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Low Income Governing Board Meeting Minutes


October 28, 1997





Board Members present:


Diana Brooks, Nancy Brockway, Susan Brown, Henry Knawls, Geoffrey Meloche, Maggie Cuadros (via teleconference)





Board Members Absent:  Yole Whiting





Consulting Staff Present:  Sharon Weinberg/CH2M HILL, Evelyn Zupka/CH2M HILL





Members of the Public Present:  Dennis Guido, PG& E; Richard Keyes, RHA; Tom Eckhart, UCONS; Rick Hobbs, Energy Pacific; George Sanchez, RHA; Pete Zanzot, SoCal Edison; Tory Weber, SCE; Ullia-Maija Wait, CSD; Janis Foreman, SMUD; Dale Sprink, SESCO; Yvette Vazquez, SDG&E; Joy Yamagata, SDG&E; Joe Kloberdanz, SDG&E; Walt (Skip) Farrar, SCE; Anne Keegan, SoCal Gas; Mike Green, Five Star Legal & Comp.





Meeting Time:  Diana Brooks, called the meeting called to order at 10:00 AM.  The meeting adjourned at 4:15 PM.





Meeting Location: Wyndham Hotel at Los Angeles Airport, 6223 West Century Boulevard, Los Angeles CA 90045





Review of Agenda


Diana reviewed agenda and the order of the items.





Public Comment


	None





Chairperson’s Report


       Meeting Calendar Review


The Chair polled the Board to determine their availability for the scheduled November 6 & 7 meeting.  All Board members will be present at the November 6 meeting from 10am to 6pm.  It was determined that a quorum will not be available  on November 7, only Diana and Maggie were able to attend for the entire day.  The November 7 meeting will be canceled.


A quorum is expected at the November 12, 1997 meeting to be held in San Diego.


The desirability of weekly meetings vs bi-weekly meetings was discussed. Nancy noted that if subcommittees become a viable adjunct to the board and reported their recommendations during the bi-weekly interval the full Board could schedule bi-weekly meetings and focus on decision making.


Action:  Sharon to draft a schedule for January and February 1998 meetings which will include policy decision deadlines for each meeting re  commission filing deadlines, milestones, filing dates, etc.  


The Chair requested that Board work towards consensus to recommend method of working efficiently and achieving all committee and commission deadlines.


	


Review October 21, 1997  Meeting Minutes





The following corrections were identified and the minutes were approved:


Page 2 :  “Milestones revision” should be noted as Action Item.


Page 5, Item 8:   “Set aside November 6 for interviews . . .” should be noted as Action Item.


Decision:  Minutes unanimously approved as corrected.





Revised Milestone Schedule





The Board reviewed Revised Milestone Schedule for the Low Income Governing Board.  Diana Brooks noted that there have been new inserts as well as cosmetic changes.


Changes in previously presented time frames were noted and explained.  In revising the milestone schedule, the time between each milestone was measured and  compared to what the judge had approved in the workshop,  ensuring that the time between milestones met or was shorter than the approved schedule.


Two items were added by the ALJ:


September 22 - LIGB selects winning bidders and issues notice of awards 


October 20 - LIGB files contract awarded under RFP for Commission approval.


Action:  Diana will contact Jeff Schlagel, consultant to the CBEE regarding the contract approval time frame.


Action:  The LIGB Proposed Date for submittal of status report, should be corrected from September 1, 1998 to October 1, 1998.


Susan Brown requested information on time frame in responding to protest.  Dennis Guido/PG&E stated that a protest they received involved a restraining order .and took thirty days to resolve.  Their response consisted of an eight-page  letter, constituting a legal document, answering all issues.


Further discussion by the board raised these issues:


A division on the Board in reacting to a protest could lengthen the response process.


Susan would like judge to be on notice that Revised Milestone Schedule “is not etched in stone”.


Sharon suggested providing some assumptions for the time frames as an opportunity to go back and revise time limits if changes are beyond what has been planned for.


Action:  Marc Mihaly to address whether the Board can negotiate a contract while responding to a protest.


The Chair noted that the revised milestone schedule would allow the Board to better prepare for unexpected contingencies and set realistic dates for accomplishing the milestones.


Dennis Guido/PG&E noted that November 10 to January 1 is the best time to transition programs  as utilities are winding down their programs.





Action:   Susan to draft letter so that assumptions attached to Revised Milestone Schedule are included and sent to commission.





Changes to Quicken Transfer of Programs





Henry Knawls presented the following recommendations to accelerate process for transferring programs which would require an overall change in the operation of the Board by making extensive use of subcommittees and specific use of Board members and committees for the work of the Technical Consultants.


The three priority activities and exclusive focus for next three months of Technical Consultants is issues dealing with transition of CARE, DAP and development of RFP


Consultants would be overseen by designated Board members who would work hands on with Consultants and bring back policy recommendations to the Board.


The time frame for this is the period up to March 30 


Geoff suggested the specific decision Board needs to make is, “ Do we reform programs before of after transfer?”  Henry added the idea was not to hold off program evaluation and design changes, which can be done as a concurrent activity.  Reformation of programs could move on a parallel path, but would not hinder meeting the 1/1/99 deadline.  On the parallel path there may be some program changes that are recommended and that we accept and that are able to be implemented by 1/1/99.





Nancy - Excellent suggestion to refocus.  RFP will ask what is least that can be done to transfer as things stand now, recognizing that requires a number of decisions because each program is not the same. What would be involved in trying to incorporate these changes now.  Would it increase the expense?  Would it drag out that time?  I do not see the need to give up on that exploration now.  Is convinced that there are improvements in these programs that could and probably should be made, so  important not to let this opportunity slip unnecessarily.





Nancy asked “Does minimal transfer mean that the administrator contacts all the same vendors that the current companies are contracting to exactly the same measures in exactly the same way to exactly the same households?”





Susan offered that changes could be made by 1/1/99 and then the Board could reserve implementing further changes down the road under independent administration.





Henry reminded the Board the primary concern should be smooth transfer of programs with continuity, no gap in service.  The discussion out to be If programs are transferred over to the independent administrator as they are operating now,  how would low income rate payers be harmed.  If we are attempting to make modifications during that period, is there a possibility of disruption of services or if X number of low income rate payers not to receive service.





The Board agreed that although emphases may be different, all agree that getting it done by the date, continuity, make improvements if we can.





Diane is concerned that there may not be enough time to do even minimal transfer.  How are funds going to be handled?  Will permanent financial staff be part of the independent administrator(s) or LIGB’s staff, what kind of controls will be in place, what agreements does the Board need to have with banks?





The Board agreed to wanting input from technical consultants and formation of their own critical path before abandoning idea of some reformation of programs before transfer.  Do not foreclose options prematurely.   Continue reviewing until middle of February 1998.





Nancy moved that Proposed Operational Changes to Accelerate The Transfer of Programs be approved as follows:  Agreement on Items 1,2, 3 (with revision of date) 5, and 6.  Not approving 4 until Board has heard from consultants





Changes to wording:


Item 2:  “Information items should generally be disseminated  


Item 6:  “One Board member will act as the lead and directly oversee and work with the consultants assigned to each of the priority tasks.  The lead will bring the policy recommendations forward to the full Board.”





The amended motion was seconded by Henry Knawls and carried with Maggie Cuadros abstaining.





Richard Keyes/RHA,  “It will be very difficult to talk about an RFP or anything related to an RFP until a policy system is in place. All standards you set for an organization to adhere to in an RFP are based on your goals and policy systems that you set up regarding how you want the program carried out.  I would suggest that you look at how you are going to develop the program, and then how you are going to develop the RFP as sequential tasks.  There are some critical issues which you’ve raised the analysis around setting goals which is the cornerstone of any program, what services do you want to provide,  who do you want to serve, etc.  This can be done through the process of simple elimination and logic.  If you are going to put together a practical program it seems to me that you can divide the world into what’s doable now, what’s already legislated, what requires additional research, and what requires changes in legislation and you’ll come up with a short list that allows you to make changes.”  





Item I (data systems) should be addressed at all times.  Data (& financial) Systems in any  type of  transfer.  She offered the following amendment to her motion.





Diana invited a motion to adopt and file the revised Milestone Schedule with chairperson drafting cover letter.  The revised critical path will be attached.


Moved:  Henry Knawls;  Second:  Geoff Meloche; Carried unanimously.





There were no public comments.





Revised 1998 Budget for the Low-Income Governing Board





Sharon Weinberg presented the proposed 1998 budget to the Board.





Susan inquired if the accounting mechanism provided for funds for the entire budget to be set aside as a lump sum or are they withdrawn from overall funds as they are needed.  Henry felt the budget is reasonably conservative budget.  Ratio of cost to funds seems reasonable.  Nancy is concerned that if budgeted funds are spent and programs are transferred without reformation money and time are totally wasted.





Cover letter would include the Board’s additional organizational resources needed to meet the 1/1/99 deadline and one of these resources is an Executive Coordinator.  Board will specify funds for such a coordinator.  Chair anticipates additional staff as project unfolds.





It was noted that there needs to be flexibility on O & E, and tax issues/legal issues. The revised budget was unanimously approved.





Public Comment:





Anne Keegan/SoCal Gas:  Because of the time constraints it is likely the Utilities will spend administrative funds to provide LIGB with information Board requires to accomplish task.


Tom Eckhart/UCONS:  Balancing workload between Advisory Committee can consultants can speed process.





Action:  Sharon will research costs related to teleconferencing and identify the cheapest system/set up available.





Henry suggested the same long distance system in use by his agency.
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