Low Income Governing Board—December 1, 1998


Board Members Present: Roberto Haro, Maggie Cuadros, Karen Lindh, Katherine McKenney.


Consultants Present: Geoffrey Crandall/MSB Energy Associates, Jerry Mendl/MSB Energy Associates, Sharon Weinberg/CH2M HILL, Clarice Ericsson/CH2M HILL.


Public Present: Ulla-Maija Wait/CSD, Louise A. Perez/CRP, Irina Krispinovich/RHA, Inc., Dennis Guido/PG&E, Jeff Beresini/PG&E, Josie Webb/CPUC, Bob Burt/ICA, Peter Grahmbeek/CalNeva CAA, Paul Tatsuta/ESO, Rick Hobbs/SoCalGas, Pete Zanzot/Southern California Edison Company, Janis Foreman/SMUD.


Handouts


Proposed Recommendations for Transition of the CARE and LIEE Programs and Performance Incentives for Independent Administration


Minutes of October 13, 1998


Minutes of October 14, 1998


Minutes of November 9, 1998


Minutes of November 10, 1998


Vice chair Roberto Haro called the meeting to order 10:20 AM. There was not a quorum of the Board.


Roberto Haro asked for those present to introduce themselves.


Public Comments


None.


Agenda


Weinberg reported that Fred Harris of the CPUC would be available to join the board by teleconference during the afternoon. Harris would comment on issues related to the Advisory Committee (AC) and address legal issues related to the RFP. She would notify him when the board was ready to have him join in. Haro said that they needed to get some commitment from the CPUC on providing assistance to the consultants.


It was decided that substantive items requiring a decision of the Board would be delayed until a quorum was achieved. Agenda items that the Board could proceed with were: the legislative update (provided by Lindh) and the financial update on the Board and AC expenditures. 


McKenney stated that she had not received the documents and would like to have materials mailed to her home.


Haro stated that the Board would hear a report from the AC. He noted that there would be no chairperson’s report since Henry Knawls could not attend the meeting. Haro asked McKenney to provide a subcommittee report. McKenney said that the subcommittee had not had any activity since the last meeting. She expected Donna Wagoner of the CPUC to send a report regarding the payment of expenses and that during the noon hour she would speak to the members and the AC chair about that process. The expenditures now go through Donna Wagoner for approval and there are some issues about that process.


Legislative Update


Lindh reported that the Legislature has not gotten into gear, but it will have an organizational meeting on December 7th. Senator Deborah Bowen will be chair of the Senate Energy Committee—before she was chair of the Assembly Natural Resources Committee—and she has an environmental bent. Lindh noted that there were no firm Assembly Utilities Committee appointments. 


Lindh said that Committee appoints historically didn’t occur until the first week of January and that usually by the first of February they were ready to gear up. The way the Legislative Rules go, all bills have to be introduced by February 26 in order to be considered for adoption next year, to go into effect on January 1, 2000. Many of the most controversial bills would be introduced during the last week. 


Lindh stated that once the legislature comes back in, it might be possible for the PUC through its legislative office to reintroduce the concept of a budget augmentation that the last governor vetoed, but she didn’t know what their plans were.


Haro asked about the prognosis on changes in the CPUC. Lindh reported that two of the CPUC Commissioners’ terms—Conlin and Knight—would expire this year and that there was an unsubstantiated rumor that Commissioner Neeper might retire early. That would give Governor-elect Davis an immediate majority, so there could be some changes in policy early next year. Haro stated that Gray Davis was looking at three appointments to the CPUC and that he wanted to appoint a woman to one of the positions. Lindh said that there could be a fundamental change in policy that might effect what the LIGB was doing. 


Lindh said that the one other rumor that she heard—and was of more interest to the CBEE than the LIGB—was that the environmentalists plan to introduce legislation to continue the collection of the public purpose surcharge for energy efficiency beyond the year 2002. Low-income funds would not be effected subject by this.


Weinberg asked whether the Commission had issued a decision on the hearing held on October 27th. Lindh stated that they were writing a decision that should come out in the middle of December, but they didn’t have anything yet. She said that another issue had to do with a signed Commissioner’s ruling which they have decided to hold that for the time being to explore additional legal alternatives, so the Board’s job would be to continue on for now.


AC Report


Perez asked the Board whether there was still a formal need for the AC and to determine whether there were any conflicts they needed to be aware of, given the nature of the work. She felt that to the extent that it has any infringement on the AC’s ability to perform, they need to be apprised of that. Lindh asked if there was some background that she didn’t know or if it was because of where they were in the RFP process. Perez stated that it was because of the RFP, but that there was also some caution given to the AC when it was initially formed and some of the concerns had been put aside. The issues were being raised again, and the AC needed to have clarification, so that individuals would be given an opportunity to reevaluate their own status on the committee before they get into something that might present a problem. Perez asked if there were additional products that the AC could provide to the LIGB, so that they could keeping pressing toward those.


Webb stated that the issue was whether certain individuals would have a conflict of interest and whether they should be working on the RFP.


McKenney stated that maybe they could describe the parameters they were talking about, which was inherently in government when seeking legal counsel about developing the RFP, those individuals at the table who were interested in bidding on the RFP were usually excluded from the discussion. She reported that in at least one instance, a bidder that had contributed important data to the RFP development won the bid, but was legally excluded from being awarded the bid as a result of something minor regarding its involvement with the RFP. McKenney said that they wanted to be fair at the front end to AC members who might represent companies intending to bid.


Perez stated that there were two arenas in which they needed clarity regarding conflict of interest: first, whether there was a direct conflict of interest for the AC to be working on the RFP for the IPA and second was, would there be conflict by working on an RFP which would be developed by an IPA for subcontracting work that would be done. She asked the Board for direction on what they perceived to be the scope of work, the duration of that work, and what level they would be looking at: working with the IPA or working on content that would be part of an RFP for subcontract work under an IPA.


Webb said that the issue came up with Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger and several members resigned; however, Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger felt it was okay for them to remain members of the public. Weinberg said that even after members recused their membership, they still were not allowed to work on products related to the RFP, such as framing language.


Guido said that the AC and those in attending the meetings have tried to reach consensus as a group.


McKenney said that the Board needed legal counsel and that no member of the public was excluded from comment, but only the Board was supposed to make suggestions. She stated that the Commission had not given the Board the benefit of their thinking and that the LIGB was looking for a legal definition of what kind of contracting structure it was going to be using when it issued the RFP and what state rules were about who could and could not participate in the development of the RFP.


Webb said that another issue was who was going to write the RFP. McKenney said that the state contracting board was supposed to do that and that they should also find out to what degree the Commission would be embracing information that came out of this body.


Cuadros stated that that was why they were trying to set up meeting with the contracting office and Phyllis White and that the Board could get a clear understanding of what portions of the RFP it would write and what portions the Commission would take full responsibility for, so that the Board would not have the same problems that the CBEE had with the RFP structure. 


Weinberg stated that she spoke with Fred Harris the day before and that he was doing some research about this issue and would probably have an answer for the Board later in the day.


Burt stated that most of the members on the AC were in some way involved in the process. He said that the proper area in which to look at conflict of interest was the LIGB, but that since the secondary interest of almost everyone on the advisory committee was to some extent the RFP, then it wouldn’t be appropriate for the AC to even discuss the RFP.


McKenney said one option was to describe their mission statement as containing no recommendations, no vote of specific issues, but that specific issues were heard at the AC as a public forum, which was more of an open structure. 


Perez felt that as long as they provided technical assistance in specific areas, she did not believe that they would be in conflict and queried if doing any kind of technical work on the first phase of the IPA would be in conflict. Perez stated that the AC needed parameters that they would be careful not to overstep and then others could reevaluate their participation. She asked for the Board’s direction on what they wanted the AC to work on. Lindh stated that they needed to frame some specific questions for Fred Harris, so that there would be no fuzziness. She said that they would not like to have someone eliminated from the bid because of this. 


Discussion that the Board should develop specific questions, have them written up and faxed to Fred Harris for his answer, possibly by the next week’s meeting.


Crandall reported that MSB tried to work with the Commission’s contracts and legal offices and were told that upon advice of the Commission’s counsel, they were not allowed to speak with MSB. A letter was sent from Knawls to the Commission, stating that MSB was authorized to speak with them regarding the RFP. Legal staff were supposed to review the letter and get back to MSB, but they have not responded. MSB cannot get the information needed in order to prepare Monday’s draft and so the document will not be ready. MSB was also told by Commission staff, not to use the CBEE’s RFP as a template. Crandall stated that no matter what Harris told the Board today, the draft could not be ready by next week.


Haro asked Crandall and McKenney to craft questions for Harris asking him how the Board should proceed since the Commission’s offices have shown reluctance to work with the Board’s consultants. McKenney said that they needed to ask them what their constraints were to working with them. Discussion that the other issue was to ask about the role of the AC. Burt wanted to know if the AC could have a detailed definitive discussion on the scope of work and the policy guidance they should adopt. McKenney said that they needed to ask how the Board can work on the RFP.


Crandall said that maybe they should ask the Commission for a waiver for the RFP aspects of the approved milestones. One committed item due on November 13th was for the Commission’s legal office to submit a report on the affiliate rules. Weinberg reported that she spoke with Harris and that this had not been taken care of. She said that the Board also had not sent a letter to the Commission stating that this had not been sent in. Discussion that a letter should be sent to the Commission regarding the affiliate rules and that without help the Board could not send in that filing. Weinberg will draft a letter.


Haro said that the Board needed to decide what role the AC should serve and the conflict of interest issues.


Webb did not feel that the AC was not in legal jeopardy, since they were not drafting or crafting the RFP. Perez felt that the role of the AC was to look at the proposed aspects of a document and to use their technical expertise in determining whether what was proposed could be done. She did not believe that that represented a conflict. Discussion that the AC provided not one option but an array of options for the Board to consider. 


McKenney said that the AC was one of many screens and that that role could be described. Proposals brought to the AC by an outside source were screened by the AC using their technical expertise and the final product was then brought before the Board by its consultants for consideration. 


McKenney stated that what they needed to know what the specific clauses in state contracting law were. Lindh said they first needed to know the rules and second, that the Board needed to identify the issues that it needed the AC for so that legal had a context of what the AC’s tasks were. Haro said unless the consultants were able to speak to the technical expertise, it made that part of the job harder and created an unnecessary form of dissonance later when MSB presented something to the Board that the AC had not seen. He said that he would rather the linkage occurred earlier, so that when something was brought before the Board they could make a final decision.


Mendl wanted clarification to make sure that they were not creating a situation which would jeopardize the integrity of the decision. McKenney said that if the AC  could not discuss the scope of work, the Board needed to know now, because that was a huge issue if it could not. Burt stated that when it came to the language to be filed, that it might not appropriate for the AC to comment. 


Perez stated that as long as the technical advisory committee stayed focused on the technical questions, she did not see a conflict and she would like to see the question posed that way, because if the Board looked at the work product brought before it, it was with that in mind.


Webb said that the AC did not vote on what goes and does not go, which was the way it was supposed to be. Lindh said that she viewed it as a continuum, scope of work, incentives. The further you come down the continuum, the closer you get to the conflict. What she would like to have Harris say is to stop there, just before a certain point.


Haro said that during lunch, he would like McKenney, Crandall and Weinberg to draft some language for Harris. Mendl said what they were supposed to consider at the next meeting was the bid process, the selection criteria for the IPA and things of that nature. 


Lindh said there were two issues and that while they were interconnected they were not the same issue: the AC itself and the LIGB’s work product. The LIGB needed a legal reading from Harris saying it should put this on hold until the legal people can help them craft the final part, or that the Board could press on and have the RFP framework for them to manipulate. If the Board delayed, it would be out of compliance with the milestones, and if it pressed ahead, the contracts people might not be satisfied. Haro said that the Board should press ahead and if they were chastised, they could state that the Board repeatedly asked for their help. He felt strongly that the Board needed to keep a paper trail.


Haro asked Crandall to discuss the milestones schedule. Crandall said that the recommendations which were filed on the 13th would be the guts of the RFP. MSB used the input from the transitions meeting to draft a document for the Board. MSB was supposed to give the Board a draft of the RFP by Monday, which was to include affiliate rules, scoring bids and rules, etc., but the draft would not be ready. Some of the operational and transitions portions were ready, but the contracts portion was not. At the meeting on December 8th, they were to work on the RFP language, so that by the following meeting, there would be time to revisit issues and receive comment. The last meeting on the 16th was to put everything in a final format to be ready to file by December 24th.


Mendl stated that what failed in the process was the work with the Commission’s contracts office. Mendl spoke with Barbara Morton about using the CBEE’s RFP as a template and was told not to use it, but would not provide any direction. There were also discussions with Wagoner who directed MSB to slow down and stated that the RFP was not a Commission priority. Haro asked Weinberg to draft a letter to Commissioner Neeper asking if it was the Commission’s decision to slow down and to inform him that the consultants were told that their RFP was not a Commission priority.


Burt reported on the Commission meeting: the milestones were out, the Commission was attempting legislation to readdress the failed legislation and a decision was expected by the middle of the month. Haro asked Lindh to provide her insight on what could be taking place. Lindh said that with the new makeup of the state government, there should be a better prospect with this legislation. Haro said the soonest it could be resolved was around May or June. Lindh said that even if an urgency bill—which requires a two-thirds majority vote—was passed and signed, it still would not go into effect until 2000. 


Weinberg said that she was approached—and assumed that MSB was as well—by Phyllis White and asked if CH2M HILL would be able to continue its work with the Board through May or June.


Haro stated that the RFP should proceed. Crandall said that they could still put in their parts (scope of services, etc.), thereby complying with the milestones and leave the boilerplate for the Commission. Haro asked MSB to present this for a recommendation when the Board had a quorum this afternoon. 


Lindh asked MSB whether they had received a template that they could work with. Crandall stated that the CBEE’s RFP was released for pre-bidder’s conference and then rescinded. Discussion about what was wrong with the document.


Haro stated that the Board should review what it had ahead for it today and tomorrow and that during the afternoon the Board should discuss reimbursement and look more definitively at this.


McKenney read through a rough draft of questions to be posed of Fred Harris.


Regarding the AC’s Role:


What is the test of conflict in the state contracting law.


How does it apply to the technical advisory committee which serves the LIGB which is itself an advisory to the Commission?


Is the AC still viable under these constraints?


If so, can they discuss the scope of work for the RFP? 


What can they discuss?


How can the LIGB describe the process and task for the ac which would allow them to provide meaningful technical advice without compromising the options of participants to bid on the eventual RFP?


Regarding legal and contract support for the Board and MSB:


What is the barrier to authorizing contract and legal staff at CPUC to collaborate with the Board’s consultants.


The Board is ready to proceed with development of the RFP. Those departments have declined to work with MSB, as promised. Who has given that specific direction?


Are the adopted milestones of the LIGB now stayed?


What were the objections to the rescinded CBEE RFP?


Haro stated that questions should be formally put to Harris, but the Board should send a copy to Commissioner Gamson and ask him to discuss this with Commissioner Neeper, so that the Board can get some resolution. He reiterated the need to have a paper trail. 





A draft of the questions for Fred Harris was put onscreen for discussion. The following questions were agreed on.


What is the test of conflict of interest in state contracting law in terms of the role of the advisory committee in commenting on the RFP?


Can the advisory committee discuss the “scope of services” for the RFP for independent administration?


Mendl suggested referring Harris to the determinations in the November 13th filing: IPA roles and responsibilities, general objectives, etc. or use the short topic titles and move into what the board was currently doing which was transition, performance incentives, bidder evaluation criteria and the bidder selection criteria.


What can the advisory committee discuss during the RFP development? The elements that we have undertaken are: policy objectives, IPA roles and responsibilities, measure selection criteria, audit and evaluation of programs, LIEE program design, and CARE program design.


We will be undertaking: transition issues, performance incentives, bid evaluation criteria and bidder selection criteria.


How can the LIGB describe a process and tasks for its advisory committee in a way that allows the AC to provide meaningful technical advice without compromising the options of AC participants to bid on the eventual RFP?


What is the barrier to authorizing contract and legal staff at CPUC collaborate with our consultants?


We are ready to proceed with the development of the RFP. CPUC contracts and legal departments have declined to work with MSB, as promised. Who as given that specific direction?


Is the adopted milestone schedule for the LIGB now stayed?


Is the CBEE RFP a reasonable model to use in crafting the LIGB RFP?


If not, we need a model for the technical specifications in the RFP. 


Weinberg faxed the list of questions to Harris who was expected to call into the Board’s meeting later that afternoon. A copy will be sent to Commissioner Gamson. Also addressed in the letter will be the fact that the Board may not be able to meet its milestones schedule.


Board’s Meeting Schedule


Haro asked for comments on the Board’s proposed meeting schedule for December. Lindh stated that it depended on what the response was to the Board’s letter. Crandall felt that they could make some headway on the transitions portion and that if they received some direction from the Harris on how the RFP format should look, MSB could return next week with revisions and have it in a format that the Board could review. He felt that in that case, they would not need to meet on the 16th. Crandall said that there was still the matter of the pilots and the needs assessments and that those could probably be dealt with next week. The Board decided to keep the meeting, as planned, on December 8th and to make a decision regarding the December 9th and December 16th meetings later on. Crandall said that MSB could work with the RFP subcommittee to bring the products to the next week’s meeting.


Report on CBEE Meeting on November 18, 1998


Burt reported on the CBEE meeting on November 18th. He said that Neeper will put in a proposed decision and this outlined the current thinking. Burt stated that no letter would be refused and that ex parte laws didn’t apply, so you could write directly to Neeper, Gamson and Gottstein without violating any rules. He said that they would make their actual proposed decision based on the public record. 


The Commissioners’ comments:


They will suggest that energy efficiency funding not end in 2001. 


They reiterated their commitment to an independent administrator and that the utility administration should end at some point. 


They want to retain the expert advisory functions of the Board (although they are not married to the present format), with adequate resources which were both considered essential; 


They intend to bring these issues to the legislature for their review (they would like to have a long-term policy declaration), 


They would like to have to the legislature the structure, funding and methodology of the transition to independent administrator


They might use a working group to develop details after the recommendation. 


Commissioner Gamson did not explain how that might relate to the advisory groups. The proposed decision was scheduled between mid-December and the end of December, with an expected decision date in January. Burt said that this implied that they would have only one round of comments. 


Lindh suggested inviting Commissioner Gamson to the next meeting to be held in San Francisco. Guido asked if these comments were being addressed to the CBEE, because frequently it was not directed at the LIGB. Burt felt that although Gamson was a member of the CBEE, that almost every item, except the continuation of energy efficiency after 2001, applied directly or indirectly to the LIGB as well. 


Haro asked Weinberg to send a note to Gamson (along with the copy of letter to Fred Harris), informing him that they would call his office and ask him to attend a Board meeting and in the letter briefly indicate that the Board would like to ask him a few questions regarding its milestones. He felt that they should also inform him that the Board had submitted questions to Fred Harris asking for his response by their December 8th meeting.


Funding Issues for CH2M HILL and MSB


Haro asked to take up the matter of funding issues for CH2M HILL and MSB whose contracts are due to expire at the end of December. Haro would like the next full board to consider extending the contracts through March. Lindh asked what the process was and who made the decision. Weinberg reported that both MSB and CH2M HILL had already been approached by Phyllis White to stay on—first, through March and now through June. 


Financial Status Report on Board and AC Expenditures


Weinberg stated that AC members needed turn in their invoices and expense reports in and suggested writing a letter asking them to get their invoices in on time. Webb said that she did not think a formal process was necessary and that they would raise the issue in the next AC meeting. Webb also noted that certain members were having problems getting paid. McKenney noted that there had been a slow down in the Commission’s issuing of payments since Donna Wagoner took over, but she thought that it would be appropriate to leave it up to Perez (AC Chair) and Webb (AC Vice Chair) to discuss the matter of invoices with their members. 


McKenney said that she would follow up on the payment issue with Wagoner. She said that there had been a process occurring that they need to interrupt, that expenditures were to be passed through the CPUC member of the Board for the purpose of payment and that they were presumed to be validated by the submitting person. The CPUC oversight was simply to protect the utility which handling the money. She would like the Board to remind those handling the invoices that they did not need another Board member or CPUC person searching back through the rules to figure out whether they should pay the expense. The person submitting it is certifying that it is a legitimate expense. It is to be signed off on by the CPUC delegate to the Board. Haro said tomorrow, the Board would try to speak with Donna Wagoner and impress this upon her that they didn’t need two people looking at those expenditures. 


[Fred Harris joined the meeting via teleconference at 2:00 PM.]


Haro asked if Harris had received the list of questions and if he could have a response for those questions ready by Tuesday of next week. The Board will be meeting in San Francisco and would like Harris to join them about 1:00 PM. Harris said that that should be possible.


Burt asked Harris if there were any questions that he’d like to have quantified.


Harris said that it would be useful to him to understand more about the composition of the AC. He said that he understood that it had already been purged once of people who planned to bid on the RFP for the independent administrator position and that the question now that whether people who participated in the RFP development process could work on contracts between implementors and the independent administrators. Haro said that he could send a list of the members and their organizations and asked Perez to comment on the composition and the elements of the advisory committee. Harris said that it would be helpful to have a list. Webb said that she would e�mail a list to him when she got back to her office today. 


Perez asked Harris whether the AC at the first level—developing, commenting on the IPA—would have a conflict of interest and if he could determine that for them, and secondly, once the IPA has been identified, whether or not the development of the RFP by that IPA with some comment from the AC would constitute a conflict of interest. She reiterated that the process that the AC used in formulating any kind of recommendations to the LIGB had been primarily that of a technical committee that looked at the scope of work and provided options and given advice as to what they believed were important aspects of the scope of work. The AC prioritized and gave rationales for its position for any recommendation given to the LIGB and it assumed that the Board reviewed and evaluated this information and formulated its own recommendations which were then forwarded to the PUC. Understanding that role, she questioned whether that constituted a conflict of interest.


Harris said that he tried to review as many of the past decisions of the Commission as he could regarding the Board and what it said about the AC, and he reviewed the memo from Shute, Mihaly describing the RFP development process which recommended back in January of this year that people on the AC should be people not intending to bid on the RFP. The concern they had was that if the people who participated in the making of the contract, broadly defined, were financially interested in the outcome that could, in fact, invalidate any contract that could be issued. He understood that those members of the Board who were most directly interested had resigned and felt that that would still be good advice.


Guido asked Harris to clarify who he was speaking about. Harris was making reference to the technical advisory committee conflict and was referring to the January 15th memo from Mark Mihaly and Pearl Perlmutter regarding section 1090 which referred to the membership of the LIGB advisory committee and so, therefore, he thought that it was referring to the AC rather than the Board itself.


Burt stated that many members of the AC would anticipate being implementors or represent people who would be implementors under the IPA. Harris said that was useful to know and what he had assumed would be the case before he read the list of questions, which seemed to imply that it was talking about the options of participants to bid on the eventual RFP and that people had gone back to idea that they might be able to bid on the RFP itself. Shute Mihaly thought that the financial interest that people might have as potential implementors in a subcontractor relationship to the independent administrator contract would still be attenuated and that there wouldn’t be the same kind of 1090 problem. He was a little less confident about that then they were. He said that he had not analyzed every annotation to this section and he needed to see exactly where that might fall out. 


Harris wanted to clarify the question raised about the contracts office’s willingness to work with MSB and his understanding was that the contracts office was willing to work on the development of the RFP. Regarding whether their milestone schedule is now stayed, he wanted to speak to ALJ Gottstein on whether she had any intention of filing anything that would amount to a stay, because since the commission had not determined which way it would go with proceeding with the CBEE and LIGB programs, it was hard to know how much energy people should devote to the development of an RFP, if it was eventually going to be stayed or mooted by some other possible outcome. He will speak with her and get back to the Board. He wanted to ensure that people weren’t spinning their wheels unnecessarily or on an artificially tight timeframe, or whether there was some other guidance they could get regarding the future. 


Haro asked if Harris would give him a response in writing and asked him to speak with the contracts office and expedite their help. Harris said that he had spoken with Morton and that she said that she was willing, so he didn’t know whether it was a case of telephone tag or what the problem was. He said he would ask her to call MSB directly.


Mendl said that he spoke with White, Morton, and Wagoner and had not gotten very far. White suggested that everything should go through Wagoner and that they were not to make contact with Morton. Wagoner was surprised by that but told him that it was not a high priority for the CPUC. Morton said that MSB shouldn’t use the CBEE as a model. Harris said that he would straighten this out, in conjunction with finding out the state of the most realistic current view of the timeline for making this happen. Mendl said that the Board’s schedule had rapidly become impossible in light of the uncertainty about whether they could work with them or not. Harris said he would find out what the Commission’s latest thinking was on the milestone schedule and make it easier for MSB to communicate with the contracts office.


Harris said that he did not want things to get hung up on that kind of bureaucratic detail and that everyone needed to cooperate and said that he was trying to make himself more available to the Board.


Haro asked that Harris break up the log jam as soon as possible. Harris said that if he had any information by then, he would call during tomorrow’s meeting. Webb gave Harris the teleconference number and stated that she would send him the same information in an e�mail.


Crandall said that he would like to put some of his people on the RFP tomorrow and asked who they could speak with. Harris said that he would speak with Morton and get back to them in the morning. Crandall asked that Harris have whoever was available call Chris Deizinger at MSB.


Financial Tracking Reports


Haro asked if Weinberg wanted to do anything with the financial tracking reports. She said that it was just an update and that none of the planned budgets had been exceeded. Haro noted that Weinberg had been keeping Knawls apprised of the budget.


Lindh asked if the Board should have discussed the affiliate rules with Harris. Crandall said that that was due on November 13th. Haro asked Weinberg to send an e-mail to Harris to remind him that they might want to discuss those with him tomorrow. 


Haro asked Crandall what parts of the RFP the Board could proceed with and what parts would be delayed. Crandall said that if they could get a model, they could fill in all the parts that they could address and have them ready for the 24th, which would be: scope of services, background what is LIEE, what is CARE, what are the policy objectives of the Board, all of the things that they worked on this past year. MSB could report back to the Board tomorrow. 


Mendl said that all of the tasks laid out with the technical subcommittee have been fulfilled up to starting to draft the technical specifications for the RFP itself. They will have the transition policy pieces. He stated that the descriptions of the bid process, bidder selection criteria required some close coordination with the contracts office, so those pieces might be delayed. Once those were ready, he felt that they could submit the technical portions to the Commission. 


Haro said that the Board needed to know what they could move forward on. Crandall said that tomorrow they needed to talk about transition ideas for LIEE and CARE, performance incentives. If there was a conflict of interest issue, they could hold the last piece back. He said that assuming they received a suitable model from contracts, they would try to put the RFP in a format suitable for the Commission. As far as the scoring and matrix—that needed direction from contracts—that would not be sent in, because it would have been done by the milestones. That would have to explain what led to this in the filing.


Lindh asked if general policy pieces were what remained to be inserted into the RFP. She asked how the assets and liabilities and information systems pieces fit in and what was the Board doing about it. Mendl said that the assets and liabilities piece was on hold pending the direction of the Commission to the CBEE and would leave two gaps. Short of the actual language for the RFP, the work of the Board for the RFP was almost done. 


Beyond that were the pilots and the needs assessment. The budget will be addressed by the Commission theoretically according to the milestones by December 30th. If the Commission asks how the Board wants this to happen, they might need to have answers for them.


Lindh asked what the Board would be working on next week. Crandall stated that next week the Board could work on the transition description and if the Board wanted to go ahead with the letter on the pilots, that was ready.


The meeting was adjourned at 2:40 PM.
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