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Low Income Governing Board – August 25, 1998

August 25, 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: Louise Perez (CRP), Joy Yamagata (Sempra), George Sanchez (RHA), Dennis Guido (PG&E), John Nall (Edison), Yvette Vazquez (SDG&E), Edward Ocampo (Maravilla), Richard Shaw (ASCEP), Josie Webb (SPUC), Carlos Becerra (SPUC), Tom Temono (LIGBAC), Art Cisneros (Veterans in Community Service), Eddie Jiménez (Proteus, Inc.), Anne Keegan (SoCalGas), Dave Rogers (SDG&E), Barbara Cronin (SoCalGas), Ulla-Maija Wait (Department of Community Services & Development), Irina Krishpinovich (RHA), Richard Esteves (SESCO), Peter Grambeek (CalNeva), Jerome Oppenheim (National Consumer Law Center), Richard Keyes (RHA), Wallis Winegar (Winegar Energy), Fred Harris (CPUC Legal), Barbara Morton (CPUC Contracts) Phyllis White (CPUC Legal).

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

No public comments. 

Approval of Minutes

Motion to approve minutes of July 21 and August 18-19, with minor changes. 

Motion to approve minutes. Seconded. Abstentions: 1 (Diana Brooks). Motion carried.

Continuation of Presentation of LIEE Recommendations

Recommendation B3 Ventilations.
Discussion of ventilation standards. Probably not a measure that would be used often. It was suggested including this recommendation only on a pilot basis, since there was no hard evidence on which to base the efficiency. There was discussion regarding whether or not the footnoted standard should be used for all houses. The wording should be changed to broaden the definition of what can be provided in different climate areas.

Motion (Brockway): Move to adopt B.3 with an amendment to the footnote to reflect the current standard for installation of the ventilation being used in cases where programs do attic insulation. Seconded.

Yvette Vazquez/SDG&E notes that this was discussed with EEI and was not one of the recommendations approved by the Advisory Committee.

Vote to Adopt Recommendation B.3. No Votes: 1 (Henry Knawls). Abstentions: 1 (Roberto Haro). Motion carried.

Recommendation B4. Duct Sealing.

Richard Shaw/ASCEEP recommended this as a pilot project to introduce duct blasters to the agencies and provide training in its use. Duct blasters should be integrated into the program during the first year and then full implementation could be provided during the year 2000. He also felt that the one trip approach of doing outreach, energy assessment and service during one home visit would not work. 

Richard Esteves/SESCO felt that duct sealing and repair results with and without duct blasters should be tested. He has not found duct blasters to be necessary and felt that they were a significant investment requiring a long set-up time. Harlan proposes using a duct blaster as testing tool in homes.

Diana Brooks wants to know if there were numbers to support the use of duct blasters. Henry Knawls felt that if there was no clear evidence of the overall benefit they either should not be used or the Board should test their use in a pilot. Dennis Guido/PG&E also felt that the Board should direct the utilities to use duct blasters in a pilot study.

Nancy Brockway noted two primary objections: 1) that it was not necessary to do this; there wasn’t much savings and it was just as cheap using duct sealing; and 2) duct blasters cost money and people had to be trained in their use. 

EEI felt that in order to get the results, the duct blaster was the way to go and that it was confident that if a fair test is done, the cost benefit of doing it would bear out.

Nancy Brockway felt that the Board was not hearing EEI say that there was a difference in the performance worth expending the money and stated that if EEI could not say strongly that a duct blaster was the tool to use, the Board should not approve the recommendation.

Diana Brooks believed that EEI was recommending that the Board go ahead and get more data, even though they believed that it should perform the way it did in other geographic areas. Discussion continued around using this in a pilot as a diagnostic tool to find out whether it worked.

Josie Webb asked if EEI had defined “significant benefit.” EEI stated that they did not and he felt that the best way to make a determiner was to take one of the better federally approved audits and to run typical numbers using various the heating and cooling degree days of actual areas of the state. He said that the Community Services Department provided a list of over 200 areas with different heating and cooling degree days and that for about $10,000 to $20,000 EEI could run the numbers for various measures and figure out where the savings were. He felt it would be a useful study, but given the time constraints, EEI didn’t get involved in that level of detail.

Diana Brooks moved to adopt the recommendation changing “diagnostic” to “inspection” and that the Board direct EEI to provide a write up on what needs to be done. It was suggested that in a pilot setting the utilities could be asked to carry out the work.

Diana Brooks withdrew her motion based on some of the comments and revised it as follows: That the Board direct EEI to work with the Advisory Committee on revising this to be an effective pilot program to test out the effectiveness of duct blasters versus duct sealing and that their recommendation would include a write-up of what further analysis would be necessary—using the appropriate data—to determine where the savings are greater than the cost. 

The Board discussed the recent capping of contractor funds and whether the Board could authorize EEI to get the work done.

An alternate motion was proposed which suggested the approval of duct sealing as a measure, directing the TPAs to do a series of pilots to test use and non-use of duct blasters or duct sealing and having the design parameters referred back to the Advisory Committee which would them report its findings to the Board. The Advisory Committee would be working with the consultants or not with the consultants to provide information to the Board.

Nancy seconded Diana’s earlier motion.

EEI agreed to provide memo spelling out a definition to the Board of what is significant and how the work should be done and that the write-up was separate from a bid proposing to do the work.

Motion (Brooks): Direct that EEI to work with AC to revise the recommendation to turn it into a pilot program with the utilities on duct sealing and duct blasting. Seconded and unanimously carried.

[Lunch Break]

Recommendation C1. Targeting of half of the program funds for LIEE to the highest using customers. Simplest way to increase cost efficiency is to target the measures already being done in the homes where they’re going to save the most energy and therefore resulting in the greatest comfort and bill savings. Program administrators should put measures in the homes where they will do the most good. Not recommending target-marketing high-end users after 1999.

Discussion: Eddie Jimenez/Proteus asked what the basis was for targeting 50% and how EEI would recommend identifying the highest using 1/3. EEI said that 50% was a good balance point because in the 50% of homes that LIEE served in 1999, all of the standard set of measures would be likely to be employed and from a cost efficiency standard that would be very good. There would still be enough left for the utilities to meet the needs of those who requested it. EEI suggested screening CARE applicant usage to find out which were LIEE applicants having high use and target marketing that group. He stated that another thing that one could do would be to target geographic areas where high users were prominent.

Eddie Jimenez/Proteus asked about whether units already serviced would they go back to ground zero or if they would be entitled to service again in 1999. EEI asserted that they should be served again since it would be a different program. Eddie suggested clustering the calls. He felt there were high costs associated with identifying people and that  zig-zagging was ineffective. Suggested moving from one selected community to another. Felt that utilities didn’t have the ability to distinguish between single and multifamily dwellings. Budgeting constraints might prevent contractors from servicing customers year-round. Might not have the funds to do this. Would like the Board to consider changing the figure from 50% to 15% for 1999 transition.

Board Concerns—Discussion with CPUC Staff

Henry Knawls introduced Fred Harris/Counsel, Phyllis White/Energy Division, and Barbara Morton/Contracts with whom the Board would address its concerns. Two concerns: 1) an interpretation of the e-mail received from Phyllis White regarding the drafting of the RFP and 2) regarding interpretation of the Board’s contract with its contractor and their subcontractor.

Phyllis White felt it was important to know that the Commission has changed its thoughts about how the RFP should be developed and issued. This was a result of the law suit with the unions and because the state agencies see the public discharge moneys as state funds. Once the money was no longer being administered by the utilities, the state determined that it belonged to the state. Contracts can’t be issued by the boards but have to be issued through the Commission. This is mostly a legal and contracting issue.

Fred Harris stated that as a result of working on the CBEE RFP, the RFP should now be treated as a state contract and the Board should follow state contracts guidelines. The CBEE RFP had to be redone because they presented the Commission with a draft that didn’t meet the state guidelines. He recommended that a lot of the boiler plate work be left to the Commission contract people and the Board should concentrate on the scope of service element of the RFP. Admitted that there was some gray area in terms of how much the consultants should be involved. The Board should solicit input from their technical advisors germane to the RFP and work on the actual DAP scope of service that the Commission would then plug into the RFP. That is the change in the process. 

Nancy Brockway stated with the milestone schedule there was a lot of work ahead and that the Board would like to jointly write parts of this with the Commission. Fred Harris felt that definitely what they had in mind was a collaborative effort. Geoff Crandall/MSB asked for directive on how to proceed, especially if the Board was now supposed to make decisions and prepare the draft.

Fred Harris stated that under discussion was where the line would be drawn. The unions felt that consultants were hired to do something that was a legitimate civil service job. So to the extent that it might seem that that is happening again, there would be less of a potential problem with union if information came from the Board and not a contractor. There is probably way for the Board to ask for technical information and which could then be reviewed by them and blended into the RFP.

Diana Brooks stated that the basic intention was that the Board, working through its contractors, would come up with the technical portion and then the state would plug in its portion. The process was that there was a Board and an advisory committee and the consultants work with the advisory committee to make recommendations that were brought back to the Board. The Board accepted them or changed them, then directed the consultants to go back and make the changes. The product was very much the work of the Board. The consultants were seen as an extension that allowed the Board to do more than it otherwise could and helped it to focus on the product.

Nancy Brockway felt there was a need for a subcommittee to work with the Commission to get the RFP done. Michael Karp/MSB stated that if the RFP was written by consultants that it was different from them getting information and having the Board write the document. 

Fred Harris felt that there were still issues to be worked out. The product had to absolutely be the Board’s product and not a consultant product. There should be more consultation between PUC staff and the Board to figure out how to make this happen in a timely fashion. 

Barbara Morton will be the primary contact person for the Board. Geoff Crandall was concerned with being able to meet the timeframes under the new guidelines. Henry believed that all parties were motivated to make this happen. Barbara Morton felt that only certain components of the RFP would have to be changed. She felt it should be an easier process to follow the boiler plate and brought sample copies of primary and secondary RFPs.

Henry Knawls moved the discussion of contractor issues. Diana gave an overview of the contractor issues. Board contracted with MSB and authorized them to hire subcontractors. EEI was their subcontractor handling some of the energy efficiency issues. Board had outstanding issues with the technical subconsultants and has set up subcommittees to evaluate work completed by administrative and technical subconsultants. The Board wanted to know if they could contract directly with EEI because of budget limitations. The understanding was that the Board was subject to the same constraints as before.

Henry Knawls elaborated that during the bid process one firm was selected. Primary contractor selected agreed to work with EEI. Some Board members would like to assure the continuation of the subcontractor, thus elevating EEI to status of prime contractor.

Barbara Morton stated that the Board could augment a contract: money could be given to the prime contractor for the subcontractor, but that the scope of the work cannot be changed.

Nancy Brockway asserted the need to continue in closed session. Discussion about having it on the at the next meeting on the 16th and noticing an executive session.

Fred Harris stated that there was another thing that had come up as a result of the RFP issue and that was that the governor has blue-penciled certain positions that were established. The PUC was hoping that that was a mistake and were currently working on remedies for that.

Nancy Brockway made a motion that Henry Knawls be authorized to right a letter to the legislature—what members in his judgment he deems suitable—expressing their support for these budget positions. Karen Lindh noted that letters had already been sent to Senator Johnston regarding AB2461.

Henry and Maggie will serve on the RFP subcommittee working with the PUC.

Discussion of allowing the continuation of DAP work through next Monday. 

Motion (Lindh): Move that the Board establish a budget augmentation through MSB to EEI for $15,000 for work on the LIEE recommendations through October 15th consistent with what we did with the other two contractors in order  finish their recommendations, work with the AC.

Roberto Haro recommended amending the amount to $20,000.

EEI expressed concerns about accepting the amount based on the vagueness of the project scope. Felt that EEI needed to hear a clear definition of a project before it proceeded. Writing up the discussed letter would not a problem. Questions included whether EEI was writing up one pilot program or two and if it would be required to write a position paper to solve conflicts. Given the Board’s current directions, the estimated cost was $25,000. If there were specifics EEI could quote a fee for service or work on an hourly arrangement. Henry Knawls felt that EEI should work on an hourly basis up to the $20,000 cap.

Diana Brooks felt that she and Karen should look at this as a subcommittee and report back to the Board. 

Karen Lindh said that the motion on the floor was only an interim step to get the Board to October 15th wherein the two committees would come back with recommendations that would provide information to get the Board through the rest of the year. The Board should establish a cap for EEI for finishing the work.

Discussion that if action is not taken today, EEI would have to disengage. Twenty thousand dollars was seen as a tide-over amount to establish a scope and that the technical subcommittee would then look at the scope of work and make some decisions.

Motion (Brooks): To increase MSB’s budget by $20,000 to cover subcontractor EEI to perform the scope of work as authorized by the subcommittee. Seconded and unanimously carried.

Henry Knawls suggested moving on to continued discussion of Recommendation C.1. 

Restatement of Eddie Jimenez’s recommendation: Would like the board to consider changing the figure from 50% to 15% as a transition to 1999. 

Nancy asked how are high users now being serviced. Anne Keegan/SoCalGas said studies were now being done to target high users; could target multi-family from single-family dwellings. She felt that 50% should be seen as a goal, but they could go higher than 15%.

Discussion: It was felt that it was hard to identify high user in an apartment. Cannot separate out the high user. SoCalGas felt it could identify high users and that they look for customers who have spikes in their winter bill and target certain climate zones. Targeting was not seen to be a problem, it was the percentages chosen that were in question. It was felt by some that targeting homes of high users and eliminating customers who were not high users could be seen as discriminating against the low income customer who was still paying rates.

Richard Esteves/SESCO felt that in trying to get more benefits for low income households, anything thing that provided for more efficiency was helpful. He was not sure that a pre-stipulated goal was necessary, but if customers in the highest third were identified, contractors could use that to provide measures. Wanted to shift the emphasis to doing more measures per house.

Diana Brooks asked who were the beneficiaries of the program now and what kind of default targeting was being done. Need to look at overall objectives. Should benefits be distributed over the whole spectrum?

Motion (Brockway): That the highest using one quarter of income eligible residential customers receive at least 35% of the program funding. Seconded. 

Discussion around the issue of handing a list of customer names to contractors. Some utilities resist handing out lists of names. Do marketing and if customer responds, then they are referred or do block listings where an area is canvassed. Others seen contractors as agents of the utilities, subject to the same confidentiality laws as the utility.

Maggie Cuadros suggested dropping the 35% of program funding and restate the recommendation to say that the highest one-quarter of income eligible residential customers received all services feasible. She did not want to define a percentage.

Nancy Brockway felt that the problem defined here was that there might be too many low use customers being taken care of and not enough of the high use customers, so the objective was to put a floor under that. That still left 65% and three-quarters of the funds. The whole objective of the motion was to make sure that some of the funds were targeted to the high users, but not to the exclusion of others. 

Vote to Adopt Recommendation C.1 (Motion): That the highest using one quarter of income eligible residential customers receive 35% of the program funding. No Votes: 1 (Diana Brooks). Motion carried.

EEI asked to skip C.2 and move on to C3: creating accurate source of data on participants served. 

Discussion surrounds whether some of the information is necessary such as ethnicity. Many not comfortable with collecting that question on an application. Include income source, dwelling type. Feel that there is already much of that information out there. Point made that dwellings are people served, not necessarily people so the information about dwelling type and usage more important. 

Dennis Guido/PG&E stated that if home is qualified under 200%, then one would know a senior household was being served. Felt that there was a problem with asking for ethnicity. Utilities have asked households which language the home would like information in, sometimes gives you some information, but not always. 

Diana Brooks said that the phrase about substance and form to be decided by the Commission should be deleted. The Board should discern that or let the utilities decide how the information should be gathered an leave out anything that is legally sensitive, like ethnicity or age.

Motion (Brooks): Require all TPAs to collect and maintain information on all LIEE participants and their dwellings in order to profile customers served in 1999 by usage, geographic location, owner/renter status and dwelling type. Seconded and unanimously carried.

EEI restated Recommendation A5. Recommendation reworded to say that the customer should not be denied measures for which they are eligible and would provide them significant benefit just because of the accounting issue, that is how the funds are treated by the dual fuel utilities corporate entities. 

Discussion that if funds are not left, no more homes will receive measures during that program year. Discussion of how gas and electric budgets are decided.

Diana Brooks felt that Recommendation A.6 should be combined with A.5. If both were taken together then it would eliminate the issue of subsidizing municipal rate payers. Motion to adopt Recommendations A.5 and A.6. Seconded.

Feeling that municipal utilities are not addressed; municipal rate payers would not be allowed to subsidize non-municipal rate payers. Nancy Brockway suggested a change to the language which would eliminate the conflict. 

Recommendation A.5 would require all TPAs that are dual-fuel utilities providing both gas and electric service to an eligible customer to install all feasible measures from the standard set in that customer’s home if that utility has program funds remaining in either the gas or electric LIEE budget. Recommendation A.6 Would allow all TPAs that provide only gas or electric service to an eligible customer who receives other utility service (gas or electric) from a municipal utility to limit feasible measures to those from the standard set that predominantly save the type of energy provided by the TPA.

Motion (Brooks): To adopt A.5 as stands and A.6 as amended. Unanimously carried.

Discussion of whether something needs to be submitted to the Commission on September 1st. 

Motion made by Nancy Brockway that the consultants should make corrections to the recommendations.

Nancy will draft a cover letter to the Commission. There was discussion that the letter should state that the Board was only providing them with information to keep them apprised.

Appendix A

EEI discussed revisions of Appendix A. This revision would eliminate CO and CAS testing as mandatory and would allow the utilities to use their own judgment. 

SoCalGas had concerns about Appendix A, No. 3, regarding the replacing of inefficient or malfunctioning heating systems. Would propose replacing malfunctioning heating systems and strike replacement of inefficient heating systems.

Motion (Lindh): Move to adopt amendments 1, 2, and 3 to eliminate inefficient. Seconded and unanimously carried.

Motion (Brockway): Move to adopt Appendix A. Seconded and unanimously carried.

EEI did not record the language for the revised recommendations. EEI was willing to make the changes if they were provided with the meeting tapes. Clarice Ericsson/CH2M HILL was directed to provide revisions to the recommendations.

Karen Lindh commended the AC and the consultants for all their hard work. She said that EEI and MSB should get their revisions of recommendations to CH2M HILL along with a cover letter to be written by Karen Lindh.

[Meeting adjourned]
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