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Low Income Governing Board—August 24, 1998

August 24,1998

Board Members Present: Karen Lindh, Diana Brooks, Roberto Haro, Jeff Meloche, Henry Knawls, Katherine McKenney, Maggie Cuadros, Nancy Brockway.

Consulting Staff Present: Geoffrey Crandall (MSB), Michael Karp (MSB), Sharon Weinberg (CH2M HILL), Clarice Ericsson (CH2M HILL), Paul Cillo (EEI), Harlan Lachman (EEI).

Members of the Public: Dennis Guido (PG&E), John Nall (Edison), Yvette Vazquez (SDG&E), Richard Shaw (ASCEP), Josie Webb (SPUC), Carlos Becerra (SPUC), Eddie Jiménez (Proteus, Inc.), Anne Keegan (SoCalGas), Dave Rogers (SDG&E), Barbara Cronin (SoCalGas), Ulla-Maija Wait (Department of Community Services & Development), Bob Burt (ICA), Joan Junqueira, Irina Krishpinovich (RHA), Richard Esteves (SESCO), Peter Grambeek (CalNeva).

Roberto called the meeting to order and asked for changes to the agenda. Reading of Chair’s report was held until Henry Knawls’ arrival. 

Meeting Handouts:

· Agenda

· CH2M HILL Proposed 1998 Budget

· Draft Minutes

· EEI Recommendations for 1999 LIEE Program

· Memo from Phyllis White/CPUC re: development of RFP for low income programs

· EEI overheads from presentation on 1999 LIEE programs

· EEI Recommendations for the LIEE Independent Administrator

· Final 1999 CARE Recommendations

Public Comment

Anne Keegan (SoCalGas) sent a letter to Board members asking to set up individual meetings with members. She wanted to discuss DAP findings, but wanted to know if it was appropriate to hold individual meetings or if it was more appropriate to meet with the Board as a group or with a Board subcommittee. Roberto Haro felt that there was a need to get clarification and that the Board would get back to Anne on this.

Contractor Budget

CH2M HILL Budget. Sharon Weinberg provided handouts of CH2M HILL’s budget. There was discussion about the administration assistance provided for at AC meetings. The assumption of costs was based on 21 Board meetings, 24 AC meetings proposed through the end of the year, as well as support in developing and publishing filings and reports. 

Josie Webb felt that CH2M HILL’s proposed budget for administration costs was too high.

Katherine McKenney iterated that CH2M HILL needs more direction from the Board on what to base her budget. The Board will need to make a determination on parameters of service and cost effectiveness.

Richard Shaw said that the service had been excellent and understood Josie concern about cost, but felt that it was better to budget too high and not use it, than budget too low and go over.

Dennis said that they should use the milestone list to get an idea of the number of future meetings needed for the AC.

Sharon Weinberg discussed the cost breakdown for services in detail. Sharon stated that the costs for Board meetings included conference calls, developing the agendas, room arrangements, noticing meetings, website management, attendance at meetings (two people required), recordkeeping, maintenance of files, filing and report preparation, reproduction services, financial status reports, and project management.

There was discussion of RFP. The suggestion was made to have the Commission’s lawyers present to discuss some of these issues. The will be asked to attend Tuesday’s session.

Diana felt that the consultants should be asked to bring to meetings a binder with all of the previous filings and decisions so that it could be reviewed. Someone should go through the binders. Henry felt that the Board could still go forward with a scope. 

Sharon was asked to add into CH2M HILL’s  budget a category called “tasks in continuing scope of work” which would include creating AC and Board operating budgets for 1999 and responding to other Board requests for assistance. The revised budget will include those items.

MSB Budget: Geoff Crandall presented MSB’s budget. Tasks included designing the Board’s CARE and LIEE objectives. It was noted that tasks for developing the RFP and budget amendments were added to MSB’s scope of work. 

During a discussion of EEI’s costs, Diana asked for a breakout of MSB’s and EEI’s costs. She noted that the amount shown was double what was originally discussed and would like to have a month-by-month breakdown at some point.

Geoff stated that if EEI undertook the role of independent inspector, there would be an additional $10,000 which was currently not shown in the budget. He noted that only about $10,000-$20,000 of budget was now left. Geoff asked for the Board’s direction on what tasks/support it would like to have covered under MSB’s contract. He stated that if more money was not provided, MSB would be out of funds by September 1st and not be able to go forward.

It was brought up that an e-mailed memo from Phyllis White (CPUC Legal) stated that the Commission intended to write the RFP. This potentially conflicts with the Board’s contract with MSB to do the RFP. It was suggested that perhaps the Commission was intending to write the California rules and that MSB’s contract could be rewritten to specify that it will draft the technical portion of the RFP.

Geoff was asked to provide a technical report with options. He felt that there were two things to think about: 1) How much of the reports provided by MSB does the Board use; and 2) What are the implications of the Phyllis White memo. If MSB does not draft the RFP, the costs could be very different.

Diana felt that Tasks J, K, and L (developing the RFP) had to be done by technical staff. Nancy felt that whoever was writing the technical piece should work closely with the Commission. 

Katherine felt that in trying to design a model which will be used for years and possibly influence multi-millions of dollars, there was a need to do the best even if it meant spending more money on the front end. There was some discussion of timeframe needed to reach the goals, including consideration that the line item for PUC staff had been taken out of the governor’s budget.

At this point the Board decided to have a closed session, without contractors present, to discuss contractor budget issues. Notes would not be captured, but the recording would be continued.

Board members decided to hold an executive session without contractors in the room to discuss contractor contracts.

Motion: A motion was carried that the Board would have two oversight subcommittees to monitor consultant roles. Administrative subcommittee: Roberto Haro and Katherine McKenney; technical consultant subcommittee: Karen Lindh and Diana Brooks.

Energy Efficiency Institute Presentation

Geoff Crandall asked EEI to capture revisions as discussed. It was suggested that the Board try to adopt the recommendations as they went through them. 

Recommendation A.1. Would produce a single set of measures which would be installed when feasible. These measures would be installed by all program administrators when appropriate and non-mandatory measures could be installed when needed. More savings would accrue by providing all of the measures to one home at the same time. With limited funding, it was not seen to be a good policy to install measures if there was no benefit to the customer.

Discussion:

The Board’s role was seen as directing recommendations, not implementing how the corporate structures should decide to carry them out. A suggestion was made that utilities’ current policies should be allowed to continue and that they should unify where possible. 

Yvette Vazquez/SDG&E wanted to know how the recommendation took into account AB1890—the “big six” measures—which have been mandatory to install. She also asked for a definition of “feasible.”

Anne Keegan/SoCal Gas stated that in the Southern California region there were municipal and community-owned utilities that would not come under AB1890. She felt the measure was more ideally suited for combined utilities. 

EEI explained that standardization necessary and that the priority was that customers should be held harmless. He felt that the utilities should work together and one utility should implement measures for both

Discussion shifted to the measures proposed in Appendix A. There was disagreement over CO testing versus CAS testing. Dennis Cerrido/PG&E felt that CAS testing should be mandatory for all customers receiving infiltration measures and that use of a CO detector was not sufficient. There could be a potential liability issue. EEI agreed that there was a liability issue, but felt comfortable recommending CO testing. He stated that battery-operated CO detectors had been recommended for the first time recently and that CAS testing should only be performed when necessary.

The distinction between gas and electric measures was brought up. The utilities were considered separate, so that if a gas company representative was at a residence and noticed a couple of needed electric measures, they would not perform them. It was felt that standardization should be offered. 

Josie Webb/CPUC noted that CAS testing was not coming out of LIEE funds; it was coming out of other funds over which the Board had no control. The potential was great to have regulated rate payers subsidizing municipal rate payers in southern California. 

Richard Shaw/ASCEEP said that an established standard set of measures was an excellent idea, but noted that there would always be anomalies. He felt that the furnace repair and replacement program in Southern California was significant to the low income population and should be reinstated as a legitimate measure on Attachment A. 

Eddie Jimenez/Proteus noted that some measures which the Advisory Committee previously discussed and cited as not being cost-effective—based on information provided by the utilities—were still on the list of measures in Attachment A.

Motion (Diana): Move that that Board, adopt a standardized set of measures and that it direct EEI to come back with a way to resolve the issue of regulated rate payers subsidizing versus non-rate payers, so that the Board can review the competitive impact that might ensue that would be problematic. The recommendations will be proposed to the Commission. Seconded and unanimously carried. 

Nancy Brockway proposed that the Board take up the issue of Recommendation A.2 and then revisit A.1.

Motion: Diana moved that the Board consider A.2, A.3 and A.4 and then return to consider discussion. Seconded and unanimously carried.

Discussion that Diana’s motion was not understood. It was intended to move the discussion along to A.2, A.3, and A.4.

Motion: Katherine moved to adopt recommendations A2, A3 and A4. Seconded.

Discussion about the definition of “significant benefit.” The Board’s role was seen as just adopting the basic tenants and that adopting the premise didn’t mean that there was not work to do in coming up with the definitions. 

Richard Esteves/SESCO supported the intention of Recommendations A.2 and A.3. He believed that neighboring homes might receive a different mix of measures and that there was a need to decide what to do. Richard recommended a two-tiered cap: one small ($300) and a separate higher one for furnace repair.

The $1,500 cap was seen to be very high. It was felt that furnace repair and replacement should be taken out of the budget. 

Richard Shaw stated that there were measures that improved the comfort of the home owner but did not significantly save money (such as weather stripping). He would agree with the recommendation if its definition of significant benefit included the health, safety, comfort, and welfare of the client, but would disagree if it was restricted to a cost factor. He believed the TPA budget should be closer to 20%. He supported Recommendation A.4 instead of a tiered approach and felt that $300 or $400 as an average amount per house wouldn’t provide much of a significant weatherization program. 

EEI stated that the recommendation’s intention was to provide a flexible system where people were empowered to address a home’s needs.

Josie Webb asked if there were ways to reduce potential abuses in the system that a maximum of $1,500 might allow. She felt that the recommendation should be more specific and there should be a maximum if furnace replacement was included. EEI entered a counter-proposal that would set a limit of $1,000 except when dealing with heating system replacement.

Discussion of utilities’ repair caps. There was seen to be a need to have reasonable accountability. Richard Shaw said a reasonable compromise was $750 for the building envelope repairs, $1,500 when furnace replacement was included and a 20% overall cap on budget.

Motion (Nancy): Move to accept $750 and 20%. Seconded.

Nancy (Restated A.4): Require all TPAs to limit home repairs to a standard set of repair items and a maximum per-home expenditure of $750—except when furnace repair is a measure, in which case the limit is $1,500—with a program cap of 20% of each TPA’s total program budget.

Vote to Adopt Recommendation A..4: Motion unanimously carried.

Recommendations A.2 and A.3.
Motion (Nancy): Move to adopt Recommendations A.2 and A.3. Seconded.

Nancy asked for the differences between Recommendations A.2 and C.1.

EEI said that Recommendation A.2 related to not limiting the measures available to a home when the provider was in the home and that Recommendation  C.1 related to a single transitional year. 

Vote to Adopt Recommendations A.2 and A.3 (Henry): Motion unanimously carried.

Motion (Nancy): Motion to adopt B.1. Seconded. 

Recommendation B.1: Removal and replacement of refrigerators. 

Discussion around allowing a tenant to have a new refrigerator. Landlords would either accept or reject the idea. Public experiences were that this was a popular measure and for those who have used replacement of refrigerators as a measure, there have not been any problems.

EEI worked with an economist to arrive at the energy calculations of: 650 kWh was a big enough number that customers will notice it. For those who wanted the measure to save more for the customer than the cost of the program, it would accomplish that in terms of net present value over the life of the savings, even with high discount rates and low savings rates.

Diana wanted to know if there was a way for people in the field to be able to determine which refrigerators would need to be replaced. EEI felt there were several ways including use of a Bruel Tech (sp?) meter to assess the usage; using a manual that rates the likely usage of all refrigerators; and setting up a toll free number that installers could call to verify the usage. Felt that the program administrators should make the call. Old units should then be properly de-manufactured.

Richard Esteves/SESCO said that refrigerator replacement was by far the most popular measure to the extent that it was sometimes viewed as the reason for the program, but felt that it was marginal as far as cost-efficiency is concerned.

Discussion continued over refrigerator efficiency and whether removal would result in cost efficiency in most cases. Richard Shaw noted that Southern California Edison had a list of refrigerators that were 20% above standard. He suggested adding those refrigerators to Appendix A since they were refrigerators which would perform significantly above the standard and that the program savings would be greater.

Diana asked to have Richard Shaw’s language regarding refrigerator energy efficiency captured and inserted into B1. Harlan answered that he would get the specific language from Richard. Richard responded that John Nall/Edison was the person to ask about a list he developed of standard energy efficiency for refrigerators exceeding state standards by 20% or more.

There was discussion about changing the recommendation’s language to make it clear that only the inefficient refrigerators would be replaced. Refrigerators more than 10 years old would be considered replaceable. It was felt that there were enough safeguards in place to propose doing this for one year.

Vote to Adopt Recommendation B.1 (Henry): Motion unanimously carried.

Recommendation B2. CFLs and energy efficient bulbs.

EEI passed around energy efficient bulbs and stated that they could save $50 over the life of the bulb. MCM research showed that over 1/3 of the bulbs were no longer in place one year later. One way to approach this would be to charge a lease fee ($.20 appearing on each bill) assessed to the customer for the bulbs supplied, with the understanding that the savings would show up on the customers’ bill in the future. EEI did not recommend this because it was seen as a disincentive to getting the customer to accept the bulb. They did recommend a co-pay of approximately $2, which would be collected by the installer doing measures in the home. 

Discussion of administration problems about collecting money from the customer. Sentiments were raised that this would be a problem for the installer to collect and could be an administrative nightmare. It was suggested that many customers probably would not accept the bulb if asked to pay.

Motion (Karen): Move that we strike any reference to the $2 co-pay. In narrative strike last two paragraphs and say that the board understands that customer retention has appeared to be a problem as noted by the above-noted sources and during the timeframe when the board is going to be constructing the RFP for the Independent Administrator, the Board plans to further examine alternatives. Seconded.

Discussion about having utilities that don’t currently have CFLs in their programs offer them to customers during this study.

EEI suggested a limit of up to five light bulbs since the co-pay had been stricken.

Karen amended her earlier motion to include a household limit of five.

Vote to Adopt Recommendation A.4 (Henry): Motion unanimously carried.

[Adjourned for the day.]
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