Low Income Governing Board—December 2, 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, Peter Grahmbeek� eq \O(/, )�CalNeva CAA, Bob Burt/ICA, Paul Tatsuta� eq \O(/, )�ESO, Rick Hobbs/SoCalGas, Pete Zanzot� eq \O(/, )�Southern California Edison Company, Janis Foreman/SMUD.


Vice Chair Roberto Haro called the meeting to order at 10:20 AM.


Public Comment


Susan McNight put together a brief letter of some of the questions that she has directed to PG&E. She stated that if anyone wanted a complete packet, she would provide one.


Minutes


Changes to the October 13, 1998 Minutes:


On page 2, in the opening sentence “was called” was deleted from the sentence.


On page 2, first paragraph under public comment, “Tannen” was changed to TANF.”


On page 3, sixth paragraph under AC Notes, the second sentence was revised to make it more readable.


On page 4, the first paragraph under operating budgets “$6 millions” was changed to “$6 million.”


On page 5, third paragraph “regarding to get the percentage” was changed to “regarding the percentage.” Under Assets and Liabilities, the first paragraph, second sentence was changed from “hired a consultant take” to “hired a consultant to take.”


On page 8, under PY99 Budgets, fourth paragraph, the last sentence “pro rata share, the goals to be achieved by the pilot, and the construct” was changed to “pro rata share and the goals to be achieved by the pilot.”


On page 9, fifth paragraph, the first sentence “a motion was entertained adopt” was changed to “ a motion was entertained to adopt.”


Motion (McKenney): Approved the minutes of 10/13, as corrected. Seconded. Vote: 5-0-0. Motion carried.


Changes to the October 13, 1998 Minutes


In paragraph six, line three “Agreed with Brown” was changed to “Brooks agreed with Brown.” In paragraph 8, line three “Indicate how LIGB will proceed” was changed to “and indicate how LIGB will proceed.”


On page 5, under Continuation of Discussion of Budget Recommendation 3, the first line, “On Karen’s suggestion” was changed to “On Lindh’s suggestion.” In paragraph two, second sentence “up-to language” was changed to “’up-to’ language.”


On page eight, under Recommendation B.1, the second paragraph, last line “replacements were appropriate” was changed to “replacements where appropriate.”


Motion (McKenney): Approved the minutes of 10/14, as corrected. Seconded. Motion carried.


Changes to the November 9, 1998 Minutes


On page 1, second paragraph after Handouts, “on of a document” was changed to “of a document.”


On page 3, under recommendation 24, second paragraph, third paragraph “Cuadros asked if an amount had to be obtained” was changed to “Cuadros asked if an amount could be obtained.”


Motion (McKenney): Approved the minutes of 11/9, as corrected. Seconded. Motion carried.


Changes to the November 10, 1998 Minutes


On page 1, under legislative update “Kevin Drury” was changed to “Kevin Murray.” Lindh noted that he had not been appointed.


Haro asked Crandall if the transitions workshops on November 16th and 17th were held. Crandall reported that the first day of the meeting was successful and well attended, but they received an urgent memo from Donna Wagoner to “cease and desist” because of a possible violation of the Bagley-Keene law. He said that they were unable to get in touch with Fred Harris and so the second day of the meeting was not held. When they were able to speak with Harris, he did not remember his conversation with the Board where he stated that he did not think that the transition meeting needed to be noticed. 


It was noted that in the November 14th minutes, Ericsson provided a verbatim transcript of Fred Harris’s conversation with the Board regarding the issue of notification for the transition workshop.


Motion (McKenney): Approved the minutes of 11/10, as corrected. Seconded. Motion carried.


Extension of Contractors


Haro stated that the consultants should be extended through the end of March. McKenney wondered if there should be something in writing from the CPUC, authorizing the LIGB to extend consultant contracts through March or June. 


Action Item: McKenney suggested that the Board ask the CPUC to advise them on whether the LIGB was permitted to extend consultant contracts through March 31st or July 1st. 


Weinberg asked whether this should be an item on next week’s agenda. She will report to Knawls and Haro asked that she indicate the Board’s wish for him to speak with the CPUC. He stated that Knawls could then proceed through the appropriate channels.


Weinberg was asked why Phyllis White spoke with her instead of going to the Board. Discussion that this did not seem to be circumventing the Board’s authority in any way. Crandall stated that he received a call from Phyllis White asking whether MSB would be available to provide support services for the Board through the end of June and he advised Knawls of the call. Crandall felt that White should have gone through the Board as their client.


Weinberg asked that the Board also look at the schedule so that CH2M HILL—and MSB—could make plans. McKenney said that the website needed to be reviewed at the end of the year, since it now appeared that the CPUC would not be taking it over.


Meeting Schedule


Weinberg stated Bill Schulte was scheduled to attend the meeting of December 16th. She said that she would ask him if he could attend on the 8th. Discussion of canceling the December 16th meeting (the Board meeting of the 17th was previously canceled). 


Lindh reported that Jeff Meloche would still like to continue as an ex officio member. McKenney stated that to the extent that the Board saw no need to replace him as an official member, she would welcome his participation. Discussion that the Board received Nancy Brockway’s resignation. Weinberg asked for a copy for the records. 


Haro and McKenney will not be available to attend the meeting on the December 16th. The AC also canceled their meetings for that December 16 and 17. Webb will formally cancel these for the AC.


Crandall stated that due on January 5, 1999 was: the report and recommendation on legal structures issues (which should be completed by Fred Harris of the CPUC), the recommendation for and schedule of further design, and the form and schedule for initial funding levels. Haro asked if MSB could have the form and schedule for initial funding levels to the Board by the 9th and the Board asked Weinberg to notice Harris in writing of his portion of the submittal. McKenney stated that they could ask MSB to prepare this submittal on their behalf without it needing to be motioned. Weinberg said that another option was to ask a subcommittee to work with MSB. Crandall stated that MSB would prefer to work with an LIEE subcommittee. Cuadros and Lindh will serve as a the subcommittee.


Future Board Meetings 


January 19, 1999 and January 20, 1999 were the only days scheduled for 1999. The Board will schedule additional 1999 meetings during next week’s meeting. Perez asked for the Board’s clarification of its issues next week so that the AC could schedule its meetings.


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


Crandall reported on the two-day transition workshop. Items discussed were the transition plan overview for CARE and LIEE, the flowchart approach about how things happen functionally and the various functions involved in transferring a timeline. A lot of discussion ensued about the way the programs were working and there were some concerns about use of data, confidentiality, and billing systems, specifically how the data needed to be protected and the practical issues of transferring programs. During the second day of the meeting, they were supposed to talk about CARE and there were people from MSB who were going to speak about information systems, but the second day of the meeting was canceled. MSB went back and put together the document based on the information that came out of the meeting. There are 20 recommendations regarding the transitions of LIEE, CARE and performance incentives.


Some of the issues to be discussed include:


Transition plan for LIEE and CARE


Formation of a transition team; who might be on that team, what kind of balance


Dual functions between the utilities and the IPA


Data systems, particularly confidentiality of data issues


Transition schedules for LIEE and CARE


Suggestion of different ways to roll-in between the IPA and existing utilities


The need to prevent a gap or disruption in services


Some of the unique problems involved and the need to have joint filings


Crandall noted that the AC had not seen this document nor given its input. MSB suggested discussing the performance and incentives, getting AC and Board input and revising the document for next week’s meeting. 


Haro stated that he would like to have the AC’s input. Perez stated that they had a meeting scheduled for tomorrow, but because of the issue of conflict of interest issue they would not be able to discuss it as a committee. She stated that the conflict of interest issue still needed to be resolved. Discussion that AC members could participate and give their input as individuals.


Brown stated that Shute, Mihaly had dealt with this issue over a year ago. Webb said that she gave Harris all of the information and minutes from that time and advised him to speak with Shute, Mihaly. Brown said that it was the opinion of the ULTS Board that if individuals were offering advice as public members, they weren’t prevented from participating. The Board said that it would continue to proceed until it received direction from Harris.


Recommendation 1


The LIGB recommends that the CARE and LIEE Transition Plans be developed respectively by the CARE and LIEE IPAs, and be subject to review and approval by the LIGB/CPUC. The scope of work described in the RFPs for the CARE and LIEE independent administrators will include the task of developing the detailed plans to ensure that the transition from utility to independent administration is accomplished with no gap in services and as quickly as feasible.


McKenney suggested using “scope of services” instead of “scope of work” in order to be consistent.


McKenney stated that in the body of the subtext, within the bullets, three options were considered and it was not clear to the reader that they were not choosing two of them. She suggested that the language should not mention what options were considered, but only mention what was recommended.


In the discussion language, paragraph two, the first and third bullets were deleted.


Lindh stated that the phrase “the LIGB will provide general guidance” was unclear and wanted to know if it meant everything that had come before or if it was referring to some guiding transition that the Board would have to undertake. McKenney suggested changing it to “under the guidance of the LIGB the IPA will submit.” MSB will capture this change.


Recommendation 2


The LIGB recommends that the CPUC require the LIEE and CARE IPAs to establish LIEE and CARE Transition Teams to ensure that the transition from utility to independent administration is accomplished with no gap in services and as quickly as feasible. The Transition Teams will identify and address technical details of the transition, including:


Identification of service delivery procedures currently in use;


Assistance to the IPA to transfer those procedures, modify them, and/or develop new procedures;


Identification of any functions that are part of service delivery which would require parallel implementation by the utility and the IPA (to ensure smooth and gap-free transfer);


Identification of specific detailed timetables for transferring functions consistent with the policy directions and overall timing determined by the LIGB/CPUC;


Reporting to the LIGB regarding progress meeting LIGB/CPUC’s objectives and overall timing of the transition, including policy issues to be considered by the LIGB.


The Transition Teams will identify policy issues for the LIGB’s consideration, but will not address policy issues directly.


The IPA shall propose the composition of the Transition Teams, for LIGB approval, and must include at least one representative of the LIGB and one representative of each utility that provided CARE and LIEE services prior to the transition. Each utility and the LIGB will identify its proposed representative. The LIGB strongly encourages the IPA to seek the advice of community agents, CSD, implementors and other subcontractors experienced in delivering the LIEE and CARE services. The Transition Teams are advisory to the IPAs, are not agencies of the State of California, and may advise the IPA in whatever way the IPA determines is most effective (i.e., the Transition Teams are not necessarily voting bodies).


Mendl stated that the IPA should be able to establish teams to add an additional level of separation and that they should operate without having to be publicly noticed. They thought that the composition of those teams should be left to the IPAs, but felt that at least one representative from each function and the LIGB should attend. McKenney felt that the transition teams should not recommend policy to the LIGB or CPUC and that their role should be advisory to the IPA.


Brown said it was unclear how they would receive information from community agents. She didn’t know whether the Board wanted to specify other composition in a transition team, but felt that it would be unbalanced to have three utilities and one LIGB Board member on the team. MSB felt it was the responsibility of the IPA to come up with a product which would be satisfactory to the Commission and the Board in terms of the transition plan and that they should leave it up to them to decide who the representatives would be. 


Brown would like the inclusion of community-based organizations, such as CBOs. Webb suggested using the language that they were using before. Crandall read from another document and suggested using “community based organizations, community action agencies and public and private agencies.” It was agreed to use this language in the recommendation.


Lindh said that the first line of the recommendations which read “the LIGB recommends that the CPUC require the LIEE and CARE IPAs to establish LIEE and CARE Transition Teams” assumed a level of regulatory jurisdiction over an IPA that might not exist. She thought that it should be managed the same as the previous recommendation, that it was a task and not a requirement. In the last discussion paragraph, the last two sentences were deleted.


Lindh was uncomfortable with the language in the discussion piece that read “the IPAs not be subjected to state open meeting requirements” and thought that it might seem that they were trying to evade the law, which was not at issue. McKenney suggested striking that, because it suggested that they were making a conclusion of law that it was not their duty to make. The second paragraph was deleted from the recommendation.


Cuadros asked if the transition was going to start after the IPA was hired and if there was an IPA on board in January 2000, how long the transition period was going to go before the programs were actually transferred. She wanted to know how much of this needed to be done before the IPA came on board and how much time it would take an IPA to work through this and actually transfer the programs in the year 2000. 


Mendl said that they would have to have input into the filing of the program plans (the information for that was filed on October 1, 1998) for the next year’s program plans. The IPA was not likely to be operating the program by January 1, 1999, but was expected by the end of the year to be operating some or all of them. The details of when the transfers would take place, what was involved in the transfers, what information would be available at what cost and those kinds of negotiations, would be identified in that period and would be filed for LIGB approval by December 1st. For LIEE they were looking at the transition of services on or before July 1st. There was some discussion about whether it would be a statewide transition for all utilities or rolled in one utility at a time.


Mendl said it might be possible to do some of the outreach and enrollment earlier, but it was a question of how fast the Board wanted the transfer to occur and ultimately, how much direction the Board wanted to give as to how quickly it should occur or whether it should evolve through the transition plan. 


Recommendation 3


The LIGB recommends that the CPUC require the UDCs to perform certain functions to support the CARE and LIEE programs during and after transition as part of their regulated services. These functions are incremental to functions already performed and to systems already in place for other regulated UDC activities. The LIGB recommends that the CPUC determine the appropriate level of compensation, if any, to be received by the UDCs for performing these functions in support of the IPAs. If the CPUC determines that compensation for the utilities is appropriate, the LIGB recommends that the charges be cost-based.


The LIGB recommends that the CPUC identify the UDC functions that, if subjected to CPUC cost-setting, could reduce CARE and LIEE program administrative costs incurred by the IPA. The LIGB will assist the CPUC in identifying those specific functions at the appropriate time.


McKenney thought that this would be a very difficult resolution. She said that the investor-owned utilities would still have the CARE and LIEE functions and that they would have a significant function that would still require the assignment of cost. What was being stated was that it didn’t look reasonable, feasible or economical to do a totally standalone function. McKenney said that there was a lot of room to figure out what would be the right and the fair solution and that the LIGB needed to figure out what was possible and what could be worked out. She thought that it was helpful that MSB defined so many discrete kinds of issues.


Webb said that at the current time there was no competition in the residential market, but there would be and when that occurred, they would need to look at the fact that the utilities as they were now would not have all the information. Although the major utilities would be providing the distribution, the services would be coming, perhaps, from a number of other utilities that were in other states.


Brown said that the recommendation had several ramifications: both the assets and liabilities question and, prospectively, what the utilities’ role would be and what costs they would be reimbursed for. And then, ultimately, there might be a number of other providers. She said that she was not sure if they wanted to say that the PUC would identify this or if the Board wanted to suggest some kind of proceeding to determine resolution for this very complex issue.


Webb recommended that this go through further study, because the issue was so complicated. Burt felt that the Commission would have to address this issue to decide for example, how they would collect, and they hadn’t done that yet. He said that it was too early to say anything other than that there would be functions, but what they those functions were, would be hard to say. 


MSB stated that the Board did not want to get into the area of creating of what appears to b a competitive environment when there is not. The concern was that they did not want to divert the low-income programs’ money to produce duplicative services and that that was something they wanted to be careful about. 


McKenney said that what the Board had to say was that at this point in the transition the Board sees a possible need to retain exclusive services to be compensated and recommend that the CPUC make a decision in that regard. 


Lindh said that the language regarding “level of compensation” should be changed. She will submit language, in writing, for this. She said that there would be offsetting reductions in utility expenditures as they moved to IPA. Some functions would be retained and there might be a level of services that would need to be unbundled, with a fee for services established. Lindh stated that what was missing was the idea that some of these functions would go away and there would be ratepayer savings for some while there would also be something added on the other side.


Beresini said that what PG&E found during its transition was that it was a trade-off: anytime there is a change some costs were lowered and some were increased.


Financial Expenditures


Haro asked what the delay was in compensating individual Board members and consultants. Wagoner said that when she received invoices from Board members, she turned them around within a week and sent them to Edison for payment and that CH2M HILL’s and MSB’s invoices were submitted to a Board member for approval before sending them on to Edison. Wagoner said that she did not feel comfortable approving these. McKenney said that there was no subcommittee approval required and that according to the law and the LIGB’s charge, invoices were to be paid within 10 days . McKenney asserted that Wagoner was not to approve, but to sign off on the invoice and said that the contracting arrangement was for a cap, not for time and materials. She stated that if there was a problem that needed Board approval, Wagoner should come to her, as the Board’s treasurer, for direction. 


Cuadros asked Wagoner what they should do if they have not received payment. Weinberg suggested that she could speak with Eric Helm to check on the status of certain things. McKenney said that this should not be necessary; that there was a ten-day turnaround. She told Wagoner that she would recommend that the consultants submit an accrued interest bill if this was not taken care of. Haro urged Wagoner to work closely with McKenney on this and said that they would check back with her in a month to make sure it was working smoothly.


Discussion with Fred Harris


Harris will share the ACR ruling with the Board when it comes out, probably tomorrow. He said it would hopefully clarify issues regarding compliance with milestones and what the Board should be doing pending the Commission’s decision regarding the future of where it wants to go with the programs. He said that he hadn’t seen the ruling yet so he didn’t know what it would say. He believed that the affected boards would be notified. Weinberg asked to have a fax of the ruling sent to her office so that she can get copies sent out to the Board members and that if the ruling was too thick, she would have a courier pick it up. McKenney asked Harris to attend the meeting on the 8th to discuss the information. Harris said that he would see what he could do to attend either in the late morning or early afternoon.


Harris said that he hadn’t had a chance to talk to Morton regarding the issue of the contracts office’s communication with MSB. Crandall informed Harris that MSB had to provide the Board with scope of services language on LIEE and CARE by next Monday. Harris stated that he would get in touch with MSB if there was no ACR ruling. Crandall told Harris that they needed to go forward and suggested using the CBEE RFP in order to get something out to the Board. Harris felt that that would be O.K. and reiterated his intention to speak with them tomorrow.


Recommendation 4


The LIGB recommends that the CPUC determine the confidentiality requirements for customer information held by the utilities and in other data bases. In the alternative, the LIGB recommends that the CPUC provide the necessary legal support services to the LIGB to analyze the implications of confidentiality requirements on the availability and accessibility of customer data to the IPAs.


McKenney suggested changing “confidentiality requirements” to “confidentiality requirements limitations.” 


Webb thought that it had been previously discussed that for all materials there was an issue, but that when the IPA came on they would be developing and gathering the information they need from that point forward and that for the various things that were held for the utility there wasn’t a need to have all of the customer information from the past because they would be developing it for the future. She asked how that impacted trying to move forward. 


Mendl said that during the transition workshop there were strong statements made about availability of any information and the ability of the Commission to require that that information be given. McKenney said that there would be a needed interface with the existing data and that there was some case law around the public good. She felt that the Board would need some research on case law about consumption and consumer information.


Webb restated that her question was how does that come out in here? Mendl said that they had narrowed down the information that would be necessary and that the availability of that information, access to that information and ways to exchange that information were still in question.


Lindh asked if this was strictly a transition issue or ultimately if the IPA would develop its own databases as time goes by or if this was a six-month issue or if the LIGB could contract with the utility on an incremental cost basis and use their data, then this would be the least expensive path in the long-term. Mendl said that it could be a long-term solution and that developing a redundant database did not make sense economically.


Discussion that in the long-term there might be problems with getting information because the CPUC would not have authority over many of these systems in a competitive market. Brown said that it could be part of the application under the CARE format, where customers could agree to release information to the IPA. She said that they might not be able to get total resolution, but that this may be a work in progress.


Haro said that “other database” was very vague. Discussion that “and in other data bases” should be struck and the scope narrowed, so that there would not be a problem.


Recommendation 5


The LIGB recommends that the CPUC adopt a transition schedule for the LIEE program.


Haro suggested holding this until the Commission made its decision.


Recommendation 6


The LIGB recommends that the CPUC encourages the transition team to consider rolling out LIEE in one UDC service territory after the other.


Haro suggested using language other then “rolling out” in the recommendation. It was suggested that “sequential implementation” be used instead. Lindh said that they were meaning to encourage the IPA not the transition team. The change will be made throughout.


Lindh said that the Board had no clue as to what the smaller utilities were doing now. Webb noted that they had been contacted to be brought into the loop. Mendl said that the utilities being addressed in the recommendation were the smallest of the larger utilities. 


Lindh suggested sending the November 13th submission to the smaller utilities, so that they were included in the flow of information. Weinberg said that she could send them the information.


Recommendation 7


The LIGB recommends that the CPUC require that between the selection of the IPA and the CPUC’s annual program submittal date (October 1, 1999) that the IPA works with each UDC to develop the year 2000 LIEE budget, and that the UDC works in a cooperative manner with the IPA.


This is a timeline issue; the recommendation will be tabled for now.


Recommendation 8


The LIGB recommends that the CPUC requires that each:


UDC ensures that all LIEE service provision agreements provide LIEE services from December 31, 1999 until the date that the service is transferred to the IPA, and


UDC’s agreements with 1999 LIEE service providers should allow for service provision extensions (for periods of up to one year beyond the anticipated date of transfer of that service).


This is a timeline issue; the recommendation will be tabled for now.


Recommendation 9


The LIGB recommends that the CPUC require that the LIEE IPA begin to develop a detailed LIEE program plan for the year 2001 program early enough to complete the implementation plan by the CPUC’s date of annual program submittal.


Tabled for now.


Recommendation 10


The LIGB recommends that the CPUC require each UDC to maintain its historic LIEE databases and billing records for all LIEE participants.


The CPUC has requirements in place regarding recommendation retention. This recommendation was struck.


Recommendation 11


The LIGB recommends that the CPUC require that limited specific functions, which are required for the operation of the LIEE program and are currently undertaken by the UDCs, be retained by each UDC. These services will be included under the regulated activities of each UDC, and billed in an appropriate fashion.


This recommendation was related to recommendation 3. Mendl stated that once that was resolved, this one would not be needed and suggested dropping it for now.


Recommendation 12


The LIGB recommends that the CPUC require that each UDC ensures that the LIEE database system is Y2K compliant.


Haro suggested defining any acronyms (e.g., Y2K). Tabled for now.


Recommendation 13


The LIGB recommends that the CPUC adopt a transition schedule for the CARE program. All transition activities should be completed, at the latest, by December 31, 2000.


Tabled for now.


Recommendation 14


The LIGB recommends to the CPUC that the enrollment and data management functions of the CARE program be clarified so that, under the new Independent Administrator:


All applications for the CARE program are sent, either by the applicant or by third-parties to the IPA or its agent for processing and registration.


Subsequently the IPA would transmit information about eligible applicants to the UDC.


The UDC would be obligated to put customers enrolled by the IPA on the CARE discount.


Refers to Recommendation 3, regarding retention of certain tasks and functions by the UDCs. 


This recommendation needs to be re-addressed.


Recommendation 15


The LIGB recommends that the CPUC require that specific functions, which are required for the operation of the CARE program and are currently undertaken by the UDCs, will be retained by each UDC. These services will be included under the regulated activities of each UDC, and costs recovered in an appropriate fashion.


Burt felt that suggesting that the UDCs were obligated without any recourse, was unreasonable. Discussion that certain residential rate schedules—such as multi-family—were excluded from the CARE model and those would have to be taken into consideration by the IPA in its function.


Webb felt that there needed to be some training for the IPA in order for them to understand all of the nuances.


Lindh was uncomfortable with the utilities performing the same functions as the IPA. McKenney suggested changing the language in the third bullet to say “ the UDC will be obligated to put customers enrolled by the IPA in compliance, subject with all CPUC restrictions on the CARE discount.” Then the obligation would be for those who met the test.


Recommendation 16


The LIGB recommends that the CPUC clarify the manner in which the CARE discount is determined and compensated for in circumstances where generation, billing and other services are unbundled from distribution. The LIGB recommends that, under these circumstances, the CARE discount be determined on the basis of the UDC’s CARE discount rate, using the UDCs costs for generation, billing and other services as a proxy for the provision of these services by other providers.


Burt asked MSB who they thought would be paying the discount. Discussion of how to get the small separate energy providers to provide discounts to customers.


Brown said that the ULTS was looking at this now. She felt that they should figure out if there needed to be a flat rate or if they needed to let customers know that they might receive different (smaller or larger) discounts depending on their energy provider. If there was a flat 15%, regardless of the cost of energy, then they would have to carefully control the administrative costs—the same way it was being done by the ULTS. She said that different ESPs should not receive different marginal rates of cost administration, but she thought they were going to have to deal with that later.


Haro asked MSB to speak with some other sources on this. Webb said that she would try to connect MSB with people who could provide information about this issue and that the Commission was working on some of the issues now.


Mendl provided a brief overview of the remaining recommendations to be discussed:


Recommendation 1 laid out goals and potential indicators for LIEE


Recommendation 2 laid out goals and potential indicators for CARE


Recommendation 4 suggested getting the transition in place and devising about the performance incentives later


Board members were asked to review these and to come to the next meeting with comments, so that they would be ready to vote on these.


McKenney said that she would get a West County Times article to Weinberg for dissemination, regarding the energy situation and those who were chronically underserved. This issue was in relation to the federal drop from $59 million to $40 million and the decision of Michael Micciche (director of the Department of Community Services and Development) not to allocate, as required, to the smaller counties. 


Guido said that regarding recommendation 7, that when setting up the budget for 2000, the Board should push the CPUC to get the date moved back to June. Haro agreed to having that change made. 


Guido said that PG&E was going out to bid for the 1999 program. They would be asking the CPUC for permission to extend their 1998 program.


The meeting was adjourned at 1 PM.
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