Low Income Governing Board Advisory Committee (AC)


Meeting Minutes


November 5, 1997





Members Present:  Bob Burt/ICA, George Egawa/Fresno Co. EOC, Dennis Guido/PG&E, Eddie Jimenez/Proteus, Joan Junqueira/ESO, Ann Keegan/SoCal Gas, Ellis Mitchell/CSACN, John Nall/SCE, Louise Perez/CRP, Ann Riley/Energy Pacific, Rich Shaw/ACEEP, Faye Smothers/RHA, Dale Sprink/SESCO, Yvette Vasquez/SDG&E, Zigmund Vays/CES, Ulla-Maija Wait/CSD, William Warren/CSD San Bernardino, Josie Webb/CPUC-ORA, Wallis Winegar/Winegard, Lee Riggins (on the phone), Shelly Hanse/Cal-Neva


Consulting Staff Present:  Sharon Weinberg/CH2M Hill, Tom Atlee


Members of the Public Present: Rich Esteves/SESCO, George Sanchez/RHA[not recorded], Joy Yamagata/SDG&E





Meeting time:  The meeting on November 5, 1997, was called to order at 10:10 a.m. and adjourned at 3:10 p.m.





Announcements


Sharon Weinberg announced some changes in the AC roster (see AC membership under Report from Staff) and revisions in the critical path schedule and reminded the AC that discussion of the RFP is on hold until the attorney has researched the conflict of interest issues.





l.  Review Agenda


No changes were suggested for the agenda.





2.  Public Comment


No public comments were given.





3.  Identify future meeting dates 


The committee discussed how often to meet and agreed that, for the time being, every two weeks is about right.  Exactly scheduling needs to be coordinated with the schedules of other related boards and committees, some of whose members are on the AC, too.  Sharon and Diana Brooks/acting Chair of the LIGB will be developing guidelines for what the AC needs to address by when, in order to adequately serve the LIGB and meet the 1/1/99 deadline.  





DECISION:  The AC decided to have their next meetings 10am-4pm on:


-- Monday, Nov 17th here at PG&E Energy Center in San Francisco


-- Thursday, Dec 4th in Los Angeles (probably Wyndham Hotel)


-- Tuesday, Dec 16th in San Francisco (PG&E Energy Center)


-- Tuesday, Jan 13th in Sacramento


-- Tuesday, Jan 27th in San Diego


-- Tuesday, Feb 10th in San Francisco (PG&E Energy Center)


-- Tuesday, Feb 24th in Los Angeles





4.  Report from staff (Sharon Weinberg/CH2M Hill)





AC Membership


Sharon asked if the AC had any issues related to AC membership.  None were voiced.  Sharon noted there is an opening for an alternate for SESCO, and that V.I.C.S. is withdrawing until conflict of interest issues are resolved, so a space is open for a new Community Based Organization (CBO) member.  Zigmund Vays asked if CBOs can nominate alternates?  The Board has not told Sharon how they want to deal with empty slots in the roster.


Darrell Silvey from Del Norte Senior Center will continue to be an alternate.  


The Southern California customer member of the AC was not at this meeting and there's no alternate.  The Board is searching for another current low-income customer member to represent Northern California, one who is not connected to the other interests and organizations in the AC.





ACTION:  Sharon will check with the Board on the mechanism to replace organizations that resign from the AC and find out if CBOs can nominate alternates.





Sharon's functions





DECISION:  The AC agreed with Sharon acting as facilitator. 


 


Sharon asked what else AC members would like from her.


 


ACTION:  Before AC meetings Sharon will send the AC drafts of consultant proposals that the AC will be discussing.  


Some members expressed confusion over all the acronyms.  Two important ones were clarified:  LIEE =  Low Income Energy Efficiency = the weatherization and energy education program that the utilities provide.  CARE = California Alternative Rates for Energy = the rate (and other) discounts for low income customers.   





ACTION:  Before the next meeting AC members will send to Sharon's counterpart Amy Hopper (510/251-2888 ext 2015, email ahopper@ch2m.com) any lists or definitions of relevant acronyms that they have available, and any descriptions of the various entities (boards, programs, etc.) referred to by such acronyms.  Amy will compile a list of these and distribute it to the AC.  After the next meeting such information will be sent to Sharon, who will maintain it as a "living list." 


When members looked up the AC on the LIGB web site, the site was slow, there wasn't much on it and they got popped back to the Board page.  It sometimes downloaded information that viewers didn't ask for and wouldn't let them just look at things.  





ACTION:  Sharon will talk to Rutherford about all this.





AC Operating Guidelines


Sharon suggested that the AC review its Operating Guidelines every few months to make sure it reflects the AC's interests and desires.  She noted changes she made to the second to last sentence in the "Objective" -- clarifying the relationship among AC, Board and consultants -- and asked for any additional changes the AC wanted.  





ACTION:  Sharon will remove the word "by" from the last sentence in the "Objective" so it reads "...feedback with its technical expertise..." and send the revised version to the AC before the next meeting.





AC meeting transportation and siting


Bob Burt advised members to take the SamTrans 7F [Palo Alto]($2.50) to go between the airport and the corner of 5th-and-Mission, which is just a couple of blocks from the San Francisco PG&E meeting site.  Sharon noted that meeting near the airport would cost a prohibitive $900 per meeting.





5.  AC Assignment #1





Conflict of Interest factor


Sharon apologized on behalf of the Board for yanking the assignment, but noted it was ultimately for the protection and  benefit of AC members.  Once the conservative Board attorneys have a decision from the Fair Political Practices Commission (FPPC), they'll know what assignments are appropriate to give the AC.





Differences among programs of various utilities


After Anne Keegan reminded the AC that SoCal Gas has different CARE programs than others utilities, Sharon remembered that a rough comparative table had been made some months ago of the programs of the various utilities.  But this table was not made by the utilities and had many problems with it.  Utility representatives on the AC volunteered to create a matrix tool to help the AC and public better understand their programs.   





ACTION:  At the next AC meeting if possible -- and no later than the December 4th meeting -- the utilities will present a complete matrix showing what their programs are, adequately reflecting their differences, and do presentations on these, allowing questions from the AC and public.  





Items D & E of the AC assignment


Items D & E of the AC assignment have to do with minimal steps needed to transfer CARE and LIEE programs to the new independent administrator.   


The AC discussed issues involved in transferring CARE and LIEE programs to the new independent administrator.  They noted that the AC's work on transference will be complicated by (a) the tight deadline (1/1/99), (b) differences among the offerings and operations of various utility companies, (c) differences between gas and electric service, (d) differences between CARE and LIEE programs, (e) lack of clarity about what is and will be discounted and (f) the new complexity of the utility marketplace, with its increasing variety of players offering diverse energy goods and services in newly-defined and shifting niches.  


There was discussion of what, if any, redesign of these programs should or could be done prior to 1/1/99.  Clearly, most redesign will have to wait until later (suggesting a long-term need for AC involvement), but it may be possible and necessary to integrate certain information systems and to consolidate certain programs (without doing a major overhaul) in order to have a successful transition.  The AC was divided on the specifics of this, but there was broad agreement on the need to make the transition smooth, so that low income rate payers were not hurt or upset.  It was clear that the marketplace would take care of the large business and government accounts and affluent, high-bill residential accounts long before it attended to low income customers.


For a fuller rendition of this discussion, see Minutes Attachment A.





Issues Brainstorm


The AC explored how to talk about issues that need to be addressed prior to transfer of programs.  It was noted that the issues are often different, depending on whether the AC is dealing with CARE or LIEE.  Subcommittees for each area could prepare discussion agendas to help the AC focus.  Some AC members are more qualified in one program or the other, and those with no expertise still have objectivity to offer.  It was decided to do a brainstorm, to note which items go with which programs, and to then prioritize.


It was noted that there will likely be disagreements over things like the relationship between redesigning programs and transferring them to the independent administrator.  Members may also disagree about how these issues effect what sequences the AC recommends to the Board.  Sharon reminded the AC that it does not have to reach consensus.  Although it can seek consensus, it can make any report to the Board that accurately reflects the range of opinion among AC members.


After a break from 12:15-1:00 p.m., the AC began its brainstorm, which was recorded on flip-charts by Sharon.


During the brainstorm, Richard Shaw/ASCEEP noted that the kinds of decisions the AC makes in one area have implications for the decisions they make in other areas.  So certain decisions need to be made before other decisions.  The AC can't just list all the issues and then divide up and address them. Whatever changes the AC recommends, it will have to look at how those changes relate to existing regulations.





ACTION:  Sharon will check the brainstormed issues with the lawyer so the AC doesn't go down any undesirable paths.





Sharon and John Nall/Edison suggested the AC contemplate its list of issues with this question in mind:  What do we have to do to get enough transfer done to get the administrator functioning?





The Board took a break at 2:20 p.m. and reconvened at 2:34 p.m.





ACTION:  Sharon will have the brainstormed list transcribed and enroute to AC primary and alternate members by Friday at noon (by email or fax from Amy).  Sharon will assign a number of points for each AC primary member to distribute (as votes, one or more per item) among the brainstormed list of issues to indicate which should be handled first (not which is most important).  AC primary members will fax (510 893 8205) or email their ballots to Amy no later than 5 p.m., Wednesday, November 12. 


       Primary AC members can vote; they can and should consult with their alternates and collaborate to create one response that both agree with.  The Board wants collaboration between primary and alternate members.  However, if there is irreconcilable disagreement, the primary member votes and the alternate can present a dissenting report to the AC.  The AC will discuss the tabulated results at the next meeting and anyone who objects to the resulting priorities can say so.





6.  Other business





The roles of primary and alternate members


Sharon suggested the AC may need to decide whether, if the primary member doesn't come for 3 times, they get replaced by their alternate.  She noted that the Board wants primary members to brief their alternates.  Richard Shaw stressed that primary and alternate members both need to participate in order to have overall AC consistency and not waste time bringing people up to speed.





LIGB Meeting


Sharon briefed members on the next LIGB meeting and passed out agendas for it.





Minutes





ACTION:  Sharon will check with attorney Marc Mihaly and the Board about how the AC should handle minutes.  She will send out previous-meeting minutes to the AC before each meeting.





Intra-AC communications


Richard Shaw asked if an AC member can send an FYI to other members.  Sharon said yes, but it's not OK to engage in two-way discussions -- according to Bagley-Keene.





PG&E Energy Center Tour


Dennis Guido/PG&E said he could arrange a tour of the PG&E Energy Center for the AC, which agreed it would like that.  Sharon said the AC could do it during a meeting lunch break and then have a working lunch. 





ACTION:  Dennis will see if we can have that on the December 16th.





Attendance


Sharon requested that committee members tell her ahead of time if they or their alternates cannot attend a particular AC meeting, so she and Amy can schedule the appropriate number of lunches.





Travel Reimbursements


The Board determined that customers and CBOs can receive travel reimbursements; also Community Action Agencies if they have a specific need and could not otherwise participate.  





ACTION:  Each such party should write a letter to the Board via Sharon that they will need reimbursement and why (e.g., "participation in this committee is not part of a budgeted item for us"), and the Board and Sharon will set up a mechanism to reimburse them.


  


Next meeting agenda


The following items were expected to be included in the next meeting's agenda:


-- lawyers brief the AC about conflict of interest


-- go through ranking results


-- create subcommittees for the priority issues (say, the top five)


-- utility presentations:  The AC wants them all in one day, about 15 mins each (1 hour total) and about 45-60 minutes for Q&A afterwards


-- potential Energy Center tour





ACTION:  Sharon will ask lawyers to brief AC in the morning of their next meeting.





Organizational map





ACTION:   Sharon will try to have an organizational map showing where LIGB and AC fit in with the CPUC and other organizations -- including their various responsibilities, showing any overlaps, commonalties and differences -- ready by December 4th meeting.





Consultants


The Board won't make final consultant selection on 11/6, but will deliberate further 11/12.  AC should target having some of their advisory information to the consultants by early/mid-December.


�
AC Minutes Attachment A





Richard Shaw/ASCEEP suggested that before the Board and AC can decide how to do this, they need to clarify what exactly they are transferring.  For example, there are subtle differences among utilities regarding what is discounted -- and significant differences among their various energy efficiency programs.  If the AC and Board transfer those anomalies to the new administration, they need to clarify how and by whom those differences are going to be administered.  Do the AC and Board want to transfer energy efficiency programs as is, or phase out the existing diverse ones while phasing in a new coherent statewide program?


Anne Keegan suggested that -- according CPUC decisions -- as of 1/1/99, the programs will be transferred and utilities like SoCal Gas will just be collecting a surcharge to finance the transferred programs.  The notion of a phase out is unacceptable to the Commission at this time.  What SoCal Gas needs from a statewide administrator is a list of names of customers who qualify for the programs, and a way to be reimbursed (after they've collected the surcharge) for the discounts they've provided.  If the LIGB can do any redesigning and alignment, great, but from a mechanistic standpoint SoCal Gas just delivers specified programs to specified customers.  Collecting the surcharge and handing it over to the board is its only concern.  Only if it bids for some of the administrative work does SoCal Gas care how that administration will happen.  Its contracts are over at the end of 1998, so right now, all it needs to know is that on 1/1/99 someone else will administer the programs.


Bill Warren/CSD - San Bernardino pointed out that AC members who represent utilities (or other entities) not only have a responsibility as representatives, but also have a responsibility to try to make this transition as smooth as possible.  If the AC just dumps a whole pile of different programs on independent administrators it will be a nightmare.  Some kind of restructuring will be needed.


Dennis Guido/PG&E said that the constraints in place to meet the 1/1/99 deadline require that program redesign may not be able to be addressed prior to bringing on the independent administrator. The AC was formed to help create serve. 


Sharon said the Board agreed that they can't yet do the depth of redesign they want.  So they're focusing on what steps are needed to transfer the programs -- which is why they referred the AC to tasks D & E.  Once that's sorted out, they can look at what necessary redesign should take place after the transfer.


Richard Shaw suggested that just because we know the PUC says utilities are out of it on 1/1/99, that doesn't relieve the AC of its task.  For example, on December 15, 1998, SoCal's LIEE contracts end.  Unless something is done, those services in that territory will end.


Dennis Guido wondered if the AC's job was to identify those programs, to extend those contracts (to ensure no break in service), to get those programs under an independent administrator, and then figure out how to make those programs into one program.   But Richard wondered how such contracts could be transferred to the independent administrator with no loss of service -- an example of his earlier point about what, precisely, the AC and Board are going to transfer.


John Nall/Edison noted that attorneys can put clauses in purchase orders saying that a contract is assumable by the independent administrator.  Since vendors can say whether they want to be in the new game or not, it would help to know whether they will want to.


Josie Webb/CPUC - ORA urged that the transfer -- however it gets done -- appear seamless to rate payers and that they be no worse off.  A major function of the AC is to help the Board facilitate that.  Utility presentations that clarify their differences will help the AC provide insights to the Board about how to make the transfer seamless.


Yvette Vazquez/SDG&E suggested that the AC identify the differences among programs and see where they can be consolidated without total redesign, and then transfer programs that have been consolidated in that way. 


Anne Keegan suggested that Item I, the data system, be considered a priority.  Somebody needs a computer system that can deal with the nearly 2 million low income customers, so the utilities can exchange information electronically in order to facilitate a seamless transition.  This isn't captured in items D&E.  Inadequate data systems will impede potential synergies and interfere with customers receiving timely discounts -- which, in turn, will generate customer complaints and rebilling problems that will roll back up to the LIGB.  Anne felt that our task was to clarify those minimal steps needed -- in a priority order -- not just to make the transfer possible, but to ensure, as Josie Webb said, a seamless transition.  The AC and Board need a technical consultant fast to talk with the utilities and create a common architecture out of their currently diverse computer systems.


John Nall, referring to D1, said that it made more sense for utilities to calculate and deliver benefits -- because they have databases that flag qualified customers -- and send the independent administrator a check.  


Anne Keegan thought that someone could become a low income aggregator who would provide low income customers electricity and gas at a fixed price.


John Nall responded that the electric utilities will still distribute electricity -- regardless of who produces it -- through their wires, etc., and there are costs associated with that, which would be billed either to the customer or the electricity service provider (ESP).  No ESP is required to provide a discount to low income customers.  So it would be up to the utility distribution companies (the UDCs) to provide that discount.  When Anne Keegan said that John was assuming that the programs will be structured as they are now, John countered that, if the transfer was going to happen by 1/1/99, the rate would not likely be redesigned. Bob said that by law, they can't change any rate but gas.


Ann Keegan suggested that all the AC has to do is make sure that the people who qualify for a benefit receive that benefit -- regardless of what the benefit is -- and then an aggregator could provide those people with a discount, perhaps an even larger one than 15%.  This approach focuses on the names, not the rates.


John Nall suggested that the rate is a fairly solid reality, and that the utilities will probably be providing that rate for at least five years. They have the databases to track it, and so the databases aren't so much of a problem -- although there may need to be a special database to track newly identified low income customers.  On the other hand, if the program is redesigned so it isn't a rate, but a check that's sent to customers, then a new database would be needed.


Richard Shaw felt that CARE should be redesigned but didn't think that could happen before the 1/1/99 deadline.  He suggested we need to figure out how to transfer the program as it is now to an independent administrator, and then build in a process to evaluate it over a period of time so that under the administrator it can be redesigned.  Then the big problem is how to manage and cross-reference all the information going among admin, utilities, etc.  On LIEE weatherization programs, a lot of alternatives need to be looked at and redesigned; if no redesign is done now, then the programs would get transferred to the administrator intact for a period of time during which they're redesigned. PUC gave the AC and LIGB redesign responsibility.  If the AC and LIGB move the programs intact, then the AC and LIGB would continue after that to participate in the redesign.


As Joan Junqueira understood it, low income consumers will be able to choose a provider and whoever that is will maintain the 15% discount somehow seamlessly behind the scenes.  And they will also know if and where they will get their HEAP money.  But what kind of HEAP application will there be?  Now they circle they want the CARE rate; but in the new arrangement this information will presumably go to the contractor (instead of the state or the utility company).


Josie Webb suggested that the big boys (businesses and large institutions) would get attended to first by providers.  Even though, as John Nall noted, ads are pitched towards residential, Dennis said those ads are just for name recognition.  John Nall said that 5000 of Southern California Edison's customers buy 1/3 of its product and that such customers probably have already signed deals.  So the new energy service providers will probably go after small commercial and residential accounts.


Bob Burt noted they probably won't hit the low income people who are expensive to serve.  They will go after high income/high bill residents, for whom a 5% discount is significant, and whose business is profitable to the provider.  He can only envision the new arrangement working if the utilities are subcontractors who do a lot of the work.


Anne Keegan said that on 1/1/98 only electric will be available, not gas (unless people go with an aggregator).  Low income, small residential and small commercial/industrial users won't benefit -- outside of aggregation -- by switching to an independent service provider.  So two tracks will develop, one for gas and one for electric.  But even then, most low income customers won't switch.  If that's true, said John, then the utility will provide the discount rate.  On the other hand, if they all switch, nothing requires a third party to provide the discount, so the utilities will still be involved in discount programs.


Sharon suggested that the AC brainstorm the question:  What are the issues that have to be raised before the transfer? -- and then prioritize which issues need to be addressed before the others.


Josie Webb wanted to know from other AC members: What is the impact of redesigning the whole electric structure?  How are the funds going to be collected?  Sharon explained that there's a funding surcharge, but they don't know how it will be redistributed.  John Nall added that it will be collected by the utilities as part of the non-electric portion of their rate.  Anne Keegan explained that every customer pays the surcharge according to AB 1890 except wholesale customers who charge their customers a "public good" surcharge.  Gas utilities are under CPUC rules, not AB 1890, and don't have a "public good" surcharge.  On the gas side, low income customers, wholesale customers, utility electric generation customers, enhanced oil recovery customers and co-generation customers are excluded.


Anne Keegan added that, after 1/1/98 the discount on electricity will be provided as if it were a bundled commodity (electricity plus its transport) entirely from the utility distribution company.  On gas, if someone buys from an aggregator, all that's discounted is the transportation portion of the bill.  But most gas isn't aggregation, so the utility effectively provides a discount to almost everyone because most people buy gas from the utility that is then transported by the utility.  But if a low income customer buys their gas from another entity, then that gas will not be discounted by the utility.


John Nall said he understood that the 10% discount that's supposed to occur the first of the year applies to the non-electricity part of the cost of a kilowatt-hour (transmission, distribution, etc.).  So the generation companies are not providing the 10% discount on the commodity.  Ann adds that there's a 15% discount off the 10% discounted rate toward the low income customer.  [I honestly can't follow this.]


Richard Shaw said the AC needs to clarify what is discounted -- the whole bill, the commodity portion, etc. -- for that has a tremendous impact on the actual bill of the customer.  For example, the commodity portion is only a third of the bill.  


Anne Keegan claimed that nobody discounts only the commodity portion.  Utilities provide 15% discount on the bundled rate.  PG&E has only volumetric rates.  SoCal Gas has split rates: a customer charge -- a fixed monthly charge -- and volumetric rates. SoCal discounts both, and provides a $15 discount off its service establishment charge (which is the highest among the major utilities: SoCal Edison just established one and San Diego has one, but not PG&E).  SoCal Gas' low income aggregation customers (who constitute less than 3% of SoCal's customer base) receive a 15% discount on transportation, a 15% discount on the customer charge and the same discount -- but none on gas because we don't know how much the gas they're getting costs.  In addition, SoCal low income customers are charged a separate line item for CARE surcharge that is not built into the rates.  Their rates are discounted 15% and they don't pay the low income surcharge.


Richard Shaw said he agreed with John Nall until three weeks ago that the only customers that would be impacted by residential aggregating would be the more affluent communities.  But a large out-of-state energy service provider has been talking to the low-income city of Compton.  Dennis Guido replied that they're going after the government buildings in Compton, not residential -- just like So. San Francisco went with Florida Power for their government buildings.  Bob Burt said that TURN pushed for language in AB1890 that would allow cities to do that.  Palm Springs has been negotiating, but it has few low income people.


Ellis Mitchell wanted to verify his understanding that low income people would not be effected at first.  Anne Keegan doubted many would elect to switch providers.  If that is the case, said Ellis, then it would seem to be the Low Income Governing Board Advisory Committee's responsibility -- especially AC representatives of CAAs (Community Action Agencies and Associations) -- to educate low income people about this choice.


Sharon explained that there is another board devoted to public outreach and education -- the CEAP, the Consumer Education Panel.  Sharon suggested that we stay alert to the need to link back to other boards and commissions.  





APPROVED MINUTES - LIGB Advisory Committee, November 5, 1997
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