DRAFT- LIGB COMMENTS ON ENERGY EFFICIENCY DIVISION RESOLUTION E-3646

     The Low Income Governing board (“LIGB” or “Board”) appreciates the Energy Division’s effort to undertake a high quality needs assessment of California’s low income ratepayer and energy efficiency programs as soon as technically feasible.  The Board also appreciates the Energy Division’s analysis of the differences between the Joint Utilities’ proposed needs assessment and that of the Board, submitted in February of 1999.  The Board strongly agrees with energy Division’s recommendation on the budget for the needs assessment, on the projected timeframe, and on securing funding for both Phases of the needs assessment in advance so as to avoid further delay.  

     The Board respectfully offers the following recommendations on E-3646 in the spirit of improving the ultimate work product, ensuring efficient and effective oversight by those with expertise in needs assessments and low income program delivery, and meeting the legislative intent of AB 1890 and 1393.

I. THE BOARD BELIEVES THAT THE LIGB NEEDS ASSESSMENT PROPOSAL AND JOINT UTILITIES’ PROPOSAL ARE MORE APPROPRIATE AND EFFICIENT POINTS OF DEPARTURE THAN THE WORKING GROUP REPORT

     Much has transpired thanks to the collective efforts of the Energy Division, LIGB and Advisory committee since issuance of the Working Group report.  With Resolution E-3646, the issues of timing and dollar expenditures for Phases I and II of the needs assessment are also resolved.  Thus, it appears that  a more expeditious starting point for undertaking a needs assessment would be to focus on refining the already submitted needs assessment proposals by the LIGB and Joint Utilities rather than the Working Group report.  Clearly, the Working Group report, along with other relevant documents from the utilities, Board and Advisory Committee would provide additional and useful information to the third party vendor ultimately selected to conduct the study.  

     With the submitted LIGB and Joint Utilities’ needs assessment proposals, including the comments on them filed by all parties, an initial, highly focussed workshop could be convened with those documents as background materials.  The goal of the workshop would be to define specific items that need to be accomplished in Phase I, including how to define the problem.  The questions could encompass:  who is affected, what low-income energy consumers want, where they are located, what the unmet need is, what the impediments to their participation in low income programs are, what maximum percentage of a family’s budget should be spent on energy, what the causes of poverty are, how penetration rates can be increased, what the differences between utilities are, etc.

     This initial workshop effort should lead to a framework for Phase I, where an independent contractor can be secured to conduct the initial effort to map out a step-by-step vision of the overall purpose of the needs assessment, the problems to be addressed, the purpose, and how to collect and assess existing technical data on low income persons in California.  The “rfp” that is issued should ensure that organizations with the ability to communicate with and reach California’s most vulnerable low-income customers, such as immigrants and non-english speaking communities, are included in the process, through defined rules to select consultants.  

II. IN ADDITION TO USING JOINT UTILITIES’ AND BOARD NEEDS ASSESSMENT PROPOSALS AND COMMENTS THEREON AS A POINT OF DEPARTURE FOR THE INSTANT NEEDS ASSESSMENT, THERE SHOULD BE A STRONG FOCUS ON AB 1393 REQUIREMENTS, AS WELL AS AB 1890.

     The Legislature has given the Board, utilities, Commission and Energy Division clear directives about implementation of low income programs after January 2000 through AB 1393.  Any needs assessment done after that date should mindful of the requirements of AB 1393 and should anticipate how to assess whether or not its mandates are being met.

     Thus, the vision and mission of AB 1393 should form a cornerstone of any needs assessment that is undertaken.  Obvious elements to incorporate into any prospective needs assessment would include language from AB 1393, including:  what elements other than cost criteria should inform the evaluation of low income energy efficiency programs, how to enhance and strengthen the current network of community service providers, how to ensure high quality program delivery as well as deliver energy efficiency programs to the maximum number of eligible participants at a reasonable cost, how to leverage funds, how to ensure energy savings for low income participants, and how to encourage skill development and employment training.  In addition, the needs assessment may wish to reassess whether the “big 6” weatherization measures meet low income needs or whether those elements should be rethought.

     Finally any needs assessment should be mindful of and incorporate AB 1890, its need based CARE mandate and its provision allowing for reassessment of low income energy efficiency funding levels, depending on need.  

III. THE BOARD AGREES WITH THE UTILITIES THAT AN OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE COMPRISED OF INDIVIDUALS WITH EXPERIENCE IN NEEDS ASSESSMENTS AND RELATED BACKGROUNDS IS CRUCIAL TO ENSURE A QUALITY PRODUCT AND THAT A WORKING GROUP LACKS THE EXPERTISE OR MECHANISM FOR PROPER OVERSIGHT

     Both the Joint Utilities’ and LIGB proposals for a needs assessment provided for an oversight committee.  It is critical that a committee of persons from low income organizations, the utilities, the board, the Energy Division and others with expertise in conducting needs assessments form the core group that will oversee the work of the independent contractor that is selected from the “rfp” after its objectives are defined.  The LIGB agrees that the committee should be reimbursed for its travel, expenses, and also suggests reasonable compensation.  Key stakeholders with the necessary knowledge, experience in low income communities, expertise in statewide needs assessment and low income program delivery should form that steering committee.  By definition, a working group or workshop would lack the continuity, specific expertise and orgranization to be responsible for a $ 1 million work product.  

