LOW INCOME ADVISORY BOARD TECHNICAL COMMITTEE

DRAFT Meeting Notes for May 16-17, 2000 - Dennis Guido

May 16 in San Diego, CA 
Technical Committee Members in attendance: Louise Perez (Chair) - CRP, Dennis Guido - PG&E, Don Wood - SDG&E, Lori Luna - So. Cal. Gas, George Sanchez - RHA, Mike Rosauer - CPUC Energy Division, Josie Webb (Vice Chair) - CPUC/ORA, Arleen Novotney – CES, William F. Parker - CAA of San Mateo County, John Fasana - Edison, Wallis Winegar - Winegard Energy

Technical Committee Members absent: Eddie Jimenez - Proteus, Brenda Hager - SESCO, Bob Burt - ICA, Thomas Tenorio - Community Action Agency of Butte County

Public:  Ulla-Maija Wait - CSD, Manuel Aguilar, Roberto Del Real, Anne Keegan, Susan LaFlam - SoCal Gas 

CPUC Staff: Mike Rosauer - CPUC Energy Division LIAB Board Member:  Steve Rutledge – CPUC/CSD

Minutes Approval:  April 25, 2000 TC minutes corrections will be sent to Larissa Enriquez, of CPUC Energy Division, which will be reviewed for approval at the next TC meeting on June 20, 2000.

Public Comment: None

WIS & PP&O Manuals Standardization Project: 

Don Wood stated that May 10 was the filing date for the report to the CPUC.  Don asked if there would be an extended comments period.  Josie commented that CPUC may choose to place it on a comment period, however, that is not a given. .  For a hard copy, call RER at (858)481-0081 or email RER at: Fred@RER.com

Commissioner Neeper is the Assigned Commissioner on this item.  

Phase II is ready to begin.  Wood commented that it consisted of Neeper’s ACR clarifying Neeper’s expectations to increase consistency across the state for issues such as CAS testing, Income Eligibility, Income Verification, etc.

Phase II must be filed by September 1, 2000.

Louise Perez suggested that there should be some significant feedback from the LIAB and TC.  However, although the May 25th meeting for the utilities standardization meeting would be a good day to have an open forum for feedback and discussion, the public notice deadline has passed. Perez contested that since it is public work, the utilities cannot have meeting on May 25th as a private meeting.  Even though this private utility working meeting has been set up within the ACR, and was used as a tool in Phase I, Perez will have her attorney review the legality of the meetings with regards to Bagley-Keene.

Josie Webb noted that the utility standardization project Phase I document presented is a work-in-progress document to be open for revision and comments.  This enables the public to review the document. Webb discussed the last two ACRs.  The second ACR, filed on April 28, 2000, is for the Standardization of Reporting Requirements and Utility Administrative Costs for Low-Income Assistance Programs.

Wood brought up the conflicts with CALMAC, and that the PD conflicts with the ACR as well.  Wood also noted that there is no “committee” as suggested by the ACR that has been created to work on low-income programs reports.

Perez wanted to know if there is anything that can be presented to the LIAB to note the inherent conflict?  The LIAB needs to makes certain that they have a representative to CalMac.  

Steven Rutledge would like to see a table presented to the LIAB that would show the differences and conflicts between the ACR and the PD.  Wood volunteered to do this.

ACR by Commissioner Neeper dated April 28,2000 – It was discussed that reporting requirements working group are not defined by the ACR, nor is it understood as to what the measurements will be.  There is major confusion regarding this topic.  We should suggest that the LIAB obtain and review the ACR and the CALMAC directives so that everyone can understand the problem.  

Rutledge thought this should be mapped out so that it could be understood. 

Other Commission decisions: There were no others discussed. 

Planning for Program Year 2001 and Beyond LIAB Discussion Points: 
CARE Outreach Pilot:  

Needs Assessment Study: Mike Rosauer stated there were comments filed.   The comments were posted to the CPUC website.  The idea is that all future correspondence could be on the site.  Reply comments will be due May 22, 2000.  

Workshops have not been designed as yet and Rosauer needs to work with Donna Wagoner regarding this.  This meeting might be a good forum to discuss the structure of the workshop.

Perez wanted to know what the key objectives of needs assessment would be.  Rosauer informed that the needs assessment needs to develop some specifics for creating the scope of work for the consultant on Phase I.  This workshop would need to create a good outline for this so that it can put into the RFP.

Webb asked if there would be an agenda that would direct the process?

Rosauer said yes there would be, and that the LIABTC meeting would be a good forum for a discussion of what should be on the agenda.

The commenting parties outlined their discussion.

SoCalGas:  

· Who’s to pay for this needs assessment?  Phase I is clearly to be paid for by CARE.  But, depending upon the intent of the project, Direct Assistance Program (DAP) should pay for their portion and CARE for their portion on Phase II.

· Phase I is to review existing information and data; however, there is information already available that can be reviewed.

· Phase II should look at quantification of what the existing housing units are (CARE versus LIEE).  Drill down, and find what sub-segments could be contacted.

· No in-home assessment.  Perhaps in Phase III?

· CSD looks at the U.S. Census to get information ahead of 2004 to work into the Phase I information for CARE.  It was noted  that the Census should be look at and that there was nothing better than the Census available, and doing something different would actually be duplicative.  

· Qualitative data should not be dealt with until Phase III.  There is enough information derived from Phase I and II that would provide information to work from.  Trying to get into things such as the definition of “NEED”, as used by other assistance programs, will deter from hard results.  

· Phase I could take 6-9 months which is optimistic at best.

There was a discussion about whether the design of what should be in Phase I has already been completed.  Rosauer suggested that, in the filings, the design of Phase I had been approved by the CPUC.  Perez stated that this was open for debate and that in light of AB1393, there should be some changes regarding the approach to the Needs Assessment outside of what was provided for in the utility filings.

SoCalGas has provided a detailed review of the Rand Report that provides a listing of information on low-income research that has been completed to-date.

Edison:  

· Left the study in two phases.  In order for Phase I to be effective, the consultant should have some initial objectives for what the Phase II direction will be.  

· One needs to come to grips over what “energy related hardship” actually is, related to cost-effectiveness, etc.

· Develop a detailed RFP.  There is a time squeeze, perhaps too constraining.  

· develop good estimate of CARE eligible population, and process by which we can keep up with that process.

· Develop estimates for the households for LIEE.

Patterns of energy use.  Energy bills analysis.

RHA:

· Programs evolved over time.  Look at historical data that now exists.  

· What does this mean for AB1393?

· Demographically, what is happening to the low-income population on a whole, with habits, etc.

Perez wanted to know what process was set for the Workshops on May 30-31, 2000.  Rosauer said the Energy Division (ED) is looking to the LIABTC and LIAB to weigh in on the process and the scope of the project.

Perez suggested with the time constraints imposed by the decision, it would take too much time to complete the project.  She suggested a revisit of the needs assessment project. Rosauer stated that if the utilities and the Board could come together on a process,  maybe the Needs Assessment could be restructured and the utilities can develop the RFP and award the contracts with input from ED.  Rutledge said that an expedient way to let out the contracts could be to just tell the utilities what to do.  Webb said that we need to brainstorm on the different ways in order to stay on the time schedule.  How do we get it implemented and stay on schedule given the changes in the Commission.  Rosauer thought that maybe the schedule was too ambitious. 

Perez requested the Energy Division do the following:

· Provide overview of timelines for issuance of the RFP

· Provide alternatives to  the current RFP process

· Provide a report that outlines the critical paths of the PD and other ACR as well as impacting documents.

Alternative models discussed:

Rutledge suggested that one alternative would be for one utility to be responsible in writing the RFP, with CPUC staff input, and awarding the contract. The second model would be the same as the first model except that, under a joint utility agreement, all utilities would be responsible in writing the RFP and awarding the contract, with CPUC staff input.  It would somewhat mirror the way the utility standardization project is currently being handled.  George Sanchez wondered if this would preclude someone from bidding on the project and working on the program.  

Scope of Needs Assessment Phase I:  

RHA

· Work with guiding principles such as AB1393.  Just how much do we want to get into consumer protections?

· The timeline is also critical.

Bill Parker

· What is an energy efficient weatherized home?  This needs to be defined first.  What are the clients going to receive and what will they get?

Perez

· How is cost analysis of data collected?

· Very little has been done on accountability, and how much has been spent on the programs vs. administration?  

· Very little has been presented as far as continuity and standardization of data. It appears that information is massaged.  

· The needs assessment would be an independent view of what the utilities are actually doing with the funding for the program.  

Anne Keegan 

· Turning this into an audit of the utilities is not the focus of the needs assessment.  

Webb 

· What was the purpose of the Needs Assessment?  

Major discussion took place as to what measures are not in the utility program.  How do the utilities define a weatherized home and how and when do new measures get added to the programs?  This will be part of the Needs Assessment, however, there is some overlap with regards to cost-effectiveness and this will also be addressed in the utility standardization project.  

Membership:

Arleene Novotney moved from Energy Services Provider (CBO) to Environmental/Energy Groups.  Moved by Dennis Guido, seconded by Parker, no abstentions.  Approved 9-0-0.

Lori Luna was replaced with Roberto Del Real for SoCalGas. .  Moved by Guido, seconded by Parker, no abstentions.  Approved 9-0-0.

May 17 in San Diego, CA 
Technical Committee Members in attendance: Louise Perez (Chair) - CRP, Dennis Guido - PG&E, Don Wood - SDG&E, Lori Luna - So. Cal. Gas, George Sanchez - RHA, Mike Rosauer - CPUC Energy Division, Josie Webb (Vice Chair) - CPUC/ORA, William F. Parker - CAA of San Mateo County, Bob Burt - ICA, Thomas Tenorio - Community Action Agency of Butte County

Technical Committee Members absent: Eddie Jimenez - Proteus, Brenda Hager - SESCO, Arleen Novotney - CES, John Fasana - Edison, Wallis Winegar - Winegard, Susan LaFlam - SoCal Gas 

CPUC Staff: Mike Rosauer - CPUC Energy Division LIAB Board Member:  Steve Rutledge – CPUC CSD

Public Comment:  Bob Burt reported that he and Dan Meek met with Commissioners Neeper and Bilas.  Burt also met with Commissioner Lynch and Wood’s Administrative Assistants as well as with Dave Gamson.  

The Commissioner were more concerned with Burt and Meek’s point for being there.  Burt and Meek stated that ongoing standardization should be prioritized.  Meek argued strenuously for bidding.

Points discussed where ORA’s positions that studies should not come out of Low Income deliverable funds.  Burt expected that the Energy Division will be given the task to follow up.  

Burt made a point that the order sets up a number of new policies with no process to see if it happens. 

Perez asked if the item was still on the Commission agenda for this Thursday?  The answer was yes.

Regarding yesterday’s discussion on WIS Standardization, Burt also had a concern on standardization in that installing Windows requires a remodeling license in which new constructions rules must be followed.  

CARE Outreach Pilots:  Susan LaFlam, of SDG&E, stated that some consultants have been signed up and they are in the process of being awarded .  LaFlam also said that the new income guidelines were issued.  Dennis Guido also stated that the figures for LIEE 60+ and Handicapped were incorrect, and that the Energy Division was in process of making a correction.  .

Contracts have been signed so far with Vista Community Clinic, Labor’s Community Service Agency, and Episcopal Community Services.

Steve Rutledge asked if negotiations included price negotiations.  SDG&E informed that they did not award on a cost per application basis.  They were looking for methodology.  They did not negotiate on price.

Louise Perez wanted to know what methodologies were being used.  LaFlam said that the utilities were looking at this and how it would be applied.  

Anne Keegan said SoCalGas is looking to test undeserved populations and outreach methods.  LaFlam was also finding out how many know about CARE but do not want to participate and why.  Per Keegan, SoCalGas and SDG&E may test a joint application.  Keegan indicated that the sort of data that the consultants will collect for the pilot include:  number of customers receiving outreach services, number of customers enrolled, why customers that were not enrolled were not eligible (tracked by 1st reason of ineligibility), for customers that were enrolled, whether or not they were ever on CARE and if so, why they were not currently on CARE and if they were never on CARE, why they had not responded to the utility’s outreach efforts; tracking of customer inquiries/comments/complaints by reason and resolution (if required); tracking outreach and enrollment by the four program types (individually-metered, sub-metered, non-profit group living facilities, and agricultural/farm worker/employer-provided housing.  Keegan also indicated that the contractors would be surveyed about the most effective outreach and enrollment methods, cost effectiveness, potential program improvements, and generally, what worked and what did not work.  Finally, outreach and enrollment methods used to reach customers (e.g., health fair, language, literacy, other methods utilized).

Rutledge asked what use did customers bills and usage have as Keegan had stated.  Keegan said that it was just a nice to have.  

Bill Parker asked what Keegan had said about bidders underestimating their goals.  Keegan asked them about the estimates in their proposals in how they had overshot their goal.  

George Sanchez asked if information on dwelling unit characteristics was being captured.  Keegan said no.  He also asked about the service charge.  SoCal Gas is the only utility that charges a discounted charge and all other utilities, with the exception of PG&E who has a turn on charge.  He also asked if all customers would be referred to Direct Assistance Program (DAP).  Keegan said no.  

Rutledge was surprised that PG&E is the only company that did not have a service charge as he thought that SoCal Gas had a charge.  

PG&E had not signed contract yet.  Jeff Beresini stated that out of the $285,000 available in limited funds, the top bidders identified have not utilized all the funding- approximately $20,000. There were potentially seven contracts that will be awarded.  Contracts should be signed by the end of next week.  Income guidelines are holding up the process.

Perez wanted to know if the agencies identified were active in the entire PG&E territory.  Beresini said no.  Bids were not received for every county in the PG&E territories. 

With the information given thus far, Perez asked the utilities how information is going to be gathered.  Would it be gathered at the utility level or the bidder level?  Perez wanted to know if information for all outreach would be gathered and who would house that information.  She asked what the process was for data gathering and how it would be collected.  Beresini said that information has not been decided by the Commission and therefore it would be hard to know what to prepare for.  Perez was concerned that, prior to getting into the report, there needs to be a process decided up front as to what is to be expected out of the pilots.  Goals, objectives and the process needs to be identified up- front.  

Parker stated that the baseline CARE data available should tell us what is out there.  How many over the baseline would be a success?  Beresini said that with a re-verification baseline already set, the utilities would be able to see what has been added and the success thereof.

Don Wood thought that the TC should identify, for the utilities, what it thinks should be collected.  Rutledge thought that the utilities and the Energy Division (ED) should work together on this.  Perez wanted the TC to ask the LIAB to ask for specific data.  

Josie Webb was opposed to data gathering without identifying what the additional information is going to accomplish.  A number of speakers then spoke on data gathering and what was needed to prove success.  

Burt said that vague requirements are usually held against the author.  

Sanchez stated that the utilities worked hard on the pilot and identified what needed to be collected in the pilot.

Webb wanted to ensure what was collected is directly related to the purpose of the pilot.

Keegan asked that Mike Rosauer and the ED be tasked with the direction to ensure that appropriate data is asked before the pilots are started.

Webb wanted a hard to reach customer defined.  .  There needs to be standardization in reporting from the utilities.  

Perez wanted the LIAB to give direction to the utilities on what data is to be uniformly collected.  Wood suggested that the ED needs to tell the utilities what to collect so that the best information can be collected.

Perez wanted the ED to develop a timeline for the data to be collected, realizing that the data that needs to be collected may already be too late for the contracts that are now being signed.  

Rutledge thought that the following should be collected:

· number of completed apps 

· number of customers educated

· populations reached

· barriers to reaching customers

· how to improve the program

· educational materials needed

· why customers are hard to qualify 

· problems with the applications

· how to improve the application and the program

· ask consultants what customers were hard to reach and how to reach them

CARE Data Gathering: Standardized definition of rates of utilities to sign up customers, monitoring and accountability

LaFlam said that the penetration rate is a mathematical calculation.  Burt asked what is the best method of coming up with an accurate count of eligible customers given that the census data is old.

Keegan said that each utility has a different method of identifying eligible populations- even now.  What is being asked is to develop a consistent method.  

Although the Needs Assessment will address this, it will not be available for at least three years.  

Perez would like direction from the LIAB on how to proceed with this item.

Webb thought that we are changing to fast and we need to stop and move at an appropriate rate.  

Keegan and LaFlam stressed that the utilities are very close on identifying the low income population given the different methodologies used by the different utilities.  Given that fact, should we be looking to change it now and why?

Beresini wanted to find out the driver behind finding the appropriate number.  Perez understood there was a risk in maintaining a baseline.  Whereas monitoring and accountability is important, everyone should all be using the same data.  Common data and common understanding of the consumer was the key to accuracy, understanding and accountability. 

Wood had a question relative to the CSD programs and stated there was always going to be a level of uncertainty based on the different methods available.  Perez pointed out, consistency between entities will be the key and must be sought.

Beresini would like this committee to lay to rest that there is a difference between the utility programs and ULTS.  He stated that they were talking about the ULTS 98% participation rate number.  Rutledge said that there was absolutely no correlation between the ULTS program and the CARE program.  The ULTS programs did not even have a low-income program and if anyone continues to draw an analogy between the two, they are not listening nor understanding the facts.

Perez stated the following: 

The Needs Assessment needs to identify three issues: the estimated pool of eligible clients, methodologies to estimate the pool and the different databases used by the utilities.

LIAB Web Site - http//www.LIAB.ORG

NEXT AGENDA:  CPUC Staff to duplicate standard agenda
NEXT MEETINGS are set for:

June 20-21


SF

July 25-26


L.A.

Aug. 15-16


San Diego

Sept. 12-13


SF

Oct. 3-4 


Sacramento

Nov. 1-2


L.A.

Nov. 28-29


SF

Dec. 19-20


San Diego 
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