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Proposal for a CARE Community Outreach Program


Attachment C—Low Income Governing Board Needs Assessment Study Plan Proposal


Chair Henry Knawls called the meeting to order at 11:00 AM. A quorum of the Board was not present. 


Knawls said that the Board would begin as an informal committee meeting. 


C&K Teleservices Presentation


Jeff Meloche introduced Connie Bates and Kathy Masi, representatives of the Electric Indication Call Center, which was set up under CEP. The Call Center ran through May 1998, was given an extension and was currently expecting another extension, which would bring it through the end of May 1999. The CSD requested that the Call Center be brought within the PUC as a staff function and the Commission agreed. CSD’s vision for the Call Center is to have it serve low income programs and communities and a number of other educational programs, which the Commission has underway. 


Meloche stated that the utilities were funding the Call Center through May, but that without continued funding there might be a lapse in services until the PUC incorporated it into its budget. CSD was hoping to get non-utility funding from various sources. Last week, Electric Energy Press approved the expenditure of $360,000 to help the Call Center get through the 13-month period until the PUC takes it over. Operating expenses for the Call Center were approximately $70,000 a month, so the total needed for the 13-month gap would be $893,000. 


Meloche believed that the Call Center could help support the CARE program, particularly with increased enrollment. He felt that there was an opportunity with each call to explain the CARE program, if not to promote it. He said if the Board could determine how it wanted to use the Call Center, they would hope for some funding in the LIGB’s budget. Even absent the funding, CSD was hopeful that the Call Center would service low income persons and programs. Kathy Masi and Connie Bates presented a description of the Call Center’s functions.


Kathy noted that infrastructure as it currently exists was based on CEP requirements which now gives a caller the option to receive recorded information, information via fax, information via mail and had multiple language capabilities. 


Calls route first into an interactive voice response system (IVR), except for the TTY/TTD numbers. Once into the IVR there are messages recorded in 12 languages. They work with a translation house, no limit to the languages that can have recording. Seven that they staff in seven and are five additional: Tai, Cambodian, Hmong, Laotian and Japanese, which were designated by the set of requirements for Electric Restructuring. Any group wishing to use the Call Center’s services can determine their own requirements and have languages added. A live operator is available from 8:00 AM to 7:00 PM. The hours were recently reduced, because they are now in a cost cutting mode to make this feasible to continue forward. An AT&T language line handles other languages that do not currently have a live operator.


Brown asked whether their staff was housed within CSD or outside. Meloche said that it would be housed outside until the Commission incorporated the Call Center into its staff on July 1, 2000. Brown asked if there was an intention to have the same languages available. Meloche said that they would endeavor to serve as many languages as they could, but that this would be determined by how many staff positions they were able to get into the budget. 


When queried by Brown as to whether they found a need for those languages or if operators had a lot of dead time, Kathy explained that all staff were required to be bilingual, so they were taking English calls as well. Connie stated that there was excess capacity that other people could take advantage of, and that although Call Center staff were capable of handling approximately 20,000 calls a month, they were currently receiving about 5,000. 


Brown asked whether they were also doing ULTS marketing outreach, trying to ensure that people who might be eligible for the universal lifeline telephone service program were being served. Connie said that they had made a presentation to them as well. The usage costs—which could be tracked separately—could be assigned to each program, but the overhead costs would be shared by all programs. 


Meloche noted that the EET had committed $360,000 and that overlay programs—310 overlay and two others that would require educational efforts—were currently beginning. Kathy believed that this option of sharing the center would give everybody the benefits without the heavy up front costs or the continuing maintenance costs.


Brown asked whether they planned to use this mechanism to give information to customers about how to could reach the PUC with any issue related to telecommunications and had it been contemplated that this could also be used so that complaints and inquiries could be funneled through the proper channels. Meloche said that it was a principal reason that CSD wanted to incorporate the center as a function, because it tied in to their existing consumer affairs efforts. Connie said that they were able to handle the first line of calls at this time and were working to do more and more of that. 


Connie said that since the fax-back and IVR were an additional cost—usage driven—what they were moving toward was that during working hours the messages would be channeled to a live operator. After business hours, or if the caller was one of the non-staffed languages, the caller would go into the IVR which would give them the options. The benefit to the LIGB would be that the Call Center was a proven entity, that it had professional management, centralized reporting, consistent quality, the ability to grow, reduced startup costs, and access to the technology.


Connie reported on the center’s projected operating costs. She said that the labor and management fees were costs that could be shared. Costs could split the by thirds or by volume. Kathy said that what they were thinking would be to have three shared programs—one generating 50 percent and two generating 25 percent each. For the management fees, they would track their time per program and the billing would be based on time acquired. Connie said that they put together an insert on the CARE program and if someone inquired about low income programs, they could send out information. The inserts were currently only available in English, but they were prepared to expand to fit the Board’s specific needs.


Dave Rodgers asked how many staff they had at the Call Center and if they had the ability to staff on weekends. Kathy said that they were consolidating and that the staffing was based on the amount of the calls. Currently, they had seven or eight staff, with the capability of expanding hours and staff as needed. When queried by Rodgers if there were any limitations to what they could produce, Connie said there were none that they knew of, because the services were available 24 hours a day, seven days a week.


McKenney asked whether Meloche had any ideas of where this would fit into the programs that the Board would be undertaking during its next budget cycle. Meloche was not sure whether this could be added to the Board’s budget without Commission approval. He suggested that it might be part of the Board’s proposal, depending on how they saw it fitting into the CARE program.


Brown expressed interest in what a pro rata share of the budget might be, based on one simple message stating that there were programs available for people who apply and asked what a ballpark figure would be for that. Her sense was that LIGB’s part of it would not be sufficient to take one-third or one-quarter of the Call Center’s budget. Meloche said that it was something that the LIGB would have to decide, depending on how aggressive a program they wanted. He said it could be used to increase enrollment or just send out brochures and he wasn’t sure what the portion would be. Knawls asked when the $360,000 from EET would begin. Meloche said that they had asked the Commission for an extension, but that funds would be needed beginning June 1, 1999. 


Weinberg asked if there were any return rate figures for the higher level of promotion or statistics based on how many calls came in. She felt that that information would be useful for the Board. Connie replied that the program had not been used to sign people up, so there was no direct correlation. Kathy added that it could be set up to measure those elements. Meloche thought that a lot of people could be reached through the center.


Knawls asked what resource supported the universal lifeline. Connie and Kathy reported that since they had not gotten the go-ahead on that, they didn’t know the answer to that question. McKenney said that making use of the Call Center was a logical component and wondered how the Board could make use of this. Kathy said that they were available to work with a task force and that once the decision was made, they could team and make decisions. 


Perez asked about the capacity of the Call Center. Connie reported that it could handle approximately 20,000 calls a month. Perez said that her service currently handled about 32,000 a month and provided information on CARE programs. She stated that they didn’t do anything beyond informing clients that the services were available and that they did not have the staffing to do anything additional. Perez said that the Call Center was doing what community based organizations were doing and that the center was not providing anything beyond that unless a specific contract was drawn up by the LIGB to receive additional services. Perez stated that if it was an enrollment issue that the Board was seeking out, then she felt that they needed more clarity, but if it was just information, she thought it should be put in context of whatever networks were out there and not made to appear that there was just one. 


Brown asked whether the people who represent the CVOs viewed the Call Center as a tool that might assist them, assuming it had the staffing, appropriate information and various languages. Perez said that the answer was a little more complex, and that most of the hard to reach people wanted to communicate with and see someone. She thought, in that way, community based organizations were better equipped to deal with this. She noted that if the Call Center was local and people could walk into the door, there would not be much of a problem, but if it was centrally located—just a telephone conversation—she felt that they might not get the same response. Perez reiterated that this was not to say that there was not a venue for the Call Center to ease some of the workload, but she believed that the personal contact of community based organization was important. Her staff spoke 19 different languages and she felt if they were going to get services out to the community, they had to make those kinds of efforts. Perez said that they did not go out and sign people up for services, but she felt that they sometimes got a bad rap for not doing those kinds of things, which—as a volunteer organization—they were not paid to do. She wanted to make sure that people were very clear about what it was they were asking.


Kathy said that she and Connie were available to explore these issues with Perez or other community based organizations and were available to travel anywhere. She said that the Call Center was available at any time to people who were part of the program and expressed their wish to make it work so that it made some sense.


Brown said that she was not advocating an either or situation; rather, she saw it as one piece of outreach strategy that the Board might consider. She stated that the Call Center had good penetration rates and that if everyone who called into the center was told about energy efficiency programs, the LIGB could make progress. Perez said that what she was advocating was more of direct relationship between all of the services because if the design wasn’t there something might fall through the cracks. 


Wait said that her center directed people back to the CVOs in their area. Guido said that PG&E had a Smarter Energy Line and serviced about 30,000 users monthly; they did liaison work and put low income customers on energy efficiency programs.


Report from the Chair


Knawls stated that CSD’s position with the LIGB was an organizational spot, but asked whether Meloche could stay and provide a quorum by representing CSD. Meloche had submitted his resignation, but said that he would be happy to sit with the Board if that would be helpful. 


Knawls said that they would convene as the LIGB with a tentative quorum, pending an after-the-fact legal decision. Knawls reported that he spoke with Diana Brooks on Monday. Brooks informed him that she would be resigning from the Board. ORA had made the decision to withdraw its participation in this Board, along with staff participation in the Advisory Committee. Brooks said that hard copy would be forthcoming. Knawls invited her to the March meeting so that she could say goodbye to everyone in person. 


Knawls said that he had no idea what the three remaining Commissioners would do about vacancies on the Board. He reported that ORA wanted to continue to participate as part of the public and to be able state their positions more freely than as a member of the LIGB. Discussion of whether the LIGB would be a seven- or nine-member board, since the Commission had not replaced Nancy Brockway, what the impact was and whether they should bring this before the ALJ. Weinberg stated that the CBEE went down to a seven-member board and that it was going to talk about the CBEE’s structure in its March 5th comment letter. Knawls thought that it might be appropriate if both boards had the same membership and asked Weinberg to find out how this was done. 


Discussion that this should be included in the Board’s comments. McKenney felt that the Board should certainly pose the question. Lindh said that they might have to accept that they might not be able to convene a quorum in Southern California. Discussed was the idea of adding Board members from southern or central California.


Weinberg said that the LIGB had a meeting scheduled for March 3rd, from 10:00 AM-2:00 PM in order to finalize the comments. Knawls noted that at least three Board members would not be able to attend on that day. Weinberg was planning to attend the CBEE meeting on the 4th. Knawls asked whether one Board member would be available to attend the meeting on the 3rd and take the lead role on finalizing the comments. The comments will be due on March 5th, in preparation for the public purpose workshop on March 10th and one agenda item was noticed for that day. 


Knawls reported that the LIGB’s primary action item was to get a consensus on a tentative budget, a consensus on the filing due Friday and to move the needs assessment outreach process forward. Weinberg said that if there was anything beyond Board meetings or Advisory Committee meetings, they would need to hammer those out or put in a placeholder. The Board decided to take the budget action after they found out what was proposed for outreach and needs assessment.


Public Comment


Knawls asked for public comment regarding the outreach meetings in Los Angeles or Sacramento. It was noted that Bob Burt submitted written comments, but several Board members were not able to download them.


Public Meetings


Karp updated the Board on the public meetings in Sacramento and Los Angeles. The purpose was to gather input on the needs assessment and outreach plans. He said that there were about 11 attendees at each meeting and that it was a good mix of contractors and stakeholders. MSB found it very productive and, given the time restraints, Karp felt that they made a good start. 


Karp reported that they started out with needs assessment, questions and answers and then they asked for comments; in the afternoon they repeated that with outreach and then had some general discussion. They recorded as many comments as possible to incorporate in their recommendations. There were mostly verbal comments, but he felt that they made an impact in their thinking and that it was a good model.


Crandall reported that Dennis Ray of MSB would discuss the needs assessment and then Crandall would talk about the outreach program. Order E-3583 which came out in December 1998, instructed the Board to submit a revised budget and needs assessment proposal by this Friday. The Commission said that the Board could also file an outreach plan for CARE with the February 26th filing, but that it was discretionary. The LIGB had previously decided that the outreach was a priority, so it had been incorporated. Crandall said there were six various pieces of information required by the Order which they satisfied.


Needs Assessment


Dennis Ray said that MSB’s proposal was a data-driven, quantitative-driven analysis, which focused on direct customer contact. They propose to conduct onsite surveys with personal interviews, with more than 1,200 low income households in the state and to conduct telephone surveys with more than 4,000 low income households. These will be supplemented by personal contacts and customer focus groups throughout the state. The analysis would be part of a two stage process of 1) exploring issues and understanding of low income households here in the state and 2) trying to confirm the hypotheses that were developed through the exploration phase with quantitative survey research. The process will have to be unbiased and professionally done. 


Ray discussed the focus of the four fundamental objectives of the study: 


Estimate and explain the determinants of energy burden of low income households 


Understand the strategies used by low-income households to manage their bills


Quantify the size of the eligible population and identify a methodology for ongoing measurement of the penetration rate


Understand why CARE customers choose to participate or not participate in CARE to find approached for increasing participation rates


Ray hoped to obtain that information in this study, to find out who people trusted, what messages worked and what messages didn’t work.


Study 1: Initial Study: Needs Assessment Overview. The objective will be to bring in the results from existing studies and make them known to people, to show where the leading edge is and move beyond it. They will look for the determinants as to how people decide, as well as how people find out and convince themselves that it’s a good thing to do. MSB will start out with focus groups to get some ideas and move forward with a survey to confirm them in the population.


Study 2: Energy Burden in the Low Income Population. The focus will be to look at the distribution of energy burdens in the low income population. They will need to get income information, energy use and billing data and—to do some segmentation—they will need to marry that with demographic information. The result will be a good sense of a measure of affordability, the percent of income that is spent on energy. 


Study 3: Integrated Perspective on How Low Income Households Manage Their Energy Costs. The objective will involve detailed onsite visits that look at how low income households manage energy costs, the use of the energy and their budget. They will bring in people to talk about these things, of attitudes and behaviors. On the physical side, they will have to look at what the housing conditions are and the saturation of ECMs and energy conservation measures. By putting both of those together they will be able to get a good idea of how the low income population copes with high energy burdens. One suggestion that came out of the public meetings was that they structure this by climate zones. Another comment was that they needed to visit agricultural facilities and nonprofit housing environments, as well as single family housing.


Study 4: Geographic and Demographic Profile Studies. They would like to understand the size and demographics by service territories. Find out why certain areas or populations are underrepresented. The next step would be to follow up and find out why they are underrepresented and is there a better way to reach that population.


Study 5: Bill Payment Analysis. To determine whether or not a program has any effect on bill payment problems. They will quantify the nature of the bill payment problems and then see if CARE and LIEE have made a difference.


Study 6: Workshop on the Needs Assessment and Low Income Energy Policies. This workshop supplements study 1 where the fundamental foundations of the needs assessment process has been laid out. Its objective is to bring in people who have done research with low income populations and have them share with us what they’ve learned.


Study 7: Retention Analysis. This study is a direct response to comments that MSB received. It was noted that in order to have high participation rates, there needs to be new enrollment, but people have to be kept in the program if they are eligible. This study will seek to find out why people do not continue with the program.


Study 8: Final Study: Synthesis of the California Needs Assessment Studies. The objective will be to integrate the different pieces, summarize the results and begin to think about the policy or program implications.


Ray went over the budget information that would be a little more than $1 million. That is about half of the placeholder that was put into the LIGB’s budget. The project would last over a year. He felt that given the lasting benefits this would be a good investment on behalf of low income.


Ray stated that MSB was adding to their organizational structure a subcommittee of the LIGB called the Needs Assessment Management Subcommittee. One of the comments they received was that it looked like they were creating a whole new infrastructure. To simplify and integrate, they decided to make it a subcommittee of the LIGB which would have the ongoing daily responsibility of making sure that the needs assessment was being done in a cost effective and efficient way, over a reasonable period of time. Ray thought that having a general contractor called in to do the work seemed to be the most efficient and coordinated way to handle the whole needs assessment.


Ray went over the timeline. He stated that the principal work would not begin until fall, because of the contracting process that they would have to go through to bring in a general contractor. Another issue raised was what was the role of MSB versus a general contractor. 


Mendl said that the originally authorized scope of work would end June 30th, presenting a significant constraint since most of the work proposed would be done after that time. He stated that two things within the current scope—which could be done prior to June 30th—were 1) the needs assessment overview and 2) the workshop on the needs assessment and low income energy policies, which would represent $77,000 of effort. He said that would leave about $850,000 which would go to general contractors. Mendl thought that since neither the Commission nor the Board had the authority to enter into contracts on this, the $850,000 would have to be contracted with the utilities, as fiduciary agents, under some direction of the Board. 


Mendl said that MSB’s recommendation would be that the whole package could be done by external consultants working under contract issued by the utilities as fiscal agents. If the Board wanted to meet the June 1st start date, at least two of the projects could go ahead, whether the Board decided to use MSB or another contractor.


Knawls wanted to know how they saw fiscal agents and felt that that implied a very limited role. Would these be consultants through the utilities who were contracted to do specific activities that the Board laid out? Crandall read from the October 21, 1998 document, under the recommendations in response to the PAL filings: “The utilities should act as a fiscal agent for funds allotted for LIGB-directed and Commission approved pilots and studies. As such, they should hold and disperse these funds under LIGB and Commission direction.” He read from another excerpt which stated, “The Board proposes that the utilities be the fiscal and contracting agents with appropriate Commission direction as to the contract methods and procedures for these pilots and studies under Board direction and with Board consultation.” Crandall noted that this was done before and that MSB was using something that the Board had felt comfortable with before.


McKenney said that the question before the Board was would the Commission continue to validate the October 21st process and continue to allow the Board to move forward using this process. Brown said that that was an issue that the Board should raise. McKenney said that they could also put the two items in for budget allocation, but she was not happy with bifurcating all of this. Discussion that the Board could go through with the two studies which would then inform later studies and give the Board a basis from which to proceed. It was noted that those two items would give the interpretation of meeting the June 1 start date.


Ray felt that the design of the needs assessment was critical and that it needed a collaborative process with the utilities and advocacy groups to make sure that the $1 million was spent wisely. He felt that the Board shouldn’t rush into a June 1st RFP without spending some time on it. He said that the CPUC wanted to know that the Board knew what it was doing and he thought that this proposal met that requirement. 


Discussion of where in the budget the funding would be to do the work on the design. Mendl said that the two studies would be shown as a separate line item and that there were a number of places where this would fit together in the budget.


Lindh reported on Bob Burt’s comments, which she stated were focused on this point. Burt suggested that the first phase ought to be an expanded version of the needs assessment overview, which would include an assessment of where we are to-date, looking at the saturation, who has been served, how successful have our programs been, the scoping of what still needed to be done and then a planning phase. He saw this first element as being a slightly expanded version from what was included in the assessment, as well as the planning and scoping. Burt also had some suggestions on scaling back some of the other pieces—particularly the demographics, with the database elements of the recommendations—and doing more of the literature search to gather existing data rather than recreating. 


Lindh said one thing the Board ought to be thinking about was including an element of assessment as to what it had accomplished so far. Ray said that one thing that they could do would be to summarize what they accomplished and that this information was contained in the annual report, as well as from supplemental materials that the Board collected from the utilities and other groups. Ray said that they were trying to create profiles independent of statewide, but that they could also go to the census and pull that information out.


Rick Hobbs complimented MSB on the scope, but stated that SoCalGas was strongly opposed to assuming a role in this as fiscal agent, primarily due to concerns over liabilities. He noted that the specificity of the associated costs, particularly on the UDC side, because they were not delineated between the utilities, SoCalGas was not able look at them and see if they made sense from the utility’s cost and perspective. 


Hobbs thought the oversight committee was a great idea, but felt that there should be some minimum qualifications for that committee in terms of their expertise. He said that the Board should think about how the approval process would work, in terms of comment periods and going through all the rigors that the Commission would require; he thought that it looked pretty ambitious. Hobbs commented that the scope looked great and that the information gathered would be extremely useful.


George Sanchez complimented the work. He commented on the target segment and said that factors to consider would be the relative cost of housing in any of the low income areas, number of single parents, especially young mothers, the landlord’s role and their potential investment in appliance and other capital improvements to their property. Guido said that a lot of people would be looking at the needs assessment and that the Board could have an impact on the renter market. Discussion that this could be a vehicle for addressing issues of the lack of property maintenance by landlords, pointing out the problems and then elevating those concerns to the legislature. Sanchez said the landlord could be used as a tool to benefit the low income marketplace and to give them the help to do it right. 


Knawls stated that they did not want to rush this. McKenney said that they were all caught by not having clear direction from the Commission and that the LIGB needed t decide whether it wanted to comment. Discussion of the contracting process issues, that the Board could make a recommendation regarding its preference for having either the PUC or the utilities as the fiscal agent. Lindh asked whether other utilities had the same problems with the conflict of information. Hobbs said that he had not heard anything. Beresini said that he could not comment at this time since the decision was being made at a higher level.


Discussion of not wanting impose upon the utilities tasks that they do not want to do. Brown said that the Commission’s and the utilities’ legal teams could probably work it out in a way which satisfied all parties. Lindh asked whether the Board wanted to recommend to the Commission that their legal staffs work with the utilities to develop a contracting protocol. Brown said that the major point that she wanted to make clear to the Commission was whatever the mechanism, that the Board had to be able to contract independently with unbiased entities so that the end result was not tainted by the contract administrator. 


Discussion that there might be a way for the utilities to hire independent contractors and be free from liabilities and that the LIGB should be able to note those options to the Commission. It was discussed that the Board should put all three options on the table. Mendl asked whether Hobbs felt that there was a way for the utilities to have a role. Hobbs felt that they could if there was a way to erase the liability issue. The Board felt that this was something that it could not decide; it could only recognize and acknowledge the concerns about liability.


Lindh said that there would be a problem with a perception of bias if the utilities acted as a contractor. Brown said that they should note their concern, but that, ultimately, it was a legal concern for the Commission. Knawls thought that it did not have to be an overriding issue because the contract could still be laid out according to some principals. Ray felt that through the LIGB and the proposed management committee, the public could be assured that the programs would be unbiased.


Meloche said that since all of this had to go to the Commission anyway, the Board might not need to rule out the possibility that the LIGB could enter into these contracts. 


Discussion of the Board’s options: Option 1 would be an expansion of the current contracting process to accommodate this budget; Option 2 would be the utilities as issuing contractors. It was thought that it would be fair to offer this as a proposed budget but with the caveat that there might be some program redesign once they received the results of the preliminary overview assessment. The Board concurred that the needs assessment overview needed to go forward. Lindh felt that the workshop might not have a lot of value added. Knawls said that the phase-in of the expanded needs assessment overview was an area that could justify some enhancement. 


Knawls asked if the Board was in agreement with the total dollar figures. 


Motion (McKenney): Motion to adopt Attachment C, Low Income Governing Board Needs Assessment Study Plan Proposal. Seconded. Vote: 5-0-0. Motion carried.


Jeff Meloche asked to have the minutes reflect that he was voting on behalf of CSD, but that his resignation had been tendered, if not received.


[Lunch]


LIGB Compliance Filing—1999 Operating Budget


Knawls said that under the category “consultants” they needed a third category for “outreach.” Brown asked to have a category added for “legal.” Knawls asked whether the Board wanted to continue to budget for “errors and omissions as a category.” It was noted that the figures given were for calendar year 1999, January through December.


Administration: $439,000. Weinberg stated that this was based on an estimate of 24 Board meetings. She said that 16 were planned from January through June and based on MSB’s recommendation in the report, there were eight additional meetings. Mendl reported that they showed a total of 26 Board meeting for the year. Knawls asked Weinberg to use her figures for the first cut. She noted that the figure did not include any administrative assistance for the public outreach meetings.


Technical Consultants: MSB total: $597,000 (Crandall noted that the figure included Michael Karp’s services for part of this); Needs Assessment Consultants: $846,000 (excluded $77,000 and the utilities in-house contribution to the program). 


Under technical consultants, a third category: “outreach” will be added, which would show an expenditure for high-volume CVOs and the Call Center. Discussion of what percentage should be allocated between them. It was clarified that included in this item was CARE proposal outreach, which would provide a mechanism for other parties to participate and get active in enrollment. Mendl said that for clarification when talking about the budget implications, the LIGB did not have this money included in its budget because this item was going to be funded through the utilities by bidding out or providing grants to various entities. 


Brown asked to have clarified what they were talking about for this CARE proposal for the upcoming year. Mendl said that there wasn’t any money coming through the LIGB. He said that the budget for the CARE proposal was essentially the utility contracting with the CVOs or other entities to pay some number of dollars per participant enrolled. Brown asked why it was not coming through the LIGB budget. Mendl said that the utilities already had a mechanism in place for enrollment and, as a proposal for the outreach plan, this mechanism would pay some amount to target a certain number of people. This was seen as a contract issue that the Board could not get into now. The Board decided to come back to this later.


Guido said that PG&E didn’t have any funding mechanism available to pay anything for CARE applications, and that all they had was their administrative costs.


Meeting Expenses. Discussion that meeting expenses were shown as part of the administrative budget. Weinberg noted that having meetings in Los Angeles would raise some costs. The Board asked to have those expenses separated out of the administrative budget. Weinberg said that it would be roughly $20,000 for rooms and refreshments.


Lindh said that to the extent that specific line items could be shown separately, they should be broken out of the administrative budget and noted that it would put less pressure on CH2M HILL’s budget. It was decided that items such as website management, reproduction, filings, mailings supplies, etc. would be shown as subcategories under administration.


Board Member Per Diem: Weinberg said that she did not have a gross figure because it was based on the number of meetings. Per diem reimbursement will remain at $300. Weinberg will provide a calculation for the Board by tomorrow. Discussion that they should footnote that there was no per diem for Board subcommittee meetings, unless the Commission chose to adopt it for the CBEE. 


Advisory Committee Meetings: It was noted that the Board had not yet received a response from counsel regarding the AC’s potential conflict of interest. The Board decided to budget money for ten Advisory Committee meetings. Weinberg said that she would have to gather the numbers and that it had been difficult because of the inconsistency of some members attendance and in reporting expenses on time. Brown felt strongly that this should be kept as an item. There will be no line item for AC subcommittee meetings.


Legal Counsel: $60,000. The budget was $200,000 in 1998. Brown stated that since the LIGB didn’t have the issue of the RFP, it depended on what the Board was talking about. Discussion that it would be less money if they were talking about Bagley-Keene and budget advice, more if they were discussing changing the Board’s structure. 


Errors and Omissions Insurance: $60,000. It was noted that that figure had been set by Mark Mihaly, based on a board of nine members.


Mendl said that the CBEE’s budget had not been approved, so the LIGB had the go-ahead to present its budget independently, without and before CBEE’s. He reported that the clear signal received from the Commission staff was that they were having a hard time understanding what the LIGB was doing and that there was not a connection between the budgetary figures and the specific tasks. Mendl sent them the grouped set of items from a document presented to the Board on January 19th and PUC staff approved it, so that will be sent as Attachment A which essentially took the known meeting dates, plus a series of two-day meetings for the second half of the year and assigned them to tentative agenda items in order to meet all the requirements of the Commission and the desires of the Board. 


Mendl continued that Attachment B went into a lot more detail and was essentially a synopsis of the Board’s programmatic administrative requirements. He said that that was a revision of the synopsis presented at the January 19th meeting, with modifications made by the ALJ. He thought that those two things would provide the connective tissue that the Commission staff needed to make sense of the LIGB’s budget. 


Mendl said that he included in the narrative the Board’s staffing concerns and issues. Also included were the basis for the Board’s budget; the public outreach; monthly advisory committee’s meetings (which were put into the budget, noting the need for a legal determination on the conflict of interest issue); the six-step process discussed at the January 19th meeting, laid out so that the Commission and the utilities would be aware of the Board’s process; programmatic and administrative directives from the Commission decision; and major programmatic efforts (milestones and budget, implementing the 1999 CARE and LIEE programs, the redesign of the PY2000 CARE and LIEE programs, the needs assessment, the phase 2 advice of the Commission, the outreach plan for CARE, standardized and uniform implementation of the LIEE program statewide, developing year 2000 pilots, and March 10th meeting). 


Mendl stated that they had not laid out a detailed zero-based budget estimate and had not talked about providing the Commission with the detailed work papers. The Board decided that this was not necessary.


McKenney said that she appreciated the fact that Mendl was able to find out the way in which the Board could present the information necessary for the budget. 


Mendl explained that the Commission directed a compliance filing which was to contain the LIGB’s budget, a needs assessment and the CARE outreach. He said the way it was defined, it was not part of the LIGB budget per se, but part of the compliance filing.


Mendl said that they were now looking at whether the Board wanted to put some elements into their budget, such as the Call Center or CVOs, which would have an impact on the Board’s budget for next year. McKenney asked whether they could put the CARE outreach in the budget as a concept yet to be adopted by the Commission and go back to thinking about the Call Center and the CVOs as a bridge that the Board might do in the interim.


Brown asked where the money would come from and—from the utilities’ perspective—whether they thought that they could do this with no additional resources from the Board. Beresini said that—speaking for PG&E—the money for CARE came from their rate, not the public purpose goods charge; they had a set budget with regards to administration costs. He said that if they were ordered by the PUC to do this type of a program, they would have to figure out some mechanism for funding and it could mean that they would have to go back and file with the PUC to increase whatever costs they’ve already set. Brown noted that, for the time being, PG&E had rate caps. It was asked if the Board elected to do this, whether PG&E wanted to have money channeled to them so that they could do outreach with CVOs. Beresini said that he had a $1.1 million budget to do CARE, which included everything, so that if their portion of the outreach was an additional $1 million on top of that, they didn’t have it. 


Crandall said that the same problem would be true with the needs assessment and that the Board was required to file by Friday their budget, the needs assessment and this third piece, if they wanted. Brown asked whether the Board needed to put something in its budget to cover this. McKenney said that the board should comment on the need for a mechanism to create the cash flow to fund this. Discussion that the Board decided to show the dollar amount, need, justification for the Commission.


There was continued discussion of allocating some bridge funding and putting an amount into the LIGB’s budget. Lindh felt that a large additional amount might raise some eyebrows. The Board decided to include a second spreadsheet with the budget, showing CARE outreach as $967,000 for a six-month period and allocating $125,000 for the Call Center.


Motion (McKenney): Motion to approve the conceptual filing of the Low Income Governing Board’s 1999 budget and the agreed-upon detail. Seconded. Vote: 5-0-0. Motion carried. Meloche stipulated that he was voting on behalf of the CSD, but had formally tendered his resignation as a member of the LIGB.


Discussion of Board members’ attendance at the March 3, 1999 meeting to be held in San Francisco. Knawls asked the Board to delegate a committee—in the event that a quorum was not present—to finalize the comments on behalf of the Board at that meeting.


Motion (McKenney): Motion to designate that in the case a quorum is not present at the March 3, 1999 meeting, the committee present will act on behalf of the Board to take whatever action is noticed and necessary. Seconded. Vote: 5-0-0. Motion carried. Meloche stipulated that he was voting on behalf of CSD, but had formally tendered his resignation as a member of the LIGB.


Knawls asked to have the item for discussion with legal counsel placed on the next agenda. The approval of the Board’s minutes was deferred until the next meeting.


Weinberg reported that the CBEE was planning to submit a letter to the Commission on the roles and responsibilities of the Board. They want to put the upcoming activities into three categories: things that have to be done right away by the Assigned Commissioner in terms of responses or rulings, changes that could be made to the Board’s roles and responsibilities as a result of changes to bylaws, and policy changes that could be done through a workshop. 


Weinberg received a fax from ORA and read of ORA’s decision to have Ms. Brooks and Dr. Schultz resign from the LIGB and CBEE, respectively. 


Weinberg continued that she had spoken with Jeff Schlagel and felt that the LIGB might want to participate in a joint letter since there were some parallel issues that both boards were facing. McKenney thought that some of the issues were not the same. Crandall said that he had not received anything in writing on this. Weinberg said that it came out yesterday and she had included it as part of the Board’s packet.


Discussion of whether CH2M HILL or MSB would prepare a white paper on the comments. It was noted that they were supposed to discuss the issues today. MSB said that in order to get ready for the March 10th workshop, they should gather up the decisions that the Board made and the discussion pieces and, in addition, anything unique that the LIGB wanted to do on the outreach. Discussion that the issue now was the filing to be made on March 5th, dealing with the Board’s own administrative structure. 


Weinberg reported in her discussion with Schlagel, that the Board would need to have a meeting to discuss program issues, administrative structure, roles and responsibilities and that those kinds of comments were what the judge was looking for in preparation for that workshop. Crandall noted that that was not laid out here and wondered where those instructions were. Mendl recalled that Wagoner had said that the Energy Division workshop would deal with structural issues and that this workshop was going to be dealing with the milestones and budget, setting up the procedures for how the utilities would get to the year 2000 and when they would take up some of the new issues.


The meeting was adjourned at 3:40 PM.
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