Low Income Governing Board Advisory Committee Meeting


August 11, 1998


PG&E Energy Center, San Francisco, CA





Members Present:  Jeff Beresini/PG&E, Dennis Guido/PG&E Yvette Vazquez/SDG&E, Bob Burt/ICA, Louise Perez/Community Resources Project, Lee Riggan/Ventura Community Development, Joan Junquiera/Economic and Social Opportunities, Peter Grahmbeek/Cal Neva, Thomas Tenorio/Community Action Agency of Butte County, Rick Hobbs/Edison 


Teleconference participants: Dave Rodgers/PG&E


Public Participants: Susan LaFlam/SDG&E, Carlos Becerra/CPUC, Irina Krishpinovich/RHA, Linda Joyner/PG&E


Consultants:  Geoff Crandall/MSB Energy Associates, Chris Diezinger/MSB Energy Associates, Sharon Weinberg/CH2M HILL 


Handouts:	Agenda


		Draft Meeting Minutes for July 1, July 28, July 29, August 5, and August 6, 1998 


		MSB Preliminary List Issues about CARE Program for 1999





Quorum present at 10:15 a.m. 


Expectations for Meeting


Louise Perez/Chairperson of the Advisory Committee asked meeting participant to express their expectations and desires for this meeting. 


Bob Burt – Clarification about agreement and differences amongst AC members 


Dennis Guido - Consensus on CARE recommendations that will be presented


Josie Webb – pass


Carlos – Hear the recommendations on CARE


Lee Riggan – Finalize position on CARE 


Linda Joyner – Absorbing 


Jeff Beresini – Advisory Committee assist MSB with accomplishing their objective


Yvette Vazquez – pass


Susan LaFlam – Receive information and rationale for previous statements made about CARE in the past and provide some expertise in the area


Rick – pass


Joan Junquiera – Standardization of the CARE program that allows for a broader based services delivery system for low income customers at local levels. 


Peter Grahmbeek – Reach consensus about developing programs for hard-to-reach clients, that is reasonable and equitable. 


Louise Perez – pass


Tom Tenorio – Reaching folks in rural areas. 


Ulla-Maia Wait – pass 


Irina Krishpinovich – pass


MSB – Be fully informed about the AC committee has completed for CARE modifications for 1999. Also understand the rationale for dissenting opinions. 








The Advisory Committee reviewed its July 29, 1998 minutes as a way of beginning the discussion about of CARE issues. There recommendations include: 


Establish design guidelines on how to increase CARE penetration and to provide year 2000 program design guidance. 


Select reasonable growth rates for the future. Need to define the feasible growth rates. Growth rates affected by new people entering the program, not attrition. 


Determine the most cost-effective outreach methods for future use. Use a pilot to test new methods. Select best outreach methods. 





Many AC member feel it is reasonable to establish targets for increased penetration. However, it is unreasonable to establish same rates for an administrator with high levels of penetration versus on with low levels of penetration. The AC cannot agree on an increased penetration rate. 





Guidance on outreach strategies – 


Outreach personnel must be well-trained


All existing entities should be used. 


People who process low income households should be trained in CARE protocols. 


Need an automatic system for asking if a new customer qualifies


Outreach system should identify and analyze potential barriers. 


Perhaps create an incentive program to increase penetration rate. Administering an incentive is difficult, private or public sector. 


Make existing questionnaires easier and more user friendly, which may be difficult due to Commission requirements. (Not a lot of hope that this can be done for 1999). 





The AC has not achieved consensus with how much the incentive will be. Also need to look at duplication of efforts, between providers of low-income services. In Sacramento, the organization which does the referral often do not do the assessment of need. Assessment is done by the agency or organization providing the service. 





Any pilot study needs to have the outcomes very clearly specified and at what cost. In order to really isolate the effects of the pilot so that increases can be attributed to it. 





Accountability of self-certification 


There also needs to be accountability regarding self-certification. Increase in fraud rates will lead to conclusions that self-certification isn’t good. Backlash from ratepayers or CPUC. Need safeguards against fraud. SRI study on fraud in ULTS program are questionable. The survey they used wasn’t reliable and had inconsistencies. Recommend to use the word “error” rather than “fraud.” Error rate will likely increase because people will not have the benefit of someone helping them fill out the forms. Perhaps simplifying the income guidelines





Standardization of eligibility criteria will minimize confusion. Standardization of criteria may reduce the cost of delivering the services. Reduce administration. 





PG&E requires recertification every two years. Forty percent of individuals due not enlist for the services. No statistics on reasons for drop-off rate . PG&E had nearly 12,000 applications returned incomplete, about 50% of the applications would not have qualified for the program. 





Important to determine how the data is being framed to improve accuracy in understanding why people are signing up for programs and why some individuals are not eligible. 





Issues related to the increase of penetration rate


Disparity between penetration rates between utilities means it will cost more for utilities with high penetration rates to add new customers, while utilities with low penetration rates will bare lower costs in increasing penetration. 





The Board’s request for 100% penetration rate is unreasonable. Increases need to be incremental over time. From a community based standpoint, the penetration rates can be increased. CBOs are receiving more calls for services than they are able to respond to. Welfare reform playing a significant role and working poor increasing and coming for help to the CBOs. There are agencies dealing with welfare reform and the working poor that could provide referrals. 





Need to keep in mind that there are planned attrition rates for low income programs as individuals move off the programs and become more self-sufficient. How does that play into the LIGB’s 100% penetration rate? 





MSB Energy Associates suggested developing a model that is predictive of the population or conducting a needs assessment to determine what is the most realistic penetration rates? Lawrence Berkeley Lab has conducted needs assessment on poverty rates, etc. for the State of California. 





CBOs don’t help clients fill out CARE applications. CBOs focus more on weatherization services. The utilities do their own recertification. Approximately 70% of the HEAP participants are already on CARE.


CARE is tied to a utility bill, which is tied to a meter. Several people can be tied to the same meter, which makes it difficult to define income and use, etc. PG&E has four programs under CARE: single meter, master-meter (apartment complexes) , and then two programs focusing on group homes and agricultural settings. 





MSB Presentation 


Geoff Crandall/MSB Associates briefed the Board about the nature of their scope of work with the Board. The focus is on CARE and LIEE changes that are feasible for 1999. The proposed revised milestone schedule for the Board was reviewed with the Advisory Committee. 





Board made two key decisions for the CARE program (June 12 memo from Board):  


Penetration rate – 100% participation goal (not clear 100% of what. Disagreement about what is an eligible customer). 


Verification - Move towards self-certification


The Advisory Committee addressed the issues in their minutes of June 16th. 








Discussion about CARE Participation Levels


Current levels of participation by utility and statewide (all eligible customers, by customer segment, identify underrepresented segments). Done by demographic or census information. 


No clarification about how long a program year is. 


What are the customer segments who would be targets for studies or pilot programs? SDG&E and PG&E have not done any studies or pilots. Unknown whether So Cal Gas or Edison have conducted studies. 


For SDG&E, 16% of their territory are Spanish speaking and therefor the materials are translated into Spanish. Other languages comprise too small (1% or less) of the territory so the materials are not translated these languages. 


Dept. of Education would be a good source of information about minority and non-English speaking communities who might be eligible for the programs. 





Agricultural communities – There are differences between migrant, farm, and seasonal workers. To qualify for CARE, individuals must reside in a particular type of housing. Seasonal workers are at greatest risk of falling through the cracks because they have to move around so much. Don’t know if people are participating under migrant worker program or a residential program. Transiency in seasonal worker populations is about 300-400% (?). 





People move in and out of low income populations according federal income guidelines. A group that remains steadily in low income is single mothers. Are there specific programs to reach this group? Joan Junquiera’s CBO partners with refugee organizations and other organizations. Many single mothers are forced to move out of the cities and counties because of increased housing rates. The hard-to-reach customer crosses all racial and religious categories.





SDG&E has done outreach through the WIC program and other programs. SDG&E at a loss for what else they could be doing to increase outreach. Many CBOs have Memorandums of Understanding (MOUs) with other programs. Referral protocols are fairly formalized. 





The responsibility for reaching hard-to-reach customers must be assigned to specific entity and not just assumed that it will be covered by the existing networks. Whichever entity is given the responsibility, must be given the resources to meet the challenge. Currently, CBOs can’t just add the responsibility of CARE referrals onto their existing work and caseload. 





Discussion about what are the achievable 1999 CARE participation levels


Targets for incremental improvements: There is a gap between the eligible population and the population that wants to participate in the program. 


The only specific market segments are those marked under certain rates. Example, under the residential program, it is done by housing unit rather than individuals. 


Need to use models to correlate meter information to census data, but results are subject to debate. Difficult especially when there is a quantifiable goal. 





100% participation rate can be viewed as a mission statement, but not a performance measure. 





Will pilot programs only be run by utilities or will other parties be able to design and run them? No decisions yet. Possibly take bids and have winning bidder(s) carry out the pilots. The purpose of a pilot is to determine the best approach. Additional funding for the pilots has not been identified yet. 





Discussion about how eligibility is defined


The Board determined that it will not determine whether an assets test or means test will be used to define eligibility, by utility and statewide. Passed a subcommittee but not the full Board. 


Difference between eligibility as set by the Commission and that set by income level. 


The simpler the definition the better especially in terms of self-certification. 


CPUC has a lengthy, ongoing rulemaking on eligibility. Nancy Brockway talked with Commissioner Wong about the Board’s intent to tackle the eligibility issue. 





Possible Pilot Programs


Sometime in mid to late October, the Board would issue a notice that they are interested in receiving proposals on conducting pilot programs and a needs assessment. React to suggestions for types of pilots. . Board plans to identify a placeholder for pilots and studies for 1999. Results of pilots would be used for modifications to CARE program for 2000 and beyond. 








Yvette Vazquez/SDG&E emphasized the need to know where the funding for the pilots will be coming from, in order for the utilities to be able to reflect possible suggestions in their October 1st filings. Would pilot results need to be completed prior to March in order for the results to be reflected in the RFP? 





Problem with categorical eligibility is based on total household income. You can have one individual who qualifies for CARE and others who don’t, so the whole household then doesn’t’ qualify. 


Some of the eligibility issues have been dealt with under the LIRA program. 





PG&E does not work under an asset test for eligibility. Louise Perez cautioned that there has to be a reasonableness in terms of asking people to disclose all their finances in turn for a $5 benefit. 





Commission decision 95-10-447 did not support for categorical eligibility for farm workers for CARE programs for all utilities. 





Possible pilots include:


Automatic Enrollment


Outreach to culturally diverse populations


Defining the mechanism to conduct pilots with non-utility providers


Identifying who are the dysfunctional populations for targeting programs





What prevents people from participating in the programs


Hardship of access to the service (complexity of paperwork, language, etc.) 


Language barriers 


Socially isolated or removed (due to abuse problems, distrust, or other issues) 





Need specialized personnel and resources to reach the hard-to-reach population. Assign the responsibility specifically to a given organization. Need the human contact to help the hard-to-reach people participating in the programs. Can partner with other social services programs. Issue of how do you estimate eligibility if the socially dysfunctional don’t have a concept of finance. 


Also how many people like this compose the eligible population? 





When PG&E was partnering with DEO, some customers chose not to sign up for LIRA when they were getting HEAP benefits. Should not automatically sign up customers. 





MSB suggestion - Can do automatic flagging as a way of indicating new enrollees. 





If the LIGB does not provide the utilities with clear direction then the LIGB will only be commenting on the utility advice letters as just one of many parties commenting on the advice letters. 


Some of the challenges are implementation issues that need to be defined once the policy decisions have been made. 





Meeting adjourned 3:40 p.m. 


Draft Minutes
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