LOW INCOME OVERSIGHT BOARD

APPROVED MEETING MINUTES – June 14, 2002

10:00 AM – 4:00 PM

California Public Utilities Commission

320 West 4th Street

Carmel Room, Suite A

Los Angeles, California

I.
CALL TO ORDER/ INTRODUCTIONS


Commissioner Wood, acting chair, called the meeting to order at 10:08 a.m.  Introduced the Board members, asked for introductions from the audience, and from attendees on the phone.

Board Members Present:  Carl Wood, Yole Whiting; Alan Woo; George Sanchez, Tim Dayonot; Maria Juarez; Paul White; Ortensia Lopez absent.  In lieu of attending, Ms. Lopez sent a statement to be read at the Board meeting.

Public Members Present:  Alex Stonemeyer, Richard Shaw (Network); Rob Manifold (AARP); Mary O’Drain (PGE); Blain Larson (PGE); Jeannie Harrell (Edison); Carmen Rudeshagen (Socal Gas); Lou Estrella (Socal Gas); Dave Rodgers (SDG&E); Wally Kolberg (Southwest Gas); Jack Parkhill (Edison); Fred Hesse (Verizon); Arleen Novotney (Southern California Forum); Allan Rago (QCS); Duane Larson (PG&E); John Fasana (Edison); Basu Mukherjee (Global Energy Services)

Teleconference Attendees – Don Wood (Sempra Energy); Ivy Walker (Energy Division); Jon Faulks (Energy Division); Jessica Hecht (ORA); Patrick Rossvall (Cooper, White & Cooper & Small LECs); Joel Tolbert (ORA/ ULTSMB); Jeff Mondon (SBC Pacific Bell); John Dutcher (Mountain Utilities); Jim Hodges (Southern California Forum); Rashmi Bhatia (ORA); Diana Lee (Legal Division); Bob Burt (ICA); Ken McEldowney (Consumer Action); Noreen Martin (Dept of Consumer Affairs); Margee Moore (Sempra); Linda Gustafson (ORA)

Commission Staff Present:  Karen Miller, Terrie Tannehill, George Tagnipes, Steve Rutledge, Gilbert Escamilla; John Morgan; Donna Silvestri; Barbara Morton; Maxine Harrison

II.
REVIEW & APPROVAL OF MAY 29, 2002 MEETING MINUTES

A motion to approve the May 29, 2002 meeting minutes was made by Paul White.  Motion to accept the minutes moved by Mr. Woo who stated that the minutes generally cover what was discussed.  

III.
LIOB REPORT TO COMMISSION


A discussion was held on the LIOB Working Draft Report to Commission on Needs Assessment.  Commissioner Wood asked for comments.  Paul White asked if the version presented this morning is the same as the one previously handed out.  According to the Energy Division, the report was revised, and the current version is what participants have been provided.  Participants were allowed a few minutes to scan the revised report.  There was a brief announcement by Commissioner Wood on the appropriate operation of microphones.

No public comments were received.  

The Board discussed the Draft Phase 1 Report on the Low-Income Needs Assessment and Phase 2 RFP.  A comment based on the findings of focus groups was discussed.  Focus groups were held in various locations throughout the state as part of the Energy Division’s Draft Phase 1 Report on the Low-Income Needs Assessment and Phase 2 RFP.  On page 5-2 of the report which identified energy burden issues, and on page D-8 of the report, concerning customer bills, comments of the focus groups included, “While air conditioning costs are potentially problematic, this was more perceived as a luxury that could be avoided if necessary to reduce costs (in contrast to heating which is not perceived as an optional luxury).”  

The Board discussed the comment at length.  Paul White stated that air conditioning issues are paramount in some areas of Southern California.  In some areas in the state, such as Fresno, air conditioning is indeed a relevant issue; there can be 25 days during the hottest months when the temperature exceeds 100 degrees.  The Board can’t change what the focus group said, but it should be clarified that in certain regions of California, air conditioning is not a luxury.  The Board also noted that housing type should also be taken into consideration since many homes are constructed differently.  Age, and the use of different building materials – insulation or no insulation – can impact the comfort levels of occupants during summer months in affected regions.

Commissioner Wood excused himself from the comments since he will eventually be voting on them as a commissioner.  The LIOB is recommending that the statement in the report referring to air conditioning as a luxury item be deleted.  A motion was made by Maria Juarez to have language deleted that refers to air conditioning as a luxury item.  Motion to adopt recommendation as presented.  All members approved.

A discussion was initiated on the Needs Assessment Project, and how the board would participate in that project.

IV.
LIOB REPLY COMMENTS ON DRAFT DECISION


Supplemental information regarding the small and multi-jurisdictional utilities (SMJU) was distributed to attendees, and is included here as Attachment A.  


Commissioner Wood to refrain from comment since he will be reviewing the proposal as a Commissioner.  He will listen and chair the meeting effectively to allow the Board to discuss.  

Written Comments from Ortensia Lopez were read by Commissioner Wood.  The written comments were included in the Reply Comments of the Low Income Oversight Board on the Interim Decision:  Status of Rapid Deployment, CARE Penetration Goals, Automatic Enrollment and Related Program Planning Issues filed with the Commission’s Docket Office on June 17, 2002.

A discussion was held about the automatic enrollment program that intends to enroll low-income social benefit program customers into the CARE programs of SDGE, PGE, Socal Gas, and SCE.  A call was made for any additional LIOB comments.  One Board member requested clarification of AGS data used.  The Energy Division responded, and gave a presentation regarding the use of vendors, and data collection methods.

The LIOB report to the Commission must be filed on 6/17/02.  The Energy Division will complete what has been covered in the discussion today, and will be sending out a draft over the weekend for review.  If a conceptual agreement from the Board is reached today, the report can go to the Administrative Law Judge by the 17th.  Issues that seem pertinent have been raised.  The question is how to address those issues, and reduce that to writing prior to meeting’s end today.  

The report due date was set by ALJ Gottstein.  The Ruling followed the last LIOB meeting held on May 29, 2002.  This is the only chance for the LIOB to vote since the draft decision will be on the Commission’s calendar for its June 27, 2002 meeting.  It may help for the Board to focus on a couple of issues:  Automatic enrollment, Ortensia’s comments; pilot outreach.

ORA expressed one concern with time:  The ULTSMB is not meeting until Tuesday, 6/18/02.  These issues have not been presented to ULTSMB, and that should be considered.

Although the LIOB has no control over the comment schedule; it is possible for parties to request an extension of the comment period.  There are two issues:  The process and subject of discussion may take more than one day to resolve.  

Commission President Lynch has stated that automatic enrollment is a high priority for the Commission.  There needs to be a more effective means of enrolling customers throughout the state.  The comment period was shortened to get the measure before the Commission quickly.  It is not likely that the comment period will be extended.  This is the opportunity for the LIOB to get this done.

LIOB needs to find a way to reach a conclusion on this and move forward.  There are certain problems with auto enrollment due to eligibility requirements being unequal among the various programs.  

The Board attempted to determine if automatic enrollment and the benefits of it outweigh the difficulties of implementing it.  Without getting all the details, trying to implement it in short order may not be a good idea.  Enrolling more customers is a good thing, but there are some unknowns, cost being the primary one.  Lots of money can be spent for only incremental increases in CARE enrollment.

There has not been a policy decision by the Commission to automatically enroll low income customers into the CARE program.  There are slightly over one million eligible customers not enrolled in CARE.  Using technology of data merging & integration is an excellent strategy.  When these kinds of operations get locked into and moved toward implementation, there will always be imperfections.  Board comments:  These are issues that the Commission is addressing, and how to mitigate some of the issues.  In order to get to that point will require some thinking through.  We may not have the solution today, but Energy Division staff and the Board should be able to come up with some solutions.  The cost estimates may not be accurate.

Procedural recommendation:  LIOB should request ALJ to extend comment period.  This will allow the Board to put together some comment on issues the Board is comfortable with, agree on specific points, and forward to the Commission.  The Board should move forward to put together as many comments as possible.  How much time should be devoted to this today?  PHC statement is also due for PY2003 on 7/17/02.

The estimates we have of how many customers may be added by automatic enrolment are rough.  How the figures were arrived at (estimates) are vague.  If a pilot automatic enrollment program had been in place that would have allowed random sampling the numbers may have had more substance.

Our point has been that the State already knows that there are a lot of needy people out there, but they are not being enrolled.  It might be a new step for California, but there are other states out there already using automatic enrollment.  The concept of automatic enrollment is good.  The people we are not reaching are the hard to reach who may have language challenges or immigration issues.  

There are two related items with data sharing.  2001 automatic enrollment began between SoCal Gas & SoCal Edison.  In order to implement this type of project, lots of detail work needs to be done, the right people need to be involved.  The administrative costs are great.  Outreach:  Customers who will not enroll in State programs will not enroll in utility programs.  The hard to reach are in outlying areas.  

Two general views articulated:  Automatic enrollment may not be a good idea based on what we know, and what we don’t know.  Automatic enrollment may be a good idea.  The way it is proposed creates inequity concerns.  The idea of taking advantage of databases to automatically enroll customers is a good thing conceptually. 

On a general level, automatic enrollment is good.  ORA’s position is that we each review the program impacts on all consumers and ratepayers.  ORA supports automatic enrollment generally, but wants a review of the costs.  

Some LIOB members support automatic enrollment; others have concerns about supporting it.  Some Board members asked if there is a way to enroll only those people who meet care guidelines.  Whatever we do on CARE implementation, it cuts both ways like ULTS:  People who qualify won’t be enrolled, and unqualified people will be enrolled.  It ends up being a policy call.  There is no absolute virtue; it is a matter of judgment.  The ALJ order needs to be followed.  


A motion was made by Board member Woo that the Board move forward and note some of the technical issues, clarity.  The Board should endorse in principal the automatic enrollment program as embodied in the proposed decision.

The proposed motion by Board member Woo is that the LIOB is in general support of automatic enrollment.  The Board expressed their concerns, and asked Energy Division to work them out.


CARE is funded by rates all non-CARE customers pay.  If the enrollment level is raised, increased costs need to be spread among other customers.  There is concern that increasing CARE enrollment will greatly increase the program costs.  Inequities are created for those customers who are just above the 175% of FPG who are not enrolled in the State programs.  This group will also be paying for the program costs.  

A Board member asked how much a customer’s bill will increase by.  According to Southern California Gas, the increase amounted to $0.50 - $1.00 per month per customer.  Further comments on this subject were made by AARP who stated that the concept of automatic enrollment is good.  AARP strongly supports this program, as does the LIF/ Greenlining Institute.  It is difficult to find programs with exactly matching eligibility limits.  The line has to be drawn someplace.  It is extremely difficult to make program guidelines exactly equal.  The costs should be based on the overall cost that is being spent for outreach.  In any case, there is an incremental amount of people who will not be reached.  Sempra is one of the utilities that still has questions on this program.

There will likely be errors both ways, and currently in the ULTS program, there are high levels of ineligible people enrolled in the program.  It’s best to err on the side of the people who need the program.  A ruling needs to be made on this issue.

The Board is in agreement that community outreach programs will not be abandoned.  The utilities should be able to recover the costs of the CARE program. 

Lunch break 12:10 to 1:05.  

The meeting reconvened, and was called to order at 1:15 p.m.  The topic before lunch involved discussing inequities of the automatic enrollment program.  The Board should recommend that we ask for an investigation to find a way to enroll CARE people with income only up to 175% of FPG.  

In the Information Technology area, they may be able to create an upper limit.  If an applicant’s income is equal to or less than the CARE guidelines, they would be enrolled.  The Board does not know if IT can create a data point for those types of limits.  

The automatic enrollment program would match databases from other low-income programs with CARE, and, in some cases, the uniform requirements are identical.  The eligibility requirements of other low income programs may be outside of the CARE eligibility guidelines.  A customer-by-customer analysis would dramatically increase the costs of the program.  This would make program cost projections meaningless.  The question really is that if we go forward with automatic enrollment that some level of over-enrollment is the acceptable level of enrollment compared to under-enrollment.  If we get 80% enrollment traditionally, and 95% through auto enrollment we may get 2% of people who are ineligible.  

The draft decision appears to be clear that the Commission recognized that automatic enrollment is not perfect, and there would be inequities.  The benefits of automatic enrollment outweigh the costs of enrolling ineligible participants.  If this were the inception of the program, comments would be relevant, but it may be more practical to acknowledge that automatic enrollment is going to happen.  We need to do what we can to fix it instead of slowing the process.

As stated previously, the benefits of automatic enrollment far outweigh the potential costs.  The Board members expressed concern over startup costs, and that the costs be spread out.  Allocation of startup costs should be based on when the program begins.  The Board asked for clarity on the random post-enrollment verification process, and continuing eligibility.  Although the process is implemented differently by each utility, the utilities generally select a certain percentage of program participants and send a request for income verification to them.  If they don’t respond, they will be dropped from the program.  One thing that came out in the proceeding is that there is an alarming rate of people who are selected from the participants for random verification dropping out of the program for lack of response.  Is this a good thing to do in the first place; is it culturally sensitive?  Any thought that we should address that?

Verification issues:  The eligibility requirements of State programs are rigorous; a request could be made that the state provide notice to utilities when participants no longer qualify.

V.
PUBLIC MEETING FOR CUSTOMER OUTREACH WORKSHOPS


Background information was provided on the penetration rates of ULTS compared to the CARE programs that give us some conclusions on how we can develop better outreach.


Ordering Paragraph 15 from the draft decision regarding targeted outreach was read.  

“15.  As discussed in this decision, the Low Income Oversight Board (LIOB) shall hold public meetings for targeted outreach to specific telephone utility service areas for the purpose of coordinating customer outreach between CARE and Universal Lifeline Telephone Service (ULTS).  LIOB shall report its recommendations within 90 days from the effective date of this decision in the form of a report to the Commission.  Comments are due 30 days thereafter.  LIOB’s report shall summarize the positions of parties and participants in the public meetings, present the pros and cons of options considered, and discuss the rationale for LIOB’s recommendations.”

Commissioner Wood asked if any members of the public attend these meetings.  A Board member feels that a workshop should be held instead of a public participation hearing.  According to the Energy Division, discussions are underway to get more public input (the ordering paragraph is requesting that) in multiple languages.  A different Board member asked if some comments could be put out in a workshop forum.

ORA advised that participation of the ULTS marketing board in this discussion would be limited since the ULTSMB meeting is not until June 19th, and they won’t be able to comment until then.

The Co-Chair of ULTS administrative committee recommended holding a joint sub-committee to discuss this in the future.  Previous involvement has received multiple grants for such programs and working with CBOs was the best way to do this.  

VI.
JOINT UTILITIES PRESENTATION

· Jack Parkhill (Edison) discussed utilities different approaches to outreach.

· Mary O’Drain (PGE) – see handouts – discussed the Rapid Deployment program.

· Wally Kolberg (Southwest Gas) – discussed SMJU’S Low Income Activities (see handouts).  A Board member asked if Southwest Gas performs outreach.  Southwest Gas contracts the work out.  SMJUs incur costs that are greater per customer than the larger utilities – for instance in newspaper media.  Since many SMJU customers live in remote areas of the state, and the SMJU service territories cover large geographic areas, a multitude of media would need to be used in order to reach all customers.  It was mentioned how important this is because a lot of the low-income people reside in rural areas.

VII.
PREHEARING CONFERENCE STATEMENT

There will be a prehearing conference on PY 2003 Low-Income programs.  Comments are due July 15; the Prehearing Conference is scheduled for July 22.  The LIOB is not expected to appear, but it is the board’s decision if they want to be represented by someone else at the prehearing conference.

VIII.
ELECTING TECHNICAL COMMITTEES

A Board member questioned how Technical Committee members would be paid.  Another Board member asked what the duties of the subcommittees will be.  The Energy Division suggested using four sub-committees:  One for the 2003 filing, one for the auto enrollment, one for the Needs Assessment Phase II, and one for marketing and outreach with ULTS.

A Board member asked if we could have a sub-committee as needed, rather than having one the entire time as was done with the previous board.  

Amended motion by Woo.  Mr. White expressed his approval of both amendments.  Woo motioned that we post on the web that we are soliciting ad hoc committees to handle issues as they come up and White seconded it.  Motion carried

Comments to be filed on Automatic Enrollment.  Motion was made and carried; four Board members voted in favor, none opposed; Whiting, Wood and Juarez abstained; one member was absent.

IX.
NEW BUSINESS

Woo (see handout) for next meeting agenda item. Comment from Tim Dayonot – How often will we be meeting?  Wood ‘s answer – That has not been decided.  

There will be a possible presentation on Commission processes given by an Administrative Law Judge.  Senator Alarcon can attend Los Angeles Area meeting, and Sacramento LIOB meetings.

X.
ADJOURNMENT

The next LIOB meeting will be held on July 9th in Riverside; in Sacramento on August 13th; and in San Diego sometime in September.

Today’s meeting was adjourned at 3:30 pm.
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