


LOW INCOME GOVERNING BOARD


MARCH 17, 1999





Board Members Present: Henry Knawls, Karen Lindh, Katherine McKenney, Susan Brown, Roberto Haro, Steven Rutledge.





Consulting Staff Present: Geoff Crandall/MSB Energy Associates, Jerry Mendl/MSB Energy Associates, Sharon Weinberg/ CH2M Hill, John Vincent/Braintrust





Public Present: Bob Burt/ICA, Josie Webb/CPUC/ORA, Louise Perez/CRP, Ulla-Maia Wait/CSD, Jeff Beresini/PG&E, Pete Zanzot/So Cal Edison, Bob Jordan/California Human Development Corporation, Rick Hobbs/So Cal Gas, Joy Yamagata/SEMPRA Energy, Donna Wager/CPUC, Steve Layman/CPUC.





Handouts





Financial Tracking Report of 1998 year-to-date Paid Expenses


CH2M Hill 1998 Budget Authorizations, Amount Spent, and Amount Remaining


Call for Papers on Low Income Energy Efficiency (LIEE) and California Alternate Rates for energy (CARE) Programs (revision)


Comparison of Key Elements of the Joint Utilities’ Proposal to the LIGB Proposal for CARE Outreach Plans


LIGB Technical Consultants Budget Decision Items


ALJ/TIM/eap Opinion (PG&E)


GO 153 Changes R.94-12-001


CH2M Hill Cost Proposal Contract Description/Task Description


LIGB March 19 Letter to ALJ Regarding Milestones Decisions Items





Chair Knawls called the meeting to order at 10:20. A quorum of the Board was present.





Review of February 10, 1999 Minutes





Roberto Haro provided Weinberg with some very slight editorial changes. 


Motion:  Haro moved to approve minutes with editorial changes. Seconded. Passed. 6-0-0. 





Review of February 24, 1999 Minutes





Changes to draft minutes: 


 - Beresini was present at the meeting but is not listed. 


 - Ulla Maia-Wait noted that the two CSDs should be spelled out because there are two different entities called CSD.


 - There should be a global find and replace of CBO for CVO.





Motion:  Moved to approve minutes with noted changes. Seconded. Passed. 6-0-1. 





Changes to Program Year 2000 CARE and LIEE Objectives





Mendl summarized the changes to the Program Year 2000 CARE and LIEE program objectives. Rutledge had concerns about Recommendation 33 on p. 62 regarding the conditions for providing refrigerators. He thinks that the conditions listed are unenforceable. 





Recommendation 35, p. 67: Rutledge suggested that there was a liability issue for the clause which says that fire code violations do not have to be reported. Brown recalled the conversation about this and said that where required by local or city ordinances reports would be made, but the purpose of this program is not to ferret out violations. The program is not intended to be an inspection program. Haro noted that there was nervousness on the part of the utilities about the reporting. Rutledge suggested rewording this to be clearer that, unless required by statute or ordinance, safety violations do not need to be reported. Brown reiterated the concern that they didn’t want people evicted because they participated in the program. 





Knawls noted the unenforceability of making landlords continue to rent to low income individuals. Lindh said the landlord would have to agree to continue to rent to low income tenants, but after the installation, there would be no way to enforce the agreement. Brown suggested that text be added specifying that prior to installation the landlord must agree to continue to rent to low income individuals. 





Crandall pointed out that Recommendation 30 requires that violations are identified with the landlord and, until the conditions are corrected , the installations will not take place.





Knawls noted that there should be some clarification of the language about continuing to rent to low income individuals, even though that would be unenforceable. Crandall suggested that it was a statement of intent from the landlord. Zanzot noted that in the past, his programs for refrigerator replacement have been at HUD housing which continues by its nature to be low income. Louise Perez noted that the State writes a clause into their contracts which says that the landlords will not raise the rents for at least two years after improvements are performed. Steve Rutledge said that he didn’t think that this was enforceable. Henry Knawls noted that an agreement is better than no agreement. 





Bob Burt pointed out that Recommendation 14, p. 32, makes several statements that are unnecessary and inaccurate. He suggested dropping Recommendation 14, because it asks the CPUC to limit its powers. Bob Burt said there has never been a Commission policy on this matter and it would be a mistake to ask the Commission to limit its authority.  Jerry Mendl noted, considering Bob Burt’s comments, that Recommendation 14 should be removed. The Board agreed to eliminate Recommendation 14. .





Burt also pointed out that the second sentence of the first bullet on p. 6 should be clear that reducing bills is not the goal of the program, but rather, the reduction of hardship is the goal. Reducing bills is not the only target; caulking and weather stripping, for instance, do not reduce bills but do increase comfort. The Board agreed to limit the language to “reducing energy hardship of low income customers.”





Motion:  Knawls moved for approval of the Program Year 2000 Recommendations. Seconded. Passed 6-0-0. 





Webb asked that a table of contents be added to the document. Burt also noted that the strikeouts should be eliminated. Mendl agreed to these changes. 





Discussion of Needs Assessment





Knawls began the discussion of the statewide needs assessment. Rutledge noted that if the Commission approved the utilities’ advice letter filings, all of the LIGB’s schedules and timelines would be no longer accurate. Rutledge asked if the Board had a position that the only truly neutral needs assessment would be one done by the CPUC. 





Crandall noted that the needs assessment will take more time than the Board was suggesting. There are two deliverables for the contractor: the report and an RFP. Both would be due by January 2000. At that stage, the Board would have to go back to the Commission to get approval to do the Phase II part of the study. This approach would render the report in a way that would have an impact on the 2003 filings. What we don’t know about the Phase II study is how much it would cost. One problem Crandall sees with this is that he doesn’t see any funding for the low income representatives. Second, the Board members have no authorization to get per diems to attend subcommittee meetings. Somebody would have to volunteer to attend these meetings once a month.  





Rutledge asked whether the Board planned to take money out of its budget and put the money into the utilities’ budgets, because they are going to have to pay the bills for the needs assessment. Knawls doesn’t see the fiscal agent status as a barrier. Rutledge noted that the only people who can legally spend the money are the utilities. The PUC cannot be the contracting agent; nor can the Board be the contracting agent due to the lack of funding authority.





Lindh said that, though she doesn’t think a scoping study should take three years, it is a good idea to get a Phase I study done well before getting to Phase II. She preferred completing Phase I as quickly as possible and then refocusing for Phase II. Steven Rutledge suggested that the research might suggest all kinds of new directions to go in. Crandall reiterated that there is a trade off because of the time it takes to move from studies to implementation. Issues of governance, timing, and costs are unknowns right now.  





Brown said that the Board needs to look carefully at the counter-proposals from the utilities and make a case about why it supports what it originally proposed, but secondarily, reconsider its original proposals. 





Mendl noted that one of the things that builds in quite a bit of additional time is the transition between Phase I and II during which the Board has to go back to the Commission. He wondered if a compromise might be struck about this period of transition. Mendl asked whether it was possible to begin getting Phase II paperwork before the Commission while Phase I was still underway. He wondered whether this would fly with the Commission. It would take from six months to a year off the over schedule. Brown raised the issue that the sooner the Board has credible information about who’s being served in California the better off it is in terms of both the legislature and the Commission. She wants the study to be a credible work product but doesn’t want to err on the side of it being untimely in the pursuit of perfection. 





Motion: Knawls moved to authorize that a subcommittee composed of Rutledge and Brown solicit and finalize the Board’s comments on the governance structure, the timeline, and the necessity of a scoping study. Seconded and passed. 6-0-0. 





ENERGY DIVISION WORKSHOP





Knawls noted that the Board wished to revisit the issues of teleconferencing and the use of the LIGB website to satisfy the formal posting requirements, as well as the per diem issue for subcommittee work.





Brown brought up the governance structure and asked whether it should be a workshop or a board and what its policy and programmatic responsibilities would be. She thinks there should be something in the Board’s comments about it. For instance, there should be some idea of what sort of budget there should be and what kind of staff it should have, as well as the extent of public input and outreach. Haro suggested that the letter Knawls wrote to the Commission should be added to this. 





Motion:  The Board moved that a subcommittee made up of Knawls and Haro finalize the Board’s comments for the Energy Division workshop. Seconded and passed. 6-0-0. 





Break for lunch at 12:00. Meeting reconvened at 12:38.





CONSULTANTS’ BUDGETS





Weinberg led a review of CH2M Hill’s budget. 


Motion:  Haro moved to approve CH2M Hill’s proposed budget ($235,000 for January – June 1999). Seconded and passed. 6-0-0. 


Rutledge noted that if a budget is turned into the Commission, this all must be simpler. Knawls requested that a simpler format version be brought back for the next meeting. 





Mendl led a review of MSB’s proposed budget. Webb asked for detailed information about the number of trips (to California) MSB anticipated. Mendl responded that the number of anticipated trips got thrown way off because of last minute changes in meeting schedules. Rutledge thought that it would be good to separate the travel from the worked hours. Brown suggested that MSB simply state how many trips and their cost and further explain why MSB can’t project meeting by meeting because of unanticipated meetings or hearings or requests. Haro reminded that the Board requested several things this year that would not be requested next year. 





Lindh requested that the formats of CH2M Hill and MSB’s budgets be more similar in presentation. She suggested that they work with McKenney, the Board treasurer. The Board invited the Advisory Committee to look at the format of the budgets to see whether they make sense and whether they provide the information that the Board really needs.





Motion:  Lindh moved to approve MSB budget for $378,441 from January through June 1999. Seconded and passed. 6-0-0. 





JOINT PROPOSAL ON UNIFORM IMPLEMENTATION OF MEASURES





Knawls asked MSB how the March 5 letter impacts the timetable. The Commission was looking toward having uniform standards between the utilities. The proposal was that this would be handled by October 1, 1999. Susan Brown asked if this could be addressed in April. This is asking the utilities to get the process of standardization rolling. Haro suggested that this gives the utilities a chance to lay out the salient issues about the different areas, with a sense of finding out what their major issues or concerns are. Brown explained that the March 5 letter was being resubmitted because there was not a quorum to ratify it last time and the Judge made it clear she would not accept it until it was ratified by a quorum. 





Motion:  Lindh moved to authorize the consultants to invite the utilities to present a joint proposal on uniform implementation of year 2000 Program. Seconded and passed. 6-0-0. 





Re-Certification of CARE Customers





Beresini prefaced his comments by saying that this was his interpretation of the draft proposal. This is item H5 on tomorrow’s agenda. He estimated that there will be an increase of 40-50% in the re-certification for CARE and the present application would have to be changed to reflect this. Wagoner asked whether it was just PG&E who would be affected by the new requirement. Jeff Beresini responded that all the utilities will be affected. Besides workload,  other negative aspects are customers dropping off the program. Retention is an issue. ULTS already does annual re-certification. Brown asked if anyone recalled if there was a federal requirement that the re-certification be annual. 





Rutledge pointed out that in the body of the decision it says that CARE and ULTS need to re-certify annually, while elsewhere it talks about it as if it were already a fact. Webb noted that there was a decision for the telephones for annual re-certification. Yamagata said that there are parts of the CARE program that are on the annual certification schedule. Rutledge asked if the Board needs to contact the Judge about this problem of fact. Knawls suggested that the Board write a letter indicating that the residential CARE program not be changed in terms of the frequency of re-certification.





Beresini indicated there is a new reporting requirement, that the utilities have the responsibility to report to the Board and the Board has the responsibility for accumulating the information and sending it on to the Commission. He thinks the problem with the complaint procedure is that it doesn’t give the utilities a chance to take care of the problem before it goes to the Commission. Rutledge responded that the utility is the body sending out notice that someone is being removed from CARE, and therefore the utility has had the chance to resolve the problem. 





Lindh suggested Rutledge go to the Commission meeting and bring up the re-certification issue or the Board at least send a letter. In the letter, the Board should ask the Commission to hold this decision since a fact that’s included about annual certification is incorrect. This will leave the door open for questions about other issues. Brown suggested that the Board ask that if we can’t hire someone to do a needs assessment, then how is the Board going to hire auditors. 





Haro suggested that Knawls and Rutledge meet and draft a letter for the Commission tomorrow. He said that they would not want to get into a situation in which the Board is reporting officially as an entity. The Board will give supplemental information but will not craft anything specific. 





REVISED REQUEST FOR PAPERS ON PILOT PROGRAMS





The Board reviewed the revised request for papers on pilot programs and authorized MSB to distribute it next week. Rutledge requested that the following language be added on the first page, “This is not a request for proposals and no contract will result from it.”





REVIEW OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN UTILITIES AND LIGB PROPOSALS





Lindh noted that the two parties, Joint Utilities and LIGB, were closer on outreach than they were on the needs assessment. The Board’s budget is significantly different from the Joint Utilities’. Crandall pointed out that the Board has come up with about $1 million and the Utilities with about $600,000. Another difference is the Board’s idea of a $25 cap for new enrollees; the Utilities, conversely, just want to have a $50,000 maximum grant per organization and not be tied to the per enrollee deal. 





Perez mentioned the fact that the application went from 40 pages to 25 pages and there is talk of reducing the size of the application again. She also commented that there’s two different ways of approaching a program budget: one is a call for papers or proposals where  you look at the approach in terms of $25 per person, this would encourage innovation, or you can pay a flat fee of $25 for every application brought in. Louise Perez agreed to get the Board a number of illustrations of dealing with these issues.





Brown suggested that she would be interested in finding out more about what the utilities do to weed out people who are abusing the system. 





Motion: Lindh moved to delegate the outreach issues to the same committee dealing with needs assessments. Seconded and passed. 6-0-0.  





NEXT BOARD MEETING





April 6 & 7 in Burbank at the Burbank Central Library. An agenda will be distributed. 





Meeting adjourned at 2:44.
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