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1. HEFPA memo from Adam C 
0. Tineesha Q - termination guidelines. If we don’t follow guidelines, what happens to customers - elderly, blind, disabled. 
0. from order - if customer is participating in CDG, even if they’re terminated w/ CDG program, they will get distribution services. terminating CDG does not terminate utility service. PSC order said rules relating to termination of service would not apply to community DG.  
0. but shouldn’t they be getting some kind of notice that they’re being terminated from CDG?
0. yes but don’t necessarily need to accomplish that via HEFPA
0. -include recommendation here that there be a notice of termination.  General agreement on this.
0. Other than this issue, folks thought Adam C’s HEFPA memo was good
1. Customer consent to disclose applying across various programs 
0. Adam F proposal  - once customer signs consent to disclose for CDG LMI, it should be given to CBOs and other sanctioned agents for use in other programs e.g. EE programs
0. Adam C - access to a customers low income status is something that’s very sensitive to NYC.  They don’t want to expand that scope of what can be shared.  So this might be harder to accomplish in NYC
0. Adam F - yes, we need to navigate tension btwn privacy and making sure we’re helping people that want to be helped.
0. Evan – this data release conversation happening at higher level – retail access case 12 M 476 
0. Adam F - given elevated focus on serving LMI thru jclean energy programs, and need for robust community outreach to make that real, recommend that experience be reviewed and reconsidered for this program specifically. 
0. Evan - This conversation has been going on for 8 months - we just need to coordinate w/ the retail access case.12 M 476. this topic was covered in staff report that was just filed.  Now comment period on staff report.  Adam F will review retail access staff report and see if there’s anything that this group should be considering on this issue beyond what’s in that report.
1. LMI definitions 
0. existing utility programs 
0. Tineesha sent spreadsheet showing LI criteria across utilities & associated populations
0. Broader LI definitions represent significantly more people than just HEAP
0. #s on consumer data are from low income proceeding, #s current as of 2014 - these are for low income, not just HEAP
0. We all agreed we should use broader definition than HEAP, I.e LMI def should be no narrower than utility LI definition
0. if we go broader than existing LI definition, then there’s no way for utility to verify LI status
0. The point of the broader LI proceeding is to consider expanding utility definitions of LI
0. NYSERDA 
1. 60% = low  income - 2.3 mil households
1. 80% = moderate - about 3 mil 
1. some greater flexibility likely to appear soon on these definitions from NYSERDA (?)
1. Adam & Jessica think we should go broader than utility program definition
1. MA - 120% AMI. Adam F tracking down more info on that
-in terms of overall CDG goals, the higher you set the LMI threshold, the easier it is to meet the goals
-if they expand LMI def in LI proceeding, it would drastically increase the budget

Is this collaborative LOW income or LMI?  Order says Low – can staff clarify this?

For Tuesday 11/17 report out:

Adam C – HEFPA
Adam F – report out on #s 2 and 3 above – customer consent across programs, and characterization of various LMI populations

