Demande de renseignements n° 1
d’Option consommateurs à Hydro-Québec-Distribution

Plan global en efficacité énergétique 2005-2010
Dossier R-3552-2004

1. Reference:  HQD-1, Document 1, pp 40-44; Appendix A: Low-Income Energy Efficiency Program, pp 16-17

Preamble:  Hydro-Québec Distribution is proposing two separate lower-income home visit programs in the 2005-2010 PGEÉ. The first program, a pilot program, which is an addition to the AEÉ Energuide Home Inspection program, entitled « Inspection énergétique ÉnerGuide de l’Agence de l’efficacité énergétique, volet spécifique aux ménages à budget modeste ». For simplicity’s sake, we will refer to it as the AEÉ Energuide Lower Income Home Inspection Program. 

The second program, which HQD has supported since 2003, is the « Programme d’efficacité chez les ménages à budget modeste de l’Agence de l’efficacité énergétique ». For simplicity’s sake, we will refer to it as the AEÉ Lower Income Home Visit Program. It appears that within this second program, there are three levels of inspection – or sub-programs – funded by HQD: (i) for electrical heating customers (TAE); (ii) for electrical heating customers, and including the installation of an electronic thermostat (TAE + thermostat); and (iii) for non-electrical heating customers (non-TAE). 

The following are general questions about the two programs.
Question:

1.1 For each home visit program (AEÉ Energuide Lower Income Home Inspection Program and AEÉ Lower Income Home Visit Program), please provide: 

(i) a detailed breakdown of the estimated variable costs (e.g. the cost of the energy assessment, any follow-up visits, as well as the purchase and installation of the individual measures involved; use Appendix A, p. 16, Table 3 as a guideline); 

(ii) an estimate of the fixed costs associated with each program (see Appendix A, p. 16, section 5.2 for further explanation); 

(iii) the range of potential energy savings associated with each individual measure in terms of both % reduction of energy bill and average savings in kWh (see Appendix A, p. 17, Table 4 as a guideline).

If there are differences in the measures undertaken in AEÉ Lower Income Home Visit Program for TAE, TAE + thermostat, and non-TAE visits, the breakdowns (i)-(iii) should distinguish between TAE and non-TAE visits for this program.

Note: If some of the data requested is unavailable, please provide as much detail as possible.


1.2 Please specify how the HQD contribution for each program is allocated among the variable and fixed costs as described in 1.1 (i) and (ii). 


1.3 Specifically, what proportion of HQD’s contribution to each program, as described in “Nature et niveau de l’aide” on pp. 41 and pp. 43-44, is allocated to variable program costs versus fixed costs? 


1.4 There are two generally accepted approaches for determining energy savings from an energy efficiency program: (i) through a home assessment after the installation of the measures; (ii) through an estimate of energy savings based on assumptions and experience. 


1.4.1 Please describe the follow-up measures to determine energy savings involved in each program.


1.4.2 Please explain in detail how energy savings for each program will be determined for the purposes of calculating lost revenues for the revenue requirements.


1.5 Please provide the cut-off incomes (alluded to as “certains seuils définis par le gouvernement du Québec” in HQD-1, Document 1, p. 42) for each program and provide the original source of the cut-off incomes, as well as the rationale for their use.


1.6 Please describe the eligibility criteria and screening process for each program.


1.6.1 Does the screening process use a formal application system where customers must provide supporting documents to qualify for the program or does the process involve a “self identification” system wherein customers confirm their eligibility in writing, but are not required to submit supporting documents?


1.6.2 Are these the eligibility criteria and screening processes the same for each program delivery agent? If not, please explain how they differ. 


1.7 In Ontario, electric utilities are being encouraged to cooperate with gas distributors to jointly administer energy efficiency programs (e.g. Enbridge Gas and Toronto Hydro are delivering joint programs in Toronto). Is HQD exploring cooperation possibilities with natural gas distributors to jointly administer energy efficiency programs? If not, why not?

1.8 For each home visit program, are all energy savings associated with jointly funded programs (e.g., with the AEÉ or the OEÉ) attributed to HQD, as part of lost revenues?  

1.8.1 If not, what proportion of the energy savings is attributed to HQD for each program? 


1.8.2 If yes, please comment on the appropriateness of attributing 100% of energy savings from a program that is jointly funded by partners and/or customers.


1.9 Many lower income tenants in Quebec pay for their utilities as part of the rent (chauffage inclus). Has HQD considered future programs to benefit these tenants and to attribute energy savings from efficiency measures in the form of rent reductions? If not, why not?


1.10 Who is accountable for the overall administration of the two programs: the AEÉ or HQD? If there is joint accountability, please describe each party’s role in detail.


2. Reference:  HQD-1, Document 1, pp 40-41, Section 4.1.3.1, which describes the AEÉ Energuide Lower Income Home Inspection Program; Appendix A: Low-Income Energy Efficiency Program, p. 3; HQD-3, Doc 2, p. 36.
Question:

2.1 Please explain the philosophy behind the inclusion of a more comprehensive home visit program, which targets deeper reductions.


2.2 A similar program being proposed in Ontario requires no capital outlay for low-income participation in the program (see Appendix A, p. 3), unlike the HQD program, which requires a maximum of $250, or 10% of the cost of required work. 


2.2.1 Please justify the reasons for this capital outlay requirement, particularly in light of the fact one that one of HQD’s own working group report conclusions regarding barriers to participation for lower income consumers was “peu de moyens pour acheter des produits économiseurs d’énergie” (HQD-3, Doc 2, p. 36).


2.2.2 Please comment on the possibility of reducing or removing this requirement should program participation not meet targeted levels.


2.3 Describe in detail any customer education measures to be provided during the program delivery and follow-up.


2.4 Describe in detail any follow-up measures planned after the initial home visit.


2.5 Does this program include an infiltrometer (or blower-door) test, as is the case in the regular Energuide Home Inspections?


2.6 How is marketing/outreach to be carried out for this program?

2.7 Are the marketing, outreach and education materials multilingual? 


2.7.1 If yes, in what languages are they available? 


2.7.2 If not, are there any plans to make multilingual materials available? Please specify.

2.8 Are any inspections or renovations planned for 2004 within this program? If not, when will the inspections get underway?


2.9 Please provide a detailed explanation and breakdown of (i) how the 4000 kWh number was derived as the estimate for the average savings associated with the AEÉ Energuide Lower Income Home Inspection Program; (ii) how the average cost of $2,750 was derived (HQD-1, Doc 1, p. 40). Please reconcile your answers with answers provided in 1.1.


2.10 Is HQD currently managing the delivery of the pilot project? 


2.10.1 If not, who is managing the delivery?

2.10.2 Has HQD selected any program delivery agents for this program? 


2.10.3 If yes, please provide the list of agents.


2.10.4 If not, please describe HQD’s plans with respect to managing the delivery of the program.


2.10.5 Where is the pilot project being offered?


2.10.6 When will the program be available on a province-wide basis?


2.10.7 Please describe in detail HQD’s expansion plans with respect to the program.


2.11 How long do the benefits of this program last? What is the recommended time lapse between home inspections? Please specify.

3 Reference:  HQD-1, Document 1, pp 41-44, Section 4.1.4, which describes the AEÉ Lower Income Home Visit Program
Question:


3.1  Describe in detail any customer education measures provided during the program delivery and follow-up.


3.2 Describe in detail any follow-up measures after the initial home visit.


3.3  How is marketing/outreach carried out for this program?


3.4  Are the marketing, outreach and education materials multilingual? 

3.4.1 If yes, in what languages are they available? 


3.4.2 If not, are there any plans to make multilingual materials available? Please specify.



3.5  Please provide a detailed explanation and breakdown of (i) how the 821 kWh, 205 kWh and 684 kWh were derived as the estimate for the average savings associated with the AEÉ Lower Income Home Visit Program for TAE visits, non-TAE visits, and programmable thermostat installation, respectively; (ii) how the average costs of $280 and $70 were derived for TAE and non-TAE visits, respectively. Please reconcile your answers with answers provided in 1.1.



3.6  As detailed in HQD-1, Doc 1, p. 42, HQD in R-3519-2004, increased its financial contribution in order to ensure that the program is available province-wide.

3.6.1 Please describe where the program is currently available in Quebec.


3.6.2 Please provide the list of program delivery agents by territory.


3.6.3 What are the future expansion plans for the program?


3.7  How long do the benefits of this program last? What is the recommended time lapse between home inspections? Please specify.

4 Reference:  HQD-1, Doc 1, p. 21, Table 3.2; p. 22, Table 3.3; p. 23, Table 3.4; p. 25, Table 3.5; p. 94, Table 5.3; as well as in HQD-2, Doc 1, Annexe 1, pp. 4-6, Tables 1-3; HQD-1, Document 1, p. 41; and R-3519-2003, HQD-5, Document 1, p. 12, Table 2.

Question:



4.1  In R-3519, HQD-5, Document 1, p. 12, Table 2, in March 2004, HQD planned to spend $0.5 million on the AEÉ Energuide Lower Income Home Inspection Program. Unfortunately, the budget tables in the current filing do not provide a breakdown for this specific program.


4.1.1 Please explain if the $0.5 million has been spent on the program and how it has been spent.


4.1.2 Please explain why there is no breakdown for the AEÉ Energuide Lower Income Home Inspection program for 2005, nor for 2005-2010, particularly given that 13,325 inspections and 11,326 renovations are planned as part of the program (according to HQD-1, Document 1, p. 41).

4.1.3 Please provide an additional line item specifically for the AEÉ Energuide Lower Income Home Inspection in HQD-1, Doc 1, p. 21, Table 3.2; p. 22, Table 3.3; p. 23, Table 3.4; p. 25, Table 3.5; p. 94, Table 5.3; as well as in HQD-2, Doc 1, Annexe 1, pp. 4-6, Tables 1-3.
5 Reference:  HQD-1, Document 1, pp. 41-44, and HQD-1, Doc 1, p. 21, Table 3.2; p. 22, Table 3.3; p. 23, Table 3.4; p. 25, Table 3.5; p. 94, Table 5.3; as well as in HQD-2, Doc 1, Annexe 1, pp. 4-6, Tables 1-3

Question:

5.1  Similarly, it would be useful to see a breakdown of the AEÉ Lower Income Home Visit Program, for the following subprograms: (i) TAE, (ii) TAE with electronic thermostat (iii) non TAE. This additional breakdown is justified given that the description of the AEÉ Lower Income Home Visit Program implied that each sub-program has different costs and savings associated with it.


5.1.1 Please provide three additional line items specifically for the AEÉ Lower Income Home Visit sub-programs, (i) TAE, (ii) TAE with electronic thermostat, and (iii) non TAE (as well as the total for the whole program as already included) in HQD-1, Doc 1, p. 21, Table 3.2; p. 22, Table 3.3; p. 23, Table 3.4; p. 25, Table 3.5; p. 94, Table 5.3; as well as in HQD-2, Doc 1, Annexe 1, pp. 4-6, Tables 1-3.


5.2  According to HQD-2, Document 1, Annexe 1, p. 6, Table 3, it appears that the number of home visits accomplished by September 30, 2004 for the AEÉ Lower Income Home Visit Program, was 3,240. Please confirm that this is the case. If not, please explain the significance of the 3,240 figure and provide the number of home visits to date as well as the projected number for 2004.
6 Reference:  HQD-2, Document 1, p. 20, Table 3.1

Question:

6.1  Table 3.1 indicates that the level of satisfaction with the AEÉ Lower Income Home Visit Program was forthcoming. Can you please provide this number? If not, when will it be available?
7 Reference:  HQD-1, Document 1, p. 25, Table 3.5; HQD-3, Document 2, p. 36

Question:
7.1  Why is the 2005 communications budget for the AEÉ Lower Income Home Visit Program at $0.0?

7.2  Reconcile a zero communications budget with the finding for the “Diagnostic Énergétique Résidentiel” working group that one of the barriers to participation in energy efficiency programs was “trop complexe et besoin de plus de renseignements” (HQD-3, Doc 2, p. 36). 


7.2.1 If this statement of excess complexity and need for more information relates to a barrier for the lower-income customer, then what is HQD doing to help customers to overcome the barrier?


7.2.2 If the statement relates to the consultative committee’s need for more information on the barrier, what has been done to learn more about the needs and barriers to participation for lower income consumers?


8 Reference:  R-3519-2003, HQD-5, Document 1, p. 8, lines 4-14

Question:
8.1  In our research experience, there is some variation in the AEÉ Lower Income Home Visit Program measures among delivery organizations. In R-3519-2004, the Distributor indicated that in order to ensure a uniform quality of service and to train program delivery agents, HQD and the AEÉ planned to develop information kits to distribute, as well as energy saving products to install during TAE and non-TAE visits. HQD also asked for another $150k for 2004 and $200k per year thereafter in the context of the need for such short-term changes.


8.1.1 Has HQD followed through on its commitment to develop information kits to distribute, as well as energy saving products to install during TAE and non-TAE visits?


8.1.2 If yes, please describe what has been done so far in this respect and what remains to be accomplished.


8.1.3 If not, please explain why not. Please describe when this work will be undertaken. 


8.1.4 If not, please explain how the $150k was spent in 2004.


9 Reference:  HQD-1, Document 1, pp 44-47, section 4.1.5 which pertains to Social Housing Renovations

Preamble: This year, HQD is introducing an energy efficient renovation program for Social Housing (HLM). In Ontario, recent studies have shown that (i) only 17% of lower-income consumers live in social housing; (ii) there is a tremendous shortage of social housing.

Question:

9.1  Has HQD undertaken a similar study in Quebec?


9.2  What percentage of lower-income consumers live in social housing in Quebec?


9.3  Is there a shortage of social housing in Quebec? Please explain and quantify if possible.


10 Reference:  HQD-1, Document 1

Question:

10.1  In addition to the two lower-income home visit programs and the social housing (HLM) renovation program, what other programs specifically target lower-income consumers?


10.2 Which, if any, programs are specifically targeted to senior citizens?


10.2.1 Please provide information about the results of all such programs and specify the participation rate for senior citizens. 


11 Reference:  HQD-2, Document 1, p. 5, lines 15-18


Question:

11.1 In the review of the 2004 PGEÉ, HQD notes that it anticipates reaching only 85% of target energy savings, but spending 100% of the target budget. Please explain in detail why the energy savings targets were not achieved while the full budget was spent.



12 Reference:  HQD-2, Document 1, p. 12, section 2.2.1, and HQD-2, Document 1, Annexe 1, p. 5, Table 2

Preamble: The review of the 2004 PGEÉ, HQD notes that even though only $15 million of the total PGEÉ budget of $41.8 million was spent by September 30, 2004, the PGEÉ target spending was still 100% because an important part of the energy efficiency activities take place during the Autumn months (HQD-2, Doc 1, p. 12, section 2.2.1). Nonetheless, we have noted that only 11% of the AEÉ Lower Income Home Visit Program was spent by September 30, 2004 or $0.2 million out of $2.1 million (HQD-2, Doc 1, Annexe 1, p. 5, Table 2).
Question:

12.1 Given that total residential spending was at 35% for the PGEÉ as of September 30, 2004, is the AEÉ Lower Income Home Visit Program targeted spending still on track?

12.2 Please explain why the September 30, 2004 expenses to budget ratio of 11% for the AEÉ Lower Income Home Visit Program among the very lowest of the active energy efficiency programs.
13 Reference:  HQD-1, Document 1, p. 95, Table 5.4

Preamble: Generally accepted regulatory practice involves the matching of benefits and costs for energy efficiency on a class basis, together with a reasonable allocation of general costs (tronc commun) per customer class.

Question:

13.1 Please explain in detail how HQD allocates the costs and benefits of the PGEÉ per customer class, as well as how the general costs are allocated.



14 Reference: HQD-1, Document 1

Question:

14.1 Please provide a complete breakdown of (i) the assets associated with each PGEÉ program; (ii) their value; (iii) their owner (e.g. HQD, a leasing company, the customer); (iv) whether they are included in the rate base or not.
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