Low Income Governing Board—September 28, 1998


September 28,1998


Board Members Present: Roberto Haro, Diana Brooks, Karen Lindh, Katherine McKenney, Maggie Cuadros; via teleconference: Nancy Brockway.


Consulting Staff Present: Geoff Crandall (MSB Energy Associates), Jerry Mendl (MSB Energy Associates), Sharon Weinberg (CH2M HILL), Clarice Ericsson (CH2M HILL).


Public Present: Dennis Guido/PG&E, Josie Webb/CPUC, Ulla-Maija Wait/CSD, Bob Burt/ICA, Anne Keegan/SoCalGas, John Nall/Edison, Jeff Beresini/PG&E, Irina Krispinovich/RHA (via teleconference); Chris Deizinger (MSB Energy Associates).


Handouts


LIGB Roles and Responsibilities under the New Independent Program Administrator Structure for the Year 2000 and Beyond


LIGB LIEE Cost-Effectiveness Criteria Measure and Program Selection and Implementation for the Year 2000 and Beyond


LIGB 1999 Operating Budget


LIGB 1999 Financial Tracking Report


LIGB Advisory Committee (AC) Approved Recommendations


LIGB Advisory Committee Meeting Notes (from Flip Charts)


Roberto Haro asked to begin the meeting unofficially while waiting for a quorum of Board members. Discussed the need to have two new Board members to replace Nancy Brockway and Jeff Meloche. He stated two options: allowing the Commission to choose a nominee or contacting nominees from the old list to see if any might still be available to become members. He will leave a message for Knawls regarding this and suggested that Maggie Cuadros and Susan Brown should be included in the conversation when they arrive.


Haro reported that he sent a letter to Wesley Franklin of the California Public Utilities Commission asking to have filing budget date changed from October 11th to October 15th to allow the Board enough time to review the budget after receiving input from the Advisory Board and the general public. Although he had not yet heard anything, he got the impression from Franklin’s secretary that it would be fine. He also attended a meeting after receiving a request from Commissioner Jean Sharpless to have a representative from the LIGB attend a meeting with the State Energy Advisory Board. The purpose of the meeting was to look at different forms of energy efficiency.


Discussion of outreach to remote areas. Diana Brooks said that certain Native American populations are not connected to the grid and it would be expensive to bring power to them. This should be a put on the table as a universal service issue. 


Sharon Weinberg/CH2M HILL said that the date for filing the operating budget had been changed from October 1st to October 15th.





Discussion of the key decision points and deadlines 


Matrix handed out by MSB. Brockway wanted to know if the independent inspector roles and responsibilities were included. Crandall indicated that it did and that MSB had received input from the AC. 


Brooks requested that information be received at least one business day prior to a meeting to give Board members a chance to review information. Crandall assented, but noted that MSB would have to send documentation to the Board on October 22nd because of the short interval between the AC’s October 21st and 22nd meeting and the Board’s October 26th and 27th meeting.


Crandall noted that under the milestones the Board said that it would submit a status report and legal issues report by October 1, but it was not currently being worked on, so this needs to be corrected. Discussion that the Board ask Fred to prepare something and bring it to the meeting tomorrow. Weinberg suggested that the Board write a letter to the Commission stating the situation of not having adequate Commission liaison and legal coverage. 


Discussion continued that there might be a need to revise the milestone date for submitting the RFP. Brooks stated that there was no need to revise the schedule unless it was impacted by information needed to be given to or received from the Commission.


Brockway felt that a closer relationship needed to be forged with the Commission. She felt that the Board should work hard to get the right firm. Discussion of the state’s procurement rules. Haro stated that the state would want to take the lowest bidder. Lindh noted that in the structuring of the bidding and scoring criteria, some of the issues could be addressed. The RFP Committee will make sure that those concerns were captured in the structure of the RFP that’s allowable under the state procurement rules.


Discussion whether or not it would be useful to make changes in revision mode so that changes can be made. Discussion that comments are not necessary to show revisions, but any Board decisions should be captured with revisions. There should also be a clean copy provided so that it is easier to read.


Continued discussion of the milestones. A new item on the timeline for November 17th and 18th is a transition workshop to be given by MSB for the AC to discuss the transition issues associated with the submittal of the major policy rules. This is being held per the judge’s instruction.


Brooks asked when the final RFP report would be given to the Board. The final RFP will be delivered to the Board on November 5th and any changes thereafter should be minor.


McKenney wanted to know if they could get information from Phyllis White/CPUC Energy Division regarding what parts the Commission will be providing. Crandall has already been in contact with them regarding this. MSB asked for a meeting, but Commission staff felt they were not able to meet with MSB until they received proof of MSB’s authorization to work on the task and its work scope. The Board’s letter to the Commission should clarify MSB’s role. 


MSB reported that it had reviewed the CBEE’s RFP. Brooks asked Weinberg to get copies of the CBEE’s RFP for the Board.


Brockway asked how the Board was going to make sure that someone saw its efforts through to the end of the process. Haro stated that there was no immediate answer. Brooks felt that the question underscored the need for Commission representation at the Board’s meetings. Suggestion that Barbara Morton attend upcoming meetings.


Brooks will informally ask the Phyllis White if it would be possible to have Commission staff at the Board’s meetings. Haro will notify Knawls, upon his return, to address the formally ask for the participation of Commission staff at the Board’s meetings.


Cuadros arrived at 11:20 AM. A quorum of the Board was now present.


Discussion of the Agenda


Weinberg would like to add an item to the agenda. She needs some clarity on one item that was changed in the LIEE and CARE recommendations.


Report from technical subcommittee, administrative subcommittee and report from AC will be taken up after lunch.


Public Comment


None


Vice Chair’s Report


None, other than his attendance at the State Energy Advisory Committee meeting already discussed this morning.


Adoption of Minutes


Brooks stated that in the minutes of July 21st she would like to have her comments added regarding her vote on the Board’s motion to file a response to SoCalGas’ advice letter. Would like it reflected in the minutes that she voted no because she first wanted the opportunity to review the advice letter.


Motion (McKenney): Move to adopt the minutes of July 21st, with the change noted. Seconded. Vote: 4-0-1. Abstention: Diana Brooks. Motion carried.


Regarding minutes of August 18th, McKenney stated that as recommended in the audit, the motions should record how many members voted (5-2-1, etc.) and that in formal minutes, persons should be referred to by their last names instead.


Motion (Haro): Move to adopt the minutes of August 28th. Seconded. Vote: 4-0-1. Abstention: Diana Brooks. Motion carried.


AC Committee Report


Dennis Guido/PG&E reported on the Advisory Committee’s (AC) approved recommendations. The AC had three recommendations.


Utilities continue to use existing methods for determining feasibility until such time that the LIGB through the Commission defines the criteria for significant increase in energy savings, significant increase in comfort and reduction in hardship.


Discussion: No definitions on how to apply cost effectiveness. Guido stated that measurement and evaluation studies would be needed to produce a chart to allow utilities to isolate by measure and climate zone what measures should be applied. In the interest of time and in order to move ahead with the program, the AC’s recommendation was to use the cost effectiveness models that already exist. 


Discussion that adopting the AC’s recommendations could preclude the Board from moving to the next level and that they might be stuck with the status quo. Brockway felt that PG&E was declining to cooperate with the Board’s recommendations and that the Board should push forward with its point of view or make changes to the recommendations but not invite separate points. Guido stated that he was reporting on an AC recommendation and that the AC’s comments were intended to point out flaws in the recommendations. 


Discussion about whether this issue will be revisited and how it might change what has already been done. 


Anne Keegan/SoCalGas felt strongly that there were parts of the recommendations that could not be used by the utilities as written. Concepts such as “feasible,” “significant benefit” and ideas such as “customer comfort” were not quantifiable. When asked by Brooks what standards were now being used by the utilities, Bob Burt/ICA answered that the standards were different for each utility and would stay that way until changed by the Commission, but stated that it should not stop the intention of the recommendations.


McKenney proposed that the LIGB’s recommendations remain in place and that the AC’s advice letters should clearly state the reasons why the recommendations could not be implemented in 1999. Then the dilemma to be resolved would be on the table for the RFP. There was agreement that the language of the recommendations put in place a standard. 


Keegan stated that the program has been founded on quantitative not qualitative measures. She would like the Board to establish a metric, which would define “increased comfort” and felt that discussions with the California Board of Energy Efficiency were needed. Guido said that without a definition, there were measures that wouldn’t be installed. 


McKenney felt that the language should stand and that the utilities were within their rights to state in a filing their reasons for not being able to comply. Lindh said that the recommendations were adopted with the understanding that there was a missing piece to be discussed later and that she didn’t want the Board to be precluded from investigating what the piece might be in the future.


All utility pilots to include duct sealing and register sealing boot caulk be limited up to 6 percent of the utility’s annual program goal for homes weatherized.


Clarification of recommendation 2. It is intended that not more than 6 percent will be spent on pilots.


The incremental costs of all LIEE pilots should not exceed 5 percent of utility’s LIEE budget, to include the cost associated with the needs assessment for LIEE. Footnote. Unencumbered funds for low income budget’s pilots and studies by June of 1999 shall be reallocated back to the program.


Brockway felt that this might create delays in the program and that the Board did not have control over their timetable. Lindh asked to have this discussed within the budget portion of the agenda.


Susan Brown arrived at 1:05 PM


Changes to LIGB Recommendations for LIEE Program


Weinberg asked for clarification of changes to Recommendation A.7, item 1) optional measures and item 2) CAS testing. Will add a footnote “12) appropriate funding needs to be identified.”


Modification of Item 1 of the LIEE recommendations from “senior status to “senior status (when available)” prompted a discussion of getting information on ethnicity, age, etc. There was a feeling that information on ethnicity and age should be collected in a way that was not offensive when available. The issue was raised that if targeting and goals were based on hard-to-reach groups, crucial information on target groups would be lost without a process to collect it. 


Irina Krispinovich/RHA felt that information could be put into the survey as optional and customers could decide what information they wanted to provide. Josie Webb/CPUC suggested that there be a place to note that a customer refused to provide certain information.


Decision was made to leave ethnicity in. Recommendation now reads “Require all TPAs to collect and maintain information on all LIEE participants and their dwellings in order to profile customers served in 1999 by usage, geographic location, senior status (when available), race/ethnicity (if volunteered), and owner/renter status and dwelling type.”


Crandall asked about changing language in Recommendation A.5 from “potential pilot programs” to “possible pilot programs.”


Report from the Administrative Subcommittee


None.


Brown reported that she spoke with Pam Natalone regarding getting someone from the Commission to work with Board on the legal issues. She will get back to her tomorrow. 


Discussion of Jeff Meloche’s Recommendation


Meloche recommended that he remain on the Board, as an ex-officio member would mean that he would retain his position but could not vote. Brooks felt that there should be an odd number of voting Board members and that it was important that the Board have some kind of Commission involvement. She stated that there was a strong need for someone who could facilitate coordination with Commission offices and that if Meloche could not perform in that role perhaps he should resign completely. Brown suggested that Meloche could be ex-officio and still provide his expertise if the Commission appointed another Board member. McKenney said that the Board should accommodate him if possible, but that it was crucial to have another member who could commit to being present at meetings. The Board supported having Haro send a letter immediately to the Commission stating its needs and having him notice Knawls on this matter.


Brockway stated that she would be starting her new responsibilities as Commissioner on October 8th and would have to resign from the Board as a member. She felt that participating had been one of the peak experiences of her professional career and noted that the Board had done a tremendous amount of work in order to get the 1999 recommendations to the Commission.


Report from the Technical Subcommittee


Brooks handed out copies of a draft memo delineating MSB’s tasks between now and October 15th and the amounts needed in order to get them through the end of the year. MSB was asked to scope out—and provide the Board with the information by October 9th—what would be involved in terms of work products, cash, deadlines and cost estimates to complete the RFP by December 24th. An immediate problem was that MSB would need approximately $120,000 to get them through October 15th which would be an additional $45,000 over the $75,000 already authorized by the Board. 


The Board was asked to review the tasks and make a decision on what could be accomplished at this time. Two items will be deferred: 


Revisiting the Board structure—which was asked for by Brown—will be deferred until after the RFP filing; and 


The pilot proposals and needs assessments will be taken up after January 1st.


A placeholder for these items will still be inserted into the budget.


The technical subcommittee proposed authorization of a $45,000 increment to get them through October 15th. At the next meeting, they will provide a budget through the end of the year. 


Motion (Lindh): Move an additional $45,000 to be added to the $75,000 already authorized which will get the Board through October 15th. At the October 13th-14th meeting, the technical subcommittee will have a complete budget through the end of the year. Seconded. Vote: 6-0-0. Unanimously carried.


Operating Budget


Haro suggested that the Board review its budget and move MSB’s reports on Cost Effectiveness and IPA Roles and Responsibilities to tomorrow’s agenda.


Weinberg informed the Board that she used some of the same assumptions as in the November 4 1997 budget filing approved by the ALJ. She also spoke with Jeff Schlagel of the CBEE to get his input as to the compatibility between the budgets. Jeff Schlagel conveyed that once the civil servants are on board, the Board can hire full-time equivalent consultant staff on a 1:1 ratio up to 8. McKenney said that at issue was whether the Board would have CPUC staff on January 1st.


Weinberg suggested calling Pam Natalone to get clarification on FTE staff. Brockway felt that there was a greater amount of flexibility if the Board did not get a hard and fast answer. 


Two items are due on October 15th:  the Board’s administrative budget (calendar year 1999) and the fiscal year budget for 1999-2000.


McKenney felt that the highest end of the budget should be filed instead of giving a range and suggested having the budget reflect the whole year for administrative services. She was concerned about the accuracy of information regarding salary of Commission staff and wondered if those positions should be part of LIGB’s budget. Lindh was concerned that there might be some duplication and that maybe they should be shown as 1999 only. 


Discussion about the kinds of staff that will be available to the Board after January 1, 1999. At issue was whether state employees should be part of LIGB’s budget. The budget as it stands assumes CPUC employees charged back to the LIGB budget which would then charge back to the PUC through the utilities for the money. 


Weinberg will discuss the issues with Jeff Schlagel to get some direction about the what the state positions entail. She will put in a placeholder for $250,000 under consulting services for legal counsel and it can be taken out later if not needed. She asked for direction on who might have information on other state employee positions. McKenney will find out whether or not the Board should include Commission staff in its budget and the appropriate numbers. 


Crandall reported on how amounts for special projects were derived. Because of the Board’s desire to control pilots project, policy-based placeholders for CARE, LIEE and needs assessment were inserted into the budget. Up to 5% of utilities’ LIEE budgets and up to 2% of the utilities’ CARE budgets will be used to fund the needs assessment and pilots programs (five percent of all moneys expended on LIEE by all utilities covered by the CPUC in the state of California).


Keegan expressed concern that the money might be coming out of utilities’ program funds. The Board asserted that it was not recommending that this money come out of program funds. 


There was discussion that whether this would be more appropriately shown in the utilities’ budgets or the Board’s budget was an issue that had not been resolved. The base used for the recommendations is a percentage of the total. John Nall assumed that Recommendation A.9 (LIEE Program Recommendations) implied that the utilities include the pilots and needs assessments in their budgets.


Brown said that the Board’s budget could express its intent to have funding and that it could footnote the item, explaining that the amount might duplicate expenditures in the utilities’ budgets. She stressed that the Board should provide for its needs and that whether it was more appropriately handled through the utilities could be addressed later. Discussion that the Board should footnote this budget item to express the intent of the recommendations and to explain any unintentional duplication between the Board and utilities budgets. Crandall stated that the Board and the utilities should also show similar values in their budgets.


Regarding the line item about meetings, McKenney said that she came up with a figure of 40 meetings (based on her reading of the public calendar). One-third of the Board meetings will be budgeted as out-of-town meetings. Board subcommittee meetings and AC meetings will also be set at 40. It was noted that under the contract, subcommittee meetings were reimbursed, but appearances on behalf of the Board were constrained. The line item for AC subcommittee meetings will be cut since it was not used.


Discussion of the amount of money left in the budget. Weinberg asked to have the budget approved in concept and formally approved on the 13th. McKenney will review and also provide her with a narrative budget from EBMUD.


Motion (Katherine): Move that the Board approve the budget, as amended through discussion, and that the final document be finalized by CH2M HILL and submitted to the Board on October 13th. Seconded. Vote: 6-0-0. Unanimously carried.


Krispinovich voiced concern over the lack of public attendance at these meetings. She thanked the Board for all of its good work and asked utilities to work with the Board on submitting similar filings. 


Brown said that if there are public members who would like to be in attendance, but could not because of financial constraints, the Board should be informed and perhaps funds could be made available. Discussion of other ways to schedule the meetings and how to provide reimbursement. Wait felt that attendance would improve if the Board held meetings in other locations throughout the state. Weinberg stated that the Board was spending up to $500 a meeting making teleconferencing services available for people in other locations. There have been only one or two participants and was largely under-utilized.


Keegan supported finding new and innovative approaches of finding people who might want to attend Board meetings and use the money being now spent on the teleconferencing.


Motion to adjourn.
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