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PROPOSALS OF PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY (U 39 M)

FOR MODIFYING BOARD STRUCTURES AND OPERATING PROCEDURES

In response to Assigned Commissioner Neeper’s March 8, 1999, Ruling, Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) submits its proposals for modifying the structure and operating procedures for the California Board for Energy Efficiency (CBEE) and the Low Income Governing Board (LIGB).  

The Commission authorized the administrative structure it will use to achieve its goals for energy efficiency and low income programs in its March 18, 1999 decision.
  PG&E believes that meeting the Commission’s overall objective with respect to energy efficiency and low-income programs is of first importance.  In order to achieve these goals efficiently, the specific roles and responsibilities of different players involved in the process of delivering these programs  must be clear.  While the March 18 decision outlines overall responsibilities of the Boards, details on how participants can work together are unclear, and the upcoming workshop on April 12 and 13 provides an opportunity to work on a more detailed understanding of how participants can work better together.  PG&E’s comments are offered primarily in the spirit of meeting the Commission’s objective. 

In addressing these details, PG&E believes all parties should share several overall objectives including:

Meet the Commission’s goal for the energy efficiency and low income programs.

Avoid program hiatus and market disruptions.

Focus resources towards programs and away from regulatory processes.

To achieve these objectives, and the Commission’s overall objectives for these programs, PG&E believes the following are necessary conditions:

1. A well defined program development process should culminate into a program offering ready for announcement to market players well in advance of the new program year.

2. The program offering must be authorized on or before the beginning of each program year.

3. The program offering must be linked to a well-defined utility/administrator incentive payment structure.

4. The utility/administrator incentive payment structure must be linked to specified goals/milestones to be achieved.

5. Board structure and procedures adapted to the March 18 Decision, and in line with CPUC practice.

PG&E believes this will require a clear delineation of roles, responsibilities and decision-making authority of all parties involved in the development and implementation of energy efficiency and low-income programs.  (The achievement of this objective maximizes the probability of success of the above objectives.)  In addition, PG&E believes the two-track process PG&E has proposed
 in the Comments on Draft Resolution for the 1999 CEE Programs will go a long way in meeting the objectives in the immediate future regardless of what final Board structure is adopted by the Commission.  

To accomplish this, PG&E recommends the Commission follow a three part process: :

1. First, the Commission should take an inventory of the roles and responsibilities of parties involved, either by specific assignment or by default, in the design, approval and implementation process.

2. Second, the Commission should identify duplication or overlap of roles and responsibilities and try to eliminate it.

3. Third, the Commission should differentiate between the tasks and information that is truly required to meet its primary objective and the tasks and information that is “generally useful and nice to have.”  Given the enormous task of transforming markets in a relatively short time frame, the Commission should give serious consideration to eliminating such items.

Rather than looking at the Board’s structure and role in isolation, the Commission could consider this more broadly.  The Boards, the Energy Division , the Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA), the utilities, the California Energy Commission, energy service providers, customers and others all contribute to the process.  Each party brings a different expertise and some have specific statutory or regulatory responsibilities.  The Commission could work to  sort out those items that appropriately belong to each party, either because of that party’s expertise or because of existing statuary or regulatory responsibility.

In order for the future process to be workable and efficient, to resolve disputes quickly and completely, to meet the Commission’s goals, a number of issues must be resolved including a clear definition of the roles of the various parties, including the following:

· Program development and design  -  To what extent is this the responsibility of the Boards or the  utilities?  Is there a way to distinguish their roles or the products the Commission desires from each?  What ultimately is the responsibility and accountability of each entity? In addition, to the extent the Boards develop recommendations, does that place them in a position of advocacy, and how is this position distinguished from the advocacy of others?

· Customer input on program design - Which entities should solicit  input from energy users or other parties?  Are there several points during the program planning and implementation process which this input can be solicited? 

· Budgets and budget flexibility, including fund shifting - To what extent should parties in addition to the Boards, such as utility administrators and implementers, have input on original budget determinations among programs and subsequent flexibility based on market response?

· Program design filings - Once programs have been designed, how is the level of detail included in the initial filings by the utilities (and subsequent supplementary filings) determined? Is the level currently used too detailed, not detailed enough, or appropriate? 

· Do the Boards have oversight responsibilities, and how are these to be distinguished from the compliance responsibilities of Energy Division?

· Membership of the Boards - If the goals of the Commission for EE programs focus on market transformation, should knowledge in that area be sought as members are replaced? What other areas of expertise are important for CBEE and LIGB members now?

· Reporting Requirements - To what extent should the Commission’s Reporting requirement satisfy the interests of itself, ORA, and the Boards?  To the extent that future reporting requirements do not satisfy all parties, what is the obligation of interim administrators to meet all parties needs?

· Dispute Resolution - What is the process for resolving disagreements between the Boards, utilities or other parties in the area of  program design, budgets and implementation?  Does the Energy Division have a role here?

· Procedures - Since the Boards are advisory and not a parties, should there be processes for them to follow in providing that advice?  If so, what might they be?.

· Board Accountability - If the Boards have specific responsibilities, what is the mechanism for accountability?  How will Boards’ expenditures be verified? How is a Board held responsible if it fails to meet Commission’s expectation or applicable law? 

· In Decision 97-04-044, the Commission designated PG&E and Southern California Edison Company as the paying agents for the CBEE and LIGB respectively.  With Board operations expected to continue through 2001, should these arrangements continue or can other approaches (such as that used for the  Electric Education Trust) be considered?


PG&E realizes that these comments are more in the form of a listing of issues that should be discussed at the workshop than concrete proposals for resolution, but we believe that the issues list serves as a good starting point for the discussion.
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� See Ordering Paragraph 1, Conclusion of Law 8, Findings of Fact 13 and 14, and the discussion on pages 20 and 21. 





� PG&E’s March 16, 1999 Comments on Draft Resolution E-3592, dated April 1, 1999.
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