
APPROVED MINUTES

LOW INCOME OVERSIGHT BOARD

April 27, 2004
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El Segundo Public Library

111 W. Mariposa Avenue

El Segundo, CA 90245
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Board Members Present: Maria Juarez (Chair), Alan Woo (Vice-Chair), Ortensia Lopez (Secretary), Carl Wood, Janine Scancarelli, Paul White, Yole Whiting and Ron Garcia. Quorum Present.

Public Present:  Richard Shaw, John Nall, Richard Villasenor, Arleen Novotney, Susan Brown, Mary O’Drain, Don Wood, Fred Sebold, Yvette Vazquez, Kathleen Gaffney, John Fasana and Pat Alridge.

CPUC Staff Present:  Donna Wagoner, Terrie Tannehill, Jessica Hecht, Patricia Esule, Linda Serizawa, Donna Silvestre, and Zaida Amaya.
I. Call to Order

Chair Juarez called the meeting to order at 10:30 am.  Due to technical difficulty with the phone system, the Board only discussed items on the agenda; there wasn't any action on any of the items.  Chair Juarez informed that Board that a teleconference meeting will be scheduled for a later date to enable the LIOB to vote on any necessary motions needing the Board’s approval.
a. Approval of Agenda (Document Index #1)  

Agenda approved by consensus.

II. Review and Approval of Minutes

a. LIOB Draft Meeting Minutes – January 26, 2004  (Document Index #2)

No comments or changes were made to the January 26, 2004 minutes.

b. LIOB Draft Meeting Minutes – February 19, 2004 (Document Index #3)

No comments or changes were made to the February 19, 2004 minutes.

The Board thanked staff for the time and effort they put into the minutes.

LIOB Financial Tracking Report (Document Index # 4)
Chair Juarez asked each board member to review their individual expense sheet.  Chair Juarez indicated that any discrepancies should be reported to Terrie Tannehill.

III. 10:30 a.m.: Update on Needs Assessment Study (KEMA) (Document Index #5)
Kathleen Gaffney, from KEMA,  provided a brief summary of where they are with the survey.  She informed the board that KEMA conducted a debriefing meeting with the survey teams and Energy Division staff that are involved with the project.  Ms. Gaffney indicated that they are very involved with the quality-controlled data entry phase and are nearly complete with this task, the next step is to conduct various analytical tasks.  She informed the Board that as far as survey implementation goes, they have met their goal of conducting 1,500 surveys in early April.  She noted that that there were specific goals for the utilities as well as CARE and non-CARE customers and they set up a design that ensured each utility got a certain number of the surveys.  She stated that they had representation from a variety of different racial and ethic groups.  

Secretary Lopez asked if this reflects the state make-up in terms of demographics.  

Ms. Gaffney said that they reflect the make-up of the eligible population within the state.  She informed the Board that another aspect of the representation was to include urban and rural households.  She noted that there was also representation for the different dwelling types, including single family, multi family and mobile homes.  She added that attic access, attic configuration or no attics and the size of the home were also taken into account.  Also, large, single family home, small single family home were also looked at.  She indicated that they looked at individually-metered multi-family apartments as well as master-metered multi-family dwellings and mobile homes.  She added that they have attempted to include mobile homes to the extent that they are represented in the eligible population.  

Ms. Gaffney informed the Board that the data collection is finished.  The next step is to gather all the staff involved and hold a debriefing session; this session will take place on April 28, 2004.  She indicated that there will be about 30 people in the debriefing where they will be discussing and sharing their observations, things that were not captured on the data collection forms, and explore meaning/context for questions related to household needs and barriers to participation and identify lessons learned for planning and conducting future needs assessment studies.  

Ms. Gaffney noted that on the issue of qualify control and data entry, they have been reviewing the paper work that comes in as it comes in, and staff making sure everything is complete.  She indicated that the entry process which includes keying and verifying procedures, and post-coding of open-ended questions and data cleaning procedures is in the works right now.  

Ms. Gaffney indicated that they are doing an analysis of the census data that will help them characterize the low-income population using the 2000 census.  She noted that they purchased census data at the census block level and that is due to arrive some time in May.  Ms. Gaffney said that this will give them a really-fine grain ability to characterize different neighborhoods.  She went on to say that they have gotten thru an estimation method for determining who is eligible for the program that involves taking a look at the methods that are currently being used and making recommendations for going forward on how to estimate the eligible population.  

Ms. Gaffney noted that the final task is to give the CPUC guidance on how to track changes in the eligible population over time without necessarily having to go out and re-do a study like this.  

Ms. Brown inquired as to an estimate time the Needs Assessment will be completed.  

Ms. Gaffney stated that it is very hard to know, the Commission has not decided on an ultimate end date.  

IV. Status of Rapid Deployment (Document Index #6)
Informational Item Only.

a. Subcommittee Report on Tracking Consumer Issues (Lopez/White)

Secretary Lopez started by thanking Linda Serizawa and her staff for going to great lengths to assist them.  Secretary Lopez indicated that she and Board Member White held a teleconference subcommittee meeting on April 9, 2004.  Secretary Lopez indicated that the Office of Communications and Public Information Division took the time to develop a matrix.  She added that they will share this matrix with the board once they have time to review and study it carefully.  Secretary Lopez pointed out that in looking at the report, the biggest issues encountered were disputed bills and disconnections.  She noted that the report shows that some utilities have a higher incidence of complaints than others.  She added that the committee is going to have a conference call with each utility and explore their policy as it relates to disconnections, etc.

Board Member White added that there is variability between the utilities.  Board Member White pointed out that some utilities have a bigger complaint log while others only have a few.  

Ms. Hecht informed the board that about a year ago ORA did some research on this issue.  She said that different utilities have different policies not on just disconnection but also on payment plans and under what circumstances they’ll enter into payment plans and what kinds of payments plans they’ll offer as far how much they want upfront and over what period of time they’ll spread out the payment and this could really affect the disconnections.  She added that they were not able to come up with any conclusion, but they did the research and had a couple of conferences with a couple of utilities.  

Ms. Brown asked if this report was available for viewing.  Ms. Brown added that she recalls from going to some national low-income meetings, that there are some very good write-ups on other utilities around the country where they’d shown that by entering into payment plans and arrearages plans that they actually saved the utility money from having to go out and disconnect and then re-connect etc.  She offered to look and see if she could find some of the studies that have been referenced in the past.  

Ms. Wagoner asked if Ms. Brown could forward those reports to her for distribution to the Board members.  Ms. Brown indicated she would.

b. 1:00 p.m.: Update on LIEE Deployment In Rural Homes with IOU-Fueled Heat And A Non-IOU Fueled Combustion Appliance In The Living Space (ITRON) (Document Index #7)
Fred Sebold indicated that the utilities administering the LIEE program have been in the process of attempting to standardize the LIEE program across the state for quite some time.  Mr. Sebold indicated that Mr. Don Wood said that we began this process in the summer of 1997, it may have been a little later than that, but its been a good several years that we have been going thru this process.  He pointed out that as part of the process of standardization, the members of the team looked at the policies and procedures surrounding CO testing within the program.  He noted that the team submitted its recommendations with respect to CO testing in March of 2003.

Mr. Sebold indicated that one of the issues that was discussed in the final report was the treatment of a fairly specialized class of homes.  He said that these homes are characterized by 2 things.  Number one, they have IOU space heating fuel and are therefore eligible for infiltration reduction measures, things like caulking, and weatherstripping, and window replacement etc. and the second characteristic is that they use a non-IOU combustion fuel for some other end use.  He noted that a practical example would be the use of propane for water heating or for cooking.  Mr Sebold indicated that the issues that the team were focused on there were the difficulties of: A) installing infiltration reduction measures without doing some kind of CO testing; and B) the related issue of using ratepayer funds in order to test and perhaps repair or replace appliances that use a non-IOU combustion fuel.  He pointed out that the team looked at essentially four options, although they were variations on these things considered as well.  The options are presented on page 2 of the hand out.   

Mr. Sebold said that he’s been in front of the LIOB a couple of times before and they've discussed these options and they’ve given the pros and cons and that he thinks the board understands what the issues are.  He pointed out that one of those options, Option 4, ended up being the basis for the recommendation of the standardization team in that May 2003 filing.  He noted that on page 3, specific recommendations made by the team were summarized.  He indicated that first of all, the CO testing, the one we call the natural gas appliance testing assessment, should be restricted to natural gas appliances. He noted that the team came to that conclusion because the  funds that are available for this purpose are from ratepayers and the infiltration reduction measures should be non-feasible for homes using other combustion fuels.  Second, in order to try to provide for the treatment of these homes, being as comprehensive as possible, the team recommended that we refer homes for which infiltration reduction measures are being non-feasible for this reason to LIHEAP or a relevant other non-IOU natural gas agency for the provision of infiltration reduction measures.  Mr. Sebold continued that in the third recommendation,  the team requested that the LIHEAP agencies or the other gas utility report back to the IOU's, so that we could track these homes and make sure that they've been treated as comprehensibly as possible.  

Mr. Sebold noted that when the Commission reviewed the team’s recommendations, it accepted most of those recommendations having to do with CO Testing.  He indicated that there were a couple of exemptions, and one of the exemptions was, the Commission asked the team to re-open its issue of the treatment of homes with non-IOU combustion fuel.  Mr. Sebold pointed out that we kind of have gotten in the habit of using the short hand notation for these homes saying "Propane Homes,” and what is meant is a home with IOU space heating fuel but with some other combustion fuel for another end use.  He said that since a classic example is propane, we'll talk about that as an illustration.  

Mr. Sebold informed that the Commission asked the team to do a number of things, to explore some suggestions that the Commission made with respect to some alternatives as well as other options that might be provided by other members of different organizations or other parties, parties to this proceeding.  Specifically, Mr. Sebold indicated that the Commission instructed the team to meet with the LIOB and other individuals in order to solicit recommendations.  He pointed out that in the report that the joint utilities were to file with the Commission at the end of this analysis, they were to include the summaries of the discussions, suggestions, comments made in the course of the analysis and then develop some new recommendations for the Commission with respect to the treatment of these propane homes.  He went on to describe that after thoroughly extensive discussion carried again, including a couple of visits with the LIOB, the team put together its recommendations and submitted those, on March 12.  

Mr. Sebold indicated that the team made 5 basic recommendations, first, reiterated its earlier recommendation that these homes not be given infiltration-reduction measures under the LIEE program.  Second, reiterated current policy in response to Commission's instruction to explore alternatives that would tailor the Team's proposed policy to a more specific set of circumstances, depending upon the type and/or location of the non-IOU fueled appliance.  Third, reaffirmed commitment to leveraging with other programs.  Fourth, Emphasized the need for agreements with LIHEAP providers to be voluntary and to depend on specific circumstances and to leave open what would be installed by LIHEAP providers. And Fifth, reiterated that, in cases where voluntary agreements could not be made, the IOU's would continue to install all feasible non-infiltration-reduction measures, then refer customer to the local LIHEAP agency. 

Richard Shaw asked what is the most common configuration for IOU space heating and a non-IOU combustion appliance?  Mr. Sebold answered that electric space heat with propane water heat is the most common.

Richard Villasenor asked how did the utilities treat the customers that use non-IOU fuel but had no heat source.  Mr. Sebold answered that the way the policies are written now, the home must have the IOU's space heat in order to qualify for infiltration reduction measures, the logic being that the infiltration reduction measures are provided in order to reduce energy use which is provided by the IOU's.  Ms Wagoner asked if that would that include a little plug-in space heater, if that was the only source of heat for the home?  Mr. Sebold answered that he thought that if that is the only source of heat for the home and is considered the primary heat, still it doesn't have to be a big type of system to be primary heat, he believes that would still qualify.  

Board Member Garcia asked under the current program standards though, if the utility that pays for the weatherization is the utility that has the source of heat, and if the house has no source of heat, does the house get weatherized?  Mr. Sebold answered that if they have no source of heat and have not received the infiltration reduction measures, they could have in the past; this is policy that was accepted by the Commission a while back, and it is a strange case. He indicated that if they have no source of heat but have air conditioning, they would qualify for some weatherization measures.  Board Member Garcia asked if a home with no heater, particularly in Southern California, where there is Edison and SoCal Gas, who does the weatherization.  Mr. Sebold indicated that with the combination fuel utilities, there is not an issue.  But with an the electric only Edison service area, he referred the answer to John Nall.  

Richard Villasenor pointed out that quite often out there he finds customers with this problem, so now they’ve got Edison, they’ve got SoCal Gas and no one wants to do anything because they are fighting over who is going to do it, who will pay for it now, because there is not a heat source.  Mr. Villasenor indicated that where in the past he was able to do those homes, it wasn't an issue, they had gas appliances, they belonged to the gas program, if they had electric appliances they went under Edison.  Mr. Sebold added that there was a time when the Commission, because of comments filed by people on a couple of other filings, suggested that the utilities re-consider within the program offering some weatherization measures for homes that didn't have IOU space heating but did have air conditioning, because there are still some savings there.  Mr. Sebold pointed out that what the team recommended in that case and what the Commission adopted was that if they had air conditioning but not IOU space heat, they can get non-infiltration reduction weatherization measures.

Richard Shaw indicated that if they have electric air conditioning and they have no heat or propane heat, then the greatest savings would come from infiltration measures.  Mr. Shaw pointed out that in looking at the desert, with a trailer that has an electric air conditioner, and a small heat source, which could be a small propane or a plug in little electric heater in the back room, the best way to save energy when you have air conditioning, would be infiltration reduction measures.  

Mr. Sebold indicated that he believes that generally infiltration reduction measures have a much stronger impact on the space heating side than they do on an air conditioning side.  Whether or not that is true, the fact is that the team recommended the Commission accepted that those homes would receive non-infiltration weatherization measures, but not infiltration reduction measures, and the rationale there using the example that Mr. Shaw just gave, propane space heat and electric air conditioning, the problem was that you are cursed if you do, and cursed if you don't.  Mr. Sebold pointed out that if you feel that there has to be CO testing before you install infiltration reduction measures, what if you also agreed that you shouldn't be using gas or electric ratepayer funds to test and possibly repair or replace propane appliances, then what is the right solution?  Mr. Sebold added that there really isn't a good solution for those particular cases. Mr. Sebold pointed out that when the standardization team went thru the four options, that we put on page 1 or whatever it is of this handout, there were mixed feelings about every one of those options. Mr. Sebold added that what the Team tried to do, was to choose the one that was the least objectionable basically.

Board Member Garcia asked if there are a lot of homes that may not have a heat source per say, but do have air conditioning? He added that it just does not seem reasonable whether it be a all electric home with knob and tube wiring up in the attic that it's been disconnected, that you do not offer infiltration measures, or if the home is just not set up for any gas appliance to be done or if it is set up for gas appliance, but there is not one operable, one would assume then that when that appliance is installed, it is installed properly and is not producing CO, so why would you not help that customer in saving the loss of heat source or cooling source, by installing infiltration measures.

Mr. Sebold answered that Board Member Garcia slipped in an assumption here.  That is, if there is an appliance installed, you assume it is installed correctly and operating properly, he didn’t understand why Board Member Garcia would make that assumption.  Board Member Garcia answered that one would hope that it would be done by someone that knows what they are doing.  Mr. Sebold added that one can clearly hope, but whether or not you can assume is another question.

Richard Shaw asked how'd they supply an electric home, with electric space heating, electric appliances with a propane log in the fireplace?  Mr. Sebold indicated that CO testing would need to be done on the log, so that would presumably disqualify the home.  Mr. Shaw continued that if an all electric home and the only combustion appliance was an occasional log in the fire place, they would then be excluded from infiltration measures?  Mr. Sebold answered that based on his understanding of infiltration reduction measures, and the utilities can correct that if it is an incorrect impression. John Nall, from Edison, indicated that they'd be eligible for other measures, refrigerators, lighting etc. but not infiltration reduction measures.

Ms Wagoner asked if the board wanted to have any discussion on the rural homes and the CO issue?   Board Member Garcia indicated that it appears that they have made the recommendation again to work with the LIHEAP agencies and he believes that was, if he’s not mistaken, that's kind of what  the Board had recommended, that each utility look at their LIHEAP providers within their areas and try to work something out directly with them specifically. Board Member Garcia pointed out that he believes there is only one utility, PG&E, where that situation predominantly happens, and PG&E had mentioned at the last board meeting that they would be meeting with their contractors or people providing services in their area.  

Commissioner Wood indicated that just as he feels its been expressed by a number of people around the table here, he indicated that he is very uncomfortable with this idea that a certain class of customers is not eligible for a very important measure.  And on the other hand, as Commissioner, he is sensitive to the issue about putting the cost on the customers ultimately of the utility where the heating source is being provided by something that is not the utility’s fuel source.  Commissioner Wood added that he doesn’t know if it is feasible or not, if some arrangement could be set up with some non-utility agency to provide inspection and certification of non-IOU fueled heating sources or appliances.  Because he doesn’t want to go down the road of doing infiltration measures and killing somebody, but on the other hand, if there was a way to provide that inspection and certification that CO is not a problem in a particular home, then he believes at that point, it could be justified to provide that measure.  

Richard Shaw added that the point of his previous question with the gas log, which was to point out an absurdity actually, is the fact that he believes that the utility companies need a certain degree of flexibility on a case-by-case basis, to meet the needs of certain isolated customers in isolated areas.   He noted that when you get out into the desert, or into some of the mountainous areas, you get configurations that just do not meet standards, and he believes that the only way to address that is to build into the system case-by-case flexibility, to some degree, with the utility companies.  Mr. Shaw indicated that out in the desert there are a lot of cases, or a substantial number, where you do have propane heating and electric utilities.  He added that what he’s done in the case of his agencies is, he went to the nearest LIHEAP agency and negotiated a sub-contract with them, specifically to service propane heated units that have other utilities.  Mr. Shaw believes that those arrangements can be made and they should be encouraged, but again it comes back to a certain amount of flexibility within the utilities companies to meet these strange configurations in the field.  

Vice Chair Woo indicated that over the last couple of years, this has not been the first time, that when you compare what each utility is doing, there seems to be a strategic relationship with leveraging resources.  He believes that goes to what Commissioner Wood was saying, that in those utilities where they have a strong relationship with LIHEAP providers and in looking at contractors, it appears to be exactly that flexibility and cooperation that works. And that in those utilities where there is not a strong relation as strategic approach, there seems to be all these little problems. Vice Chair Woo added that in this report here, when they interviewed the utilities, it seems now that one utility was kind of behind in its relationships and it is starting to build on that on a very small scale.  He thinks that when we look at the comparison, what those utilities, where have been a lot of that relationship building with community resources, and where there is a small one, the thing to do us to bring them to the same consistency level as the other utilities. Vice Chair Woo suggested that perhaps in that way we could get to that approach of someone actually doing that inspection.  He asked how do we do that?  Do we encourage that?  Do we make a recommendation to the Commission or What?

Board Member Scancarelli indicated that that relationship that Commissioner Wood was talking about, is interesting.   She added that as Alan said, down in southern California the utilities and the LIHEAP agencies are fairly close, and in Northern California, she has heard a lot that all they are worried about who is going to pay for it. Board Member Scancarelli inquired to are they going to be reimbursed if a LIHEAP agency goes it alone without a utility contract?  She indicated that was the concern that she was hearing from a lot of agencies in the PG&E area. Board Member Scancarelli thinks that's why maybe that whole conflict came up.

Mary O'Drain replied that in PG&E's territory actually, just to give an update, they are currently working with people so the LIHEAP agencies can come and do the testing, but PG&E won’t pay them and actually they can't do that in Southern California either.  She indicated that its largely a Northern California problem and they're the utility that used to test propane, because it was the same way you do gas, so only until recently when we all changed the rules, they did use to do CO tests on propane.  She added that PG&E did not fix or replace those appliances, but PG&E told them if there was a problem and the customer then needed to do something about it.

Ms. Wagoner inquired that if you found that there was a problem with the propane appliance in the living space, did you shut if off?  Ms.O'Drain replied that she wasn’t not positive on that, she believes they did, but she doesn’t know for sure, since it wasn't a gas appliance, but she thinks they did though. Ms. Wagoner further asked if they would have put in the infiltration reduction measures, if there was a problem. Ms.O'Drain replied that no, they wouldn't have gone in at all.

Mr. Sebold informed that he believes that everyone agrees that these homes, some how or another, should receive a comprehensive set of measures, and that cooperation among agencies or between programs is probably the best way to get there.  He noted that the issue does, as Mary pointed out though, does come back at times to who pays for what?  He said that it is good to say, well lets have some other agency go out and do the testing on propane appliances, but then the automatic question is who pays that agency for doing that.  He said are they paid out of ratepayer funds from IOU's or are they paid from the LIHEAP program itself, that is one of the questions that really drives the way you set up those arrangements.

Board Member Garcia said the he believes that, under the utilities’ programs, you are paid per home for Natural Gas Testing not for each test.  He added that the contractors are paid to test natural gas appliances in the home, whether it'd be one, two, three, four, or what ever that number is.  He asked then, is it wrong then to say that if there is a gas appliance in that home and a propane one, that they couldn't test both, since they are being paid to test the entire home anyway? He noted that they would not going to get paid any more if they're four gas furnaces vs. if there is one, there is only fee that they are going to be paid -- couldn't that test be done then also on the propane appliance?  

Ms. O'Drain replied that she didn’t know, there could be a liability issue there too.  She also said that, because they are not the propane provider, we are the gas provider and in some cases the electric provider, and she isn’t sure how fees are paid, whether is by appliance or by length of time or by home, she would need to check that.

Ms. Wagoner asked if there also could be an inconvenience issue to the home owner because if the utility did find that there was a problem with the propane appliance, then they would be required to shut it off, disconnect it, and then the customer is left with out any means to fix the appliance and if it is a heater, then that customer wouldn’t have any heat in the winter time.

Board Member Garcia answered that as a customer, if there was something wrong, he would want to know, he would feel happy that they do that.  He noted that they still would not install infiltration measures, you would still only install the measures that you would any ways.  He added that other than the testing of that appliance to notify that customer that there is something wrong, you have an individual that is in the home that knows how to test appliance appliances via the gas or any other source of heat, they should be trained in the sense that they should be able to test any appliance.

Ms. Wagoner indicated that she’d heard from the utilities that the gas service representatives they have are not trained on propane appliances, and there are differences in evaluating and maintaining those appliances.  Board Member Garcia indicated that as a contractor, he would prefer to work on natural gas appliances because it is not as dangerous, but in the testing of it, there is very little differences. 

Ms. Wagoner further inquired as to what about making adjustments to that appliance?  Board Member Garcia indicated that he would be there to test, not adjust, the contractors are not being paid to do that  -- only testing.

Ms. Wagoner indicated that another thing that the utilities do if they are there doing the test and the home has a gas heater, they will make adjustments so that the fuel mix is right and is burning correctly.  Board Member Garcia said that under the natural gas testing though, all we are testing for is CO, if there is something wrong, if it's a gas furnace, it gets referred over and something is done to it.  He noted that if it is a propane, at that time all we've done is test for CO, we have not made any, we haven't touched the equipment, we’ve fired up, we've looked at the ambient whether there are particles of combustion coming into the home and once we’ve done that test, if there is something wrong, we would stop.  He added that whether it'd be gas, or propane, it would get referred out to whomever is going to do the repair or replacements.  He indicated that the utility is paying for a test to be done, and it could be that the each individual utility may say no we don't test propane, but it was done in the past.

Ms. Wagoner pointed out that she doesn’t sense from the utilities that they don't want to, it is that they are using ratepayer fund to test another fueled-source appliance, and that it might be an improper use of utility funds.  Board Member Garcia indicated that he just knows that right now under the current reimbursement rate, it is per home  --- it is not per test, it is per home

Richard Shaw said he really does want to encourage relationships between the IOU programs and the other programs.  He noted that the caution that he would put in there, is that it has to be developed on the field level between the agencies that are actually providing the service, it can not be imposed from above.  He believes that it should be develop from below and the second thing is that where you have a propane heater and an electric everything else, the person in that trailer is an IOU paying customer.  He indicated that customer is paying for the electricity in his home to do all sorts of things and probably has a significant bill, the only thing is, he is not paying an IOU for his heating source, which may be a small propane tank.  Mr. Shaw suggests maybe looking also a little bit at the proportion that is being paid in terms of the IOU utility and the non-IOU utility.

Susan Brown indicated that if she smelled gas from her furnace, she is not a low-income customer, and PG&E comes out and repairs it free of charge correct?  She asked if there is a charge in her bill for this service? Board Member Whiting indicated that she thinks they only repair it to a point, they don't repair the whole furnace.  She indicated the utility will make minor adjustments, but don't do total furnace repair and they'll shut it off if it is malfunctioning and the minor adjustment won’t correct it.

Susan Brown asked if it’s a minor repair, should there be a distinction between low-income and non-low-income, if they’re not charging her on her bill?  Board Member Whiting indicated that if a low-income customer calls and there is natural gas and you smell gas, the home is treated the same way, there is no distinction.

Ms. Wagoner pointed out that under the LIEE program, the low-income customer is actually better off, because under the LIEE program, we have a furnace repair and replacement program.  She added that under LIEE, the utility would come, they would assess the furnace and not only could they make the adjustments, which the regular customer would get, but under the LIEE program that low-income person gets their furnace repaired or replaced, if necessary.

Board Member Whiting pointed out there is a hard balance here, because the issue is the proper use of ratepayer money.  She indicated that the ratepayer paying money into these programs has an expectation that the funds are going to be used properly and for things that are related to gas and electricity.  She added that these are not taxes, general taxes that go into the general fund can be use for anything, these are very specific, paid by the amount of gas you use and the amount of electricity you use and the money has to be accounted for.  She noted that gas money that’s paid has to go for gas usage, electric money that's paid, has to go for electric usage.  She added that's the dilemma that we are stuck with  -- we all want to do as much as we can for these customers but are we going to go out and deal with customers who have solar systems, who are on generators, who are on other kinds of things.  She added that maybe they need help too, but not thru this funding source and that is the problem that we are facing.  She said that because if we were to start doing a whole lot of things with ratepayer-funded money she thinks there'd be a lot of concern expressed by this board and you all and others about what is happening with the money.  She indicated that she needs to keep reminding everybody these are not general fund taxes which can go towards much broader kinds of social programs and those kind of things can't be done here.

Commissioner Wood indicated that he, for one, is not real comfortable with these recommendations that we have and that isn't to say that the recommendations are not responsive to what was asked by the Commission.  He noted that, as Yole pointed out, there is a balance here that has to do with what social purposes we want to accomplish, but also the impact on ratepayers and what obligations the ratepayers have. He indicated that what concerns him about this is that absurd situation, which was illustrated by Richard, when in the case of the gas log, or the propane stove, but you don't even have to get that extreme.  He noted that If a customer who otherwise would qualify for the infiltration reduction measures is disqualified because they have a propane stove, even though they are using electricity for heating and cooling.  Commissioner Wood said that customer effectively is being discriminated against, maybe not in an invidious discrimination, but in effect they are being discriminated against. What he would like to suggest is that perhaps the LIOB might set up sub-committee, if there are people interested in working on it, and come up with an alternate recommendation or two that the Commission might consider, and bring it back to the Board and the if the Board thinks is a good idea, pass it on to the Commission.

Mr. Don Wood pointed out that the CPUC currently regulates the electrical utility and the gas utilities but not the propane industry, and as he sees the problem, you're in a house, and you can't call the utility company because it is not their issue, you can't call the gas company because is not their issue.  He asked who do you call on a propane issue?  He sees one logical source, the LIHEAP provider because they are being funded for that.

Commissioner Wood indicated that he doesn’t think we should automatically foreclose possibilities. He noted, for example, it might possible, maybe not appropriate or maybe it is appropriate, it might be possible to mandate the utilities to do CO testing not repair, but testing on propane appliances, for this specific purpose.  He indicated that he didn’t know whether that is possible or not, there is not only the issue of what the cost is and who pays for it, but there is also the issue of potential liability, if a problem is found or if the testing isn't done right.  He pointed out that these are the kinds of issues that are tested in Commission proceedings, where we have a proposal that is on the table and then you have experts come in and testify under oath.  He added that this Board doesn't have the ability to do that, but that doesn’t mean that the Board has to be restricted by what problems we think might be out there. Commissioner Wood indicated that if the board thinks there is a direction that we ought to go in, we ought to put it out there.  He added that what the Legislation established this Board for and what the Commission looks to this Board for, is a policy direction; although it may prove that the direction that we get from the Board isn't feasible.  He asked for creative thinking from the people who are here that otherwise we wouldn't get at the Commission, and that at the Commission through our process, we figure out whether is feasible or not, and ultimately which is the best way to go.

Chair Juarez indicated that she feels Commissioner Wood's recommendation to set up a sub-committee is an excellent recommendation and she recommends that the board go ahead and establish a committee.  Vice Chair Woo pointed out that he didn’t have a problem with that, but he thought the Board had some recommendations here that maybe don't fit, which is sort of what the committee is supposed to do.  He indicated that he is on this committee and he is looking at what are they going do.  He asked if there is any way of getting fees from the propane people or not?

Chair Juarez indicated that there probably are some alternatives or recommendations that this sub-committee should be looking at.  She noted that from her reading of prior reports, there were other recommendations made by the Commission that the Standardization Committee was to look at and she didn't see them addressed in these recommendations. She indicated that the sub-committee could come up with alternative recommendations and explore other options that perhaps weren't looked at by the utilities and then bring them back to the Board.

Board Member Whiting suggested that there be somebody from the Standardization Committee on this sub-committee because they've done a lot of work, and the board wouldn’t want to have to reinvent the wheel and go thru everything that they've gone thru already, so it would probably be good to have them involved.

Chair Juarez asked if the Board would like to go ahead and establish that committee and asked for volunteers.  Board Members Whiting and Garcia volunteered.  Mary O'Drain from PG&E and the Standardization Team also volunteered, as well as Mr. Villasenor and Mr. Shaw.  Chair Juarez noted that they have 5 individuals now for the subcommittee: Board Members Whiting and Garcia, Mary from PG&E and also Standardization Team, Richard Villasenor from TELACU and then Richard Shaw.  

Unidentified:  The Standardization Team, is that closed to the public?  Or is it possible for public to attend?  Chair Juarez indicated that the Standardization Team meetings have been closed as far as she knows. Mr. Don Wood pointed out that the Commission looked at this issue when the Standardization Team first started up in 2000, the issue came up and one of the agreements was that the Standardization Team will take the issues with its consultants and would thrash this stuff out in excruciatingly minute detail.  He noted that people who attended these meetings have complained that is like going to the dentist and getting their teeth drilled.  He added that the team then comes out with draft reports and recommendations which are subjected to public input hearings in both northern and southern California before final recommendations and reports are filed with the Commission.  Mr. Don Wood pointed out that all parties have opportunities to read, comment, and participate in the final development of the final recommendations.
c. 1:30 p.m.:Relook at Air Measure for Zone 10 (ITRON) (Document Index #8)
Fred Sebold explained that there are some concerns about one of the recommendations made by the Standardization Team on measures to be offered in the 2004 program.  He pointed out that the recommendations the team developed were based on a cost-effectiveness framework that was adopted by the Commission.  

Mr. Sebold gave a brief explanation of the process and the mechanics that were behind the team recommendations.  He explained that this was a part of a long process beginning in 2002 and that the team proposed to the Commission a framework for evaluation of the cost-effectiveness of the LIEE program.  Mr. Sebold explained that framework entailed the consideration not only of energy savings as benefits, but also the consideration of what is called non-energy benefits.  Mr. Sebold pointed out that things like increases in comfort or improvement in health, and a number of other non-energy benefits that accrued to both participants in the program, as well as to the utility administrators, were considered when developing the model.  He indicated that the Commission ultimately adopted this framework for use and in one of its decisions, D.02-08-034, where it adopted the team’s recommendations and instructed the utilities to go ahead and apply the model to the individual measures to be considered for the program year 2004.  He pointed out that on June 2, 2003, the team filed a report that gave some major recommendations regarding measures for the 2004 program.  

Mr. Sebold indicated that one of the issues the team encountered was the generalization of some of the measures. He pointed out that some of the measures are cost-effective in one circumstance but not in an other.   He indicated that ultimately, the team decided to implement a series of rules of thumb.  He added that the team also decided that there may be certain circumstances where they thought there were energy benefits even beyond what was integrated in the analysis and in making its recommendations about measures to keep or eliminate from the program, the team considered these other benefits.  

Mr. Sebold explained that the team made a number of recommendations in its June 2, 2003 report, and one of the important recommendations was on high-efficiency room air conditioning.  He added that this was one of those cases where the cost-effectiveness varied across climate zones.  He pointed out that the team recommended that high efficiency room air conditioning be retained as a measure in the program in climate zones 11-15.  Mr. Sebold added that these are considered the hottest climate zones in the state, and the team decided to recommend to not offer the room air conditioners in the other climate zones.  

Mr. Sebold pointed out that there were two reasons the team made these recommendations.  Number one, they looked at cost-effectiveness using the framework, quantified the energy savings, and they came up with some cost benefit ratios, which were shown in the charts he provided from the June 2nd report.  Number two, the team took into account extra qualitative factors and agreed to take the top 5 climate zones, Zones 11-15 and offer room air conditioning to all of five.  He noted that even though for some of these zones the measure was not cost-effective, the team thought it was good policy judgment to offer them in all of these five zones.  

Mr. Sebold added that if you slid the threshold a little bit more you would include climate Zone 10 along with those five other zones.  He indicated that the team tried to take into account as many qualitative factors as possible, that they tried to be sensible about integrating qualitative factors where they thought it was important, and acknowledged that the recommendations the team made apparently at that level are somewhat judgmental.  He added that however, they tried to structure the analysis much as the team could to avoid an arbitrary process.  

Ms. Wagoner asked Mr. Sebold to extend on the how the climate zones were used in the analysis, the heating degree-days and cooling degree-days for climate zone10 and how the team used those in its analysis.

Mr. Sebold explained that whenever you look at the cost-effectiveness of energy efficiency measures, you need some estimates of various things.  He added that there are a lot different places you can get those estimates, and for some of the variables, the team used the 2001 LIEE Impact Evaluation.  He added that that analysis was done by KEMA/Xenergy.  He explained that for that study, they essentially did a statistical analysis of energy savings and that analysis more or less allows you to disentangle the savings from the different measures in different parts of the state.  He added that this analysis makes use of selective weather stations around the state to represent the weather conditions faced by participants in the program.  In climate zone 10 for instance, there were two weather stations used to represent the weather and climate of Zone 10.  He noted that if different weather stations had been chosen, there would have been different cooling requirements and the impact estimates may have been slightly higher.

Board Member Garcia stated that on the non-low income side of the program, based on an analysis done by the CA Energy Commission (in looking at their website), their heating and cooling degree days is much higher than what we are currently using right now on the low-income side.  He added that the cost-effectiveness of the measures would have been changed in these reports if the Team used the CEC figures.  He went on to say that on one side of the Commission we are using one set of data and on the non-low income side we are using another set of data.  He explained that one side is for our regular ratepayers, for an income level that receive rebates, and the other one is for those who have to continue to pay high utility bills because they don’t have the means to participate in the non-low-income side and that doesn’t seem fair.

Mr. Sebold reminded the Board that the Energy Commission tends to choose a single weather station to represent an entire climate zone, whereas Xenergy, in doing their analysis, chose multiple weather stations, within each climate zone.  Mr. Sebold pointed out that, in other words, Xenergy’s analysis produces a better representation of overall weather within a zone, but added that it still leaves open the question as to which weather stations to choose.  

Board Member Garcia added that his comments are due to the fact that the program is being used for low-income customers who can’t afford to pay their bills.  Board member Garcia indicated that it appears that a standard is being used to reduce the benefits from the low-income program.  He added that it does not make it fair for one side to use a high number which gets rebated dollars and then to use lower numbers for the low-income program which makes a measure non-eligible to participate.

Board Member Scancarelli added that there is a strange disconnect between what measures are eligible for the low-income benefits and what measures are qualifying for rebates.  She asked if when it comes to zone 10 and air conditioning, are there other places where there are these disconnects?  She went on to say that if this was a single example of a disconnect, maybe this is a place to make a change so that the low-income program is congruent with the others.  

Mr. Sebold responded by saying that the fact that the Energy Commission uses a single weather station to represent a big climate zone instead of multiple stations and very often we made eligibility for measures depend upon what climate zone you are in, one can reasonably expect different results.

Board Member Scancarelli said that the methodology is understood, and there is no perfect methodology but the methodology has given them interesting and potentially problematic results.  She added that she would like to focus a little more on the results.  She asked if there is a similar disconnect elsewhere or is this was an isolated case?  She went on to say that if this was an isolated case, how does it get fixed?

Mr. Sebold said that although he didn’t have the information to answer that question, he guessed that if you look at the weather stations used in the study and if you compare those to other weather stations, you’ll find that sometimes there were harder conditions used and sometimes slightly cooler conditions used to analyze your savings.  It just happened in that one zone that the weather stations they chose have slightly lower cooling requirements than one of the others they could of chosen.  He went on to say that this was not some kind of massive problem.

Board Member Scancarelli said that she wasn’t questioning what the reason was or saying that the results should have been different, but is just looking at the results.  She indicated that maybe the answer is just that there aren’t any other regions that have this particular issue or maybe you just don’t know if there are other regions that have this particular issue.  She added that when she says this particular issue, she is being specific to the rebate program for air conditioning for non-low-income and no similar benefit for the low-income.

Ms. Wagoner said that when you are looking at a rebate program, you are evaluating that rebate against the energy savings.  In the case of the low-income program you’re looking at the entire cost of the appliance and installation, so you are looking at a large cost and comparing that to the energy and the bill savings that would be achieved.  She indicated that by itself could make the measure viable for one program and not the other.

Board Member Scancarelli responded that what she was trying to do was to get away just for the moment from the cost-benefit issue, because that is not really what we are talking about.  She added that it what she is talking about is a very unfortunate perception problem.  

Ms. Wagoner added that Energy Division has not looked at all of the measures offered under the regular energy efficiency program to see if all of the same measures are also offered under the low-income program.  She indicated that there hasn’t been that kind of analysis.

Mr. Sebold added that these are two very different measures.  When you talk about a rebate program, you are talking about rebates given to purchasers of room air conditioning for getting a high-efficiency unit rather than a conventional unit.  The incremental cost of a high efficiency unit, when you do the cost-effectiveness analysis correct under the program is just how much more it costs over above what a conventional unit costs and that is fairly a small additional cost.  When you look at a retrofit program as the LIEE program is, you are taking an existing unit that does not need to be replaced, you take it out altogether and put in a high efficiency unit, the incremental cost that is used to evaluate that kind of retrofit measure is the full cost of the high-efficiency unit.  He noted that this is a much bigger number than the difference between the cost of a high-efficiency unit and the cost of a conventional unit.  

Mr. Shaw commented that consideration should have been given not only at looking at weather stations, but rather looking at the entire area.  He noted that other things that should have been considered when looking at those stations were where do the low-income people live and what is the climate they are subject to.  He added that if that had been taken in consideration, then zone 10 would have been on the list and not excluded 

Mr. Sebold added that this is one of the recommendations that can be passed on to the firm that is doing the LEE Impact Evaluation of 2002. 

Commissioner Wood inquired if temperature was the only measure of climate that was used, and wanted to know if humidity and air quality was also taken into consideration.

Mr. Sebold responded by saying that it depended upon the kind of modeling being used.  When you are doing statistical modeling, as with the LIEE Impact Evaluation, usually only cooling degree days are used for cooling measures.

Commissioner Wood wanted to follow up on what Mr. Shaw said, since he is very familiar with this area: Rialto, and Rubidoux-Riverside.  He added that Rubidoux would have been a great place to take measurements.  He noted that it is typical of where low-income people live in the inland empire.  He indicated that there are a couple of dimensions to this; one is humidity, and the other smog.  He pointed out that the urbanized areas of zone 10 tend to have considerably higher humidity and in addition, it has the worse air pollution of any place in the USA.  He added that there is a correlation between the benefits that cooling and air conditioning can bring and mitigating some of the impacts of the respiratory distress that is thrown on by smog and by high humidity.  He went on to say that if you look at Riverside, San Bernardino and the immediately surrounding areas, and Rialto is one of them, but probably not plagued by humidity as high as San Bernardino or Riverside, then you would find very different climates.  Commissioner Wood noted that in a lot of ways, it is a lot easier to take the climate in zone 11 than it is in 10 precisely because you tend not to have the humidity, so it is much easier to dissipate heat thru perspiration and there tends to be less smog in those areas.  He recommended that this be done very concretely and especially in an area like this.  He added that intuitively he has a sense that the mark is being missed by excluding zone 10, but would like to confirm that sense with some real data analysis.

Ms. Wagoner asked how much work would be involved to re-run the model with different weather stations than the ones that were chosen?

Mr. Sebold stated that it would be a very extensive analysis for KEMA to do and would probably be very costly.  Given the discussion that the Board has had, it is extremely advisable for the Board to make such recommendations without redoing all the analysis and to base their recommendations on policy as the Team did for including some of the other zones for this measure.

Board Member Garcia added that in no way he meant for the two programs to merge together on the rebate side.  His point was that in preparing the study that was done here to what is out there on the market in which they go out and rebate and sell the customers, there is a much quicker pay back on the non-low income side. 

Mr. Shaw noted that in looking at climate zone 16 and climate zone 10, the difference between the two is minuscule.  Mr. Sebold indicated that both of the zones were not recommended.

Mr. Don Wood added that Mr. Sebold has done a good job in explaining to the Board that overall if you look at room air conditioners on a state-wide basis, they are not cost-effective when you take standard factors like the retrofit costs and climate zones into play.  He added that the team, based in part on some quotes from Commissioner Wood on the news about customers who died in Palm Springs during the time the analysis was being done, made a judgment call.  He noted that the Team recognized that in the low-income population segment, there are older people, they are fragile and we should include room air conditioners in the measure mix for several zones where the analysis indicated they weren’t cost-effective.  Mr. Don Wood said that of the non-cost-effective areas, a judgment was made to stop at only recommending zones 11 thru 15.  He went on to say that it has been explained that if you add climate zone 10 back in, there would be a tiny impact of the overall cost-effectiveness of the measure, which was not cost effective anyway.  He noted that this was a judgment call, there is no need to try and re-design the entire analysis process to bring in factors like, smog conditions, or humidity.  He pointed out that if this Board feels that Riverside and San Bernardino are hot, then this Board has all the flexibility to simply say the Board believes that in addition to climate zones 11 thru 15, air conditioners should also be offered in climate zone 10.  

Board Member Whiting asked if there were issues with climate zone 16, because that is very close to climate zone 10 and was also not included in the Team’s recommendations for where high-efficiency air conditioners should be installed under LIEE.

Board Member Woo agreed that the recommendation should be forwarded to the appropriate source.

Board Member Whiting agreed and recommends that zone 10 be included for room air conditioning.  She suggested going back and looking at the cost-effectiveness tables from the report to address evaporative coolers as well room air conditioners.

Board Member Scancarelli stated that somebody raised the question of zone 16.  Part of the recommendation for Zone 16 is evaporative coolers but not room air conditioners.  She asked if someone from PG&E could address that issue?

Ms. O’Drain explained that it doesn’t get as hot in all of 16 as it does in 10, but 16 also includes some pretty hot areas.

Chair Juarez, recommended that the Board read the report and study the numbers and during the teleconference call the Board will discuss it further and come up with recommendations.

V. 3:00 p.m.: Subcommittee Report on Water Low-Income Programs (Woo/Garcia) (Document Index #9)
Vice-Chair Woo reported that he and Board member Garcia have been corresponding via e-mail and phone calls regarding this issue.  Vice-Chair Woo indicated that they have been in contact with Sean Wilson of the Commission’s Water Division and she has been very helpful in providing vital information regarding this issue.  He mentioned that at the January 26, 2004 LIOB meeting, Ms. Wilson and Mr. Daniel Paige provided part of the ORA report on programs for low-income water customers.  

Vice-Chair Woo indicated that the report recommended that a low-income water program be created, similar to the CARE program, where there is a certain eligibility level for participation and it provides a 15% discount that can be applied.  He noted that the annual income limits would be very similar to the CARE program.  He added that that doesn't seem to be a problem when there is a dwelling unit where there is a water meter.  

He went on to say that one of the major challenges they face is when a low-income customer lives in a multiple dwelling unit with one master meter.  Vice-Chair Woo asked who benefits from the discount?  He added that there wasn't a clear answer on this issue, however, at the January meeting, Ms. Wagoner asked if there was a way to set up a special fund where the money would go back to those tenants of those multiple dwelling units, and use those funds to benefit low-income customers.  Vice-Chair Woo asked Ms. Wilson to find out if there was someone already doing that.  Vice-Chair Woo pointed our that Ms. Wilson provided some info showing that EBMUD (East Bay Municipal Utility District) did such a program where they had something similar to the CARE program with the 15%, but the other portion went to benefit a homeless shelter.  

Vice-Chair Woo conducted some discussion with business councils and apartment owners to hear their reactions, and the response wasn't very positive.  He added that they didn't have a recommendation going forward due to fact of the master meter for multiple housing units and also because there are other issues that are related to contiguous service areas and the ratio of low-income consumers to non-participating.  He said that there seems to be some options, and added that if the LIOB wants to move forward with this, the Board can leave the question aside for now as to what to do with those master meter/multiple dwelling units.  Since they are not clear on what to do with the master meter/multiple dwelling, he added that at least they should move forward with assisting those with single dwelling units, and then continue studying the issue of the master meter.  He added that if a fund is created, there are questions like who would administer these funds, how to keep track of it, how to verify the participants and how the money will be spent once it is collected?

Commissioner Wood commented that doing low-income water rates causes a whole rife of problems, which don’t exist in the energy area.  He added that one of the most fundamental things is that where all of the major energy utilities are huge and include very large geographical areas with a large range of social economics groupings, he said that water companies are not like that.  He noted that even the large water companies tend to be made up of smaller districts, which frequently are not contiguous and even if you lump them all together you may end up with a big concentration of low-income people.  He said that then what you are doing is having medium low-income people subsiding low income people, and added that that's made worse by this problem of the fact that so many low-income people are on a master meter of some sort or another.  The Board is faced with the problem that Vice-Chair Woo referred to, how do you develop a benefit that targets the people who can't receive the benefit directly on the bill?  

He noted that one of the ideas he recommended the Board to keep in mind is that maybe it is impossible to do that.  He said that it doesn't make sense to tax a lot of middle low-income people to provide a generic benefit for a community.  He expressed his desire to pursue this issue as it is a very important issue, but advised the Board to really consider the equities that are involved here, and whether they are accomplishing what it is the Board wants to accomplish.  He added that the real solution is one that has to be done by the Legislature, which is to have a state-wide program that is consistent, not only in the 20% of the water customers who are served by private companies, but also the 80% that are served by municipal districts.  Commissioner Wood added that the politics of this is probably impossible at this point, because the municipal districts do not want any state interference.

He advised the Board to proceed very cautiously.  He noted that due to the fact that we have these small districts and small water companies, one-size fits all is a challenge.  He added that because there may be one water company that serves a diverse customer base and another water company that serves an all low-income base or maybe an all high-income base, developing a program that is appropriate for all of those contingencies will be very difficult.

Mr. Shaw added that there is also the issue of irrigation districts that serve small populations and one main concern is housing agricultural workers and how do you work with that as well?

Board Member Whiting inquired if the Commission has asked the water companies for their proposals on this?  Commissioner Wood said that they are doing it one by one, they are asking them to do this as their general rate cases came up.  He added that if the Board was interested, it might be worth while to ask the Commission's Water Director, who is quite sensitive to low-income issues to attend the next LIOB meeting.

The Board liked the idea of having Director Izetta Jackson at the next LIOB meeting, staff will convey the invitation to Ms. Jackson. 

VI. CPUC Orders

a. Review of CPUC Orders

i. Implementation of the Family Energy Rate Assistance Program (FERA), Pursuant to D.04-02-057  - Should FERA And CARE Share An Application Form, Should There Be A Separate Application Form For Each Program, Or Should It Be By Utility Request? (Document Index # 10) 

Board Member Whiting provided a brief summary of the Family Energy Rate Assistance Program.  She explained that the proceeding in the baseline case had several proposals related to helping lower middle-income customers, large families, with different proposals to address different customers who may need assistance thru some kind of adjustment in baseline charges on the electric side.  

Board Member Whiting noted that in this proceeding TURN had put together a proposal to provide relief for lower middle-income large household to provide them some kind of relief based on the assumption that in a lower income household more energy is used.  She added that this program is for customers who do not qualify for CARE, but the program is still subject to an income guideline process.  

Board Member Whiting indicated that the Commission adopted this program in February of 2004 and Energy Division held a workshop in March, where the utilities provided implementation plans and discussed in detail how they were going to implement it.  She noted that advice letters were filed on April 26, 2004 for program implementation, which is expected this summer.  She explained that this program is for electric only, qualified applicants will pay Tier 2 (lower) rates for Tier 3 electricity usage.  She pointed out that the program is designed for households of 3 or more with incomes between 175% and 250% of the federal poverty limits.

Board Member Whiting indicated that the qualification income levels are adjusted each year using the same method as the CARE program.  She explained that the utilities will administer the program using the existing protocols and procedures developed for CARE.  She added that the Commission did not adopt a sunset date, but that the targeted start date is mid-July.  

Board Member Whiting noted that the utilities are in the process of deciding on whether to use a combined application for CARE/FERA or the use of two different applications, one for each program.  Board Member Whiting pointed out that Edison and SDG&E are proposing a combined application whereas PG&E proposes to use two applications, one for each program.  She added that the utilities will test both approaches and monitor which approach works best.  

Secretary Lopez suggested feed back from the utilities involved in 6 months with quarterly updates after that.

Mr. Shaw asked how this was going to be integrated with the capitation contracts?  Ms. Wagoner said that the CARE capitation program was not addressed by the decision that adopted the FERA program.

b. Discuss pending CPUC Orders and potential LIOB comments on draft orders

Ms. Wagoner discussed the necessary Needs Assessment study delay, and requested feedback from the Board and public on the anticipated delay.  Ms. Wagoner noted that they are looking at September for when the draft would circulate to the public for comment with workshops to occur in October and the final report to issue to the Commission in November..  She indicated that the delays were due to some of the things discussed earlier, like the delay in getting the census data at the indicated block level, and the seven week delay in getting DGS to approve the contract, which pushed out when they were hiring the surveyors to the Thanksgiving/Christmas holiday season which delayed things further.  

Vice-Chair Woo added that prior to the Commission hearing something from the Board and the Board hearing something from the public, the Board would have to provide input in September to have comments included in the November report.  He added that due to the limitation on the number of times the Board is allowed to meet does this give them sufficient time to prepare and provide comments.

Ms. Wagoner suggested scheduling a joint board meeting/workshop, so that there could be discussion at the actual Board meeting interactive between the consultants and the Board.  In addition, she indicated that the Board wouldn't necessarily have to make comments by when the public comments are due, and the Commission could build in some lead way to accommodate the Boards' schedule.

Vice-Chair Woo inquired that rather than waiting for the full document could the initial findings be shared with the Board, so that they could comment as they to along on sections, so as the consultant finishes certain areas the Board could focus on that and provide feed back.

Board Member White commented that this would probably elongate the process.  He added that if the Board starts looking at pieces of it, that is going to influence other pieces that haven't come before and it will end up in a circle before it gets to the end product.  He expressed his preference to comment once public comments have been received.

VII. New Business and Agenda Planning for Future Meetings

Arleen Novotney wanted to make a comment on recent lobbying by Los Angeles City & County regarding the LIHEAP program.  She stated that Los Angeles City & County are lobbying to get into the LIHEAP program.  She said that the LIHEAP program network right now is set by SB 558 which incorporates all the LIHEAP providers into the LIHEAP program in California.  She added that at the time this law was going thru, LA City and County choose not to be a participant in LIHEAP, therefore they were not included.  LA City and County are now trying to open up the issue and bring themselves in and it is impossible for them to do that without opening the whole network.  She went on to say that this is not only affecting LA, it will affect the whole state in the way that they do business as energy providers.  She noted that the city is very powerful and they are trying to push it legislatively so that they would change SB 558 and then basically change the law.

Ms. Brown commented that she had heard this before from TELACU, and added that this is a huge danger and she doesn’t know what the strategy is.  She stated that she is in a generic energy efficiency proceeding that is not low-income, where the whole question of who can bid on programs is at issue and the participation is extremely high.  She added that now that there is leveraging with LIHEAP providers and penetration rates are up where they are and how well the CBO outreach is working for the CARE program, it is very unfortunate to see anything jeopardized. 

Ms. Novotney said that LA city is being very quiet about it , so right now it is still contained within the city.  She wanted the Board to know about it in case it comes out as state-wide issue.

The Board decided to hold a teleconference meeting on May 17, 2004.

VIII. Meeting Adjourned

Chair Juarez adjourned the LIOB meeting at 3:25 PM
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