Low Income Governing Board Meeting


September 29, 1998


Board Members Present: Roberto Haro, Diana Brooks, Katherine McKenney, Maggie Cuadros, Susan Brown.


Consulting Staff Present: Geoff Crandall (MSB Energy Associates), Jerry Mendl (MSB Energy Associates), Clarice Ericsson (CH2M HILL), Charlene Treat (CH2M HILL)


Public Present: Dennis Guido/PG&E, Josie Webb/CPUC, Ulla-Maija Wait?/CSD, Bob Burt/ICA, Jeff Beresini/PG&E, Irina Krispinovich/RHA, Louise Perez/CRP, Vicki Thompson (Sempra); via teleconference: Jim Ryan.


Haro called the meeting to order (10:40 AM). A quorum was present.


McKenney provided information to Roberto Haro on the rules for bringing in new Board members. The Board will replace Brockway as soon as they receive her resignation. Haro will call Dave Gamson and get information, give it to Knawls and report back to the Board by the next meeting. Board members should provide names of prospective board members. 


Cost Effectiveness Issues


On Friday, MSB should receive materials on the responses to the utilities’ technical advice filings for CARE and LIEE. MSB will identify inconsistencies or areas where the Board needed to review its policy regarding the filing effecting program year 1999. It will meet with the AC during their October 12th meeting. The Board’s response to the Commission is due on October 21st. 


Weinberg and McKenney will work on the executive summary for the October 15 budget filing. The narrative will explain that needs assessment and pilots programs have been put forward with the understanding that they may be more appropriately contained in the utilities’ budgets and that LIGB’s budget contains a line item for CPUC staffing, although the Commission may decide that it should more appropriately appear in the Commission’s budget.


Burt stated that the Board should be prepared to appear at legislative hearings and present programmatic information, and not just present budget figures.


Discussion that the LIGB should be able to show the legislature, rate payers, and the PUC that there are hard economic benefits provided for the dollars expended. 


Report on the cost-effectiveness criteria


Recommendation 1. The LIGB recommends that the CPUC determine that, for the year 2000 and beyond, cost-effectiveness for low-income energy efficiency programs will be based on a combination of quantifiable economic cost-effectiveness tests, non-quantifiable and non-economic factors, and administrative cost-efficiency using the methods described below.


Brooks felt that the TRC test might be a more useful test. She also suggested that the language was really about feasibility or significant benefit, not cost-effectiveness. MSB agreed to work on different language.


Burt stated that when evaluating a program using the modified participant test, those measures that increase the comfort or ease hardship should not be counted against the program, since repairing a furnace would increase energy usage. There were measures that were justified solely on the basis of comfort and hardship and should not be applied against the model of cost savings or decreased energy usage.


Brooks was not comfortable with how this will be applied and wanted to know why these were being measured. She stated that if there was not a requirement to be cost-effective, what was their purpose. McKenney answered that this was a policy direction and that the Board has chosen not to come up with numbers. She said that implementation would come later and if it failed, the PUC and the Board would then have to go back and change the rules. 


Brown felt that the LIGB was making a policy decision and that when harder data was available, then it could be quantified. Webb wanted to get input from a utility on what was now being used. Guido said that PG&E used a cost effectiveness test. 


Brooks agreed with the general overview statement but could not agree with the way in which the cost effectiveness test was being used. She said that the particulars about how things were being weighed were not clear enough.


Motion (Susan): Moved that Recommendation 1 be adopted, with the modifications that were read into the initial policy statement. Seconded. Vote: 4-1-0. No: Diana Brooks. Motion carried.


Recommendation 2. The LIGB recommends that the CPUC require that, for the year 2000 and beyond, the IPAs continue to provide the currently prescribed efficiency measures to low-income customers. These include the “Big Six” identified in Senate Bill 845 as well as other measures which have been added to the list of prescriptive measures.


Mendel suggested that the master approach should work, but felt that legal guidance was needed to make sure that what is being proposed for 1999 can be legally done. Brown said that she would seek a legal opinion from the CPUC. 


Brooks stated for the record that she was against this recommendation.


Cuadros wanted to know if the intent was to have the Board put the big six measures through the cost effectiveness test with a goal of changing them? She would like to change the big six measures to measures that improve the efficiency, cost, comfort. 


McKenney said that at some point the Board might want to move away from state-mandated measures, but in order to get that we would have to demonstrate some other ways for achieving that goal that the legislation had. The interim is needed and we need to think whether we want to take away a mandate as a policy recommendation. Brown suggested that the Board should add into the recommendation or discussion language that this is intended to provide the analytical base for reconsidering whether the big six is what is needed for low-income customers in California and whether this should be revisited.


Motion (Susan): Move that with the change I have articulated in concept—and pending legal counsel verification—I move to adopt Recommendation 2. Vote: 4-0-1. Abstention: Diana Brooks. Motion carried.


[Lunch break]


Fred Harris/CPUC Legal joined the meeting and reported that he had received word that morning that the governor vetoed AB 2461. He believed that the union issues were of concern, but didn’t know the other issues. He related that the Commission would now be thinking about its options are and would possibly consider some kind of legislation.


Brown asked Harris to covey a message to Pam Natalone/CPUC Legal that the Board would like some help with the RFP.


McKenney asked Harris for a legal interpretation of “feasible” and how binding the big six issues were on the Board. Jerry Mendel will follow this up with Harris.


Recommendation 3. The LIGB recommends that CPUC establish the following process for adding energy efficiency measures to the prescriptive list of measure available to low-income customers for the year 2000 and beyond.


This recommendation would set up procedures for installing measures from a prescribed list, by climate zone.


Brooks suggested that a process be set up that the Board could live with no matter who becomes the IPA. Mendel’s vision was that the LIGB would be in an adjudicatory role rather than a developmental role for some of these measures. Brown would like language inserted into the discussion portion of the recommendation concerning “key IPA and or key consultant role to identify.”


Motion (Susan): Move to adopt Recommendation 3, as modified. Vote: 5-0-0. Unanimously carried.


Recommendation 4. The LIGB determined that, for the year 2000 and beyond, measurement and evaluation of LIEE programs should be part of the IPA’s responsibilities. The measurement and evaluation should parallel the measure and program selection criteria.


Jeff Beresini/PG&E asked if Recommendation 4c was independent of rate reduction or inclusive and if it was referring to rate reduction programs or bill reduction programs. Mendel answered that it was exclusive of any CARE discount and he will clarify the language. It was discussed that because of the differences in rate pricing, usage should be considered rather than the amount of the customer’s bill.


McKenney asked if changing the language from bill reduction and to usage reduction might eliminate the modifying factors. It was decided that this should be revisited at a later time.


Webb noted that if appliances are repaired for a customer that the actual usage would go up and wanted to know how to factor this in. Mendel will capture Webb’s point and incorporate this into the language of Recommendation 4. 


Brooks felt that the way it was written, the IPA and the independent inspector had similar roles. The decision was made to take out all references to who will do the work and just refer to the work done. Will discuss roles and responsibilities.


Motion (Susan): Move to adopt recommendation 4. Seconded. 


Brooks suggested adding an amendment “...should be evaluated to include these other things.” So that the Board is not limited to the measure on the list but could include others. 


Amendment accepted. Vote: 5-0-0. Unanimously carried.


IPA Roles and Responsibilities


Mendl stated that this document was focusing on post-transitional responsibilities. Would like to hold a workshop in November to figure out what functions can be transferred, how soon and what may take longer. 


Attachment A: Draft Revision


Brooks felt that the IPA shouldn’t have responsibility for outreach, enrollment and database of recipients. Brown noted that whatever database is created could not be contingent on who is given the contract, it had to be a permanent position under the auspices of the LIGB or Commission. The LIGB should decide whether the system be an amalgam of the utilities’ systems until we can create our own. McKenney asked if they needed a policy statement about information systems management integration and proprietary ownership. Is that the goal of the overall structure?


Mendl thought that the CARE administrator should maintain and oversee the database because the CARE database is more likely to be the larger database. Brooks didn’t feel that centralizing this is the way to go. Maybe if it was under the CSD or Commission staff. 


The decision was made that information systems data management should be taken out of the CARE for now and have data systems as a different category.


General Roles and Responsibilities


LIGB Responsibilities. Brown suggested that under LIGB general roles and responsibilities make clear that LIGB expects coordination with the call center, EET, CBE and other appropriate agencies and boards. McKenney had a concern about the LIGB handling the complaint resolution process. Crandall answered that the LIGB’s responsibility was to ensure that a process exists. There was general agreement that the LIGB should take on the responsibility. Discussion of investigating the Commission’s existing complaint process. Brown stated that the Commission did not have the capability.


LIGB Staff and Agents Responsibilities. Language changed to remove outreach from roles and perhaps capture in a separate bullet.


IPA Administrators Responsibilities. Under “inspection service” incorporate language which establishes a correction process and a measure for correcting the process that permitted the defect. 


Other Entities with Roles to be Defined in the New Administrative Structure. Bob Burt/ICA asserted that it should be made clear in the recommendation that the entities report to the LIGB. Louise Perez/CRP felt that a statement about accountability should be added to the IPA responsibilities. Cuadros asked if there was a way to resolve customer complaints in the process. Brooks suggested acknowledging that it hasn’t been decide who will be responsible for outreach; take out “complete” when describing the responsibility for inspections and add something about the accountability issues.


Functional Roles for CARE Program


MSB will revise to exclude those items pertaining to the database. Discussion of outreach for the programs and the need to have decentralized outreach. MSB will revise the first round of this document by Friday. 


Public and AC Comments


Perez asked if everyone had the memo from the AC meeting that was sent out.


Discussion of the process for getting new Board members. Haro will get hold of David Gamson to get a process under way for replacing board members. Brooks suggested that Haro look at the Board’s February 4, 1998 final bylaws to review the process and that he ask whether a temporary quorum of seven members could be considered. 


McKenney suggested that the Board draft a congratulatory letter to Nancy Brockway on her appointment. Haro expressed the Board’s intent to do so when it received her resignation.


Brooks said that it would be helpful for her if the AC would give the Board their input on issues as the Board takes them up and let them know if the AC has considered an issue already. Webb felt that the Board has not always seemed to want to hear from the AC.


Discussion about the meetings to be held in LA and Sacramento and available facilities.


Meeting adjourned.
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