Low Income Governing Board Advisory Committee (AC)


Draft Meeting Minutes


December 16, 1997


Members Present:  Bob Burt/ICA, Tom Eckhart/UCONS (on phone), George Egawa/Fresno Co. EOC, Lou Estrella/So Cal Gas, Dennis Guido/PG&E, Eddie Jimenez/Proteus, Ellis Mitchell/CSACN, John Nall/SoCal Edison, Louise Perez/CRP, Lee Riggan/VCCHCCD, Rich Shaw/ASCEEP, Dale Sprink/SESCO, Zigmund Vays/CES, William Warren/CSD San Bernadino, Josie Webb/CPUC-ORA


Consulting Staff Present:  Amy Hopper/CH2M Hill, Tom Atlee


Members of the Public Present:  Ulla-Maija Wait/CSD (resigned from AC 12/11/97), Dave Rogers/SDG&E, Roberto Del Real/So Cal Gas, Joy Yamagata/SDG&E 





Meeting time:  The meeting on December 16, 1997, was called to order at  9:20 a.m. and adjourned at  3:20 p.m.





Administration Issues Discussion


(The AC decided to set aside the other two topic areas -- finance and data systems -- for this meeting, in order to continue their discussion of administration.)


The AC discussed how many administrators there should be and came up with the following list:


One administrator for the whole state, with internal regions


One administrator for each region over LIEE and CARE (similar to current scene with regional utilities administrating both)


One administrator for LIEE, one administrator for CARE


One regional administrator LIEE, one regional administrator CARE


Any combination of the above (e.g., regionalize LIEE and run CARE as one program statewide)


The AC noted that there are many ways to define regions in California, and various regions differ from other regions in significant parameters such as weather, housing stock, wealth, population, etc.  Existing utilities constitute a regional network of sorts, within which CARE and LIEE are administered separately.


Coordination with the utilities would be important. The CARE information will be important for whomever does LIEE. Organizing regionally would facilitate coordination with the utilities, making transition simpler. 


The more RFPs (and administrators) there are, the greater the potential for problems.  If one RFP/administrator is all that can be established in the current time frame, then that administrator could design their own administration (instead of the AC or LIGB doing it). An RFP for a single administrator should specify the administrative substructure. One possibility is having an administrator who will start out just overseeing the existing programs run by the utilities, and trying to standardize to achieve economies of scale. Such an administrator could have deputies in various regions. Some AC members expressed concerns about an administratorÕs qualifications, collaborative capabilities, support staff and ability to deal with the complexity of all this. The administrator was not going to be an individual but one (or more) organization(s) that would necessarily be very familiar with the administration and history of these programs. One possibility is to create an organizational chart with a statewide administrator over regional deputies each of whom would administer both CARE and LIEE in their region.


Existing administrative structures donÕt integrate CARE/LIEE outreach efforts.  Furthermore, LIEE is always looking for better ways to operate, an attitude that would also be good also for CARE, which tends to just roll along in an automatic maintenance mode. 


PG&E used to have CARE and LIEE in one department for communications reasons.  But the electronic age has allowed PG&E to separate them while maintaining adequate communication between them. PG&E gives lists of CARE customers to LIEE contractors for marketing and requires that at least 50% of their LIEE customers be CARE customers, too. 


The AC should also study the centralized approach used by the California Department of Community Services and Development (CSD) to administer their comparable services. (i.e., HEAP -- Home Energy Application Program). Some CSD sub-contractors administer both programs. CSD programs are financed by the federal Department of Energy weatherization program and a Health and Human Services block grant for low income home energy discounts.  The funds are distributed statewide through counties to public and private nonprofit agencies like CAAs. CSD has administrators all over the state. CSD contractors are encouraged to coordinate with utilities to leverage resources to provide broader service and (with mixed success) to avoid duplication of effort.  CSD also administers some CARE programs for small utilities -- income verification and so on.  


Even with all the programs and funds, still only about 10% of potential clients are being served.  (Other AC members wanted to respond to this, but it was decided that this was a separate topic that should be dealt with later.  Josie Webb/CPUC-ORA, in particular, wanted the AC to explore why all potential customers are not being served by the current system.) Zigmund stressed that coordinating LIEE with CARE/HEAP at both the statewide and subcontractor levels -- and using the same qualifications and verification of income throughout -- would result in great cost effectiveness and efficiency. 


DECISION:  The AC requested that the LIGB invite the CSD to do a formal presentation about how they administer their low income energy programs. 


The PUC has had central responsibility for all the programs, it has not provided much standardization or policy direction, but let the utilities run their own programs as long as they followed the law.  The utilities did their own legal, fiscal, and program audits -- monitoring and evaluating both themselves and their contractors. What's wrong with things the way they are?  Two answers are that utilities make money from kilowatt hour sales and don't have an interest in low-income energy conservation and private contractors feel left out. The AC could define such problems and then see how various administrative structures might help solve them.  Low-income customers usually barely show up on the radar of the utilities' top management, and even then mostly as a drag on profits.  However, helping low income customers limit their energy use and help them pay their bills and reduces that drag, as well as enhancing utility-community relations.  


In the deregulated market, utilities may become "providers of last resort" for low income customers.  As low income people increase as a percentage of the utilities' customer base, the utilities will become increasingly motivated to help them save on their utility bills.


Rich suggested that the AC discussion of the administrator could be boiled down to three questions:


1)  The Geographical/Demographic Question:  Is the state so diverse and large in geography and population that there should be more than one administrator?  


2)  The Functional Question:  Are CARE and LIEE so different that there should be separate administrators?  


3)  The Political Question:  Should all the low income programs and services now administered under PUC funding be concentrated in one organization for administration?  


The AC recognized that any division of the overall task -- whether under a single administrator or through multiple administrators -- could be done by region (e.g. North/South, or by any other system of regions) or by program (e.g., LIEE/CARE).  


The AC brainstormed the following pros and cons of each administrative structure:


A SINGLE STATEWIDE ADMINISTRATOR


[note:  Most "pros" for a single administrator arrangement are, when reversed, "cons" for a multiple-administrator arrangement.  The only exceptions in the following list are those ending with a question mark [*] or a "not applicable."]





PROs: 


 


only one RFP needed 


less duplication of effort


maximizing resources (problems between state, federal and private programs can be resolved at a design level


cost effectiveness *


uniform approach to programs; standardization


centralized control 


ability to share client data & approaches


clear direction from higher administrative levels


monitoring capabilities


LIGB would not have to continually adjudicate job boundaries between multiple administrators


better coordination with/among all service providers


not having to deal with declining budgets 


applicants could pool together to respond to RFP [not applicable]


easier to coordinate between CARE and LIEE


guidelines, standards and criteria could be standardized


forms, marketing material, training, etc., could be standardized


cost savings (e.g., bulk purchase of materials)


greater ability (and tendency) to leverage statewide LIEE/HEAP resources


centralized database


CONs:  


span of control


cost of regionalization


lower levels have less influence on administrator


streamlining tends to get rid of diversity


when resources are in one pot, it's easier to cut them


no agency able to do the whole job (more restricted field of applicants) 


a complex administrative structure could eat up money needed to do the actual work





MULTIPLE ADMINISTRATORS:  CARE/LIEE





PROs:  


program sensitivity; ability to focus on one program or another


specialization


may provide opportunity to transfer one program quicker than another (CARE -- see note below) -- which could allow partial success by 1/1/99


more bottom-to-top accessibility and greater local control


more cost-effective because fewer levels of hierarchy


CARE is the same everywhere (although qualifications are different), whereas LIEE is different everywhere because of climate





CONs 


(also see note at the start of the single-administrator PROs list, above):


attenuated (stretched-out) communication


less opportunity for co-ordination between CARE & LIEE


loss of big picture


duplication of effort





Note:  There was some question about which program could be transitioned faster or easier.  





Issue of whether CARE should be an entitlement program or an outcome-based program -- such as a reward for customers having certain energy efficiency actions done -- or making it available only every other year, depending on certain behaviors on the part of customers. This would be less of an issue at the statewide level and more at the local level where any case management would have to happen (especially since CARE doesn't provide any case management funds).  Requiring that people be enrolled in a case management program before they can get CARE discounts would unnecessarily complicate the CARE program.





It was noted that administration of control (the policy and regulation level) is different from operational administration (running the field), and that these brainstorms concern the top (control) levels of administration.  It was further noted that flattened out pyramids and matrix forms of organization are possible alternatives to many-leveled hierarchies. The AC could also recommend the functions of the administration and the percentage of available funds that can be used for that, and leave the administration design up to the administrator(s).  Defining top-to-bottom administrative costs as no more than 10% of the total budget, for example, would tend to flatten the pyramid.  The RFP could even give applicants the choice of administering CARE or the whole thing.





The problem of contractors from one agency ripping out and replacing the weatherization installed by another agency in order to get credit or funds for dealing with that household was determined to be primarily a weatherization program design issue rather than something that could be resolved at the level of administrative structure the AC was dealing with in this meeting, and so was left for a later meeting. 


ACTION:   Before their next meeting, AC members will think about the next administrative brainstorms -- the pros and cons of regionalizing the operations of a single statewide administrator, and the pros and cons of regionalizing the operations of multiple (CARE and LIEE) administrators.  


ACTION:  Tom Atlee and CH2M Hill will do their best to get the minutes to AC members a week in advance each time.





2)  Data systems


A data system should be set up that could coordinate state and utility data.


ACTION:  Zigmund will coordinate with Anne Keegan about facilitating data discussion next meeting.





3)  Tour of the PG&E Energy Center


Existing PG&E Energy Centers demonstrate energy efficient technologies primarily for professionals whose decisions have broad residential and commercial impact (such as architects and fixture purchasers), as well as school classes. 


A major problem in educating residents is that the salespeople who sell energy efficient products (such as those at Home Depot) often know little about them and so fail to educate consumers. PG&E tries to educate directly through bill inserts and influences large distributors to carry energy efficient products by endorsing those products.  Programs to educate sales people need to be developed.


Most energy savings are generated by installing energy efficient appliances -- particularly refrigerators and electric driers -- which motivate people by providing immediate payback.  Further energy savings involve "the building envelope" -- particularly weatherization, energy efficient windows, and more efficient air conditioning and heating systems.  These provide slower savings but are attractive because of the added comfort they provide.  Energy efficient lighting provides the lowest level of savings, but is the easiest and cheapest to change.





4)  Review of December 4 AC Meeting Minutes:  


The AC commended the minutes taker for capturing the essence of people's comments in minutes that are not too long.  


DECISION:  Ellis moved and Dennis seconded that the minutes of the December 4, 1997 AC meeting be approved.   The motion was unanimously approved.


DECISION:  After noticing that the November 5, 1997, minutes had not been formally approved, the AC approved them.


ACTION:  Amy Hopper/CH2M Hill will clarify with Sharon Weinberg/CH2M Hill (a) what materials CH2M Hill is sending to primary members, (b) what materials CH2M Hill is sending to alternates, and (c) what materials, if any, primaries should be copying and sending to alternates.





5)  Administrative/membership issues





AC CUSTOMER MEMBERS


AC customer member Soledad told Sharon and Anne Keegan/SoCal Gas that she was having trouble getting permission to attend AC meetings. As a teacher's assistant, she had support from her principal, but not from the teacher she is assisting.  Soledad is willing to work with committee members after hours.  She's available after 2:30 pm.  


Sharon is drafting a letter about the level of commitment and what is desired from customer members.  It is now verified that customer members get a per diem of $150 per meeting, plus their travel will be paid for, with their tickets being purchased in advance by CH2M Hill if necessary.  Noting that the AC still doesn't have a customer representative after five meetings, Ellis urged that the Board or CH2M Hill phone Soledad's workplace directly to arrange for her to attend AC meetings.  


A number of AC members had customer-member prospects.  They wanted to have standard, written-out procedures regarding how customer-members would be proposed, approved and paid.  Amy Hopper said she would clarify with Sharon the procedure for getting customer-members paid.


DECISION:  George Egawa/Fresno Co. EOC moved, and Dennis Guido seconded -- and the AC unanimously approved -- that two AC members work with CH2M Hill to bring names back to the AC for approval and to develop any further proposals needed for the AC to deal with barriers to customer member participation. Lee and Ellis volunteered, with Joan Junqueira/ESO as an alternate.





ORGANIZATIONAL TRAVEL REIMBURSEMENTS


Any organization that needs travel reimbursement needs to fill out a W-9, available from CH2M Hill. 





ACRONYM LIST


Sharon has only received one submission for the acronym list.





6)  Public Workshops/Focus Groups


LIGB's technical consultant, MSB Energy Associates has organized two Public Workshops to gather data -- one on January 9th in Los Angeles to question providers, utilities and technical people, and the other on January 13th in Sacramento to question actual customers, with individual in-depth interviews the day before each workshop.  


ACTION:  CH2M Hill will let the LIGB know that if they want the input, assistance or participation of AC members in the January workshops (such as recruiting customers), they need to let those AC members know ASAP (i.e., with 2-3 weeks notice).  The AC would also like clarification about whether these are workshops, focus groups, or something else -- and how many more are planned.  The AC would also like to recommend that the technical consultant attend AC meetings to gather data.


Josie asked Amy to make the Board aware that the AC does need timely responses when it communicates to the Board.





7)  Legal issues


Amy told AC members that CH2M Hill is interviewing AC members about their conflict of interest for Shute, Mihaly and Weinberger.  














8)  Utility Presentations





The following information augments materials passed out by utility presenters. 


PG&E's LIEE PROGRAM  


Dennis distributed a one-page summary of PG&E's Direct Assistance Program (DAP), Energy Partners -- as well as attachments detailing PG&E's CARE and DAP specs.  He shared some LIEE outreach promotion.  Customers are contacted as follows:


1)  A mailing (in 7 languages) is sent explaining what is going to be done.


2)  A PG&E -trained energy specialist goes to their home.  If they aren't home, the specialist leaves a door hanger telling them to call (toll-free) if they want service.


3)  Once the specialist is in the customer's home, the specialist describes (verbally and in writing) the four-step procedure that is about to happen: 


a) an energy audit of the home


b) free home improvements ($568 average cost to PG&E)


c) free analysis in the mail of what the benefits were


d) a follow-up inspection.


4)  The specialist talks with the customer about energy saving devices and how to read their PG&E  bill and spot the big energy spenders in their home.  


5)  30 days after weatherization, the specialist returns to go through analysis of the customer's actual energy usage and ask if they have noticed any difference in comfort.


6)  25% of customers (randomly selected) get a call from PG&E personnel, to see if they were satisfied.  RHA (the contractor) does their own customer satisfaction interviews on a different sampling of customers.  


There is no year-after review of energy usage, and no year-after follow-up to see if the refrigerator or other improvements are still in place. PG&E doesn't promote energy saving lighting as part of LIEE.  


SO. CAL. GAS DAP   


Lou Estrella/SCG distributed a summary of So Cal Gas' DAP programs from 1988-1996.  (Omitted data:  Expenditures for 1996 were about $15 million, weatherizations were about 20,000 and appliances were about 1400.)  The program is administered internally by company staff, with about 12 contracted CBOs delivering the services in the communities.  Lou explained that the 1996 drop in budget was mostly due to outreach in mandated programs reaching a saturation point.  He also said that contractors don't go back to previously-serviced homes to replace weather-stripping that may no longer be effective.  


ACTION:  Lou will send the AC 1996 DSM (Demand Side Management) budget and expenditures, and the actual figures for # weatherized and # appliances by the end of the week.


SO CAL EDISON LOW INCOME PROGRAMS  


John Nall/Edison distributed a summary of his company's programs that was prepared for the LIGB in August.  He offered some history:  In 1983 weatherization fliers accompanied a state CSD mailing of 2 million HEAP applications.  50,000 customers responded, of whom 7000 were from Edison’s service area.  Applications sent to them resulted in only 700 electrically-heated customers who qualified and were ultimately served (out of an overall Edison customer base of 125,000, of whom 85% live in apartments, most of which were already insulated in an earlier attic insulation rebate program, and so only needed weather-stripping and caulking).  The smallness of the market made Edison focus less on weatherization and more on providing compact fluorescent bulbs (CFBs), which gas-heated customers also need -- and installing and servicing evaporative coolers as an alternative to the more energy-intensive refrigerated air conditioners common in hot So Cal cities.  (Customers pay a $40 co-payment for coolers, which seems to increase their involvement in the process without losing customers who "can't afford it."  But energy savings are limited by the fact that some people who didn't use air conditioning because it was so expensive, do use the cooler.) When SCG contractors encounter electrically-heated homes, they do the weatherization -- and SCG bills Edison. To leverage their refrigerator-replacement budget, Edison focuses on low income subsidized housing (whose tenants are thereby already qualified), getting housing management companies to purchase Edison specified super-efficient refrigerators that SCE helps pay for.  Tom Eckhart/VCONS noted that rebate programs for energy efficient appliances work well with subsidized housing but not with the renters, mobile homes, single-family homes, etc., that make up the majority of low-income customers.  John said this wider group is reached with the CFB relamping program, using a dozen community agencies as contractors.  Edison buys the CFBs and coolers directly from producers with competitive bidding.  Edison’s extensive database/program management system tracks what any caller has received and how they felt about it; generates referral lists for vendor follow-up; tracks inventory; and more -- all with off-the-shelf software to free SCE from dependence on any single programmer.


Edison offers customers up to 5 CFBs per home, of which an average of 2 disappear.  National studies show that most homes have about 3 places where CFBs are truly useful, so Edison will soon be offering fewer, brighter, higher quality bulbs.  CFBs are one of the most demonstrably cost effective low income programs -- thus reducing the chance of budget-cutting -- plus CBO/CAA contractors can use bulb-installation as an outreach mechanism for their other community services (headstart, employment, senior programs, etc.) or weatherization.


ACTION:  Amy will collect from all utilities 1996 data on market potential (low income customer base), budget, actual expenses and DAP DSM comparable to SCG's.


SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC DAP


Joy Yamagata (and Dave Rogers, supervisor of inspection crews) of SDG&E referred to the summaries distributed at the last AC meeting. Eligibility requirements for SDG&E DAP are the CPUC-established CARE income guidelines up to 62 years old; for 62 and over, or disabled, there is a slightly higher income eligibility.  If customers have established their eligibility for CARE within last 6 months, they don't have to establish DAP eligibility.  Refrigerator replacement incentive will no longer be offered in 1998.  "Jamb replacement" refers to door jamb replacement.  To find weatherization prospects, SDG&E's contractor does intensive outreach in target census blocks (identified by SDG&E) where a significant percentage of residents have a high probability of qualifying.  96% of contractor work is inspected by SDG&E inspectors, with a 99% pass rate. (SCG, in contrast, contracts with certain specially-trained, non-installer CBOs to inspect the work of other contractors.  PG&E administers inspections that are done by FTE contract labor [temporary staff]; team leaders are PG&E employees.)  Usually SDG&E does not spend all their budgeted funds each year. Until recently, gas funds balances have not been rolled over into the next year, but have been ascribed to efficient operation, refundable to ratepayers through the annual balancing account action called ECAC/ERAM (Energy Cost Adjustment Case/Energy Rate Adjustment Mechanism).  However, electric program yearly balances must, by law, remain in the program to which they were allocated.  Dennis said that for PG&E's GRC (General Rate Case) for 1996-98, 50% of the unspent moneys from 1996 and 1997 goes back to ratepayers and 50% goes back to the program.  PG&E volunteered to do this and it became a CPUC decision.





9)  Public Comment


There was no public comment during this meeting.
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