Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes


PG&E Energy Center, San Francisco, California


August 19, 1998


Advisory Committee Members Present:  Dennis Guido/PG&E, Josie Webb/CPUC, Carlos Becerra/Becerra, Ann Keegan/SoCalGas, Jeff Beresini/PG&E, Joy Yamagata/SDG&E, Louise Perez/CRP, Yvette Vazquez/SDG&E , Ulla Maija-Wait/CDCSD , Susan LaFlam/SDG&E


Meeting Handouts:  Agenda


Meeting Minutes


Josie Webb opened the meeting with voicing concern about the Advisory Committee’s (AC) July 21, 1998 draft meeting minutes having been given to the Board without prior review and approval by the AC.  Draft meeting minutes should not be given to the Board without prior review and approval from the AC. CH2M HILL is unclear about this. In reviewing what was distributed to the Board on August 18 and 19, the Board was given it’s draft 7/21/98 minutes. It was not given any AC minutes. Please clarify. 


Penalties issues: The AC discussed that this year there would be penalties, but in 1999 the model to be used will be structured for what may be done in the future.


Josie questioned what new ideas the consultants will offer. It was the feeling that the consultants do not have any new ideas to present at the moment.


Susan LaFlam commented on MSB’s handouts on energy assistance programs from other states.  MSB’s examples are inadequate in supporting their decisions to move to a goal of 100% participation.  There are no examples of what penetration rates are or how successful these programs were.  Only one case revealed their penetration rate was 27%. In another case, an Ohio utility revealed their participation rate was 200,000 but, out of how many?


Issues to present to MSB today:  Concerned with why MSB’s used examples of energy assistance programs run by the state and not by utilities.


Eddie Jimenez understood the Board was more interested in general policy rather than details that would be worked out later.  Not sure who will work out details in terms of setting targets.  The Board should deal with the same issue already discussed by the AC regarding 100% penetration rate of eligible customers.


Discussion of Penetration Rate for CARE Program 


The issue of penetration and what information was available to determine the baseline was not discussed during the CARE Subcommittee meeting.  However, in the AC meetings there were extensive discussions about the 100% penetration rate.


The problem is not in the 100% of eligible people who wish to participate but it’s those that wish to participate that is unknown and is the problem.


The point being is the 100% penetration rate is not a valid measure since no one knows what the actual figure is.  The goal is to do more outreach.  Without analysis/survey of how many would choose to participate if they were aware of the program the goal has no meaning.


Reaching people is the issue. Educated individuals don’t even look at their bills to know what’s going on.  So, if the low income, undereducated, reading impaired, etc., do not look at the literature to get the information they will not be able to make the decision of whether or not to participate.


Dennis Guido/PG&E made two points:  1) Of those who qualify, who will choose to participate in the program, and 2) Distributing information through mass media is the best way, although it is the most expensive and currently unaffordable.


Consensus among AC members that if the maximum penetration rate is achieved, rates will increase in the future.  Electric rates are currently frozen until 2002.  The backlash from consumers would be tremendous.  Ratepayers do not like their money spent.  If you go with mass marketing you better have the funds to back it up and the ability to deliver the product since maximum penetration would be achieved and costs would increase.


Eddie Jimenez advocated utilizing existing systems and agencies to reach consumers such as:


California’s system for a one-stop-shop 


A variety of community action agencies and CBO’s


Association of farm workers in California


Flood relief


Some AC members’ felt as ratepayers, we should be working towards developing the best possible program in order to see some positive return for the money being spent. Additionally, there is a problem with wanting the best program available. More money would be needed than is available to fund the program. If rates are fixed something else has to give, therefore, it is extremely important to convey to the LIGB that it is very difficult to increase CARE rates if something else has to go.


Yvette Vazquez/SDG&E feels in order for the right customers to take advantage of the CARE program they have to do outreach that is reasonable by taking a systematic approach to increasing the CARE roles and outreach. It’s best to work with community based organizations or directly within the service territories.  The CARE roles are not static, but are constantly changing as the same number of people drop off as enroll.  is a moving target.  


Susan La Flam pointed out that SDG&E had a 43% drop-off rate during the past reporting year. A large number of CARE participants do not respond to recertification requests. Should these people be considered part of the "hard-to-reach” population?  


Louise Perez is concerned with social issues, such as there being no incentives for the working poor to go back to work when they were making more on welfare.  How do you keep the incentives going to keep these people employed? Eddie Jimenez added that in central California (agricultural area) unemployment rate has been around 14 to 17% and welfare rate is very high.  In Tulare County alone there are 356,000 people and over 69,000 are considered low income. There are probably not nearly as many on the CARE Program.


Dennis Guido asked what services do the working poor utilize and are we using those channels to give them information on the CARE Program?  That is where we want to target our push. Louise Perez offered that the stringent application requirements are a major reason why people don’t participate.  Making the application process simpler and easier may increase participation. 





Carlos Becerra observed that all the applications from the utilities were very similar.  Nothing could be done to change them.  The application issue needs to be addressed to the Board. He pointed out that the way CARE defines income, you cannot make a 1 to 1 relationship to other assistance programs which have different guidelines.  He explained that he worked with a friend of his who works in a community-based organization to test out of 10 clients that he qualified for other assistance programs, how many would also qualify for CARE.  Only 4/10 qualified.


Morning meeting adjourned at 10 a.m. 





Afternoon Advisory Committee meeting re-adjourned after LIGB meeting was adjourned. 


Louise Perez reminded Anne Keegan that in September they were going to discuss what the next steps were going to be when Anne mentioned how that would be a good time to propose what their plans were of soliciting input and for the AC to look at that to make decisions, comments, etc.  


Anne K. would be willing to hold a general discussion on what they were going to do. An issue was raised about what to do about targeted verification models and how might that impact statewide applications? In order to do justice with what the Board’s request of moving forward with self certification and away from total up front verification, it would be wise to hire a more neutral third party to review data from their pilot study to advise and hire someone else familiar with other ratepayer programs.


The AC discussed with Anne Keegan about giving a presentation on Sept. 22, 1998 that she was originally asked by the Board to do some time ago.  The decision was left up to Anne of whether or not to make the presentation at that time.


The issue was raised of possibly extending the AC meetings to 10:30am in the event that the LIGB is not ready to meet at 10:00am as scheduled. Concerns were voiced about AC members who do not regularly attend scheduled meetings.  It is inconsiderate and unfair to those who make the time to participate.  It was suggested to add this as an agenda item.


Meeting adjourned at 4:08pm.
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