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Call to Order

Chair Henry Knawls called the meeting to order at 10:35 AM. A quorum of the Board was present. 

Public Comment

None.

Chair’s Report

Knawls reported that the California-Nevada Community Action Association had its annual conference in Sacramento the week before last. As part of the legislative forum, they met with Commissioner Bilas, which was informative and instructive. Knawls related that Bilas  indicated support for the LIGB as the forum for low income programs, as opposed to some of the alternatives proposed and said that he would be supportive of some of the concerns that the LIGB had raised in the past.

Agenda

Knawls suggested, without objection, starting with 1) a review of Commission orders, 2) discussion and feedback of the Energy Division Workshop, and 3) taking a look at the filings relative to the outreach and needs assessment plan.

Commission Orders

D. 99-03-056

Review of Commission orders including a final decision and an Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling by Crandall and Rutledge. Rutledge reported that the Decision issued on March 18th—Decision 99-03-056, part of Rulemaking 98-07-037—gave the Board a couple of deadlines to meet. Crandall reported that the RFP was formally cancelled and indicated that for the LIGB’s programs the utilities would be the implementors through 2001. The Decision also indicated that there would be an Energy Division workshop on April 12 and 13. Crandall stated that by July 18th—120 days later—they have to report back to Commission. Per diem issues will not be handled at the workshop, but will require a separate filing if the Board wants to suggest changes. McKenney noted that this should be placed on the agenda for the next meeting if the Board intends to address. 

Crandall said that comments on the post 2001 administrative alternatives regarding LIEE and CARE programs were due in 90 days, also on June 18th. Crandall noted that the Commission had commented that the Board had done a commendable job and that there was positive and constructive language in the order. He continued that the one thing that was omitted in the order was the idea of the “go-first” approach by the utilities. Mendl said that it had been replaced in the discussion language by essentially transferring the responsibility for establishing overall schedules and direction to the Assigned Commissioner.

Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling

Crandall provided a recap of actions prior to the March 26th ruling (Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling Regarding Program Year 2000/2001 Planning, dated March 26, also in docket Rulemaking 98-07-037). 

Rutledge discussed the direction of the March 26th ruling. The LIGB was given the following tasks: responding to the parties comments on its 1999 budget compliance filing (done); responding to comments on the utility filings on the needs assessment and outreach pilots (done); working on recommendations for Board per diem, participating in workshops on Board structure and operating procedures (next week); evaluating utility proposals for standard reporting guidelines and submitting recommendations to the Commission. 

Rutledge reported that the utilities have a filing on May 15th and comments should be in at the end of May or the beginning of June. The Commissioner specifically said that the LIGB should hold off on resubmitting the PY2000 policy issues and these should be revisited during the 2001 planning process. The Commissioner went on to say that he thought that making further modifications to low income programs would not be in the public interest. He came up with a schedule for submitting program and policy changes for the year 2000. 

Crandall said that the Board’s budget had to be put forward by September 1st which would need to be decided by the Board in its August meeting. The message from the Commission seemed to be that there were two things that should be a priority for the July 1 filing:competitive bidding and 2) an expansion on the SoCalGas/Southern California Gas inter-utility agreement (partnership agreement). Crandall said that Commissioner Neeper directed the utilities to seek public input and make their filing by July 1st.

Mendl said that the Commission seemed to be looking for a lot of public participation and that based on that participation the Board could selectively identify the issues that it wanted to put forward, primarily for 2001 changes. He noted that if there were other high priority issues that the LIGB wanted to raise earlier, then they would have to go through the same process. He stated that the process in the public forum needed to be started so that it would be well documented, well researched and well analyzed before it is presented to the Commission. 

Knawls asked whether utility representatives had any information on how they would be addressing that order. Dennis Guido said that what PG&E would want in order to make the July 1st deadline would be to bring the open RFP to an open forum, invite people on the bidders list and public members and take as much input as they could and make changes before they submit the application by July 1st. He hoped that they would receive approval by August 1st in order to try to make the January 1 start date and thought that the time was necessary to get a new contract up and running.

John Nall said that Edison and SoCalGas have met once to discuss the competitive bidding process. He reported that what the utilities were doing with the CBEE was to focus on upstream market transformation where they put in a bid to solicit for a statewide market implementor. He said that it was more difficult when you had two utilities trying to work together where one utility issued the contract, selected the vendors to do the work and then billed the second utility for the work. He said that in a two contract situation which was what the utilities were doing with upstream market transformation, there would be one RFP that went out with all the utilities signing on to that RFP, but then each would have individual contracts with vendors. Nall said that the utilities had been ordered to file a joint bid for the year 2000 so that was what they would do, but it would take a lot of preparation. His feeling was that the Commissioners were interested in seeing input into the process all the way along.

Barbara Cronin said that they hoped to get time on the Board’s next agenda to make a request for information. She said that what they wanted were written comments. The decision called for input from interested parties—which they did not see as customer input, but input and expectations from contractors. Knawls asked whether Cronin had tentative timelines. Cronin reported that there was an ASCEP meeting on March 26th, and a contractor meeting scheduled for May 14th but she felt that did not leave a lot of time. She said that SoCalGas did not see themselves bringing an RFP into a public forum since that brought up questions of fairness for contracts. They would take comments, respond to them, include some in the RFP and not include others. She thought that the ultimate decision as to what went into the RFP was with the utility since they were the one who would have to manage the RFP and select the contractors.

Guido said that it was PG&E’s intention to follow the same format that Cronin specified. His thought was to get it out into the public eye and have input, but he did not think that he would be responding to individual input. 

The Board discussed the purpose of public input and concluded that it is an opportunity for the public to provide comment on the policy and desired content of the RFP, rather than specific RFP design and drafting. 

The Board offered the utilities some time on its next meeting for a public interest segment. Cronin, Nall and Hobbs concurred. This will be added to the next agenda.

Discussion of which utilities would work together. Hobbs felt that there would be separate filings. Guido asked what the Board would like to have the utilities put before it. Cronin felt that they would come to the Board’s next meeting with an outline. Brown asked if the materials would be available in advance for the Board’s review and Cronin said that she would try to provide it about a week before the meeting. Guido suggested that discussing what would happen during the rest of 1999 and afterwards during year 2000—which would be due October 1st—would be a good core draft. Knawls felt that it would be helpful if the utilities could come up with similar offerings. 

Discussion of whether or not the AEAP filing would be included in the presentation and what information would be needed. It was noted that there was an interest in seeing some uniformity in the information presented to the Board by the utilities and that the AEAP portion would need to be discussed. 

It was decided that the utilities would make their presentations to the board during its next meeting on May 11th from 1:00-4:00. Thirty minutes apiece with an outline provided ahead of time will be allotted for the presentations along with time provided for questions and answers and public discussion. Lindh suggested posting the documents in advance and noted that if each utility had its own bidders list, the Board could try to reach as many people as possible. Discussion that this would also satisfy the documentation of the public process.

Energy Division Workshop

Crandall provided a background of events prior to the proposed workshop.

Date
Action

February 26
LIGB filed its budget

March 5
Pre-workshop comments were filed

March 8
Assigned Commissioner called for comments on the Energy Division Workshop

Utilities given four working days to submit an advice letter filing

March 12
Utilities submitted advice letter filing for the needs assessment and the outreach programs

March 16 and 17
LIGB meetings 

March 19
Filed the revised comments to the law judge’s request for schedule

March 22
Program year 2000 changes (these were held)

March 22
Issued the call for papers (have received one back); responses are asked for by April 22nd-23rd. MSB will look at and critique those. Michael Karp will come to the next meeting 

March 26
Energy Division Workshop comments filed (subcommittee: Haro had specific comments; MSB worked closely with Knawls)

March 29
LIGB responded to ORA comments on the budget (Subcommittee: Brown and Rutledge); did not go into the needs assessment and the outreach program in great detail. These were bifurcated so that the Board could respond by April 1st

March 31
Detailed budget information requested by the Energy Division was packaged (put together by MSB, Weinberg, Rutledge)

April 1
Major filing (Brown, Rutledge and MSB); detailed response to the Board’s high priorities which were the needs assessment and the outreach program.



Crandall read from the Commission notice regarding the ground rules and agenda for the Energy Division Workshop to be held on April 12-13, 1999: 

Agenda
1. Introductions

2. Clarifying The Role Of The Boards

3. Restructuring The Boards

4. Amending The Purpose Of The Boards

5. Clarifying Operating Procedures (Such As Compliance With Bagley-Keene, Public Participation, Protocol For Action Between Meetings).

6. Results And Recommendations Of Audits, If Released Before The Workshop 

7. Proposals For Amending The Boards’ Charter And Bylaws”

Cuadros asked whether the workshop report would be in the form of recommendations coming out of what happened at the workshop. McKenney said that what was not clear was who would make the decision at the end of the workshop. She thought it was assumed by the structure that the Energy Division was allowed to make the decision, but it was not stated openly. 

There was concern among Board members about agenda item number 4 “amending the purpose of the Board.” McKenney did not recall seeing anything in the direction to hold the workshop that said it was the duty or responsibility of the workshop to change the fundamental direction of the deregulation legislation and the establishment by the Commission of the Advisory Board. Knawls thought that that had already been done by the Commission. Mendl said in the final version of the March 18, 1999 order—page 17, Decision 9903056—in the topics of the workshop reference was made to “amending the purpose of the Board.”

Knawls stated that since there would be no tape recording during the workshop, that the Board would have a detailed task ahead of it in responding to the report. Brown recalled that she specifically asked Donna Wagoner what the format of any resulting report would be and that Wagoner said it would record the positions of various parties and would not be an attempt to make an ultimate recommendation. Some Board members expressed concern and thought that what came out yesterday was completely different—even opposite—of Wagoner’s discussion. Rutledge thought that it would reflect the opinions of the different parties and present those to the Commission. Brown said that everyone who had an opinion and felt something strongly should be there to articulate it. Knawls said that those parties who could not attend the workshop in San Francisco should email their comments. McKenney said they would rely on ground rule 9, which stated that the results of the workshop would not focus on the recommendation, but would simply be the results of the workshop and everyone would have an opportunity to review and comment on the draft.

It was decided that Rutledge and Haro would attend the Energy Division Workshop on Monday, April 12th and Rutledge and Brown would attend on Tuesday, April 13th. No consultants would attend.

Discussion of the pre-workshop comments on the LIGB structure and operating procedures, in particular, ORA’s comments on changing the structure of the LIGB. Members discussed whether or not to address the minutiae contained in the comments. Crandall noted that the utilities made some good suggestions and that LIGB had long discussed issues such as giving the Board enough time to adjust its agenda to include public input, the Board’s need for legal support and its aim to interface with the Energy Division. 

Crandall reported on the CBEE’s comments. The CBEE thought that the workshop proposal was to discuss new structures for the Board and any operational procedures. They commented that the scope of the workshop should be remembered and if there were broader issues that needed to be addressed, there were many other procedures and processes available, such as the advice letter process, compliance filing process and others. The Board structure was not considered to be a broken process which needed to be fixed; there was an ongoing process that was suitable. The CBEE was also reviewing its bylaws and considering changes that might come out before the Commission ruling.

Discussion that the CBEE’s comments were rational, but that when the Board role or structure was challenged during the workshop, those comments would still have to be responded to appropriately at that time. It was suggested that the Board wait until the workshop report came out before responding, but that it should not lose sight of the intention on the part of some parties to change the way the Board conducts its business. Another thought was that the CBEE’s comments might be used as a reference point. The Board had an important mission and its substantive achievements should not be forgotten. 

Brown thought that the longer both the CBEE and the LIGB were moving targets, it would be a big impediment to programmatic development. She hoped that a definition one way or another would come out of the workshop and that it would move forward. 

McKenney thought that the general comments made by Sempra, PG&E and Edison seemed to have been given in a positive light. Noted were Sempra’s suggestion that CPUC staff should participate in Board meetings and provide it with adequate resources and that the CPUC should consider Board recommendations prior to incorporation by utilities. Edison’s comments such as having the makeup of the Board reexamined and updating the bylaws could be considered. McKenney thought that there was a positive role to validate and that the Board should make a point of being collaborative where it could. She thought that the suggestion of having one meeting a month and the availability of teleconferencing were minutiae and weren’t too relevant in achieving the goal. Lindh suggested that the Board’s meetings should be tied to accomplishing its programmatic functions. Lindh suggested taking the Board’s budget compliance filing as a resource document which listed in its meetings the specific tasks to be accomplished.

Rutledge said that he was not sure about one of Sempra’s recommendations, that the CPUC should consider Board recommendations prior to incorporation by the utilities. He thought that it would be good for the utilities to know exactly what the Commission liked about the Board’s recommendations, but that the Commission might view the Board’s recommendations as one more viewpoint to consider and might not want to make a decision on the Board’s recommendations without considering what the utilities had to say.

Crandall stated that in all the orders there was very clearly some instructions to work with the utilities to develop a way to make this uniform and to work with them collaboratively. 

Minutes

Knawls asked Board members to go through the minutes so that they could be acted on tomorrow. Brown noted that the minutes for the two March meetings lacked some punctuation. Discussion that throughout the March 17th minutes the Board’s votes were incorrect. Lindh said that she would pass on corrections to Ericsson.

Knawls stated that on the agenda what appeared as one agenda item “Approve and adopt Board position regarding performance incentives (AEAP schedule)” and “updates from Energy Division, Office of Ratepayer Advocates and CPUC Legal Division” should be two separate items. The intent was to keep on the agenda the possibility of updates from the CPUC staff and the other entities. Knawls noted that there appeared to be no CPUC representative at the meeting. 

Energy Division Report

Knawls indicated he had a communication from Phyllis White of the Energy Division regarding the development of a draft RFP for technical consultants. 

He indicated that this was an example of Commission staff going ahead with something that directly affected the Board without informing them of what was going on. Knawls called Phyllis White who sent him a copy of the draft RFP. He asked her to also send copies to the officers of the Board: Haro, Lindh and McKenney. Subsequently, Knawls received information from White that the legal division was going to hold the RFP pending a legal analysis of any legal impact on the negotiations they were having with the unions. Discussion that the RFP was something that had been started and then stopped without the LIGB as part of the loop. Knawls said that they did request specific Board members to work with on this and he told White that the board would discuss the matter and form a subcommittee. Knawls read from the email he received back from Phyllis White: “I have been asked by legal not to distribute the RFP any further until they meet to discuss implications to their union negotiations.” 

Brown said that assuming the Energy Division got the go ahead to issue an RFP for technical assistance it would go through the state process, which might take 9 months or 12 months. Rutledge said that it could be done in three months Brown inquired whether the RFP would only be for state bidders. Knawls said that it was for anyone. 

Knawls stated that on that point the Board had made an attempt to work with the Energy Division. Discussion that there seemed again to be an element of potential conflict of interest issues around the development of this RFP for the consultants and some members of the AC.

Lindh asked whether there had been a budget change proposal going through the legislature to get more resources for the CBEE and the LIGB. Rutledge said that it was not specifically a budget change proposal, but was part of negotiations with the union. It was outside of the budget change process and as a result, the Commission was asking for eight or nine positions to support the CBEE and the LIGB. Weinberg said that someone should find out whether it would be an open competitive bid or go through the Department of General Services. Knawls said that from what he read it would have to be open competitive. The Board discussed its concerns about continuity and whether it would have anyone working for them after July 1. It was discussed that perhaps Knawls should invite the Energy and Legal Divisions to attend the second day of the next Board meeting.

[Lunch 12:05 PM]

Legislative Update

Lindh reported that of the bills introduced, none would directly affect the LIGB. There was a reintroduction of AB‑2461 which set up the trust funds for the telecommunications programs but it did not include any of the energy related—either the efficiency or low income—although there was a placeholder provision in the bill. She did not remember the number but said that it was a Polanco Bill. Lindh committed to do a full legislative report at the next meeting, covering all bills affecting energy efficiency or low income programs.

Advisory Committee Reactivation

Knawls said that the AC should be reactivated since the issue of the RFP was off the table right now. He asked the Board whether there was a consensus regarding reactivating the AC to help the Board on some very specific issues. McKenney asked whether Perez or some other member of the AC would be at the workshop to offer comments about its role.

Perez said that she planned to be at the workshop but not as a representative of the AC. Knawls asked whether Perez would be making comments on that issue and she said that she would. Haro asked Perez for her comments on ORA’s proposal that the AC should meet twice a month. Perez said that if there was a need for the AC to meet she was sure that they would but that they would not meet just for the sake of meeting. 

Knawls asked what individuals thought would happen after June 30 and wanted some input from the AC on strategies and alternatives, things that the Commission should be considering in terms of what’s on the table right now. Other issues that the Board wanted help on were the pilots, the needs assessment and the call for papers. Discussion that the LIGB had not taken action to suspend the AC, so that from a process standpoint the Board would just need to formulate a request for their input. Knawls wanted an assessment as to who was inactive and active in the AC. Perez suggested that the Board to send letters to all AC members to ascertain who would continue on the AC.

Motion (McKenney): Motion to indicate the LIGB’s intention to reconvene the Advisory Committee for the purposes of assisting the Board with its specific tasks. The Board further intends to send a letter asking each of the Advisory Committee members to inform the Board as to whether they are willing to continue on the Advisory Committee and, if not, to advise the Board in a prompt manner so that new appointments can be made. Seconded.

Discussion of whether there would be conflict of interest issues involved in having the AC pursue those three tasks and that Knawls would get input from legal on the letter. There was general comment regarding the tasks the Board needed input on. Lindh hoped that for the AC’s sake—and the Board’s—that when it came down to tasking the AC, the Board should be more specific than it had been in the past. There was general agreement that a results oriented approach was what the Board wanted. Knawls asked to have one Board member work with himself and MSB to clarify the AC’s tasks and Lindh volunteered.

Vote: 7-0-0. Motion carried.

Knawls reiterated that the Board would come up with more specific description and timeline for each task delegated to the Advisory Committee.

Comments and Response to the March 12 Advice Letter on Needs Assessment

Rutledge discussed the differences between the LIGB and the utilities. He said that the utilities were proposing a phased research plan that would take place over a period of a year. The LIGB’s proposal was for a much shorter period of time to finish the Phase 1, Phase 2 research. One reason that utilities’ proposal extended over a longer period of time was that the people/firm doing the Phase 1 research would not be allowed to do the Phase 2 research. This would cause a second RFP to be submitted and a second bidding process, approval and review by the Commission. The RFP approval time would take four or five months for the second phase to begin. Rutledge said that the value in the longer time was that there could be more public input. The Board’s proposal was to include public input up front and that there would be only one RFP. The Board concluded that there was no reason to stop the firm doing Phase 1 research from doing Phase 2 research or at least having a general contractor hire subcontractors—one to do Phase 1 and one to do Phase 2. In this way, there would be shortened timelines and a continuous information flow instead of having two separate contractors.

Rutledge stated that the next important point was governance in terms of what organization would be in control of the process of the needs assessment. The utilities wanted an 11‑member committee. The Board thought that there should be a five-member committee—two public, one LIGB member, one utility representative and one CPUC staff member. The utilities could have ex-officio members. The Board’s position on this was that having 11 members would be too unwieldy in trying to make decisions and that having four utility representatives would make it appear to the public that the utilities had too much control over the process. Rutledge said that there was not that much difference in goals. He thought that everyone was looking for a good scientific study to address the needs of the communities, but the Board was looking to get there a little bit faster than the utilities. There was some difference as to what the responsibilities would be for the supervisory committee overseeing the needs assessment. The Board saw the committee as a subcommittee of the Board reporting to the Board with the Board making final decisions, whereas the utilities saw it as an independent committee of the Energy Division or the CPUC, basically reporting to the LIGB and the CPUC but with more responsibility for decision-making on the CPUC side than on the Board side. 

Rutledge said that he didn‘t know of any other way funding could be done at this point with the recent Commission decisions, if the funding wasn’t done through a utility sponsored RFP. The money will have to come through the utilities since the LIGB didn’t have any budgetary authority. 

Crandall thought there was a large difference between the two entities in getting to the Phase 2 activities. The LIGB’s design was a seamless transition from the Phase 1 scoping study into at least the initial parts of Phase 2, with a mechanism so that the budget could be adjusted upward to move into Phase 2. This would provide a clearer picture of what the whole study would look like. Also governance was a deal breaker for the Board, so the Board proposal was consistent with its goals, while keeping ample utility input. He noted that one of the orders stated that the process needed to begin by June 1 or any funds that might be earmarked for this would then end up in the normal budget for programs. Discussion of whether there would be a contractor on board to start by July 1. 

Standardized Reporting Requirements

Rutledge asked whether the utilities would have to provide the Board with their proposals on the standardization of reporting and administrative costs. The Board was supposed to have those to review before the utility filing of May 13th. 

Cronin said that the plan was to have something for the Board on May 1st. She thought that for the filing due May 15th, the utilities were supposed to work with the Board and asked for input from the Board on what they would like to see. Rutledge said that since he hadn’t seen how all the utilities show their costs—he had only seen SoCalGas’ breakdown of administrative costs—that he had no way to compare them. 

Mendl said that if the utilities wanted feedback from the Board, the LIGB would have to identify what was included in the administrative costs of each of the utilities and they had not accumulated that information yet. McKenney asked whether—to the extent that the utilities are collaborating—they are collaborating to present material that would be somewhat similar and parallel.

Crandall read from the order which said “utilities shall work with this Board to standardize a treatment of administrative costs for CARE and LIEE both between utilities and between departments and by May 15th the utilities shall submit a joint filing to address the treatment of these costs.” Discussion of how to get input from the Board on this. McKenney said that the intent of the utilities was to get parallel as much as they can in reporting. There was some thought that any information the Board received might come too late to make any substantive changes during the Board’s next meeting. 

Crandall clarified the two different issues: the May 1 filing was the required filing by the Board about standardized reporting guidelines. The Board then would to do something with that and send forward a recommendation to the Commission on or before June 1. The other issue was the standardized treatment of administrative costs between the utilities and the departments within utilities. The utilities—directed by the Commission—were supposed to work with the Board to standardize a treatment of the costs and come up with a joint filing.

Lindh asked for clarification of the difference between standardized reporting guidelines and standardized treatment of administrative costs. It was explained that reporting was the annual report formatting, reporting of the installation measures and monthly reports filed with the Commission on what the utilities are doing.

Keegan asked whether the Board was envisioning changes in the items and the methodology currently being used by the utilities for reporting LIEE and CARE. She was concerned that with all the physical data to be moved, that the timing might run into the PY2000 issues. Crandall said that that a reporting requirements workshop had been held on March 8th where the Commission decided on the changes to be made on the way the reporting was done. Keegan asked what the Board was requiring. McKenney clarified that Keegan was asking what the expected outcome would be of the Board’s involvement in this reporting. Rutledge said that the Board was supposed to give comments. 

It was discussed that there didn’t seem to be any dialogue prior to the decision in Resolution E‑3586 about the utilities getting together to discuss what they were putting into the administration costs. The Board discussed that the impetus for this rested with the Energy Division or perhaps with ORA, not with the LIGB. Keegan explained that the difference between the two items was that one was primarily focused on what was contained in the overall reports and the other was cost allocation.

Mendl noted that what this Board needed might be different from what the CBEE had used because of the LIGB’s focus on low income. Knawls said that given the timeline, it seemed unlikely that the Board would be proposing any major changes to the report.

Mendl said that if the Board wanted MSB to review this, they could identify a committee member and ask the utilities to send what they have now and they could get a jump on it. Knawls was concerned that the timeline would not allow for much review.

Keegan asked that the utilities be given enough time to get the information from their regulatory accountants. McKenney said that the timeline was not coming from the Board and that the Board and the utilities had to make the best of it. Crandall asked how the utilities’ intended to work with the Board to formulate a response in order to comply with this order for the administrative cost for CARE and LIEE. Nall said that the utilities would have to get together to discuss what they considered administrative costs and that maybe they could come up with a definition and then begin to apply all the things they need to do to that. He noted that the other thing to keep in mind was that—in Edison’s case anyway—a lot of the support given to programs wasn’t ever charged to programs. It was part of an accounts payable function that was never charged back when the bill is paid or it was part of a phone center function where those cost were never really captured. Nall said that this might end up giving people an understanding of what an administrative cost was, but it would never give a good picture of all the hidden costs.

Estevez was concerned that they would be burdening low income programs with all kinds of administrative costs that it didn’t know it had and would be coming out of the low income programs in some fashion because of the administrative costs. He said that when the costs came back in they would have to look at them carefully to determine whether it was a low income cost or an administration cost. Knawls said that he would be interested in knowing what the overall administrative costs were now and what they would become.

Discussion of allocation of costs and the reasonableness of those. Lindh noted that the Board was just trying to establish a common set of parameters and that the reasonableness of this would have to come after. Discussion that some of the unequal treatment of the low income programs was a result of how regulatory proceedings were handled in the past.

PY2000 Recommendations

Mendl reported that the PY2000 recommendations had been modified per the instructions of the past meetings. Mendl explained that the goal was to move toward a more uniform application of programs. He said that that would not happen for 2000, but that there is a need to get this started now to be implemented. The first issue Mendl discussed is that the utilities didn’t have a list of the prescribed measures for their PY 99 filing, so that effort was something that should be followed up. Mendl reported that the other big issue was dealing with pilots and how to do studies, get some analysis done of the different options and integrate them into PY2001. Knawls said that that was another area that the Board would be asking the AC for its help on.

With respect to PY 2000 recommendations, Knawls said that Commissioners Bilas and Neeper agreed that if there were programs that the Board would like to see advanced, those should be brought forward. McKenney saw PY2000 as a foundation for a PY2001 proposal. She asked whether there was anything on hold that the Board needed to be extract and revisit now. Brown supported that idea.  A two step process was identified:  1) revisit critical issues; 2) refine the remaining document, including development of uniform standards, extending CARE to agricultural housing and LIEE funding. Crandall stated that a logical venue for this would be the September 1 filing of their budget to provide funding for pilots. Another option would be to redesign the user manual. Crandall asked whether the Board wanted to move into another part of CARE or was it too soon to do that and whether the Board wanted to pursue an increase in the LIEE budget. He said that there were a number of policy items that the Board could address now. Knawls asked MSB to pull out the priority programmatic issues for the Board to revisit on its next agenda. 

Knawls asked Weinberg to walk the Board through the milestones at tomorrow’s meeting to make sure that they had all of the primary activities listed and that the dates were as close to what they could approximate now. He thought that there was too much detail on the last year’s milestones and asked Weinberg to put it in another format for the administrative law judge.

Collaboration with Municipal Utilities

Knawls recounted that over the past eight months he had received a number of communications from municipal utilities and they seemed to want to start a dialogue with the LIGB on low income programs. Knawls asked whether they should authorize a letter from the Board to the municipal utilities to extend their offer to begin a dialogue about how the Board can assist in their movement toward the restructuring of low income programs. 

Motion (Lindh): Move that Knawls be authorized to send a letter to those municipal utilities who have contacted the Board, offering to meet and to see where we can share information or work cooperatively in the future. Seconded. 

Rutledge asked whether the municipal utilities were looking to the Board for assistance. Crandall conveyed his impression that what they wanted was to get involved and see what the Board was doing. Knawls said one of the small utilities said that they had begun collecting a surcharge and wanted to know what to do with it. Brown said that ultimately it might even involve the irrigation districts. She noted that a big problem was that it didn’t make any sense that someone in the LADWP district would not be as eligible for low income programs as somebody right next door receiving Edison or SoCalGas service. The Board would like to see as much uniformity statewide as possible. 

McKenney said that as a point of discussion on the motion, the Board’s goal would be to make sure that there was the opportunity for all deliverers of services in the municipal level to know what the LIGB was doing, but that this motion goes to directly contacting specific ones.

Vote: 7-0-0. Motion carried.

Knawls noted that one item that had been deferred for a couple of meetings was an update dealing with proposals addressing Native Americans and other hard to reach populations. Crandall recapped that this had been ordered by the Commission and that one order— E‑3245—criticized the Board for not having sufficient broad public input on the process. MSB had been speaking with Michael Karp who has been dealing with this. It was noted that a tribal organization made a complaint against one of the utilities, which came to the Commission’s attention. McKenney stated that no one group speaks for all Native Americans indigenous to the state of California and that it would be part of the Board’s outreach effort to identify the groups involved. She felt that community based organizations had more information on this. Brown asked whether there was anything the Board could do regarding the pilot programs. Knawls said that there was a Native American representative in CSD who had a catalogue of all of the Native American tribal and non-tribal organizations. It was decided that having an inventory of Native American populations to act as a framework was important for developing the needs assessment and/or pilots.

 McKenney offered to contact a Mendocino county supervisor and the local government Commission regarding Native American outreach. 

Calendar Year 1999 Priorities

Crandall led the discussion of the Board’s priorities for the upcoming year. The following items from program year 1999 are to be put in place by June 1st. 

Program changes. The utilities have been working diligently to put the changes into place by that time. The Board had not yet heard from the utilities on where they are, but there is supposed to be a filing to show how it is being implemented. 

Needs assessment/Outreach. If the Commission approves the needs assessment, there will be a lot of work that needs to be done, such as deciding who would participate in the committees for outreach and needs assessment and how many meetings would be needed.

July 1st Filing. Utilities have to expand the inter-utility agreement between Southern California Edison and Southern California Gas. In the expansion, the Board needs to see if there are other overlapping utilities or services that are ongoing and should that be part of this review.

Competitive Bidding. The Board deadlocked several times on this issue last year. 

Energy Division Workshop. 

Phase 2 Comments. 

Pilots. If the Board wishes to pursue these in this year, a call for papers has been released.  This is an area where the Advisory Committee could play a key role.

The Board’s Budget/Resources budget for 2000 will be due on September 1st. The Board will have only one meeting in August before this is due. McKenney noted that if there was a substantial change in the way the Board functions coming out of the Energy Division’s report, it would change the Board’s budget substantially. Crandall said that after the Energy Division report came out, there would an assigned Commissioner releasing a draft PD that would take comments for the next 30 days. He thought that there might not be a decision before the Board’s budget was due and that it would be a safer bet to just proceed with the standard budget. 

McKenney asked if the Board had a 1999 budget. Crandall stated that there was no budget as yet and no money beyond the $1.01 million the Board had left of its previous budget through June of 1999. McKenney noted that the balance had gone down a little bit.

Haro said that the needs assessment was critical and that it should be a top priority. He said that if the Board did the needs assessment it would have to have outreach as well and that the two should be fairly well linked. He noted that the needs assessment was something that the Board was required to do by the Commission. He proposed to the Board that after those two items, they should look at the budget as a third priority. He said that beyond that he was open to the concerns of the Board.

Crandall presented other items to for the Board to consider:

Uniform implementation of standards. CARE hard to reach populations.

LIEE Budget. Should this be looked at or not looked at until the needs assessment was done.

LIEE Measures. There could be significant changes in implementing the measures when looking at PY2000. Crandall said, in looking at the recommendations, the Board needed to decide whether it was worth fighting for those changes to pursue them beyond where the Board is right now.

G.O.153 Eligibility Changes. Crandall noted that eligibility and how it effected CARE would be crucial. 

Improving public input.

The board discussed steps to achieve these priorities.

Crandall said that the Board was responsible for oversight of the programs and changes. It could decide to have updates from utilities and then approach them about what they needed help with. McKenney asked to what extent it was appropriate or necessary for the Board to move into the enforcement level. Discussion that members wanted to know when things were being done, how, and wanted to be involved in evaluation and assessment, but not enforcement. 

Brown thought that there would inevitably be questions about self-certification, whether fraud was being committed or whether people were given accurate instructions about what they needed to do.

Rutledge said that the Board would get a report next May about the enrollment. He saw no reason why the Board couldn’t ask the Commission staff to do a random review of utility business office practices. He said that there was a consumer affairs staff that could make random calls and pretend to be a customer trying to sign up for the CARE program to see how they were directed and treated. 

Haro felt that they should do some kind of survey. Brown thought that there could be allegations that something was not done right or of fraud and thought that for the Board to have no independent information or review of what they thought was going on, would be a dereliction of their duty. Rutledge said that what had been suggested to him would be for the Board to focus on a simple step such as making sure that the utilities had a standard practice of approaching their customers—when the customers called in—with CARE information. It was noted that there seemed to be different ways of handling customers from giving the customer lots of information to their being rudely treated and/or directed away from CARE. Rutledge felt that in the initial contact with the utility there could be a huge difference in what kinds of information a customer received and whether or not they were willing to apply for the program.

Brown asked whether the Board would consider doing PSAs as part of an outreach program. Discussion that PSAs could be done using radio and television on different language stations and that they could be gotten for free. A community organization could be given a script and a Board member could be sent out to deliver it. Rutledge said that there were already some pre-approved scripts at the Call Center that could be used in seven or eight languages.

It was agreed that the outreach effort was a major priority. Haro summarized the Board’s priorities as needs assessment, outreach and the Board’s budget. Lindh asked whether there was much the Board could do on outreach until it got a decision back from the Commission. Discussion that it was too late for reply comments. Haro felt that it was worth mentioning to the Commission that the needs assessment was a priority for the Board and what action the Commission wanted to take. Rutledge said that once the Commission’s resolution came out, the Board could still comment on it at that time.

Brown asked to have the Board’s direction finalized regarding the self-certification, oversight role and scripted contacts the Board would like to disseminate through PSAs, just so that the Board had some way of gathering independent information and—to the extent possible—LIEE measures. Rutledge said that there was some oversight in that CSD had a consumer affairs branch that took complaints and answered questions about utilities. He met with them last week to ask whether there were any areas concerning low income programs that received complaints and noted that they got very few complaints about low income programs. He said that the main complaint was regarding the low income criteria which was something that the Board could not influence.

Brown’s experience was that in consumer fraud cases very few people came forward. She felt that the Board needed some system of affirmatively trying to verify how things were going to progress. McKenney asked what role would the Board have to take in order to enhance or take a more thorough look at the same or comparative information. Discussion that until recently CSD had limited hours, so their own intake might or might not be adequate and the Board might need something beyond that.

Estevez suggested that the Board not concentrate solely on visual media, but make use of community organizations and foreign language newspapers. Guido thought that the Board should be careful of how they targeted the population, since they wouldn’t want to have more people to service than they could reasonable handle. Arleen Novotney suggested using the PUC’s CSD as a forum to do the PSAs. Perez suggested that one function was getting the information and the other was getting people enrolled. Brown said that they should get the word out more broadly. Lindh said that the Board should ask CSD to put together the mechanics of how we do this. McKenney said that they also had to recognize what kinds of compensation needed to be put in place for community organizations.

Crandall listed the Board’s preferences:

Issue
Action

Direct outreach effort
Do PSAs, come up with other approaches.

Program year implementation
Changes for CARE and LIEE, overall monitoring and tracking, getting utility reports; if there are problems, try and identify those for the Board and resolve them.

Self-certification oversight role
Lay out a framework, combined efforts with CSD.

Needs assessment 
priority

Outreach program
priority

July 1 filings on competitive bidding and inter-utility agreement
priority

Energy Division Workshop
priority

Phase 2 comments
priority

Continuation of LIEE and CARE pilots
priority

Uniform statewide implementation
Not a priority. Lindh and Brown did not agree and asked to keep that open. It will be kept on the agenda.

Budget for the Board for the next year
Filing September 1; priority

PY2000 changes
Revisit; what is important—open

Expansion of CARE to agricultural and group housing


LIEE budget increase
Hold

LIEE measures changes
Redundant

G.O.153 proceedings
Nothing for the Board to do until there is some kind of PD

Improving public input 


Board resources overall


Oversight activities


Outreach efforts (PSAs)





Agenda for April 7, 1999

Weinberg asked to go over the agenda items for April 7. Morning items included: approval of the March 16-17, 1999 minutes, critical path identification, Phase 2 strategies. Weinberg agreed to call the three CPUC divisions—ORA, Legal, and Energy Divisions—to see if they can provide the Board with an update on anything that has occurred that has a relationship or impacts the LIGB.

Knawls asked for public comment. There was none.

The meeting was adjourned at 3:35 PM.
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