ratep..l)"ers of\lsing CARE/UEE funds. including the possible roouction of 
funding Icw1s available for pfllgmms that hav\' already lx--en PfllPOS,,'\I; 

c) The- r"'luest for CARE/LlEE funds ($2,000,000) for NC'\.--ds Assessmcot is 
rejlXtN p.:nding r.xdpt of the suppkmcntal filing containing a scope of 
,,\).ck. time linc, methodology, 1l1e"lSUrement and evaluation criteria. a lille 
item budget for the study, analysis ofr'ltepaycr impact as a result ofincurring 
these costs, and a r~"()n\nlC'ndation on who \\ill perform thc work (and what 
(asks \\ill be completed by the Board and what tasks "ill be completed by thc 
utilitit-s, and what tasks would r""quire consultants). The Commission "ill 
consider the lC'quest for Needs Assessn'tmt studies once the suppkmental 
l1Iing is submitted; and 

d) The request for direction regarding support personnel \\ill be addressed in a 
subse\lucnt Assigned Commissioner Ruling or decision. 

BACKGROUNll 

1. Commission D.:-cisions (D.) 97-02-014 and (D.) 97-0-1-0-14 established the LlGH (0 

advise the Commission on: low-income gas and cllXtridty prograllls; and, in 
coordination with the utilitie·s and interested rarties, transferring administration of 
these programs to an Independent Adl11inistrator (IA). One o[the primar), 
r~sponsibililiC's of the lloard has oc~n to assist in dewJopment of the ["'quest for 
proposal (RFP) articulating pOlicy and programmatic guidelines for one or more 
administrators and submit it to the Commission for approval. 

2. In D. 98-02-0-10. the Commission addressed the compliance liIings of the California 
Board for En('rgy Elncienc-), (CBEE) and the uon. The decisiotl. adopted the 
L1Gn's chartcr and by-laws. as well as rutes regarding per diem. cxpcnse 
reimbursemeflt and connicts of interest (start-up documents).-

3. 0.98-05-018 extended the period in which utiliti('s "ill continue to administer low 
income assistance programs to Dccemb.:-r 31, 1999. That decision required the 
utilities to work in consultation "ith the Low Income Governing Board (LlGB) to 
develop program plans and budgets_ 

4. 111e Commission, in structuring the implementation of its goals for cnerg), cOicicnc)' 
and low income assistance programs, relied Oil the passage of AsscmbJ)' Bill (AB) 

I C(\mmiss!oo D. 9S-02-MO dated FeNuaJ)" 4. 1998, Auachment 3, A~nJix A_ 
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2461 10, among other things. provide fot the Public Goods Charge funds} to be 
tr;.lnsfcrr~d to the State tr~as\lry and usoo tbr progr;.ullS nm by an lA, starling July I. 
1999. 

5. Sept~mbcr 23, 1998 Assigned Commissioner's Ruling (ACR), in.R.98·07·031, 
established a procedumt forum and a schedule for the ent'rg)' ctliciency and the low· 
income assistance programs. 

6. On Septemocr 28. 1998, AS 2461 was vetoed by the Governor. This veto calls into 
question how the Commission's policy preferences, as expressed in 1).97·02·014, for 
independent adnlinistmtlon of these prOgranlS can be realized. 

1. An October I, 1998 ACR, in R.98-01·031, scheduled a Public Ileacing to l'Jrl?vide 
input on what the COlllmissioll should do to in~pleillent the programs requiroo by 
Public Utilities Cooe Sections 381 (c) and 3Si. The earlier Septemocf 23, 1998 
mHog was not reWfsed. Structural altefllati\'es for implementing the Conullission's 
policy goals for low·incotne assistance programs were investigated at the Public 
lIearing. 

8. The Publie Hearing was held on October, 27, 1998. Various views were presentro, 
but no consensus was reached on appropriate future action. The Assigned 
Commissionef indicated that he would consider the comments and fonh a 
recommendation to the full Commission at some latef time. 

9. The LlGB submitted its recollullcl'ldatiollS for 1999 program plans in a letter to the 
Commission and thc utilities, datN Sept~mocr 1, 1998, as modi lied by thc LIon via 
a letter dated Septemocr 30, 1998.) 

10. Pursuant to the September 23, 1998 ACR, the LlOB filed its Proposed Operating 
. Budget for 1999 OIl. Octoocr 16, 1998 in Advice I.ettef IG/lE. Included \\ilh the 
budget is a fequest for funds to usc fOf Pilot Programs and a statc\\idc Needs 
Assessment. These funds arc ft"'quested from CARE and LIEF.. 

II. On OCtoocr I, 1998, Pacific Gas 3Ild Electric COlllpany, Southern Califomia Edison 
Company, SDG&E and SoCal Gas Filed Ad\'icc I.etters 2 106-GIl089-E, 1124-
Ell I 19-G, and 2748, fes{X"'Cliwty, (\."'questing approval for the 1999 Califomia 

1 Pro\"idM for in Public Utilities Code S«lioos lSI(c) and 382 fl~ energy Wicieney low-income 
programs. 
) Low Income Governing Board R«ommendations for 1999 C"ali((\fTIia Alternate Rates for Energy arid . 
lQ\\' rnc(lme Enug)' [Oicienc), PC(lgrams. 
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Alternative Rates for Energy (CARE) and the Low·lncome Energy Efli.denc), 
progmills (UEE) (utility 1999 Progmm Year Advice l.ettNs or utility advice 11I1ngs). 

12. On October 21, 1998. uon 11100 a protcst and comments 011 thc \ltility 1999 Prograhi 
Year Ad\'icc Leners. 

NOTICE 

I. LIOn Advice Lencr IG/l E was served on other ulilitics. govemnl('il.t agcndes. and to 
all intercstcd partic!; who r.:-quC'-stcd such notifkation, in accordance \\ith the 
r~uirements of the Assigned Col1ll1lisslonei's Ruling dated September 23, 1998. 
Public noticc of this millg has occn made by public-alio)'} in the Commission's 
calendar. 

l. On November 4, 1998, Sempra filed a protest Oil behalf of SDG&E and SoCatGas. 
The protestants contend that LlGB's 111ing. ill its current fonl1, should be rejected or 
that L1GB should be r~uired to 111e a new or supplemental advice letter lx'C'.1use the 
filing is incomplete, the r.:-que.stcd amounts arc CXCC.sslVC, and the filing docs not meet 
the requirements of 00 96·A. Sempra contcnds the following: 

a) 1.1GB, in its protest to the utility 1999 Program Ye.n Advice Leiter filillgS, has 
asked that its 1999 O~ri.lting Iludgcl be decmed "start·up" costs and be 
amortized ill a "manner similar to that dirccted b)' Comnlissicul Resolution 
(Rcs.) E-3515" for the 1997 and 1998. In its protest to the utility advice 
mings, LlGB r~uests its 1999 operating expenses allocatcd to CARE be 
amortize:d starting in 2000 and the 1999 tum allocation amortizt.'d starting in 
1999.4 Sempra docs not agrce that the LlGlrs budget should be deemed start
up costs. Thc)' assert that the 1999 o~rating budget should come from 
current-year funds collcctcd by the utilities and that "continuing (0 amortize 
the LIGD's operating budget lessens its accountability on how it budgets and 
spends mtC'J"'1}"er funds;" 

b) LIGD has 1l0tjustil1ed its budget and that "the nccds oflow-incomc program 
pa.rticipants and subsidizing ratepayers would be best served if the LlGB USN 

a more prudent method to estimate its 1999 budget;" 

• This particular r~uest is not conlainN in ltG 11 Ad"ice teUer I Gli E, although. the issue of" hether tlle' 

Iloo.rd is in "start-up" mode is ~rtinenl in temu of selling its 1999 expense re\'ds_ 
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c) the Commission should deny the LlOIl's rC'quest to set aside $6 million in 
low-income assistance prograIll funds for undefined 'pilot studies and a 
statc\\ide Needs Assessment. Srmpm -:Iailns the r~'quest for the funding len-I 
seems arbitrary. The Lion b.~oo its r~uesl on a rIXomnlendation ''ldoptoo by 
its Ad\'isory Commitlec on September 23. 1998, and. Sempm alleges, th('re 
was no foundalioll for the Ad\'isory Con\rniUee's r~~ommendation. Scmpm 
asserts that no further research was done to define the scope or detcfIllinc costs 
(neither the Ad\'isory ~ommittec nor the Hoard's Technical Consultants 
contacted any research firms and did not rC'quest input from utility in-house 
research staffs on the estimated cost of conducting the state\\idc NC\."ds 
AssessIl1('nts). Consequently, Sempra asserts, the request is excessive and 
unreasonable; 

d) the filing is deficient lx'C'ause it lacks justil1catiollfor, cor a.~eSSlllent of, the 
drIXts of the Board's reque.st on ratepayers, rates, and service oOhings. as 
required b)' GO 96-A. The protestants asselt that the lloard's claim that the 
tiling \\ill not il1crease an)' tariO'tate or change, cauSe \\ithdrawal of service, 
or connict \\itll any rate schedules ot ntles is "unfounded and factually 
incorrect." Therefore, Sempra requests the Commissioll require the LlOB to 
file an advice letter in accordance \\lth the reqniremcnts ofGclleral Order 96-
A, Sections III C alld VI. . 

2. Regarding the pilot Programs and Needs Assc-ssment funding request, Sempra 
requests that the Commission require the L10B to: 

a) identify all pilots, studies, and research to be perfonlled in Program Year 1999 
(PY99); 

b) detlne the purpose, timing, and re-search methods to be lISOO; 

c) dearly identify which studies the Ooard intends to administer and which the 
Board intends that the utilities \\ill administer; and 

d) sJX.'C'ify the amounts to be removoo, and the c-rfects ofren\o\'ing funds from 
the utilities· program budgets. 

3. The protestants further request that the Commission establish a deadline of no later 
than May 1, 1999 for the start of aU pilots, studies, and research to be conducted by 
the utilities or the Board. 
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1. The 1998 Operating Budget was $2,023,395' and the Proposed 1999 Operating 
nudget is $2,701,380 (not including requestc-d Commission StaO). Thcre is no 
substantiation in this Advice Lettcr for stich a funding leve1. The Commission 
adopted the Hoard's "start-upU docull)cnts. i.e. mission statc[llcnt, charter and by
laws,' in D.98-0i-O-l0. lbe proceSs of'selling l1p the structure of the DO.1rd and 
adopting these gowming principles is the start-up phase. The Board is no longer in a 
"start-up" mode, and has not adequately detailed the activities and tasks it nlust 
accOI'nplish during the budget period. Therdore, \\ithout substantiation to the 
contrary, we do 110t bave suf'llcicnt infonl1ation (0 conclude an increase in expenses is 
reasortabte. 

2. In the protest filed by Scmpm, it is noted that LlGB has requ('stoo that its1999 
Operating Budget be dcefned a "start-upH expense aJld amortized in a fnamler similar 
to the 1991 and 1998 operating expenses.' This request fot anlortization of the budget 
is not addressed in the Advice Letter t Gil E and, therefore, ('<ml1ot be re,soh'oo in this 
Resolution. This issue is included in a protest HIed by LlOB on the utilityad\'ice 
filings. lhe issue ofaniorti7.atlon of the LlGB 1999 Operating Budget ,,;11 be 
considered in the resolution addressing the Program Year 1999 utility advice letter 
Illings. 

3. l11e LlOD Financial Tracking Report. 1998. which was moo with the 1999 budget 
requesl, indicates a POSitlW catr),oYcrbalancc. These funds should be applied to the 
1999 expenses before allocating additional funds. This is consistent with the budget 
approval process from LIGBts 1998 Operating Expense Budget, where the 1991 
carryowr funds were applied before any current year funds were allocated.1 

4. The LlGD should file a revised budget in a supplemental filing by Febnlary 26. 1999. 
The Board should submit the spedfioo infonnation as a compliance tiling. The 
compliance filing should be filed at the COllllllission's Docket Ofllce and served on 
the service list to this prO(c~ing. This filing should include a budget which: 

S As adopted in D. 98-02-O-tO. The Financia' Tracking Report filed with the Board's 1999 budg-:-t ill 
Ad"ice leiter 1G11E lists the 1998 "Planned BuJgcf' as SI,99I,395. 
, The 1997 and 1998 Boord operating expenses were adJresst"d in Commission Resolution E·351 S dated 
[k"cmber 16, 1~7. This allocated }~ .. of the LtGO's 1~1 and 1~8 Qperating expenses (~s.t millloo) 
to LtEE and 7(f/e ($t2S tnilJion) to CARE, to be amOrtiZN owr" )'cars ocginning in 1998 (or l.IEB and 
1999 (or CARE. 
1 See D. 98-0~-()-IQ, page 13. 
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a) iJ'ldudcs expenses by s{X"(ific tasks. Tho CUffent budget whkhsimply lists the 
proj~too numocr of meetings is insu01cicnt. The COllul1ission 1lC\.'{ts some 
indication of the no.irdts plans to accomplish s{X"tific tasks o\'er the course of 
a set numher of me clings (i.e. the UGH should tie the meeting schedule to a 
task-oriented agenda). The Board should be accountable (or its time. 
Provision of the substantiation andjustilkation for board expenses \\ill aHo\\' 
for more emdent h\icking of the Board·s expenses; 

b) has a standardized [onnat which "ill be used consist('iltty. The Board should 
coordinate ,,;th the California Board for Energy Efl1cicn:cy (eBEH) to adopt a 
budget fomlat for lise in all expense tmcking and hudgct propOsals; and 

c) eliminates per dielll for board nlelilher atteli.dance at Advisory Committee 
Meetings ($12.000 ill the proposed 1999 budget) consistent "ith [)C'Cision 97-
09-117.' As discussed in this dC('ision. we consided)()ard member attendance 
at such meetings to be preparation work. for \,-hich we continue to deny JXr 
diem compensation." 

5. LiJle item expenditures should be tracked in accordance "ith the aforementioned 
stal'ldardizoo budget fonnat. This tracking report should be on liIe and available for 
~xaminatioI'l. by Commission staO: 

6. The COl'nmission should authorize a 6-l1\onth budget up to one-half ofthe adopted 
1998 Operating Budgel, or $1,0 11,698, which should come from thecan'yo\"er 
balallce. While this amount is one-half of the amount authorizoo for last year, we 
expect the expcns('s should be less than this renetting the reduced tasks during .-999. 
If the n!lnaining 1998 funds are insunicient to provide for the 1999UGll expenses. 
Ihe Board expenses \\ill be funded as set forth in the companion resolution addressing 
the utilit)· advice liIings. 

7. Authori7..ation ofmonit's for continued operation while a revised budget is dewlop,.~ 
and approved. does not prC'Ctude the COlllll1ission from laking neces.... .... 1.r)· steps to 
ensure cOc('li\'e oversight and administration of the low·income programs. Options 
currently before the Commission iI\clude re-detlning the Doard~s rcsponsibiliti('s or, 
possibly, eliminatiOil o[ the UGB. 

Request for Fundine otuPiiot llroerams" and "Needs Assessment" (rom 
CARE/LIEE 

• D.97-09-111 iSSUM September 24, 1997. page S. 
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8. We notc that the request for $6 million from CARE/LiEH funds reduces the moniC's 
available for other progmms. Ther~for\\ the r\~u~st should be accollll'ankd by an 
assessment ofimp.1cts similar to that fl"quirlXl by GC'lleml Order No. 96·1\, S«lion III 
C, and VI. Usc ofCARE/LtER funds for the proposed Pill't Programs and NC'eds 
Assessn'lC'nt may r.:duce the amount ofmonc), availablc for utility dC-lined programs. 
thereby resulting in U a ksscr seC\'ice or more restrictive conditions at the sani.e rate or 
charge ..• ".' LIGH should file an assessolC'nl of inlpacts on ratepayers, riltes and 
ser\'ice ofl~rings. 

9. The request fot $4 million (0 be used for Pilot Programs is not supported by any 
dOCul11cntalion of the propoS\.--d programs. An)' (eque.st for prognun funding should 
include detailed de5criptiol1S of the proposed programs.justification for eHl~'\rking Oil 

the programs, itC'miz(.'<)c.stiIllatoo costs per program, time line tor the studies. 
proposed standards fl'r measuring and evaluating eOectiv.:ness. and how the r~stllls of 
these Pilot Progranls \\ill be used in the future. The request is denied to the extent 
monies are not ean'narked in the resolution addresshig the utility Prognull Year 1999 
advice fiJillgS. The Con'lnlissioh feds it is not in the oc.st intere-st of the ratepayers or 
the lOw-income program p.'lrlidp.'lnts to authoriz.: CARE/UEE funds for programs 
which have not been thoroughly considered. In this case, it appears they have Jlot 
e,'cn been defined. 

10. The $2 million reque.sled for Needs AsseSSlllcnt \\ill be evaluated when the 
Commission rCCcl\'CS and reviews the stlpplemclHal filing conrainhig: 

a) specifics 011 the scope alld purpose of the study; 
b) methodology; 
c) tilllC line; 
d) recommendations for nleasurcment and e\'aluatil'n srandards; 
e) a line item budget (or lhe study; 
f) an analysis of the ratepayer impact as a result ofincurrillg these costs as 

part ofthe CARE and LJEE programs, i.e. any increase in the Public 
Purpose Surcharge or a reduction in services to customers (similar to 
that rt.'quired b)' GO 96-A); and 

g) an analysis and recommendation rcg.-tn.iing who \\ill administer the 
Needs Assessl1\cnt, i.e. the Board. the utilitic.s or the Commission. and 
who nill perform each task. 

11. The Comll1ission agrce·s \\ith the joit'it prole-stants that the lack of substantiation or 
s~cilks on program objectives or design. is unacceptable. In additiOil. the 
Commission notes there is no mcntion of which studies "ill be administcr~d b)' the 
Board and which by the utilities. under the direction of the Commissil'n. The Bo.ud 

J General Order No. 96-A. Section VI. 
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should do an in-depth analysis in consultation "ith the utilities and inlc-r .. 'sted partic-s 
before making a rc-commcndation to the Commission. 

Support Sfaffine Issues 

12. The Commission is continuing to e"a1uate the issue of support se£\'ices for the LIOn. 
On <ktober 21, 1998. a Public Hearing washeld to discuss future action on 
implcmcntiflg the Commission's policy goals fot tOW-income aSsistance programs. 
Although no consensus was reachcd. the Assigned COlllmissioncr indicated that he 
would cOllsider COnlments arid fonll a recommendation at some later date. The issu(' 
of support for the Board "ill be addressed in conjunction \\ith the cvaluation of 
infonllation telated to the Public lIearing. 

FINDINGS 

I. On October 16. 1998. LIOD filed Ad\'icc Leiter lOll E r~qu('.sling approval ofthe 
Board's 1999 proposed operating budget. 

2. On November 4, 1998 Sempra. on behalfofSDG&H and SoCa1 Gas, filed a protest. 

3. D. 98-02-0-10, dated February 4, 1998. adoptoo the LlOB missionstatemenl, charter, 
by-laws, conflict of interest rules. aJi.d other documents ncte-S...--a£}' when establishing a 
board. Once the Board has deyeloped and adopted these guidelines for its operation, 
it should be considered ready to carry out its responsibilities and. therefore. no longer 
in "start-up", 

4. The Commissioll realizes that issues invol\'ing Board support stal'rha\'c hindered 
progress towards preparation of the RFP for the Independent AdmiJ\istrator bUllhc 
initial tasks ofseleclil'lg Board members. adoptil'lg a mission statement, by-laws and 
charter havc been completed. 

5. A standardized format for the budget should be adopted for usc iri an Board budget 
reporting. l11e LIOn should coordinate "ith the CBEE to adopt a detailed and 
consistent budget format. This fonnat should not iIlciude per diem fot Board n'lemocr 
aHendance at Advisory C0l11111iUee Mec-tings per D.9J-09-111 dated Scptember 24, 
1991. These mcetings are considered preparation for the Board members l duties. 

6. 111e proposed 1999 Operating Budget for the L10B is not sufliciently detailed. The 
Board should file a re"ised budget \vhkh ties the proposed nunlbet of scheduled -
mcetings to a task orien[ed agenda. including what is to be accomplished duritlg the 
sub-committee and ad\'iso£}' cOnliniltcc meetings. 
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1. The nO:lrd should tmek (,xjX'nses monthly and have. this infomlation on file and 
available for examination and audit by Commission staO~ 

8. The Board should be authorized to usc carry-over funds from the 1998 Operating 
Budset, up (0 an amount equal to SI~Oll ~698 (or one-half of the approvoo 1998 
Operating Budgel).tO While the Commtssion does not (oresee the nC\.--d to expend the 
full amount aUocated. this "ill altow the Board to continue (lperations white these 
issues arc rewln'd. 

9. A r~vised 1999 Operating 8udget should be t1ted as a supplemental filing no later 
than February 26, 1999. Tbe expenditutes during the first six months ofthe year 
should reflect the levels proj>OS\.""Xi in the revised budget. 

10. Sc!:npni.'s contention that 1999 Operating Budget should not be considered "start-up" 
and, therefore, should not be amortized, cannot be addressed in this Resolution The 
request for amortization was not tiled in the UGll Advice Letter I GIl E. This issue 
"ill be addressed in the resolution considering the Program Year 1999 uillit); advice 
letter filings. 

II. The Commission concurs "ith Scmpra's contention that the Pi10t P(ogran'a and Needs 
Assessmcnt funding (""quest is deficient and that the r"'quest for $6 million is 
"cxeessh'c and unreasonableH considering the lack of substantiation. The 
Commission further agrees \\llh the rccommendation that the request be denied 
JX'liding subl'nission of detailed proposals and ratepayer i1il~1ct anal)"sis. 

12. The r""quest for 54 million for undefined Pilot Progr.ulls should be denied, to the 
extent to which such pilots arc 110t eanllarked in the res(,Jution addressing the utility 
Program Year 1999 advice filings. The LIGn should. in coordination \\ith the utilities 
and interested parties. cvaluate alid provide to the Con\mission proposals for pilots for 
Program Year 2000_ 111cse proposals should include: 
a) detailed dcscriptions ofthe proposoo programs; 
b) itemized estimated costs ,'ler program; 
c) timclines for the studics; 
d) proposed stalldatds for measuring and cva1uating eOcctivclless; 
e) how the results oflhcse Pilot Programs \\ill be used in the future; and 
f) who \\ill adnlinistef the Pilot Programs; the utilitiC'-s or the Board. 

10 O. 98-02-0-10. dalN February 4. 19'98. page 13. The ad6ptN 1998 OiX"rating Rudget was $2.013.395 
but lIGD's AL tG!1 E lists the awro,·ed budget as $1,99) ,19S. 

10 



· Resolution E .. 3S83 
LIOn/AL IG/IE/rMD 

- ----

December 11, 1998 

13. The r~ue5t for $2 million for a state\\ide NC\.'ds Assessment is dcnkd JX'nding 
submittal ofa thorough, complete proposal for the study. This propo~l' \\ill be HI.:d 
as a suppkmental filing in the (orm of a compJiancc filing no later than February 26, 
1999 and should contain: 
a) spt.'(il1cson the sco~ and purpose of the study; 
b) Illethodology; 
c) task sfk,"'Cil1c timt; linc; 
d) proposoo ll1e,lsut~mcnt and cvaluation criteria; 
e) a lin\~ iten\ budget for the stud)'; 
f) an analysis ofratepa),cr inlpact as a rc·sult ofrenioving these funds fr011\ the 

CARr~LIEE monks (similar to that r~tliroo b>' GO 96-A); and 
g) specifics on who "ill administer Needs As.seSSfl\ent, i.~. the Board. the utilitie.s or 

the Conllhiss[Ori. and \\"ho \\ill pcrfollil ~.lch task.. 

14. The Commission is continuing to el'aluate the issue of suppOrt services for the Board 
and \\ill issue instnlctiolf Oll-this·llla(ter in a subsCqucnt ACR or dct"ision. 

15. The protest fi fed by SClilpra is granted (0 the extent as set (orth above. 

TliEREFORf:.IT IS ORDEREll THAT: 

I. The Low Intome Governing Board (LIOB or"the Board) is authorizcd to use up to 
$1,011,698 of the 1998 Operating nudget carryowr funds (or the Board's continued 
operation through June 30, 1999. 

2. The 1998 UOB Operating Budget carryoVer funds shalllirst be applied to fund the 
first six months of the 1999 LIOB Operating Budget up to the level established 
abOve. If additional funds are required. the)' s11all be fundc.d in accordance with the 
proccdure-s established in the re.sotution addressing the Advice Lettefs filed by Pacific 
Gas and Electric COIilpany, Southern California Edison Company, SDG&E and 
SoCal Gas, 2106-GII089-E, 1124-ElII19-G and 2748, re.spt.."'(tively. Any rcmainder 
shall be set aside and applied to Neetls Assessmellt studies ifal}pro\'C'd. IfNceds 
Asscssn~ent sludie-s arc not ocgun b)' JUlie I, 1999 then any remainillg carr)'owr 
monies shall re\'Crt to 1999 program funds as an increase in funding levels. 
Additional funding, if needed, (or Needs Asscssment are to be funded as all addition 
to the CARE program costs to be atlocatedbetwecli gas aIId electric departments for 
duel-fuel utHilie-s per the resolution addrc-ssing the utility ad\'ic~ filings. 

3. TIle Board shaH file a supplemclltal fllillg as a con1pliance liIing, as instructed hi the' 
text of this Resolution, by February 26, 1999. The tiling shall include it re\'ised 1999 
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· Resolution E .. 3583 
LIGB/AL IG!lE/pMo fro 

December 17, 1998 

o~rJting budgetjuslifying and substantiating noard expenditures for the calendar 
year 1999. This budget shaU: 

a) 00 in a standafltized fonl1~t which the Iloard \\ill usc' for a1l budgeling and 
tn.lcking for 1999 and beyond; 

b) include a IllNhodolog.)' which \\iII tic Bo..1rJ meetings to a task orientoo 
agenda. thereby giving Board members spcdlie targets for accompJishing thc 
bigger goals <.lfthe LIGB; 

c) exclude J'k:r diem aHo\mnccs for Roani mel'ilber attendance at Advisory 
Committee Ill~dings. 

4. The Board shall track ~xpcnses n\onthly using the same budget fonhat as abovc, and 
have this information available for examination by Commission s'af)~ 

5. The r"'quest for $4 million to come from the California Alternative Rates (ot Energy 
Program (CARE) and I.ow·lncome Energy Ef'nciency Program (UEE) monies to be 
used for Pilot Progran\s. is denied, to the extent lli0nies are not sct aside to do these 
Pilot Progra.!'ns in the resolution approving the utility Program Year 1999 advice 
mings. 

6. The request for $2 million 10 come from the CARE and LlEE monies to be usoo for a 
statc\\ide Ne~ds AsseSSlllent \\ill be [,,-consideroo upon receipt of a suppknlcntat 
filing in the fonn of a compliance filing as instmcted in this Resolution. This filing 
niust be filed no later thall FebmaIY 26, 1999 and must include: 

a) scope and purpose of the study; 
b) methodology (0 be employed in the study; 
c) task SIX-ciHc time-line;. . 
d) proposed nieasutement and evaluation criteria; 
c) line item budget for the study; 
f) analysis of the efleet on "ratepayers, rates and service ofrerings~' of incurring 

these expenses, similar to that r\.'<!uired by General Order 96·A. SC<'tion lite 
and VI; and 

g) who \\ill be administering the Needs Assessment and who \\ill be performing 
each task in the Needs Assessment. 

1. The issue of support s('r ... ic~s for the UGn is not addressed in this Resolution. 

8. The protest tiled by Sempra is granted to the extent as set forth aOO\"c. 

12 



. Reso1ution B-3S83 
LIGn/AI.. IG/IE/r~m 

This R("solution is cm.~li\"{~ today. 

December 17, 1998 

I certify that the foregoing Reso1ution was duly introduced, passed, and adopted at a 
conn-rence of the Public Utilities Conlt1,ission ofthe state of Cali fomi a he1d on 
December 17, 1998; the follcming Commissioners \'oting r..·wQrably thcteon: 

'- ~ .- - ."":;.. 
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\\lESLEY M. FRANKLIN 
Ex«uti\'c Dircrtor 

RICHARD A. IlILAS 
I) residcn't 

P. GREGORY CONLON 
JESSIE J. KNIGHT, JEt . 
IIENRY M. DUQUE' 
JOSIAII L. NEEPER 

Comnii ssioners 


