Low Income Governing Board Advisory Committee Meeting


August 12, 1998





Advisory Committee Members:  Josie Webb/CPUC, Dennis GuidoPG&E, Yvette Vazquez/SDG&E, Joan Junquiera/, Peter Grahmbeek/CalNeva, Jeff Beresini/PG&E, Louise Perez/CRP, Brenda Hager/SESCO


Members of the Public:  Carlos Becerra/CPUC, Susan LaFlam/SDG&E, Ulla-Maia Wait/CSD, Irina Krishnipovich/RHA


Handouts:  None


The meeting was called to order at 8:30 a.m. The Advisory Committee will be meeting from 8:30 - 10:00; recess to attend the LIGB CARE Subcommittee meeting and will reconvene after the subcommittee meeting. A quorum was not present so the Advisory Committee met as a committee until a quorum was convened. 


Discussion about 8/11/98 Advisory Committee meeting with MSB Energy Associates 


Several members felt MSB was not well prepared. In the future, the Advisory Committee wants the technical consultants to present their proposals rather than just come to the AC for information. Members of the AC felt they were giving information without receiving much feedback from MSB on what ideas for CARE program modifications that they had in mind. 


Some AC member felt it was good that MSB came to the meeting ready to listen to the AC and their recommendations without having a very set of ideas already established. In the future, it would be helpful to have consultants make a presentation about possible policy changes for AC members to react to. 


Discussion about CARE Subcommittee meeting that will occur today


For CARE subcommittee meeting, what do AC members want to get out of the meeting? 


Reports from individuals who had assignments (Carlos on hard-to-reach customers and Joy on the calendar year). 





The Commission did a study on reaching hard-to-reach communities, but there is no conclusive data. No clear guide for ESPs in terms of educating customers. The Advisory Committee in its meeting on 8/11/98 defined “hard-to-reach” customers as those that are “socially dysfunctional.” 





Issue about how to protect low income consumers from energy service providers who may not provide them CARE discounts or who may go bankrupt during the course of business, or who may renege on their obligations. 





It is possible that the Commission’s call center will be used for outreach to customers. Will need to have more languages available than are currently available. PG&E provides materials in seven years and have individuals available who can speak the languages as well. PG&E uses Pacific Bell to enhance their services. 





In communities where there are specific language requirements, energy service provider hooks up with the local community leaders and individuals to partner with in helping distribute and provide services. CBOs, chambers of commerce, church groups, etc. 





For CBOs to provide comprehensive services to clientele need to have CBO staff trained, additional resources, computer database. Need additional funding to get more personnel, equipment, materials to provide services to the individuals coming to the CBO for help. Joan Junqueira explained that currently there is no one at the agency that will follow-up with a customer who may fill out an application in the agency.





Concern that the recommendations the consultants are making to the Board are not based on hard data but on supposition. Example is issue of eligibility in terms of the size of the eligible population and how many of that population have not been served. The Commission has never said that the utilities are not doing a good job in providing services. 





Need to look at studies or conduct studies to gain some hard data about how well the programs are achieving their goals. SDG&E offered that it is not opposed to improving the programs as long as the balanced against how it will impact ratepayers. Cannot change programs based on unfounded assumptions. One hundred percent penetration rate is not possible or feasible. Need to justify the expenditures. 





Any pilot studies conducted in 1999 must be completed in the first quarter of the year in order to be utilized for the 2000 and beyond programs. Would need to start the pilots well before the end of 1998 in order to have sufficient time to get the results and incorporate any recommendations. 





Last week the municipalities met with the Commission and they want to have seats on the LIGB and CBEE. They want a portion of the funds. There was no decision by the Commission. A possible next step is a city would calculate the number of ratepayers in their city and sue the Commission through a class action suit. This approach may not work. 





What will the Advisory Committee do if it does not agree with the recommendations of the LIGB? 


Will the Advisory Committee file comments as a body or as individual members? Issue about what will happen to the LIGB if the milestone schedule is not met. 





Future direction of Advisory Committee 


Review results of any pilot studies. 


Will the Advisory Committee be conducting its meetings in Southern California in the future


Focus on program changes for 2000 and beyond


Redesign CARE program for the IPA, including possibly expanding the program 


Funding for pilot programs





The meeting was recessed at 10 a.m. so that the Advisory Committee could adjourn into the CARE subcommittee meeting. 


Louise Perez reconvened the Advisory Committee at 3:40 p.m.





Advisory Committee Member Impressions of CARE Subcommittee Meeting





Josie Webb iterated that her expectation of today’s CARE subcommittee meeting was very different.   Her expectation was that MSB was going to present some recommendations for CARE.  This did not occur.  Louise agreed.





Schedule for upcoming Advisory Committee and Board Meetings





There is some discussion on the schedule for next week and the following week.


Yvette also reported that she verified the agenda for these meetings with MSB.


8/18 & 8/19 - MSB will make its recommendations for CARE and the LIGB will vote on the recommendations


8/24 & 8/25 - Same as above except for it will address LIEE issues.


The AC will meet prior to and after the LIGB meetings on these dates


8/26 - The AC will plan to meet.





Updating AC Roster. 


 Two members will be removed from the AC due to lack of attendance.  Louise will issue letters tomorrow.


	Will there be a need to replace these members?  This discussion should this be added to a future AC agenda. This also applies to the customer representative.





13.  	Next meeting the AC will continue discussion on Attachment A and begin addressing new measures.  





The meeting adjourned at 3:10 p.m.





Notes Recorded on Flip Charts during the Advisory Committee Meeting


implementation - bidding by areas vs. service area


bid on portion of service territory


best way to judge program cost effectiveness


focus on high energy users:  targeting


refrigerators


budgeting - allocation of limited resources; 1) cost/home; measures by cost effectiveness


low priority


Cost per home


maximum  $ per house


not average per house


Edison $600 without prior approval


cooler $500


maximum of different measures


cost per home measures only


priority measures


may not be uniform ( state


by climate zone


SDG&E $2,500 maximum


PG&E all appliances approximately $700 (average)


$1,400 highest billing


SoCal Gas $1,200 average


priority list ( can’t be done with mandatory measures; non-mandatory can be prioritized


focus on non-mandatory


are mandatory measures feasible


Commission feels significant


ask Meg


Definition of significant need?


Can Commission make mandatory measures non-mandatory?


LIGB should recommend?


1)	Do we make the question


to Commission


to LIGB


How does Commission interpret the law?


definition of significant need


can Commission make mandatory measures non-mandatory?


feasible ( to what extent can administration define feasible?


(informal discussion)


(Board to take action)


(put proposals before Commission and have them act on it)


need for clarification mandatory/non-mandatory


? of protocol


significant need related to weatherization program


SB 845


individual can go to Commission


going to Commission as a committee


inform LIGB that clarification needed


need for formalization


administrator to suggest feasibility


“Emphasis on high energy use”


	Topic of discussion


Additional items on list


Draft minutes


discussion


review in committee before going to Board





New Ideas from Consultants


Penalties


What new things?


Appendix:  Assistance Programs from other states


didn’t include success - hard data


Interested in broad general policy - who deals with details


Level of detail


Analysis is needed for 100% penetration


how do you get to that point?


reaching people - information to people


other methods, other than reading


channel delivery services


TV


( can’t afford


print by ethnic community


radio stations


Must find balance


Look into existing systems


networks


Positive return for investment


best program possible for $ available


Turbulent Political Times


Recommendation II


rate freeze


Convey “Cap” information to the LIGB


Appropriate target?


High turnover


Target working poor thru other channels they already utilize


What are the expectations for penetration rates?


Simplify the application process

















draft minutes
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