Low Income Governing Board—December 8, 1998


Board Members Present: Henry Knawls, Roberto Haro, Diana Brooks, Susan Brown, Maggie Cuadros, Karen Lindh.


Consultants Present: Geoffrey Crandall/MSB Energy Associates, Jerry Mendl/MSB Energy Associates, Sharon Weinberg/CH2M HILL, Clarice Ericsson/CH2M HILL.


Public Present: Bob Burt/ICA, Ulla-Maija Wait/CSD, Dennis Guido/PG&E, Jeff Beresini� eq \O(/, )�PG&E, Josie Webb� eq \O(/, )�CPUC, Rick Hobbs� eq \O(/, )�SoCalGas, Ralph Sepulveda� eq \O(/, )�California Human Development Corp., Joy Yamagata� eq \O(/, )�Sempra Energy; via teleconference: Anne Keegan� eq \O(/, )�SoCalGas.


Handouts


Proposed Recommendations for Transition of the CARE and LIEE Programs and Performance Incentives for Independent Administration (MSB Energy Associates)


Request for Proposals for Selection of the Independent Program Administrator for California Alternate Rates for Energy Program (MSB Energy Associates)


Edits to Proposed Recommendations for Transition of the CARE and LIEE Programs and Performance Incentives for Independent Administration (SoCalGas and SDG&E)


Chairman Knawls called the meeting to order at 12:10 PM.


Agenda


Items removed from the agenda included the legislative update, information systems and the financial report.


It was noted that Bill Schulte/CPUC will attend the next LIGB meeting that occurs in San Francisco. 


Public Comment


Joy Yamagata wanted to comment on the transition plan recommendations. She was asked to present comments when the Board began its review of the transition plan.


Minutes of December 1-2, 1999


McKenney and Webb asked to have changes made to the minutes.


Motion (Knawls): Motion to adopt the minutes of December 1, 1998 and December 2, 1998. Seconded. Vote: 4-0-1. Abstention: Brooks. Motion carried.


Board member Susan Brown joined the meeting at 12:20 PM.


Consultant Activities


Knawls asked whether the Board wanted to extend the consultant contracts through March or June of 1999. Discussion that it was doubtful that the LIGB would have Commission staff by January 1, 1999 and that the unions agreed to a continuation of the present arrangement through March 31, 1999. Dave Gamson was expected to attend the meeting during the afternoon. Weinberg noted that the question of continued staffing for the Board was taken up with Fred Harris of the CPUC at a prior meeting.


Knawls felt that the Board did not have 100% support as far as continuing to incur major expenses in developing the RFP, but that it did have strong support to redirect the activities of their consultants toward the needs assessment. He hoped to get clarification from Gamson and felt that action needed to be taken to extend their contracts and to give them some direction on the immediate activities. He stated that only one piece was not finalized for the RFP and reported that Gamson said the Commission concurred with the accelerated activities on the needs assessment and 1999 programs.


Brooks stated that until the Board got the ACR and the draft decision, the Board should stick to the milestones schedule. She felt that the Board should finish the RFP, even if the Commission decided to put a hold on it. Brooks noted that the technical subcommittee had negotiated a fixed price with MSB to finish the RFP and said that if the Board was able to retain consulting services in 1999, then they could go forward with the more urgent matters for the upcoming year and wait for the draft decision. Brown agreed and said that they had a mandate to go forward with the RFP until ordered not to. 


Cuadros asked whether the RFP would go forward without the help of the contracts staff and if they had gotten an answer from Fred Harris/CPUC Legal Counsel regarding the model to be used. Crandall said that based on Harris’s advice, MSB used a contracts office model that was the basis for the CBEE RFP, but had not heard anything else from Harris. Lindh concurred that the Board was within a few policy decisions of a completed RFP and that they should conclude it and let the Commission do what it wanted.


There was discussion regarding the retention of consultant help. It was felt that once the RFP was completed, the Board should develop a specific scope of work and that a subcommittee or the Board as a whole should look at the priorities and the changing mission of the Board to assess how much consulting help would be needed in the future.


Crandall reported that the timeline called for three things: 1) a report due January 5, 1999 for recommendations on a formative schedule for evaluating further design issues; 2) recommendations forum and schedule for reassessing initial program funding levels, germane primarily for LIEE; and 3) a legal piece which should be handled by Harris. Crandall said that according to the current work plan, MSB had no authority to proceed with those items. 


It was discussed that these had not been budgeted, but Crandall stated that MSB was spending less than projected could cover it under their miscellaneous budget. Discussion that MSB could go ahead with the preparation, but that the Board would not be able to review it until its January meetings and should send a letter to the Commission stating that the items would be filed late. The Board decided to approach Harris and ask him to speak to the Commission to request a delay on the filings on the Board’s behalf.


Motion (Knawls): Motion to extend the two consultant agreements through January 31, 1999 for activities related to the milestone schedule and that MSB be authorized to work on the two specific January 5th submittals within their existing budget. Seconded. Vote: 6-0-0. Motion carried.


Lindh suggested asking MSB to prepare a proposal on the needs assessment, pilots, reassessment of LIEE program funding levels and any other program redesign and then the Board would have something to work with at the January meeting.


Board Meetings Schedule


Knawls polled Board members to find out who planned to attend the meeting on January 19 and 20th. Brown reported that she would not be able to attend.


Knawls asked to have that meeting in Los Angeles. Burbank was suggested and agreed upon. Guido suggested that Stockton be considered as a future meeting site and that at that time, the Board could also tour PG&E’s training facility. The Board agreed to consider it at the January meeting.


Transition Recommendations


Anne Keegan notified the Board that she was faxing a document containing feedback from SDG&E and SoCalGas on the proposed transition recommendations.


Crandall stated that if the Board could decide on the transition piece, MSB could go ahead with a full filing on the draft RFP. Discussion that MSB should be able to work with Commission staff on the RFP. It was noted that although Harris okayed using the CBEE RFP as a template for the LIGB’s RFP, that it was done somewhat reluctantly.


Brooks discussed with Crandall the problems surrounding MSB’s working with the CPUC’s contracts office and offered her assistance. Discussion that there were conflicting stories about what the problems were in getting legal help for the RFP and that the Commission’s failure to provide staff to work with them reflected poorly on the CPUC, not the Board. Webb stated for the record that CPUC staff were overworked and that not only the LIGB—but Commission staff as well—were not getting the assistance they needed. 


Brooks read from the J, K and L milestones tasks (encompassing the bidding and scoring process) and it was noted that some of the work product had not been completed. Discussion of how to get the help the consultants needed to complete the RFP. Knawls stated that the Board could not determine priorities for Commission staff and that it had to move forward with what it had.


Discussion with Fred Harris


Fred Harris joined the meeting at 1:00 PM.


Knawls said that the Board needed a pro forma filing for the legal piece requesting a delay of its January 5th filing until the end of the month and asked Fred if he could draft something. He said that he would and the Board will provide him with a copy of the tasks. 


Knawls asked Harris if he had responses to the questions posed during the December 1st meeting. 


Harris recommended that members of the advisory committee (AC) intending to bid on the independent administrator position should not be involved as AC members or participate in the drafting of the RFP. He said that Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger (Shute, Mihaly) felt that there was a more attenuated relationship with the AC members where there were employers working on implementation projects that the independent administrator might set up. Harris stated that he would be a little more cautious than that and made a more general recommendation that people wanting to be involved in bidding or implementing this program not be involved as AC members working on the RFP itself. 


Harris said that the practice at the CBEE was for the technical consultants to work with Commission staff on the RFP. He said that the CBEE’s advisory committee was differently structured than the LIGB’s because it was more clearly the equivalent of a public advisory committee, whereas the LIGB charter had the AC in more of an implementation role. He felt that LIGB’s advisory committee was tied more closely to work that the Board did directly. The way the charter was set up it looked like the AC was more directly involved—in some semantic level—with the LIGB.


Brown asked for clarification on whether AC members could participate as public members without foreclosing the individual or the organization from bidding on the independent administrator position. Harris said that participating as member of a public would not be the same thing as participating as an AC member. He said to the extent that people worked on an RFP or contract or negotiations and then bid to perform under that contract, that could void the contract’s legality and that the closer the members of the AC participated in some kind of a role—in drafting the language or the RFP or developing scoring criteria or things of that nature—the greater the degree of legal risk.


Brown reiterated that hypothetically, as a public member, it was okay to participate. She asked Harris whether Jerry Thayer was working on similar questions for the Marketing Board. Harris said that he could ask him and get back to the Board on that. 


Webb noted that nothing had significantly changed from what they had first heard from Shute, Mihaly. Harris said that he was advising more caution. He said that Shute, Mihaly thought that there might be a role for AC members in implementing programs which the independent administrator might put out to bid at some point, whereas he felt that it would be wiser to have a broader gap between the work of the committee members and the RFP process if they wanted to bid on it.


Webb asked for clarification. Harris said that people who were on the AC and wished to bid for contracts to implement programs that might be put out to bid by the independent administrator—should the Commission go down that road—shouldn’t be participating in developing the RFP.


Discussion that Harris was urging a further step. Burt restated that people on the AC, for example, CVOs or people who might represent be implementors should be cautious about any participation in the language of the RFP. Discussion that potential contractors or subcontractors should not participate.


Beresini asked whether current AC members who thought that they might be a potential bidder for the RFP, should not be members of the advisory committee and should pull out and continue participate as a member of the public. Harris felt that that would be a good, cautious approach to things. 


Harris stated that part of the question that the Board should consider was how intimately involved it wanted the AC to be in the development of the RFP. He said that some of this had to do with making sure that the RFP had the appropriate legal boiler plate and that that was something that the contracts and legal division could work with the LIGB on, to make sure that that happened. Then there were issues having to do with the scoring criteria which was something that the Board—along with the technical consultants—could work on. He said that they would probably not need a lot of advisory committee help on how to score the bids for the RFP. He said that the programs aspect of it—how the programs that the LIGB might eventually be in a position to implement through contracts—was how those should be set up. He said as you went further down the continuum there was less of a problem with the AC having some kind of a role or people on the AC having a role similar to members of public members giving their thoughts on how programs might be set up. The legal problem was that when people were involved with making or negotiating a contract or things of that nature, and then later seeking to provide services, then there were going to be legal problems.


Regarding whether the CBEE RFP was an appropriate model to follow, he recommended that MSB work with the contracts office to develop the appropriate boiler plate and that the Board try to draft the program aspects of the RFP in a way that was simpler and easier to understand than the CBEE RFP, which a lot of people had trouble understanding a great number of elements. He said that this came out quite clearly at the bidder’s conference.


Knawls said that the Board delegated the authority to MSB to work on the contracts staff and asked if Harris saw any problems with them working directly with contracts staff. Harris said that they—and he—could work with the contracts staff to figure out those kinds of details. He said that he did not think it would be as cumbersome a process as working with the CBEE and that here they would be starting more from scratch developing the boilerplate language and then plugging in the program elements as necessary.


Crandall asked if Harris was suggesting that they work directly through him and that he would contact the contracts office. Harris said yes, that that might be the easiest way to centralize the process.


Brooks asked if individual stakeholders in this process could make comments on the RFP. Harris said it was fine as long as AC members were just submitting thoughts. He had a little bit of hesitancy as to whether it could still be perceived that their thoughts might carry more weight than might the comments of regular members of the public. He thought that it might be less of problem than if the AC was essentially delegated tasks clearly associated with creating the RFP.


Brooks said that her understanding of the Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger recommendation was that they couldn’t be part of a state body and make comments, but that as long as you were a member of the public—and even if there were detailed comments—it would not be construed as making the RFP. Harris felt that that would be his recommendation too, that members of the AC would have a hard time being just plain folks.


Knawls said that as a Board they needed a restatement that they would not be soliciting language from the AC and that if AC members made comments on the RFP, it might be viewed as carrying more weight. Weinberg asked if the Board would like her to write up something that parties could review regarding this.


Regarding the milestones schedule, Harris said that there might be an assigned Commissioner ruling coming out that might speak to some of those issues, but it had not come out yet. He felt that it might be out before the end of the year.


Burt asked for clarification of the letter to be written to the AC. Burt said that what Harris was saying was that AC members who were potential implementors should not take part in discussions regarding the RFP. Harris said that they should not take part in substantive discussions regarding the development of the RFP, presumably procedural discussions about when the RFP might be issued or things of that nature. Discussion that a lot of that was subjective. Burt said that as he was hearing it, being an AC member meant that you should not participate here even as a member of the public. 


Discussion that this was confusing to some people. Brooks said that she did not see why people could not speak out as public members as long as they were not deliberating on it as a body. Knawls said that what they were saying was that there was a cautionary note in there, that was also discussed by Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger.


Brooks said that people might feel constrained from making comments even this afternoon. Harris stated that he could try to fine-tune the line and that the clearest requirement was that they should participate in developing or creating the RFP and that the question of where the line was drawn could talked about in terms of program issues. Brown said that there needed to be some definition as to how these entities should participate. Knawls said they would start the next meeting with a draft of the discussion.


Discussion that not everything the AC recommended was accepted or adopted by the Board and Harris was asked to consider that difference.


Knawls asked whether Harris could attend either the meeting on the 19th or the 20th. He said that he would check his schedule. 


It was mentioned that the Board might not be meeting on the next day. There was general confusion about whether the meeting for tomorrow was going to be canceled.


Keegan wanted to discuss the proposed transition plan recommendations and stated that some of the language was not consistent with the Commission’s directive and that some of the language was inflammatory. Knawls asked her to make specific comments as they addressed each recommendation instead of making general comments.


[Lunch break]


Proposed Recommendations for Transition of CARE and LIEE Programs and Performance Incentives for Independent Administration


Recommendation 1


The LIGB recommends that the CARE and LIEE Transition Plans be developed respectively by the CARE and LIEE IPAs, and be subject to review and approval by the LIGB/CPUC. The scope of services described in the RFPs for the CARE and LIEE independent administrators will include the task of developing the detailed plans to ensure that the transition from utility to independent administration is accomplished with no gap in services, as quickly as feasible.


Brown said that this recommendation reflected the Board’s intention to remain a policy Board. Brooks thought that originally, the Board with the consultants, would plan the transition and that it now seemed the Board was saying that someone else was going to plan the transition. Mendl said that he didn’t think that it was possible for the Board to get into that level of detail and that this was a good place to cut it off. Brooks said that she thought that there was something midway that could be sketched out. She said that she understood that they could not get into that level of detail, but that the Board was deferring it to someone else to resolve. She thought that there were a lot of issues that were at a higher level that the Board could resolve that they were passing off to the IPA.


Motion (Haro): Motion to adopt recommendation 1. Seconded. 


Cuadros asked to have the last few words in the third paragraph of the discussion changed to “is accomplished as quickly as feasible, with no gaps in service.” Knawls suggested deleting the last sentence. The last sentence of discussion paragraph three was deleted.


Vote: 5-0-1. Abstention: Diana Brooks. Motion carried.


Recommendation 2


The LIGB recommends that the RFPs indicate that one of the tasks to be performed by the LIEE and CARE IPAs under the contract with the CPUC is to establish LIEE and CARE Transition Teams. The purpose of the Transition Teams is to ensure that the transition from utility to independent administration is accomplished with no gap in services and as quickly as feasible. The Transition Teams will identify and address technical details of the transition, including:


Identification of service delivery procedures currently in use;


Assistance to the IPA to transfer those procedures, modify them, and/or develop new procedures;


Identification of any functions that are part of service delivery which would require parallel implementation by the utility and the IPA (to ensure smooth and gap-free transfer);


Identification of specific detailed timetables for transferring functions consistent with the policy directions and overall timing determined by the LIGB/CPUC;


Reporting to the LIGB regarding progress meeting LIGB/CPUC’s objectives and overall timing of the transition, including policy issues to be considered by the LIGB.


The IPA shall propose the composition of the Transition Teams, for LIGB approval, and must include at least one representative of the LIGB and one representative of each utility that provided CARE and LIEE services prior to the transition. Each utility and the LIGB will identify its proposed representative. The LIGB strongly encourages the IPA to seek the advice of other entities experienced in delivering the LIEE and CARE services, including community based organizations, community action agencies, and public and private agencies. The Transition Teams are advisory to the IPAs, are not agencies of the State of California, and may advise the IPA in whatever way the IPA determines is most effective (i.e., the Transition Teams are not necessarily voting bodies).


Discussion that the Board should approve the composition, but not the particular members of the team. Mendl said that the IPA should consider the composition of the team and be held accountable for whatever the result was in terms of accomplishing the transition.


Brown suggested removing “necessarily” from the last paragraph of the recommendation. She stated that the Board should have some say regarding the composition of the transition team, but suggested adding a footnote stating that the Board was making recommendations subject to legal authorization as to whether the Board should give its stamp of approval to the transition team or whether that should be left up to the IPA.


Brooks was concerned about including an LIGB representative on the transition team, and she thought that a Board member would not have enough time to participate. She said that detailed timelines were not something that Board members would want to be involved with, but that if they were discussing higher-level milestones schedules or critical path, that was what the Board was doing to get to the RFP.


Knawls said agreed with Brooks in that he did not think is was appropriate for the Board to have a member on the transition team. Lindh believed that there should be a clear separation between the Board and the IPA. Crandall said that all references to a Board member’s participation would be removed from the recommendation. 


Brooks asked if members of the public were not commenting based on the discussion with Harris. Burt said that he felt that there should be a glossary of terms. Yamagata stated that the comments regarding the proposed transition recommendations, which the Board received from Anne Keegan, were the comments of SoCalGas and SDG&E.


Haro felt that the Board should proceed with the recommendations and that if members of the utilities, AC or public had comments about a specific recommendation, they should address them then. 


Lindh wanted to know what kinds of comments were grammatical and what kinds of things were substantive. Yamagata said that there were substantive comments—that some were issues which needed to be clarified or defined, some conflict issues or precedence set through regulatory decision, and statutory things like the release of customer information. Lindh asked her to point out where they were in conflict with statutes or regulations as they went through the recommendations.


Knawls noted a couple of substantive issues in the draft with utility comments: 1) the utilities would support Board involvement on the transition team, but that Board members should have technical knowledge pertinent to the transition activities and 2) they were not recommending that the transition team be approved by the LIGB.


Discussion of the term length for the IPA. Brooks felt that the Board should address this and thought that MSB should provide them with the pros and cons for longer or shorter terms.


Webb said that there were some substantive issues that needed to be discussed in terms of the IPA’s transition and the kinds of knowledge that they would have to have in order to move these programs. She did not see a phase-in here and thought that this should be addressed.


Beresini wanted clarification to make sure that the transition team would not be making policy decisions. Haro said that the information at the end of bullet 5—“including policy issues to be considered by the LIGB”—should be deleted.


Brooks felt that there should be more discussion, that the Board should address the policy issues and present the Commission with options and the pros and cons of issues. Knawls said that they had eliminated the transition team’s involvement in undefined policy issues, eliminated LIGB from membership on the transition teams, and eliminated the question mark on whether they could or could not be voting bodies.


Mendl said that they should add language stating that the LIGB’s approval was subject to legal authorization.


Motion (Haro): Motion to adopt recommendation 2, as modified. Seconded. Vote: 5-1-0. Dissenting: Diana Brooks. Motion carried.


Brooks stated that she was not against the idea, but felt that it should be fleshed out.


Recommendation 3


It is imperative the CPUC address the CARE- and LIEE-related functions to be retained by the UDCs and the associated cost allocations. These are fundamental to the transfer of both CARE and LIEE programs to independent administration because they affect the services that need to be provided by the IPAs, as well as the costs of those services if provided to the IPAs under contract. They are also inextricably related to the transfer of assets and liabilities and the information systems/data management issues. The LIGB recommends that the CPUs initiate hearings to determine:


The functions pertaining to LIEE and CARE programs that should be retained by the UDCs during and after the transition to independent administration;


Whether those functions should be performed as part of the UDCs’ regulated activities; and


The appropriate compensation, if any, to be received but the UDCs for those services from CARE and LIEE program funds.


The LIGB recognizes that only the UDCs can perform certain functions pertaining to the CARE and LIEE programs. Other LIEE and CARE functions are and will be incremental to functions already performed and to systems already in place for other regulated UDC activities. The identification of these UDC functions and the price at which these services will be available to the IPAs affects the ability of potential IPAs to develop bids as well as to administer the programs.


If the CPUC determines that compensating the UDCs out of LIEE and CARE program funds for these services is appropriate, the LIGB recommends that the charges be cost-based.


The LIGB recommends that the CPUC initiate a proceeding to identify the UDC functions that, if subjected to CPUC cost setting, could reduce CARE and LIEE program administrative costs incurred by the IPA. The LIGB will assist the CPUC in identifying those specific functions at the appropriate time.


Crandall noted that there were seven pages of utility comments for a three-page recommendation. He noted that what they agreed on was that there were issues and what they were calling for was a resolution in evidence.


Knawls asked MSB to use either “UDCs” or “utilities” consistently throughout the document.


Brooks stated that the Board should specify what the contentious issues were and put them in the recommendations. She felt that the Board’s charge was to resolve the issues and oversee the implementation and that once the Board had explored these things, it could then go back to the Commission and state what the Board’s decision was on the issues. 


Mendl said that many of the issues were addressed and that they were not able to resolve some issues during the one day of the transitions workshop. It was decided that the Commission would have to resolve some of them. Crandall said that some felt that their companies would decide how some things would play out and weren’t sure whether they would give access to certain assets or mechanisms. 


Brown noted that this had been an area where they had been asking for legal help and thought that the Board could not resolve it. She suggested rephrasing the last line before the bullets from “recommends that the CPUs initiate hearings to determine“ to making a delineation about working with legal counsel to resolve what could be resolved prior to PUC hearings on the remaining issues. She agreed with Crandall that people would not sit down and agree with this. 


Brooks thought that the Board should lay out the obstacles and implications for the Commission. There was discussion that the recommendation’s direction to the Commission was not clear. Mendl stated that this was in the same category as the CBEE’s assets and liabilities. He said that MSB had identified some of the functions, but thought that it would take a Commission decision to resolve some of this. 


Discussion that it would be hard to bid based on some of the uncertainty. Yamagata said from a bidder’s perspective, she would want to know some of the issues, such as access to customer information, up front because they would affect how one would bid. Crandall said that was why the recommendation sought to make clear that it was imperative that the Commission resolve some of these things and as soon as possible, before the RFP goes out to bid. Burt stated that—in defense of the recommendation—if it went out for bid without some of these questions resolved, the kinds of bids that they would get would be from contractors looking to get rich from the inevitable contract changes. He said that there was still time for the Commission to do something about this if it started now.


Lindh said that the issues that they were discussing were much broader. She felt that the recommendation, which was the heart and soul of the utility function, seemed to discuss what the utilities were going to do and what they were going to get paid, which was too narrow a scope and didn’t capture that there were all of these unresolved things that bidders needed to know prior to an effective program. Lindh also suggested that “cost allocation” be changed to “revenue requirement issue.” 


Brown suggested rewriting the last line to read “the LIGB recommends that the CPUC legal staff determine or that the Commission initiate hearings to determine” and then list the things that were very contentious issues. Discussion of whether the Board was going to identify the issues and that the bullets would have to be expanded. 


Mendl said that they were trying to concentrate on a narrower set in this recommendation, but that the underlying themes were similar—whether discussing data management, assets and liabilities—it was a question of resources, resource availability, and utility compensation functions. Lindh suggested that the other recommendations should then be more explicit and this recommendation should be moved further back in the package, so that after handling access-to-data and all of the other issues, the Board could come up with what functions the utilities would be retaining and the revenue requirements associated with those functions. 


Knawls asked MSB to capture Lindh’s suggestions which asked for clear delineation of the functions that would be retained. He was not sure if it should be captured as a discussion piece under one of the existing recommendations or captured as another recommendation.


Brooks asked if there were recommendations or options which came out of the meetings with the AC and transition workshop and if the listed items on page six were items that the Board was recommending and on what basis were they being recommended. 


Beresini observed that what the Board was stumbling on was the mission to stay with higher policy versus this very detail-oriented recommendation. He thought that it might need to be reworded so that took the viewpoint from the higher policy issues yet addressed the point that there were still detailed issues that need to be resolved.


Knawls asked that the Board skip over 3 and 4 and move on to recommendation 5. Recommendations 3 and 4 were tabled.


Recommendation 5


The LIGB recommends that the CPUC adopt a transition schedule for the LIEE program.


Crandall said that one of the hard parts was that in this scenario—assuming that by August 26th they had a solid contract—they would have to immediately start working with the UDCs or the utilities prior to their October 1 Technical Advice Letter filing and work out a joint budget. He said if the Commission delayed the whole thing by six months or a year, everything would change, but the idea of sequencing things would need to be dealt with. 


Brooks asked that the language be modified to say that “the LIGB recommends that the CPUC adopt the following transition schedule” instead of “the LIGB recommends that the CPUC adopt a transition schedule.” She felt that the Board should recommend to the Commission a proposal for changing the date if they didn’t thing that October 1st was a good idea. Mendl said what they were suggesting was to retain the current schedule one more year so that the IPA would get a chance to get some input and then switch to the June schedule for the next year. 


Brooks asked how the IPA would be paid and if the IPA would be paid beginning on August 26th and felt that something should be added discussing where the money would be coming from. She also asked whether they would be running double programs for the rest of the year.


Discussion of the dates for the annual program submittal to the CPUC and that if programs would be better started in 2000 instead of 1999, the Board needed to let the CPUC know.


Discussion of whether there would be a quorum of Board members attending tomorrow’s meeting. Knawls suggested a contingency motion in that event—that the Board adopt and submit the draft RFP to the Commission, absent the transition plan and advise the Commission that the Board would send the transition piece as an addendum in the future. Crandall suggested adding any comments received along with that as an attachment. Haro suggested not holding tomorrow’s meeting and then finalizing the transition plan at next month’s meeting. There was discussion about whether the Board should keep the meeting as planned and which Board members would be present.


Haro suggested that the Board use the motion to resolve the issue. Lindh restated the motion which was to submit the RFP recommendations approved in these three sections with the note that the final section on the transition plan would be submitted by the end of January, as an addendum.


Motion (Knawls): Motion to forward the completed portions of the draft RFP to the Commission by December 24th and that the proposed recommendations for the transition plan be submitted by the end of January 1999. Seconded. Vote 5-1-0. Dissenting: Diana Brooks. Motion carried.


The Board decided to meet tomorrow with or without a quorum. If there was no quorum, then they would work as a subcommittee to resolve some of the issues. Members who would be present were Brooks, Lindh and Brown. Weinberg will call McKenney to make sure that she would attend tomorrow’s meeting. Cuadros said that she would be present in order to make a quorum.


Meeting was adjourned at 3:40 P.M.
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