Low Income Governing Board Advisory Committee Meeting


August 26, 1998


PG&E Energy Center, San Francisco, CA





Members Present:  Dennis Guido/PG&E;Yvette Vasquez/San Diego Gas & Electric; Joy Yamagata/ Sempra Energy; Bob Burt/Insulation Contractors Assn.; Wallis Winegar/ Winegard Energy; Louise Perez/Community Resources Project; Eddie Jimenez/Proteus, Inc.; Joan Junquiera/ESOSCC; Peter Grahnbeek/ California Nevada Community Action Assn.; Barbara Cronin/SCG; Dave Rogers/SG&E





Members of the Public: Irina Krishnipovich/RHA; Carlos Becerra/CPUC





Consultants:  Sharon Weinberg/CH2M Hill





Handouts:


Draft Minutes 8/5/98:  8/16/98, 8/11/98, and 8/12/98





Agenda:


OIR - Rule Making


Response to LIGB Meeting


Agendas for future Pilots to recommend


Determine order of importance-pilots


AC Assignments


Changing AC meeting dates


CH2M Hill Support and Proposed Budget


Distribution of AC Minutes





The meeting was called to order at 8:50.  No quorum present so roll call was postponed until a quorum was present.  Four members of the Advisory Committee and six 6 members of the public in attendance at the beginning of the meeting.





Future meeting dates:


AC: Sept. 22-23, Oct. 6-7, 20-21, 1998


Board: Sept. 15-6, 28-29; Oct. 13-14, 26-27 (Los Angeles); Nov. 9-10, Dec. 1-2 (Sacramento), 8-9, 16-17


	The September 15 Board meeting will be held at the CPUC rather than the PG&E Energy Center.





Agenda #2: Response to LIGB Meeting


It is suggested that the many known differences that the AC has with the Board be reported.  The reasoning is that the AC has done work that is pertinent to the issues that concludes differently from the LIGB, and that a variety of opinion will allow the Board to make a better informed decision.  The AC’s work is not generally known outside of the committee, and thus a report or advisory documents will be informative to the Board.


There was a variety of opinion on the best way to inform the Board of the AC’s work. It was proposed that individuals could present, as individuals, their opinions to the Board.  Individual filings may not be recognized by the board, filing as a party would be more authoritative, and due process would be an issue with individual comments.  A previous discussion in another meeting had addressed a similar topic, in which it was concluded that the AC as a body could not put together a report, but five or so bullet points could be put together to be addressed that embodied places of high disagreement or agreement.  Committee approval is needed on work already done, and the need to meet before the 15th and 16th to do this was raised.  Carlos Becerra and Eddy Jimenez pushed for the filing of these bullet points so that the AC’s work would not go unnoticed.


Recommended that comments be put forth informally just to raise the issues on the radar screen.





LIGBAC Proposed Changes to the 1999 LIEE Program Recommendations


The Advisory Committee proceeded to review the proposed changes to the 1999 LIEE program recommendations to determine their accuracy and agreement with them.


It was assumed that if nothing is mentioned about a topic, that it was passed by the Board and is okay with the AC.  Changes:


Recommendation A.1 


Require all Transitional Program Administrators (TPAs) to use the attached standard set of measures for installation as part of the 1999 LIEE program (see Appendix A).


Proposed Changes to Appendix A


Refrigerator Replacement (Item #12) 


Remove reference to “California” standard since there is none and replace it with a reference to “federal” standard. 


Continue to use 10 years as a determiner for replacement rather than 650 KWh per year


Program should be targeted to the owners of the refrigerators. 





Note:  Refrigerator manufacturers specify that refrigerators must be properly grounded to avoid invalidating the warranty. Grounding an electrical outlet is an additional cost and liability that needs to be estimated in order to determine if this measure is feasible. 


Attic Ventilation (Item #8)


Do not make this a stand alone measure





Rationale for recommended modification: Cost; disturbance to insulation; possible need for roof repairs; inspection issues; admin. Issues/barriers; # of homes benefiting small; increase in customer complaints; unknown/undocumented payback; cost-effectiveness in California unproven; increase liability issues for correcting any hazardous condition in the attic.





Compact Fluorescent Lightbulbs (CFLs) (Item #10)


Use an average of 5 bulbs for home, so that customers who can use more than 5 bulbs are accommodated. 





Note:  There may be opportunities for abuse of standards and inventory problems. 





Energy Efficient Porch Lights


Recommendation should be consistent with CFL recommendation in that the $2.00 up- front co-payment should be eliminated.





Duct Sealing (Item #17)


EEI should meet with the Advisory Committee to refine the pilot programs.





Heating System Repair and Replacement 


Repair and replacement service should be provided to homeowners only.





CAS Testing


Under the column titled “Rationale,” replace the word “sealed” with “have infiltration measures.”


Need to resolve how CAS testing will be funded, as it is currently not funded as part of the LIEE funds. The Commission needs to reconsider its position on funding (see Commission Decision (D.) 98-06-063 Order Modifying Resolution E-3515. 





Recommendation A3 


Require all TPAs to determine that a measure is feasible only when its installation provides significant benefit to the customer(s) living in the home. 





Proposed Changes to A3





“Significant benefit” needs to be quantified. (The Advisory Committee assumes EEI will develop a proposed quantification that the Advisory Committee will review.)


 EEI definition of “significant benefit” described in 8-24 presentation overheads:


-energy savings


-bill reduction


-improvement in comfort


-reduction in hardship noticeable to customer





Definition of “feasible measure” should read…”A measure is feasible if 


-the customer accepts, and


-it significantly increases comfort or bill savings or reduces hardship, and


-it can be safely installed.





Clarification Requested: Is the word “feasible” intended to guide program design?


Quality Control Requested:  Check whether the definitions provided by EEI in its August 24, 1998 used throughout their recommendations and rationale.





Recommendation A5


Require all TPAs that are dual-fuel utilities providing both gas and electric service to an eligible customer to install all feasible measures from the standard set in the customer’s home if that utility has program funds remaining in either the gas or electric LIEE budget. 


Proposed Changes to A5 





Need to change policy because if this policy were adopted it would result in cross-subsidy of gas for electric programs and vice versa. This is not consistent with Commission policy. Problems with policy in terms of: 


Accounting – gas vs. electric funds


Funding – electric rates capped. Gas is funded as part of rates.


Equity –how equity is defined. EEI definition of equity is inconsistent with Commission’s definition of equity. There is an improper assumption that the programs are the same or equal from year-to-year.





Recommendation A6


Allow all TPAs that provide only gas or electric service to an eligible customer who receives other utility service (gas or electric) from a municipal utility to limit feasible measures to those from the standard set that predominantly save the type of energy provided by the TPA.


Proposed Changes to A5





Add “or regulated” after the word “municipal” 





Concern with rationale: There is a false premise that the utilities resist paying for measures that would save another utility funds. The Commission prohibits the utilities from paying for measures that would benefit another utility. 





Implementation of A6 depends on passage of A5 recommendation.





Recommendations B1, B2, B3, and B4


Proposed Changes





See proposed changes under recommendation A1. 





Recommendation C1 


Require all TPAs to target market in 1999 so that the highest-using one-quarter of income-eligible residential customers receive at least 35% of program funding.


Proposed Changes to C1


Add the words “to be served that year” after the word “customers.” 


Delete the reference to “one-quarter.” 


Delete words “income eligible.”


Add the words “low income customers” after the word “using”.





The Advisory Committee’s rationale for the proposed changes is that the current recommended policy has no link to climates, doesn’t address differences in dwelling type, and doesn’t address energy burden. Additionally, part of our rationale for changing the language of the recommendation is because targeting one-quarter of the income-eligible households would increase program activity from the current levels and the current authorized funding levels cannot accommodate this new level of service. 





Recommendations C2, C4, and C5


The Board’s report should not include these recommendations since they were not discussed during the Board’s August 24th and 25th meetings and no public comment was taken on them. 


Recommendations C3


Require all TPAs to collect and maintain information on all LIEE participants and their dwellings in order to profile customers served in 1999 by usage, geographic location, owner/renter status and dwelling type.


Question about rationale


It is the Advisory Committee’s interpretation to the term “software” in the second paragraph of the rationale means that software compatibility should be utility-specific, not statewide. Is this true? 








Roll Call at 10:45.  Quorum Achieved.


Recess at 12:25.  Quorum lost.





AGENDA ISSUES:


#3 (future pilot programs) pulled off for future meeting.


“AC Assignments:”  AC is required to address topics agreed to.


CH2M Hill Support and Proposed Budget:  Previously discussed; issue was how many meetings to budget for.  CH2M Hill’s contract is with the Board. The drafting of the letter is beyond the scope of the contract, but will be done anyway.


Review and Approval of AC minutes: Recommendation that packet handout minutes to be reviewed by AC.  Discussion over distribution of approval of minutes needs to be done on a regular basis.


Next Time’s agenda: Approval of Minutes, Zig Vays Letter, Agendas for future pilots to recommend, Determine order of importance of pilots.





Meeting adjourned at 2:45.


Draft Minutes
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