Low Income Governing Board Advisory Committee Minutes


September 22, 1998


PG&E Energy Center, San Francisco, CA





Members and Alternates Present: Dennis Guido/PG&E, Jeff Beresini/PG&E, John Nall/Edison, Yvette Vazquez/SDG&E, Joy Yamagata/Sempra, Brenda Hager/SESCO, Louise Perez/CRP, Eddie Jimenez/Proteus, Josie Webb/CPUC





Public participants: Barbara Cronin/SoCalGas, Dave Rogers/SDG&E, Irina Krishpinovich/Heath and Assoc., Samuel Williams/Independent Consultant, Bob Castaneda/Community Services & Development (for May Wait)





Consulting Staff: Geoff Crandall/MSB, Jerry Mendl/MSB, Charlene Treat/CH2M Hill, John Vincent/CH2MHILL - BrainTrust





Meeting Handouts: 


Agenda


LIGB/Advisory Committee Meeting Schedule September-December 1998


Draft Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes from July 28, August 18, 19, 24, 25, and 26, 1998


EEI Memorandum about Determining When Measures Yield Significant Benefits


Draft Revision of 2/27/98 Work in Progress (as of 9/21/98): “Definition of Roles and Responsibilities under the New Low-Income Program Structure”


LIGB Recommendations for 1999 LIEE Programs Effectiveness Criteria Measure and Program Selection and Implementation as of 9/21/98 


Josie Webb called the meeting to order at 10:40 a.m.. No quorum was present. 





DISCUSSION OF EEI MEMORANDUM ON SIGNIFICANT BENEFITS 





Yvette Vazquez/SDG&E asked for clarification and discussion of the EEI Significant Benefits memo (handed out at last week’s Board meeting). She was not sure if the Board was going to adopt this memo and wondered whether the Advisory Committee still needed clarification about what is meant by “significant benefit.”





Geoff Crandall/MSB responded that the memo was meant to solve confusion about Attachment A (Recommended Standard Set of Measures for Use in the 1999 LIEE Program), but the Board has not discussed the memo yet. The version before the Advisory Committee reflects the Board’s modified version, but they have not formally approved it.  MSB wanted to redraft the IPA and the cost-effectiveness portion with suggestions from the technical subcommittee. 





Dennis Guido/PG&E noted that without a recommendation from LIGB, the utilities should stay with status quo, because the memo from EEI is a non-document; since it wasn’t discussed, voted on, or being considered by a subcommittee. Dennis Guido/ PG&E and Yvette Vazquez/ SDG&E pointed out that it would be nearly impossible for the utilities to use a climate zone measurement to determine cost effectiveness. 





REVIEW AND DISCUSSION OF BOARD’S TIMELINE FOR ADDRESSING ISSUES





September 28 & 29:  IPA roles and responsibilities document; cost-effectiveness discussion; budget for the Board needs to be filed and submitted by October 1; and pilot program budgets. 





October 13 & 14:  LIEE and CARE program, pilot and needs assessment budget; response to advice letters of the utility’s filings for CARE and LIEE; discuss objective portion of RFP, introduction, and measurement and evaluation language; procedural schedule for assets and liabilities from utilities to independent administrators (required by October 15).





October 26 & 27:  Year 2000 changes to CARE and LIEE





November 9 & 10:  Final review of November 13th report and filing. 





December 1 & 2:  Discussion of assets and liabilities; informational systems; scoring and evaluation of RFP with contracts office and legal services.





December 8 & 9:


Further discussion with Contracts and Legal. Moving into finalizing RFP (submitted on 24 December).





COST EFFECTIVENESS and PILOT BUDGETS IN 1999 vs. 2000





The Advisory Committee discussed what, in terms of cost effectiveness and pilot budgets, pertains to 1999 program. Barbara Cronin noted that the only recommendation the utilities have from the Board on cost effectiveness (for 1999 programs) leaves it up to the utilities.





In looking at what the Board decided for 1999, there are some differences between The Advisory Committee’s suggestions and what the Board decided. This is especially the case for the decision for doing the prescriptive list by climate zones. Dennis Guido pointed out that the utilities couldn’t do the prescriptive list by climate zones.





Yvette Vazquez noted that leaving cost effectiveness up to the utilities goes against the concept of statewide uniformity. Statewide uniformity would not be achieved until the year 2000.





John Nall suggested that the utilities stay the course because no models help define what the Board has in mind for increased comfort and reduced hardship. “Feasible” to utilities means if they can do it, they do it. He stated that the utilities will accommodate reasonable and clearly laid out guidelines.





Louise Perez asked whether the ADVISORY COMMITTEE wanted to pass along the concern about 1999 to the Board or would prefer to let the governing Board wrestle with it, but no decision was reached on the matter.





DISCUSSION OF UNDEFINED PILOTS





A question was raised about what the utilities should do with undefined pilots. If the Advisory Committee chooses not to take any action about cost effectiveness, it must come forward with what it recommends to the Board.  Two issues influence the subject: size of pilot and cost effectiveness.


Geoff Crandall/MSB suggested that the definitional issues around pilots are partly symptomatic of cost effectiveness. 





Dennis Guido/PG&E introduced two recommendations, one about cost effectiveness and the other about capping pilots, for which the Advisory Committee began to develop proposed language, but which was tabled until tomorrow’s meeting. 





Roll Call at 1:30 p.m. Quorum achieved 





REVIEW OF DRAFT ADVISORY COMMITTEE MINUTES





Motion to accept minutes from July 28 and August 5, 6, 11, 12, 18, 19, 24, 25, and 26, 1998. . Motion was made to strike a note to CH2M Hill in the first paragraph of the minutes of July 28. Some changes were made to the August 19, 1998 minutes including the addition of Peter Grahmbeek and Eddie Jimenez to the attendees. Motion to strike note and accept minutes was seconded and passed.





ZIGMUND VAYS’ LETTER





Louise Perez read a letter from Zigmund Vays indicating that his travel expenses have not been reimbursed. He indicated a desire to rename a proxy for himself. Yvette Vazquez indicated that there was always the option of teleconferencing. Eddie Jimenez suggested that the Advisory Committee agreed on a rule that absence from three consecutive meeting means being removed from the Advisory Committee. John Nall suggested that aside from the issues of dealing with rules that the committee reach out more to the members in Southern California. He also remarked that the phone costs of teleconferencing might be high for participants. 





Louise Perez suggested that the issue of Southern California representation be brought up with the Commission. Dennis Guido recommended that CH2M Hill put together a memo for the Board about the absence of money for travel and location issues for representation from Southern California. Advisory Committee is having problem with always having meetings in Northern California and with financing travel as brought forward in Zigmund Vays’ letter. 





The Advisory Committee decided that Zigmund Vays cannot chose his own proxy





ISSUES ABOUT ADVISORY COMMITTEE DOCUMENT DISTRIBUTION





Geoff Crandall of MSB began by asking who was having problems with receiving attachments from CH2M Hill. Various people said that they were having trouble on and off. All agreed that attachments Advisory should be in Word 6, Windows 95. 





Jeff Beresini raised the issue of the possibility of a single place from which documents arrive because he has been receiving duplicates of many email messages. Josie Webb raised the problem of documents coming out at the last minute. Also, Louise Perez asked CH2M Hill to double check that everyone on the Advisory Committee list receive all materials and suggested that CH2M Hill be responsible for sending materials out.





Jerry Mendl asked who had the most recent MSB documents, small and large. The large one contains all documents relevant to the LIGB since November last year and had only been distributed to the Board members. Geoff Crandall suggested that the small document, which is a simulated filing going over various things that have to go into the scope of services part of the RFP, is the more important one to go over in this week’s meetings; Irina Krishpinovich agreed to provide copies for tomorrow’s meeting.








IPA ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES





Geoff Crandall and Jerry Mendl lead a review of “Roles and Responsibilities.” The document highlights three entities: CARE, LIEE, and the Independent Inspector. MSB also directed the Advisory Committee’s attention to the issues of the database for which no one is currently responsible and the move to uniform statewide structure. How soon a statewide structure will be in place or what that means has not been fully fleshed out. They started by asking whether the overview properly reflects the endstate, whenever that occurs. MSB does not see the IPAs for LIEE as being the actual implementers but rather as managers who contract for implementation. This will allow IPAs to be in the position of doing performance contracting with a group of entities.





Louise Perez opened the floor for questions of clarification. Joy Yamagata queried A-24, wondering when the transition from utility administration would occur. Past 1999, she noted, there is no authorization for utilities to continue doing anything. Jerry Mendl responded that the document was trying to reflect realistically the real world situation of the amount of effort put out by the utility companies after 1999. Joy Yamagata remarked that the ability to pass on the CARE discount would still go through the utility companies. MSB pointed to A-15, which outlines four functions likely to stay with the utilities. 





Bob Castaneda asked MSB if there was any specific item on the LIGB agenda next week to discuss what the Advisory Committee comes up with. Louise Perez suggested that if the Advisory Committee feels strongly, they themselves should carry the message.





Dave Rogers/SDG&E asked how MSB envisions the value behind the Independent Inspector. He mentioned that the utilities need reasonable and reachable goals. Jerry Mendl responded that the value would be based on two things: technical/efficiency improvements, and customer satisfaction (Is it helping the customer?) Geoff Crandall noted that there is no scorecard that has been developed yet. Dave Rogers reiterated that he wants percentages so that he can present them to the ratepayers of California.





Louise Perez queried the group for specific recommendations, mentioning that the Advisory Committee needs to be clear if it wants something forwarded to the Board.





MEETING CALENDAR ISSUES





The Advisory Committee’s December 3rd meeting will take place in Sacramento. The Advisory Committee canceled its October 6th and 7th meetings.  The meetings will be replaced with one meeting on October 12th from 10 a.m.-4 p.m. at the PG&E Energy Center in San Francisco. 





Josie Webb demanded a timeline in which the Advisory Committee will have the documents in hand before the weekend. MSB said that they could have documents by 12 noon, Friday October 9th . There was consensus that 12 p.m. on Friday was acceptable. 





October


Geoff Crandall repeated that the year 2000 LIEE and CARE Program changes draft is due to the Advisory Committee from MSB by 12 noon on October 16th, so that at the meeting on October 20th and 21st these changes can be discussed. At the LIGB meeting on October 26th and 27th, MSB will talk about the 2000 changes to CARE and LIEE.  


November


Everything will be together by the end of the first week in November, so MSB will release a draft document to the Advisory Committee by 12 p.m. on November 5th.  MSB would like to meet with Advisory Committee on the morning of the 9th for feedback. The Advisory Committee will meet on November 9th from 8:30 a.m. to 12 p.m. There will not be a meeting on November 10th. 





Geoff Crandall proposed that in mid-November MSB conduct a 1-2 day technical workshop for the Advisory Committee to talk about the nuts and bolts of the transition. Louise Perez thought the Advisory Committee should wait to know what the governing Board wants to do about this before putting it on the calendar. 





December:


Canceling 1st and 2nd of December meetings but meeting on the 3rd.








SUMMARY OF SCHEDULE FOR OCTOBER TO DECEMBER





OCTOBER 





6 & 7 ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETINGSCANCELED


12 ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 10-4 PG&E Energy Center


15 Filing


16 (12 noon) Draft of Year 2000 LIEE and CARE Changes due from MSB to ADVISORY COMMITTEE


23 Draft of 2000 LIEE and CARE changes sent from MSB to Board





NOVEMBER 





5 (12 noon) MSB will release simulated draft document to ADVISORY COMMITTEE 


9 ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 8:30-12 noon PG&E Energy Center


10 ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING CANCELED





DECEMBER 





1 MEETING CANCELED


2 MEETING CANCELED


3 ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING in Sacramento 





Jerry Mendl distributed the LIGB Recommendations for 1999 LIEE Effectiveness Criteria Measure and Program Selection and Implementation.





MEETING ADJOURNED AT 2:45.
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