


Low Income Oversight Board (LIOB)

June 21, 2011

California Public Utilities Commission

 505 Van Ness Avenue - Auditorium

San Francisco, CA 

11 AM – 3 PM

Call - In Number 1-866-687-1443 - Participants Code 737358#

LIOB Board Members Present:

Chairman Jose Atilio Hernandez, Commissioner Timothy Alan Simon, Jason Wimbley, Dave Stephenson, Ortensia Lopez, Louise Perez, Faith Bautista, Jillian Wright, Janine Scancarelli, Allan Rago and Charlie Toledo (quorum present)
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) Staff Present:

Ava Tran, Tory Francisco, Rahmon Momoh, Jeanne Clinton, Camille Watts-Zagha, Syreeta Gibbs, Fred Harris and Zaida Amaya

Public Present:

Lidia Flores, Melanie Moore, Elise Kleiber, Amy Dihenderfer, Peter Hofmann, Bill Holloway, Jason Roth, Kyle Jeffery, Holly Lloyd, Cathy Mazzeo, Wallis Winegar, Stephanie Chen, Ryan Young, Richard Villasenor, Jessie Halpern-Finnerty, Hannah Bascum, Tina Ngyen, Jeff Lyng, A. Jackson, Radu Ciupagea, Carmen Rudshagen, Sandra Williams, Hugh Yao, Mardi Walton, Meghan Murphy, Jeff Schick, Keith Reed, Delia Meraz, Brenda Gettig, Yvette Vasquez, Bryan Zailer, Dennis Avilucea, Ron Garcia, Susan Norris, Mauicio Blanco, Anna Solorio, Jack Parkhill, John Fasana, Nik Heisinger, Ellen Avis, Kim Hassan, Helen P., Arleen Novotney, James Hodges and  Willis White.
Via Conference:  Richard Shaw, Joy Yamagata, Dan Cooley, 

Meeting called to order by Chairman Hernandez at 11:00.  Chairman Hernandez suggested that for future LIOB meetings, introductions be limited to those participants via conference phone, staff will continue to use the sign-in sheet to record those physically present.
Item 1: Welcome and introductions— Jose Atilio Hernandez, LIOB Chair & Timothy Alan Simon, Commissioner, California Public Utilities Commission (10 minutes) Standing Item


Chairman Hernandez and Commissioner Simon thanked and welcomed staff and public to the LIOB meeting.  Commissioner Simon stated that today marks a very important step in the process of the budget applications for the programs that are being administered to the constituents we serve and emphasized the importance of finding common ground.  Commissioner Simon stated that he is very engaged  in this process and wants to make certain that we are doing everything possible to assist those in need during this difficult time.  Chairman Hernandez echoed Commissioner Simon’s comments and thanked him for allowing the LIOB the opportunity to maximize its ability to advise the full Commission.  Commissioner Simon thanked Fred Harris from Legal division for his participation during this and future LIOB meetings.
Item 2: Public comments—Facilitated by LIOB Chair (15 minutes) Informational Item


Jim Hodges of ACCES commented that the Commission needs to find a way to allow measures that have been removed due to cost effectiveness back into the program, or the Commission will have to scale down its ambitious goals and scale back its hopes for a sustainable green economy.  Mr. Hodges commented that the last funding cycle, the Assigned Commissioner started retiring measures because of cost effectiveness concerns.  Measures such as attic insulation and air infiltration could only be done in extreme climate zones such as Mount Whitney and Death Valley. Most low income people in the State of California live in moderate climate.  There are other measures that they are not allowed to install unless those retired measures are installed.  Energy savings goals are not being met because of the removal of energy savings measures.  This also affects the training workforce; with fewer skills needed it creates a downward pressure on wages.   The Commission needs to make a fundamental decision; you are running headlong into the cost effectiveness requirement vs. the Commission’s ambitious unit goals and visions of a sustainable green workforce.  Mr. Hodges thanked the LIOB for sharing and demonstrating their concerns on this issue. 
Steve Shallenberger of SENERGY expressed his appreciation to Commissioner Simon for his vision and comments.  
He expressed the need to exercise great caution as changes are made because it may have an unattended outcome and  result in serving far fewer customers.  One of his recommendations is to consider cost effectiveness on an overall portfolio, rather than eliminating measures, he commented that before eliminating measures there needs to be careful examination of the M&V process.  Finally, he stated that to avoid rapid changes with the program and to avoid letting people go and re-train and re-hire, there needs to be some type of continuity, which would be helpful to the IOU’s as well as the contractors. 

Lydia Flores of American Insulation expressed concern about the future of the programs; she noted that reduction of units will result in the reduction of the workforce.  She mentioned that contractors have invested a lot of money to meet goals established by the utilities and that any variants will result in layoffs, unused vehicles and machinery.  She also expressed concern with the elimination of measures, such as attic insulation and added that contractors are not returning to homes for 10 years or ever, so it is the responsibility of the contractors to perform every possible measure for the comfort and safety of the occupant.  

Stephanie Morris of Western Installation brought 3 concerns before the Board.  She commented that in the 2009-2011 program cycle, the Commission drew a line in the sand when they created the .25 cost effectiveness levels.  This eliminated many measures from the program, notably infiltration measures for multi-unit dwellings housing types, additionally some utilities put limits on the quantities of measures that could be installed.  They suggest going back to the basics and install all feasible measures in all housing types for all qualifying customers.  Her second comment is that they are concerned that there is not enough money in the NGAT budget to provide weatherization to all homes.  This is of great concern and it would be a difficult to explain to customers, who not only want but need services. Lastly, she mentioned that Western Installation has been undergoing a significant layoff process due to the budget constraints.  They requested  consideration to this and the implications of unit reductions. Westerns Installation does not want to continue to layoff employees that they have trained over the past last 3 years, in fact, they want to bring them back to work in 2012.
Jessie Halpern-Finnerty of the Don Vial Center wanted to clarify their report if they left the impression that the ESAP programs operate under the same conditions as the whole residential retrofit market in California, that that was not their intent and that they attempted  to distinguished the two markets , however if they were not successful they wanted to restate  that the ESAP program operates under the regulatory structures and that it eliminates some of the competitive cost pressures of the non-low income residential markets.  She added that there are still opportunities to improve outcomes for workers and for energy savings thru changes and program designs. Don Vial Center shares the concerns expressed by RHA and TELACU about the cost effectiveness structure and the low row bidding process in the ESAP program that demand more work for less funding.  Don Vial Center looks forward to engaging with the subcommittee on the workforce issues.

Ana Solorio of Community Housing Opportunities thanked the Board for the opportunity to comment and would like to reiterate the comments previously stated by the previous contractors.  She mentioned that as contractors, they are experiencing rising costs.  She also addressed a specific measure that PG&E is proposing to retire and that is the wall air conditioners, which it is very critical to valley area which they serve because the climate is extreme.  Temperature can rise over 100 degrees for a number of days.  This measure is found in the multi-family units which serves the elderly and disabled.  CHOC asks to seriously consider retiring this measure as it affects the health and safety to the most vulnerable population.  

Camille Watts-Zagha of DRA informed the Board that DRA filed its first protest.  DRA notes that the Applications demonstrate that the Joint Utilities have been successful at enrolling low-income households in both the CARE and ESA programs. The Applications do not demonstrate that the benefits delivered through the programs are having the expected and required results. For ESAP, benefits at the household level are holding steady at best, in contrast to the Energy Efficiency directives set by Commission. For PG&E and SCE, too many customers enrolled on the CARE rate are still disconnected for nonpayment of bills. DRA thinks that the Commission needs to go thru the CARE applications to make sure that the CARE outcome is being achieved.  DRA’s comments include inquiries in the Energy Savings Assistance Program such as, savings and benefits deliver per household and making sure that those are not diminished in the zest to reach a greater number of households.  
Chairman Hernandez commented that in terms of CARE, the Board should look at the issue of affordability and what this means, for example, if someone  is at 50% federal poverty level , does affordability mean the same thing if they are at 200%.  In terms of ESAP there is an underlying  theme about the number of units serve vs. the actual people, we need to examine whether reducing measures is the best way at increasing the health, safety and welfare of these populations.

Board Member Perez concurs with the comments made and emphasized that the issues of value is a big concern and added that the contractors invest a lot of money on these programs.

Board Member Gillian Wright stated that the IOU’s welcome the input  and dialoged and said that there are some challenging trade-offs to be made and thinks that it is very important to have a clear understanding of the public policies goals of what we are trying to achieve.  The utilities are in the position of balancing the available resources and doing everything to be able to meet the goals.
Board Member Stephenson added that there needs to be coordination between the energy companies and the water companies to ensure that all feasible measures are installed with the same contractor or at the same time. 

Board Member Lopez agreed and wants to make sure that coordination and collaboration from all parties is enforced. 

Board Member Toledo concurs and stated that it is very important to maintain the effectiveness of the program. 

Board Member Rago stated that there needs to be understanding on the impact these applications will have on the public, the contractors and its employees as well as the utilities’ employees.  There needs to be understanding of the policies and rules.  He also wants to clarify that the measures are dictated by Commission and not the contractors or the IOU’s.  
Board Member Bautista stated more needs to be done to increase the penetration numbers, that there is still a need to do more outreach to minorities and those with language barriers and emphasized  use ethnic media to reach those who really need the assistance.

Commissioner Simon agrees that penetration is a big issue and stated that his office is taking a close look at the budget applications.  He expressed his disappointment in the lack of effort that is being dedicated to the ethnic media effort to reach those in need.  Commissioner Simon pointed out that the Commission has been very adamant about making this effort a priority and wants to see evidence that this is being done.  If need be, an order will be forthcoming to make this happen.
Board Member Scancarelli commented that having time to review the applications, comments and a variety of studies has been very helpful to the Board.  She commented that it is going to take a lot of cooperation from everyone involved but that everyone has the same goal, and that is to help the people of California.  

Vice-Chair Wimbley concurred with comments offered and embraced the idea of change for the benefit of improving services, but they also have to look at the consequences of certain changes.  He agrees that there are constant challenges to find balance in equities and that they have to find common ground and be creative to make it work.
Item 3:  Approval of the May 11, 2011 meeting minutes (2 minutes) Action Item


Motion by Chairman Hernandez to approve the May 11, 2011 LIOB minutes, moved by Board Member Perez, and seconded by Board Member Stephenson. (Motion passed unanimously.) 

http://www.liob.org/docs/Approved%20Minutes%20of%20the%20May%2011,%202011%20LIOB%20meeting.doc 
Item 4: Adoption of the LIOB Subcommittees – Jose Atilio Hernandez, LIOB Chair (10 minutes) Action Item



Chairman Hernandez reported that the sub-committees have not had the opportunity to meet yet, but they hope to provide a report at the next LIOB meeting.  Chairman Hernandez announced that the ESAP Applications sub-committee will also be assisted by Board Members Louise Perez and Gillian Wright.  Board Member Bautista asked to be informed about the public quarterly meetings in a timely matter.  Commissioner Simon informed the Board that he has been advised by Legal that he cannot be part of any LIOB sub-committees; however, he is not prohibited from attending the sub-committee meetings and will do so if available.  The sub-committees representing the LIOB are:
a) Marketing & Outreach –Board Members Faith Bautista, Charlie Toledo and Gillian Wright

b) Collaboration & Leveraging Activities– Vice-Chair Jason Wimbley and Board Member Allan Rago

c) Evaluation & Measurement – Board Members Ortensia Lopez and Louise Perez

d) Workforce Education and Training – Chairman Jose Atilio Hernandez, Board Member Allan Rago and Board Member Gillian Wright

e) Legislation Updates – Chairman Jose Atilio Hernandez, Board Member Janine Scancarelli 
f) Climate Change - Board Members Charlie Toledo, Faith Bautista and Dave Stephenson

g) ESAP Applications – Board Members Allan Rago, Louise Perez and Gillian Wright
Item 5: Budget Applications Panel Discussion (90 minutes) Discussion Item



Each utility panel provided an overview of their 2012-2014 budget applications proposals and addressed each category.   The reports can be viewed and downloaded at the links below.

PG&E’s Representative – Keith Reed & Susan Norris
http://www.liob.org/docs/PGE%20Presentation%206-21-11.ppt 

SCE’s – Representative – Jack Parkhill & John Fasana
http://www.liob.org/docs/SCE%20Final%20LIOB%20Presentation%206-21-11%20mtg.pdf 

SoCalGas’ Representative – Gillian Wright
http://www.liob.org/docs/SCG%20Presentation%206-21-11.ppt 
SDG&E’s – Representative – Gillian Wright
http://www.liob.org/docs/SDGE%20Presentation%206-21-11.ppt 
a) Proposed Budget & Homes Treated Projection   

i. How do the applications support the budget increases in relation to NGAT funding?

ii. How do the applications support the budget increases in relation to energy savings targets? 

iii. How do the applications support the goal to improved cost effectiveness?

b) New Strategies 

i. Overview of proposed CARE recertification & post enrollment verification practices

ii. Overview of marketing, education & outreach strategies 

iii. Overview of workforce education & training strategies / living wage jobs 

iv. Overview of leveraging activities, and how these would be funded if any

· A new approach to address the top ~1 percent of CARE households with extremely high usage suggesting income ineligibility.

· Broadening of local support for enrolling potential CARE customers by further utilizing Community Outreach Contractors (COC). 

· Expanding in-language communications to households. 

· Recommendation that the Commission revisit the categorical programs accepted for automatic eligibility for CARE since they do not align with CARE’s household and/or income thresholds

c) Implementation of Carbon Monoxide Detector Laws 

d) Proposed Joint Studies 

i. Overview of impact evaluation study, and requested budget

ii. Overview of energy education  study, and requested budget

e) Process Evaluation Findings Implementation - How are the IOUs implementing the following recommendations?  

i. Changes to property owner waivers to ease multifamily building enrollments 

ii. Development of specific marketing campaigns towards property owners 

iii. Investigation of cell phone protocol use for reaching customers without landlines 

iv. Use of a single intake form and proof of income requirement for shared service territories

v. Re-examination of dual (electronic/paper) enrollment and assessment forms 

vi. Changes to scheduling inspections to immediately follow installations when possible 

vii. IT upgrades to allow for more robust descriptions of customer homes to provide installation contractors with better insight into the tools, materials, and crews needed to service a customer’s home

Highlights of discussions
Board Member Rago inquired how SCE estimated the number of refrigerators that will be done.  

Mr. Parkhill stated that they use an appliance saturation study which estimates the number of refrigerators based on demographics, however, if they exceeded the estimated numbers they would make adjustments thru an advice filing for additional funds.  He also mentioned that SDG&E and SoCalGas will be working closely and in constant conversation for leveraging purposes. 
Chairman Hernandez asked what efforts or new strategies they are making to leverage with municipalities and other folks.
Mr. Parkhill stated that the only municipal utility they have in their service territory is Long Beach gas.  They have worked with them in the past, but they work with the LIHEAP agencies in these areas, so when they go out to a municipal utility and provide service they refer customers to the gas utility for service.  He also informed the Board that SCE uses PC tablets which use real time, these tablets are hooked up to their data base in which the assessors can plug in an address and find out whether that customer has been served by their utility.  If they workout a leveraging agreement with CSD their agencies could potentially plug in that information and both the LIHEAP and Edison contractors could determined whether that home was service by which program.  Mr. Parkhill also added that they are also working with water agencies in leveraging their data base and providing them with information on their sub- meter customers, which are their master meter customers
Ms. Meraz of SoCalGas stated that SoCalGas is working on rolling out their tablets PC mid year.  They are also looking to increase their leveraging with the other utilities in joint territories.  As a result of the partnership with CSD, the Energy Council and the other utilities, they initiated a LIHEAP leveraging model to 4 or 5 agencies and hope to roll out this fully in 2012 in order to implement the 3 measure minimum.   They have existing leveraging agreements with Imperial Irrigation District as well as Burbank and looking for other municipalities to continue this leveraging model. Ms. Meraz reported that they were on the table with LADWP very close to signature on an agreement, however, due to some budgets constraints LADWP was not able to make a commitment, however, they have been providing compound guidance in rolling out their weatherization program in hopes that they will continue fostering this relationship and get to the sign in point in 2012.  PG&E mentioned that some of their contractors use the PC tablets as well.  Leveraging efforts are done with other utilities, municipalities, irrigation districts and water companies.
Commissioner Simon directed PG&E to contact his office regarding efforts being made on leveraging with Marin Energy Authority.
The Board discussed in detail the 3-Measure Minimum

Decision 08-11-031 eliminated the 3-measure minimum required for a home to be treated under the LIEE program and replaced it with a new threshold based on energy savings.  These minimum therm and kWh savings requirements effectively excluded most customers in areas receiving gas or electricity by an entity other than an IOU from participating in the ESA Program.  In addition, it excluded many multifamily dwellings from qualifying, thus creating a barrier to increasing participation by renters in the program.  The reason for this is that there are only three ESA Program gas measures.  Neither of these measure groups meets the prescribed energy savings threshold for therm savings for any of the IOUs, even in combination.   Contractors were unable to work in large gas-only areas such as Sacramento since it could not guarantee any number of qualified customer installations. This meant these areas did not come into the program until after June 19, 2009, when the Commission issued Decision 09-06-026, which clarified that for the purpose of qualifying a home, the measures used are individual measures, not measure groups, so that two gas measure groups (Air Sealing and Envelope Repair and Domestic Hot Water) could be broken out and counted for qualifying homes based on their individual component measures.  
Commissioner Simon asked for clarification on the compensation each utility pays for CARE enrollment.

PG&E pays their CBO’s $15.00 per enrollment.
Ms. Radshagen, commented that SCG pays between $5.00-$15.00 per enrollment depending on the CBO’s cost data submitted by the CBO’s.  They also have 3rd parties agencies that go door-to-door and provide service in various languages, their pay is $15.00 per enrollment. This is based on the Commission’s decision.
Board Member Bautista expressed her disappointment in the way some IOU’s handle the CARE enrollment compensation to the different organizations and added that it takes a lot of time to enroll and sell the benefits to customers and that there needs to be some consideration for the people doing this type of work.

Board Member Perez commented that she was part of the capitation fee process when it originated and commented that there was going to be total elimination of any community based organization participating in this venue and they wanted the CBO’s to do this for free.  The reason they prevail was because there are audits required for each agency, and when they take additional work, especially for those who work with State and Federal contracts, they have to show that they are getting compensated for the work and that there isn’t misappropriation of funds.  Board Member Perez also stated that the $15 fee was never based on any cost analysis.  

Commissioner Simon assured the Board that he will scrutinize this issue and will work with Energy Division and the LIOB to look at the data and make changes if changes are needed.  He added that he wants to make certain that the organizations that assist in this endeavor are receiving a rate of compensation that’s commensurate with the other market participants.
Board Member Perez commented that there needs to be consideration of large families struggling to make ends meet who are using above their 400% baseline due to inadequate living circumstances such as cracks, broken windows, old appliances etc.  These are the families that are the lowest of the lowest of income and will get hit the hardest of the hardest if removed from the CARE program.

PG&E commented their intention is not to remove any customers from the CARE program, but to address any loopholes.  If an average household is exceeding their 400% baseline, there is something wrong and they will make every effort to work and educate these customers on reduction.  PG&E also mentioned that according to their analysis customers that are in this range are homes with 2 swimming pools, 2 spas, 2 refrigerators, 2 HVAC units, 2 furnished units which would double a typical household and to their knowledge not many people in this category  are CARE eligible.
Chairman Hernandez suggested that there is a unique opportunity here to explore opportunities to look at those homes between 200% and 300% baseline and determined if these customers need assistance, he suggests CARE and ESAP programs to work together.
The board moved to discuss the recertification requirements.

PG&E commented that fixed income is a 4 year process and a 2 year standard process for the remaining customers.  .  PG&E is contemplating asking fix income customers to reinstate number of households and income levels at recertification so they can reset if their household has changed or if their income levels have changed to determined if they still qualify.
SoCal Gas commented that they offer a four-year recertification for low-income customers on a fixed income.  SoCal Gas has also adopted a probability model in which a SoCal Gas customer is evaluated to be more than 80% likely to be CARE eligible and is required to recertify their eligibility every four years instead of the regular every two years. The new four-year recertification process has minimized participation barriers, has helped retain eligible customers in the program, and improved program effectiveness.  Original decision prohibits the utilities from asking about the customer’s age with the CARE application.

Commissioner Simon asked if the smart meters are providing any technical data analysis or advantage in this particular savings effort.

Edison is the last utility to go on board with smart meters; they don’t have much information, but hey are working very closely with their smart meter staff.

PG&E discussed their smart rate which is the demand response rate for residential class.  In order to participate in smart rate the customer has to have a smart meter.  About ½ of the 24,000 participants are on CARE.  CARE customers have an opportunity to participate in the rates alternative in addition to their regular CARE rate and almost 86% of these CARE customers saved on this rate.  PG&E is not aggressively marketing the program because the faith of the smart rate program it is still unknown pending a Commission decision.
Commissioner Simon would like to know that type of outreach efforts is being conducted to the different communities, and ethnic media on the smart rate program.
Commissioner Simon asked Legal council Fred Harris if the age prohibition was based on California or Federal or if it was it a Commission decision.  

The Board moved to discuss the ESAP program

The California Workforce Education & Training Needs Assessment was circulated to the Board via email on May 11, 2011.  Board member Perez commented that she was a little disappointed in the report.  She plans to meet with Board Member Lopez to discuss and provide a report to the Board.
Vice Chair Wimbley asked on the impacts the new applications would have on the weatherization workforce.  What would the disadvantages be in performing the work in a short amount of time rather than spreading it out to achieve it by 2020 timeline?   When looking at the numbers there seems to be carryover from the current application to the next 3 year cycle, which means a drop in the numbers of units in year 13 and 14.  If the workforce is there and it has the potential to do that amount of work it seems that we should try to capitalize on the workforce that we have established and built to achieve the 2020 goal in a shorter amount of time.
Mr. Parkhill commented that one thing that needs to be considered is the rate impact this year and the years to come to try to establish a consistent and stable program moving thru 2020. 

Ms. Meraz stated that though in 2012 they have a carryover from 2009-2011, they are flexible in terms of carrying out through the 3rd year in order to have a more even spread.  If they meet their goals, another option would be for the Commission to look towards starting on the future goals within the 3rd cycle of 2012-2014, keeping in mind that they have to evaluate rate impacts.  

Board Member Wright mentioned that the cost of the ESAP program is allocated to all residential programs including low income, so the population service is also helping to pay the cost of the program.

Board Member Rago observed that the impact is not being changed but rather there is a significant change in the impact to the contractors who have built their programs to a certain level and now are going to have to ramp down.  

Vice-Chair Wimbley noted that when looking at measures in terms of skill, it seems like some measures are pretty simple and believes that there are going to be trade offs even if more measures are being offered.  He would like to see the same level of service capacity maintain and asks the utilities to look into this.
Board Member Rago pointed out that you cannot equate the number of units that can be serviced with the amount of measures that can be done in a house.  He believes that if at the  last budget cycle infiltration measures were allowed in climates 3 and all the measures were still there, the IOU’s would of still hit their goal with the same workforce that they had, he doesn’t see this as a big impact.  He also noted that he supports the workforce, but is concerned about the displacement of workers.

Board Member Perez commented that at a recent meeting she attended regarding green technologies, they could not find consensus on what green technology is and what does it mean for the future.  They had testimony from many participants who have invested thousand of dollars to receive training in green technology only to find that there is not an industry for them.  She added that there needs to be a greater connection and greater discussion both from the utilities companies as well as the State and Federal programs as to what these programs are really going to look like and what kind of skills sets these constituents really need to have in order to be successful.

The board thanked the utilities for their presentations.

Chairman Hernandez asked Board Member Rago and members of the ESAP sub-committee that once they meet to put together a list of propose recommendations on behalf of the Board.

Board Member Bautista will coordinate a marketing and outreach meeting subcommittee meeting and will report at the next LIOB meeting.   Board Member Faith asked all of the utilities to bring in their agencies to discuss the marketing and outreach to the ethnic media.   Commissioner Simon directed the utilities to bring the agencies and their marketing folks to discuss how and what medium they are using to ensure that the low income constituents are receiving information.

6) Date & agenda for next meeting—CPUC Energy Division (15 minutes) Standing Item



The Board decided to hold their next meeting pending the ALJ’s schedule.  Discussion items for the next meeting will include standing items, update the IOU’s Budget Applications and update on disconnections.
Having no further business, Chairman Hernandez adjourned the meeting at 2:36pm
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