BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Docket No. UE-070725
Amended Petition of Puget Sound Energy, Inc. For an Order Authorizing

the Use of the Proceeds from the Sale of RECs and CFIs

WUTC STAFF DATA REQUEST NO. 035
WUTC STAFF DATA REQUEST NO. 035:

The Commission’s June 29, 2010, Notice in this docket states in part:

The Commission requires additional, specific information concerning the additional amounts of cost-effective [low income] conservation that can be achieved during [2010-2011] and the amount and source(s) of funds available to achieve it.

A.
Please provide the following information, assuming PSE received no funds from the Enron settlement and no funds from REC proceeds:


1) The amount of cost-effective low income conservation PSE expects to achieve during 2010-2011.  If the amount is not the same as PSE identified in Docket UE-091859, please fully explain the discrepancy.  If the amount is greater than the amount PSE identified in Docket UE-091859, please explain:

a) Why PSE did not propose to acquire that additional conservation in that docket, 

b) Whether that additional conservation will be available after 2011, and if not, why not.

2) Please provide a table listing each source of funds available to achieve the amount of low income conservation you listed in your response to 1) above.  Opposite each source you list, please state the funding amount from that source, and please state the total funding from all sources listed. 

3) Of the total amount of funds shown in your response to part 2) above, please provide the amount PSE expects to use for repairs to low income housing structures.

4) Please provide a demonstration that the conservation acquired satisfies:

a) The Utility Cost Test; and 

b) The Total Resource Cost Test

Support your response with a detailed calculation

B.
Please provide the following information, assuming uses $4.57 million from REC proceeds:

1) The amount of cost-effective low income conservation PSE expects to achieve during 2010-2011.  If the amount is not the same as PSE identified in Docket UE-091859, please fully explain the discrepancy.  If the amount is greater than the amount PSE identified in Docket UE-091859, please explain:

a) Why PSE did not propose to acquire that additional conservation in that docket, 

b) Whether that additional conservation will be available after 2011, and if not, why not.

2) Please provide a table listing each source of funds available to achieve the amount of low income conservation you listed in your response to 1) above.  Opposite each source you list, please state the funding amount from that source, and please state the total funding from all sources listed. 

3) Of the total amount of funds shown in your response to part 2) above, please provide the amount PSE expects to use for repairs to low income housing structures. 

4) Please indicate whether the conservation acquired satisfies:

a) The Utility Cost Test; and 

b) The Total Resource Cost Test

Support your response with a detailed calculation, and please show separately how PSE treats the $4.57 million in that calculation.

C.
Please provide the following information, assuming PSE receives the expected amount of Enron settlement proceeds (around $2.1 million) and uses $4.57 million from REC proceeds:

1) The amount of cost-effective low income conservation PSE expects to achieve during 2010-2011.  If the amount is not the same as PSE identified in Docket UE-091859, please fully explain the discrepancy.  If the amount is greater than the amount PSE identified in Docket UE-091859, please explain:

a) Why PSE did not propose to acquire that additional conservation in that docket, 

b) Whether that additional conservation will be available after 2011, and if not, why not.

2) Please provide a table listing each source of funds available to achieve the amount of low income conservation you listed in your response to 1) above.  Opposite each source you list, please state the funding amount from that source, and please state the total funding from all sources listed. 

3) Of the total amount of funds shown in your response to part 2) above, please provide the amount PSE expects to use for repairs to low income housing structures. 

4) Please indicate whether the conservation acquired satisfies:

a) The Utility Cost Test; and 

b) The Total Resource Cost Test

Support your response with a detailed calculation, and please show separately how PSE treats the $4.57 million and the $2.1 million.

D.
Please respond to the following:

1) If the figures you provided in your responses to Part B1 and Part C1 above do not reflect the same amount of conservation, please state all reasons explaining why these figures are different.

2) If the difference between the amounts of conservation you state in your response to Part A1 and B1 above does not reflect the “additional amounts of cost-effective low income conservation that can be achieved during 2010-2011,” please explain why it is not, and provide the amount of “additional amounts cost-effective low income conservation that can be achieved during 2010-2011,” and the basis for that amount.  (The quoted phrases are taken from the Commission’s June 29, 2010, Notice, page 2).

Response:

A.

1) Assuming Puget Sound Energy, Inc. ("PSE") had received no Enron settlement proceeds for low income energy efficiency from the Washington State Attorney General, and assuming PSE received no funds from REC proceeds, the amount of feasible cost-effective conservation PSE would have expected to achieve in 2010-2011 is 2,992,800 kWh savings.  Attachment A to PSE's Response to WUTC Staff Data Request No. 35, attached hereto, provides additional detail regarding the amount of feasible cost-effective conservation PSE expected to achieve in 2010-11 based on these assumptions. This is the same amount of cost-effective low income conservation presented in Docket UE-091859, except that the kWh savings in Docket UE-091859 were rounded up to 3,000,000 kWh savings. 
2)
The table below lists each source of funding available to PSE to achieve the amount of low income conservation listed in PSE's Response to WUTC Staff Data Request No. 35.A.1.  
	2010-2011 PSE LIW Source of Funds: Tariff Electric

	Funding Source
	Funding Amount
	Repair Amount

	Electric Tariff Rider
	$4,783,380
	$0

	Shareholder
	$420,000
	$357,000

	Total
	$5,203,380
	$357,000


The $420,000 Shareholder dollars are identified as “Other Contributions" in Attachment A to PSE's Response to WUTC Staff Data Request No. 35 and in Docket UE-091859 (Appendix C, Exhibit I).  These funds are used for repairs (80%) and conservation measures (20%).  The 20% for conservation measures have been used to fund the balance of conservation measures, where the utility incentive pays for part, but not all, of an energy efficiency measure, and therefore there are no savings projected for these conservations measures funded by Shareholder dollars. 
3)
See PSE's Response to WUTC Staff Data Request No. 35.A.2.  Low income agencies may have other funding sources available for their use for repairs to low-income housing structures.  These include federal Department Of Energy ("DOE"), American Recovery and Reinvestment Act ("ARRA") funds (through June 2011), State Energy Matchmaker, and State Home Repair and Rehabilitation funds (if available).  The low income agencies are not required to, and do not, report to PSE on how they use these funds from other funding sources. 
4)
In this analysis, the estimated result of the Utility Cost ("UC") test is 1.41, and the estimated result of the Total Resource Cost ("TRC") test is 1.29.
B.
1) Please see PSE's Response to WUTC Staff Data Request No. 27, which explains that PSE believes it is not feasible to expend $4.57 million for low income energy efficiency in the 2010-2011 biennium, and that PSE anticipates it would be feasible to use only one-half of the $4.57 million if PSE is required to only use the funds in the 2010-2011 biennium.  While it is feasible that PSE could spend a portion of the proceeds in the remainder of 2010, it would be a limited amount due to the late timing of the release of the funds.  This late release would jeopardize PSE’s ability to spend the entire $4.57 million by the end of 2011 and still meet the TRC and savings goals outlined in the record.  Therefore, it is not feasible to expend $4.57 million for low income energy efficiency in the 2010-2011 biennium.  
Assuming PSE had received no Enron settlement proceeds for low income energy efficiency from the Washington State Attorney General, and assuming PSE uses $2.285 million from REC proceeds, the amount of feasible cost-effective conservation PSE would expect to achieve in 2010-2011 is 3,418,099 kWh savings.  Attachment B to PSE's Response to WUTC Staff Data Request No. 35, attached hereto, provides additional detail regarding the amount of feasible cost-effective conservation PSE expects to achieve in 2010-2011, with $2.285 million in REC proceeds applied to the 2011 program and assuming no Enron settlement funds for low income energy efficiency. 
a)
The amounts for the 2010-11 program are greater than the amount presented in Docket UE-091859 because Docket UE-091859 does not include funding from REC proceeds.  The REC funding was not incorporated into the UE-091859 docket for several reasons.  First, the REC funding proposal was already pending before the Commission in its own docket when Docket UE-091859 was initiated.  Second, the source of the funding proposed in Docket UE-070725 was new and unique.  Third, the nature of ownership of the REC proceeds was undecided.  Fourth, the ultimate disbursement of the REC proceeds was unknown.  Fifth, while the ultimate timing of the proposed program to use REC proceeds for low income conservation and repairs was unknown, even the expected timing of the proposed program was not synchronous with the biennial period that PSE and the CRAG use to plan and implement conservation programs. 
b)
If the $4.57 million in REC proceeds are spread over three years, as proposed by The Energy Project and set forth in PSE's Response to WUTC Staff Data Request No. 27, then additional conservation will be available after 2011, as shown in PSE's Response to WUTC Staff Data Request No. 27.  

2) The table below lists each source of funding available to PSE to achieve the amount of low-income conservation listed in PSE's Response to WUTC Staff Data Request No. 35.B.1
	2010-2011 PSE LIW Source of Funds: Tariff Electric + REC

	Funding Source
	Funding Amount
	Repair Amount

	Electric Tariff Rider
	$4,783,380
	$0

	Shareholder
	$210,000
	$178,500

	REC
	$2,285,000
	$1,671,822

	Total
	$7,278,380
	$1,850,322


3) See PSE Response to WUTC Staff Data Request No. 35.B.2.  Low income agencies may have other funding sources available for their use for repairs to low-income housing structures.  These include federal DOE, ARRA funds (through June 2011), State Energy Matchmaker, and State Home Repair and Rehabilitation funds (if available).  The low income agencies are not required to, and do not, report to PSE on how they use these funds from other funding sources. 
4) In this analysis, the estimated result from the UC test is 1.61 and the estimated result from the TRC test is 1.06.    
C.  
1)
Assuming PSE received the expected amount of Enron settlement proceeds and uses REC proceeds as discussed in PSE's Response to WUTC Staff Data Request No. 35.B.1, above, the amount of feasible cost-effective conservation PSE would expect to achieve in 2010-2011 is 4,753,540 kWh savings.  Attachment C to PSE's Response to WUTC Staff Data Request No. 35, attached hereto, provides additional detail regarding the amount of feasible cost-effective conservation PSE expects it could achieve in 2010-2011 assuming the use of Enron settlement funds and REC proceeds as discussed in more detail below.  Note that only $1.7 million of the Enron settlement proceeds are being used for electric customers; the remainder is being used for gas customers and is not reflected in Attachment C to PSE's Response to WUTC Staff Data Request No. 35.  
a)
In this scenario, the amount of cost effective conservation is greater for 2010-2011 than PSE identified in Docket UE-091859.  This is due to the infusion of $1.7 million of the Enron settlement proceeds in 2010 and $2.28 million of REC proceeds in 2011, neither of which is included in Docket UE-091859.  See PSE's Response to WUTC Staff Data Request No. 35.B.1 above for the assumptions regarding PSE's use of REC proceeds and the reasons why the REC proceeds were not included in Docket UE-091859.  

Enron Settlement Proceeds:  By the end of 2010, PSE expects to have applied $1,732,575 to electric units with 80% spent on repairs and 20% spent on energy efficiency measures, achieving 294,009 kWh savings directly from Enron settlement proceeds.  In addition, however, the Enron settlement proceeds have played a role in enabling additional cost effective conservation in the tariff program with an estimated additional savings of 1,000 MWh for the tariff program in 2010.  For 2010, Shareholder dollars ($259,886.26) have been used for administrative expenses associated with Enron settlement proceeds distribution.  Several unique aspects of the Attorney General’s Enron settlement proceeds should be noted. First, the Enron settlement proceeds are not required by the Attorney General’s Office to be spent in a cost-effective manner, nor are they required to meet a certain level of cost-effectiveness, therefore they are very different in that regard from other monies being compared here.  Second, the Enron settlement proceeds cannot be spent on administrative costs to carry out the program.  Third, the timing of the disbursement of the Enron settlement proceeds occurred after PSE filed its Biennial Conservation Programs and did not allow PSE and the CRAG members to incorporate the funds into the biennial planning cycle of PSE’s Biennial Conservation Programs. 
b)
See PSE's Response to WUTC Staff Data Request No. 35.B.1.b, above.

2)
The table below lists each source of funding available to PSE to achieve the amount of low income conservation listed in PSE's Response to WUTC Staff Data Request No. 35.C.1.
	2010-2011 PSE LIW Source of Funds: Tariff Electric + REC + Enron

	Funding Source
	Funding Amount
	Repair Amount

	Electric Tariff Rider
	$5,611,938
	$0

	Shareholder
	$259,886
	$220,903

	REC
	$2,285,000
	$1,671,822

	Enron Settlement
	$1,732,575
	$1,386,060

	Total
	$9,889,399
	$3,278,786


3)
See PSE Response to WUTC Staff Data Request No. 35.C.2.  Low income agencies may have other funding sources available for their use for repairs to low-income housing structures.  These include federal DOE, ARRA funds (through June 2011), State Energy Matchmaker, and State Home Repair and Rehabilitation funds (if available).  The low income agencies are not required to, and do not, report to PSE on how they use these funds from other funding sources.
4)
In this analysis, the estimated result of the UC test is 1.91 and the estimated result of the TRC test is 1.08.

D.
1) Please see PSE's Response to WUTC Staff Data Request No. 35.B.1 and 35.C.1 above.  
2) The difference between the amounts of conservation in PSE's Response to WUTC Staff Data Request No. 35.A.1 and 35.C.1 represents the additional amounts of cost effective low income conservation that can be achieved during 2010-2011.  Please see PSE's Response to WUTC Staff Data Request No. 27 for the cost effective low income conservation that can be achieved during 2011-2013 if the $4.57 million in REC proceeds are used over that three-year time frame.  
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