LOW INCOME GOVERNING BOARD ADVISORY COMMITTEE

DRAFT Meeting Notes for Jan.12, 2000 - Dennis Guido

Jan. 12-in L.A. 
Advisory Committee Members in attendance: Quorum Present:  Quorum Present  Louise Perez - CRP, Dennis Guido - PG&E, Pete Zanzot- Edison, Josie Webb - ORA, Eddie Jimenez - Proteus, Wally Winegar - Winegard Energy, Inc., Bob Burt - ICA Brenda Hager - SESCO, Lori Luna - SoCal Gas, Thomas Tenorio - CAA Butte County, Inc., Don Wood - SDG&E, Richard Shaw - ASCEEP, Arlene Novotney - CES

Audience: - Ula Majia Wait - CSD, Rich Esteves - SESCO, Inc., Alan Rago - QCS, Mauricio Blanco - Edison, Manuel G. Aguilar - SoCal Gas, William F. Parker - CAA of San Mateo County, Michael Rosauer - CPUC/Energy Division, Jeff Beresini, John Clarke - PG&E, Susan LaFlan - SDG&E, Luis Chavez - Winegard Energy, Inc., Donna Silvestra - CPUC Outreach Program, Ann Keegan - SoCal Gas, 

Agenda Items
Meeting Notes: passed for Dec. 8-9, 1999 

Chair Person's Report Update on current proceedings: Dennis was asked to explain the current process regarding the utilities applications and current hearings on AB1393 and the utility applications.  Josie will get to anyone who needs to know what the dates are for the supplemental and reply briefs on the two most resent hearings, Jan 11 & 13.
AC Membership:  Dennis Guido made a motion and Wally Winegard second the motion to allow any organization that is an AC voting member, may identify within their organization who will represent their organization.  Motion carries 9-0
Motion #2:  It is the duty of each entity to identify to the Committee, the Chair, the Vice Chair and the CPUC - Energy Division ( Mike Rosauer) who will represent the organization and their contact information. Motion Carries 9-0
Public Comment:  Susan LaFlan would like to have an updated version of the AC contact list.  Josie will make that available when it is updated with the new names.

Donna Silvestre from the CPUC announced dates for CPUC round tables on a number if issues.  Information was handed out including teleconferencing information.
CARE Outreach Pilots:  Formulate recommendations for the LIGB.  Each of the utilities supplied their outreach workshop information for review.  Jeff Beresini - PG&E provided information on PG&E’s workshops.  Each utility was asked to give a summary of their feedback from the workshops.  

Comments:

· PG&E - Jeff Beresini stated workshop participants voiced that they did not know how to put together a valid bid. And had a lack of familiarity with a competitive bid process.

· Who has responsibility for guiding the process?

· Weighting bid criteria, 

· Should criteria be published?

· Customer data - necessary or not?

· What is meant by customer data?

· Quality assurance of pilot project

· Subject to special process

· 100% application verification; or normal process only.

· SoCal Gas - Ann Keegan explained how the workshops went and identified some of the differences between the workshops.

· ¾ of the participants expressed knowledge of CARE

· General knowledge of low income programs

· Most of the comments were from non-profit agencies

· Write RFP to facilitate easy bidding e.g. low bonding or insurance requirements, so smaller entities can compete, rural vs. urban components, hard to reach populations

· Many comments on weighting of the evaluation criteria

· RFP should be specific.

· Payments to agencies, incentives/penalties

· Program Structure

· Income limits too low or too high

· Quality assurance - what it means

· Make it specific in the RFP

· Bill inserts as a marketing approach, most customers don’t read them

· What type of M/E data would be required?

· May have difficulty in conducting complex data collection.

· San Diego Gas and Electric - Susan La Flan, stated that 320 invitations were sent out - 19 participants at 2 meeting, although information was sent to the Native American Associations, no one showed up.  

· Amount of money available to each bidder $50,000 is too low.

Louise suggested the following be communicated to the LIGB and that some of these comments have already been ruled upon and those should be identified:

1. Need to discuss intent of the pilots

· Outreach and enrollment.

2. Identify and define hard to reach vs. general enrollment; outreach

3. Enrollment numbers should not be the only consideration.

4. Will the utilities release customer data for these pilots.

5. Measurement evaluation data collection

· What will be the roll of the agencies, utilities

6. Do we want to make any comments on the dollar amount, 50K available, make the board aware of the comments.

7. Evaluation criteria contained in the RFP

8. Quality assurance

· The group then discussed each of the items above:

#1

· Purpose of pilot to test new outreach methods:

· Innovative new approaches

· Increased participation of under-served groups

· What are the data limitations?

· Pilots should investigate the need to tie outreach to enrollment; some vehicle needs to facilitate increased enrollment.

· Test cost effectiveness of methodologies in achieving increased enrollment across populations.

· Use census data to make inferences re: Hard to reach populations.

· Ask CPUC for permission to conduct demographic random sampling.

· Demographic data is available in various government agencies

· How to determine that funds spent result in good data.  RFP to ask bidders to outline demographic conclusions made.

· Low income population is highly mobile with an estimate 300% turnover in residency.  How to replicate year to year.

· $950k expenditure should result in a proven methodology useable year after year.

#2

· How to define “Hard to Reach” without data

· Let RFP define scope

· Test methodologies on a cost per enrollment basis - Do not try to target “Hard to reach” population.

· Is it appropriate to describe groups to be reached with language in RFP?

· Who are hard to reach subgroups, then accelerate enrollment process, then interpret new enrollments.

· Groups contacted through RFP must both conduct demographic research, document methodology, then increase enrollment to validate the methodology.

· Proposals should identify populations within specific areas, provide specific information on number of people with populations to be reached and by what means.

· Proposers should disclose their sources of data.

#5

· M&E should be done by an independent entity.

· What entity should conduct the M&E analysis

· RFP should detail roles of data collectors

#6

· 50K funding amount should be itemized in proposal between data collection/outreach

#7

· Evaluation criteria should be detailed in RFP

#8

· Quality assurance mechanism to tie contract payments to actual performance, must be contained in the RFP

· Issue with verification of new enrollees

· Address the issue as to whether a contractor can change methodology outline in the proposal and identified in the contract.

· How to deal with contractor failure to meet milestones and deliverables?

Review Draft Alternate Decision of Comm. Duque:  

Motion #1  Keep the recommendation to maintain the LIGB and the AC and ensure enough staff support.  Vote 5-1-4

The following language summarizes the discussion of this issue.  The AC comments included that there is a need for the low income community to be heard.  That the process of hearings is so legalistic that the common folk can not effectively participate.  The board has served a very important purpose and until resent years, the policies and issues of the low income programs were part of a much bigger picture and not independently heard.  

This process has but a face on the ratepayers that receive low income benefits by people that have hands on and technical knowledge of and empathy for this target population.  However, there needs to be more emphasis in ensuring that more and accessible regional representation from those served is regularly heard at a times and locations that make the process accessible for those in need.  

The board or similar processes is far less expensive than the potential cost of professional intervenors.  

When and if the Commission looks at re-designing the form of public input on low income program, the Commission should seek to balance the representation between not only segments of community but regional representation too.
LIEE Uniformity of Measures and Operating Manuals (WIS):  Mike Rosauer - CPUC Energy Division stated that the project should go forward as fast as possible.  As the March date is not a reasonable in being able to complete this project, the utilities will proceed with hiring a consultant.  A reasonable timeline will be developed and presented to the AC and LIGB for support at the next meeting in Feb. 22-23.

Meeting Calendar:  

LIGB Web Site - www.ligb.org,  Each individual is responsible for checking the web site and down loading information themselves from the web site.

NEXT AGENDA:  

· Membership

· WIS & Policy and Procedure Manuals

· Status of Boards

· Current proceedings

· Alternate decision of Comm. Duque

Calendar

Other items referred by the LIGB
NEXT MEETINGS are set for:

February 22/23

LA 

March 28/29


Sacramento 

April 18-19


SF 

April 25/26


SF

May 16/17


San Diego
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6

