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NASUCA Mourns loss of DRA Employee Killed in California Gas Explosion

NASUCA is mourning the loss of Jacqueline Greig, staff of California's Division of Ratepayer Advocates, and Janessa Greig, her 13 year old daugher, who died in the natural gas explosion that occurred on September 9 in San Bruno, California.  The late afternoon fire was caused by natural gas coming from a nearby transmission pipeline.  Jacki and Janessa were home at that time.  They are survived by Jacki's husband, James Greig, and 16 year old daughter Gabriella, who were not home at the time. The CPUC's Consumer Protection and Safety Division is working in coordination with the National Transportation Safety Board and other local, state and federal agencies to investigate the explosion and subsequent fire. Below is an article about Jacki and Janessa. 
As many of you know, Jacki was DRA's representative on NASUCA's Natural Gas Committee.  She worked at the Commission and specifically in DRA for 21 years and represented DRA on almost all natural gas proceedings at the CPUC.  Colleagues from DRA, the CPUC and outside parties have been sending their condolences and recognizing Jacki's excellent work, strong advocacy, intelligence, professionalism and grace.   
The Greig Family is holding a funeral for Jacki and Janessa today at St. Cecilia's Church in San Francisco.  Condolences can be sent to DRA Administrative Assistant, Ofelia Godinez-Elsmore at 505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4201, San Francisco, CA 94102.  Ofelia will forward them on to DRA staff and The Greig Family.

http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2010/09/12/MNJ61FCDBJ.DTL
Former DC People's Counsel Betty Noel Honored

The career of former long-time DC People's Counsel Elizabeth Noel was celebrated at a reception this week in Washington.  Among the many tributes and awards given to Betty was the NASUCA Robert Manifold Lifetime Service Award.  The award is named after Robert Manifold, who served for years as Washington State's consumer advocate and on NASUCA's Executive Committee and who passed away from cancer at a much too young an age.  Prior recipients of the award have included Jack Shreve, founding member of NASUCA, Billy Jack Gregg and Steve Ward.  In giving the award to Betty, NASUCA Executive Director said that no one deserves it more. Acquard also read a letter from NASUCA President Mary Healey congratulating Betty on receiving the award. It is attached above. Also at the reception were former DC advocates Annice Wagner and Brian Lederer.  PA advocate Sonny Popowsky attended and said that no one had more passion for the job than Betty. Former DC Mayor Sharon Pratt Kelly, who appointed Betty to the position, was in attendance.

Draft Agenda for Annual Meeting is Available

The draft agenda for the Annual Meeting scheduled for November 14-17 is now available.  It can be seen by clicking below. Keep checking the website for updates.

http://www.nasuca.org/archive/2010%20Atlanta-Annual%20Meeting.php
The meeting is taking place a the NARUC Hotel the Omni Hotel at CNN Center. NASUCA does not have a hotel block for this meeting. We recommend using a travel site to find a hotel that meets your needs and is close to the Omni. Orbitz.com allows you to type in a search address if you use Omni Hotel address, 100 CNN Center, Atlanta, GA 30303, that will pull up hotels close to the Omni. Double check with someone either at the Omni or the hotel you are booking at to be sure it is within walking distance, sometimes the maps and web sites can be deceiving.

Attire: Meeting Attire is Business Dress 

Travel Information:-taken from the Omni Site 
The Omni is 12 Miles from the Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International Airport 

· Taxi Service : Approximately $30 + per way 

· Atlanta Airport Shuttle Service (AASC): (404) 762-3007 

· Limo Service : Approximately $90 - $110 plus tax per way 

· Sedan Service : Approximately $70 – $75 plus taxes and gratuities 

· MARTA: Approximatley $2.75 each way. Take train North to the Five Points Station. Take a Westbound train 1 stop to CNN/GWCC Station. Take escalator or elevator up and walk through CNN building to hotel entrance 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Chair Jon Wellinghoff as agreed to speak to NASUCA Tuesday morning and then have lunch with the Heads of Office.

NASUCA Celebrates Lifeline Awareness Week

NASUCA Executive Director Charles Acquard was on Capitol Hill this week speaking to a crowd of Senate and House staffers about Lifeline Awareness week, an effort to educate consumers discounted telephone service.  His comments received top bill in TR Daily.

NARUC, NASUCA SAY LAWMAKERS

CAN BOOST LIFELINE AWARENESS

State utility regulators and consumer advocates today marked "National

Telephone Discount Lifeline Awareness Week" by asking congressional

offices to take a role in public outreach and education on the

low-income universal service subsidy program, as well as its companion

Link-Up program, through press releases, newsletters, and direct contact

with constituents and phone companies.

Charlie Acquard, executive director of the National Association of State

Utility Consumer Advocates, who spoke at the congressional staff

briefing this afternoon, said that congressional offices should make

sure that district staff case workers who help constituents deal with

other government programs aimed at low-income populations know about the

Lifeline and Link-Up programs.

Mr. Acquard said that congressional offices could also help by

contacting telecom carriers in their states and asking "what they are

doing to educate and sign up customers."

NASUCA and the National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners

provided congressional staffers with a press release template for

recognizing Lifeline Awareness Week, which they suggested include

information on the percentage of eligible consumers in their states that

participate in Lifeline.  Nationally only 32% of eligible consumers

participate, the groups said.  

However, there is wide variation among states, according to a handout

distributed at the briefing that was based on Universal Service

Administrative Co. data.  For example, in Alaska, California, Montana,

Oklahoma, and Virginia, more than 50% of eligible customers are

estimated to participate, whereas in Delaware, Hawaii, Indiana,

Maryland, and West Virginia, participation rates are below 10%.

FCC Consumer and Governmental Affairs Bureau Chief Joel Gurin, who also

spoke at the briefing, said that for consumers who don't have phone

service, "it affects everything in your life."  He said that the FCC is

"constantly looking for ways to improve what have already been two

useful programs" and noted that the agency is currently reviewing

comments on ways to improve the process of eligibility verification.

Mr. Gurin also said that there have been customer complaints about

unauthorized charges, failures to issue credits for unauthorized

charges, and unexplained lapses in their Lifeline subsidies.

Mark Andersen, director-social services for Faith in Action DC/We Are

Family, said that the terms Lifeline and Link-Up "are not hyperbole" for

people who are geographically isolated, perhaps miles from a paved road,

or socially isolated "in the midst of a bustling city like this," noting

that some people "can't get out and trot around."  

The subsidy provided by Lifeline - up to $10 a month from the federal

program, plus varying additional amounts from state programs, and up to

$35 for residents of tribal lands - can make a big difference for

low-income individuals, Mr. Andersen said.  "The average senior that I

work with lives off perhaps $800 a month," he added.  "People have to

make horrible choices when you're at that thin margin for survival."

Separately, the FCC issued a press release recognizing National Lifeline

and Link Up Telephone Discount Awareness Week (Sept. 13-19), urging

government agencies and nonprofit organizations "to help disseminate

information on Lifeline and Link Up to their constituents.

In a press release, E9-1-1 Institute Executive Director Gregory L. Rohde

said, "The E9-1-1 Institute knows better than anyone that access to

telephone service can literally save one's life. We will be helping

spread the word about these initiatives and hopefully we can get more

people connected."

The Organization for the Promotion and Advancement of Small

Telecommunications Companies called for expanding the Lifeline program

to broadband Internet service.  OPASTCO President John Rose said, "It is

not enough to make basic telephone service available to low-income

consumers.  We need a program to make broadband available to these

consumers so that they can participate in the digital world we all live

in." 

NASUCA also issued a press release on Lifeline Awareness Week.

http://www.nasuca.org/archive/nasuca%20lifeline%20awareness%202010.pdf
Advocates Quoted in Fortnightly Article
Consumer Advocates David Springe, Sonny Popowsky, and Janine Migden-Ostrander were quoted extensively in an recently published article in Public Utilities Fortnightly on trackers and changes in the regulatory environment.  The article is attached above.

Popowsky Testifies at FERC Hearing on Demand Response

PA Consumer Advocate Sonny Popowsky testified this week at FERC at a technical conference on a notice of proposed rulemaking aimed at ensuring that demand response resources receive adequate compensation. The NOPR would require RTOs and ISOs that operate markets open to demand response resources to pay those resources the market price during all hours for reducing their energy consumption. His testimony received top billing in SNL Financial. Here's the article.
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Panelists disagree on demand response compensation rules, need for benefits test
By Glen Boshart
In the most recent step in what has been a very deliberative process, FERC on Sept. 13 held a technical conference to discuss further a notice of proposed rulemaking (RM10-17) aimed at ensuring that demand response resources receive adequate compensation.

The NOPR would require RTOs and ISOs that operate markets open to demand response resources to pay those resources the market price during all hours for reducing their energy consumption.

While many of the approximately 120 parties that chimed in on the NOPR appeared to be sympathetic to the agency's desire to enhance demand response participation in organized markets, they also sharply disagreed about whether the commission's proposed approach — to establish uniform demand response compensation rules — is the right solution.

After asking for supplemental comments, FERC decided to hold a staff-led technical conference to discuss whether demand response compensation should be subject to a net benefits test and, if so, how that test should be designed. FERC said panelists also could opine on the California ISO's plan (ER10-765) for allowing demand response program participants to take part in the ISO's day-ahead and real-time markets, as well as the Midwest ISO's proposal (ER09-1049) to reform its organized wholesale electricity markets in compliance with Order 719.

Consumer advocate supports NOPR pricing
Echoing earlier comments on the NOPR, technical conference participants sharply disagreed on how the costs of demand response should be allocated. Sonny Popowsky of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate said he supports the NOPR's approach of requiring that demand response dispatched in regional wholesale energy markets be compensated at full market-clearing prices.

To the extent that demand response programs can in fact displace higher-cost generating units in organized markets such as that operated by the PJM Interconnection LLC, "then the impact on the cost to customers who are purchasing power through the PJM energy markets can be profound," Popowsky maintained.

Popowsky said single market-clearing price mechanisms — under which all generating units dispatched in a given hour are paid the amount bid by the highest-priced generating unit dispatched in that hour — used in organized markets can have a "multiplier" effect. 

Each time a higher-priced generating unit is dispatched, that higher per-megawatt-hour price "is multiplied by every one of the thousands of megawatts of generation those units produce in that hour," Popowsky said. Accordingly, when a demand response program is implemented to avoid bringing a higher-cost generating unit online, Popowsky said, the avoided increment to the market clearing price "is multiplied across every generating unit that is operating in that hour, and the savings flow to customers."

"As long as the incremental cost of paying for the demand response compensation is less than the savings produced by any reduction in generation costs resulting from a lower market clearing price, then all customers who are purchasing power in that market at that time will benefit," Popowsky said.

The first panel of the conference explored how to determine when the benefits of the demand response programs will exceed their additional costs, and Popowsky said that once that issue is decided, the question of how those costs should be allocated should be easily answered: All customers who are purchasing generation in the affected market at the time the demand response programs are dispatched should share in the costs.

Popowsky also agreed with those earlier commenters who insisted that demand response resources be paid the full locational marginal price, but only during those hours in which the use of those resources provides net benefits to all market customers. 

"Again, as long as the incremental cost of spreading the demand response compensation across all affected load is less than the savings that result when the demand response resources displace higher-cost generation, then all affected load will benefit. As such, it is appropriate that all customers who receive that benefit, whether on a zonal or multizonal or RTO-wide basis, should share in the costs," Popowsky concluded.

Others see solution elsewhere
Offering a different view, Harvard University economist William Hogan argued that because demand response is not equivalent to supply, it should not be compensated in the same way. While a "negawatt" of demand response may have certain features in common with a megawatt of supply, Hogan insisted that they simply are not the same, either physically or economically. 

"Building a demand response policy on a literal application of the 'negawatt' metaphor produces contradictions and conundrums" that "center on the difference between reselling something that you have purchased and selling something that you would have purchased, without actually purchasing it," Hogan explained.

Hogan suggested that the real solution to the problems would be to apply real-time pricing to all customers, which would eliminate the need for demand response programs altogether, but state retail rate structures do not allow such a construct. 

"We are looking through the retail tariff and recognizing the lack of incentive to reduce consumption when prices are high, precisely because the retail tariff intervenes," he stated. Hogan therefore said retail tariffs need to be "unwound" through hybrid pricing schemes that would counteract, or "net out," the retail tariff impact, which is something paying LMP to all demand response fails to do.

Hogan also took aim at those who simply assume that cutting power prices is a benefit FERC should support by encouraging out-of-market purchases of demand response. While acknowledging that lowering power prices through demand response programs will please consumers, Hogan explained that from the perspective of generators, lower prices are a cost. 

"To the extent the commission's proposal depends on the 'benefits' of price reduction," Hogan stated, "the policy amounts to no less than 'an application of regulatory authority to enforce a buyers' cartel.'"

"The commission has been vigilant and aggressive in preventing buyers and sellers from engaging in market manipulation to influence prices," Hogan continued. "It would be fundamentally inconsistent for the commission to design demand response compensation policies in order to coordinate and enforce such price manipulation." Besides, Hogan noted, many organized markets have been suffering from electricity prices that have been too low, not too high.

"Special demand response programs provide a means to work around the failure to offer customers dynamic prices that reflect the real costs of electricity," Hogan concluded. "Although it is always seen as politically difficult, an important task is to confront the problem directly and avoid the need for special demand response programs."

Commissioner Paul Centolella of the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio agreed, saying advanced metering and dynamic retail rates could be the real solutions to creating effective demand response. 

In support, Centolella noted that the cost of reducing residential consumer peak demand appears to be substantially lower than the cost of cutting commercial and industrial energy user demand, which makes up most of the demand response offered in RTO programs. He also said that when implemented in a smart grid environment, demand response can provide a broader range of economic and distribution system benefits than can RTO demand response programs.

Centolella said demand response programs that provide payment of full LMP could retard the development of price-responsive demand because they discriminate in favor of RTO program participants over consumers responding to retail prices. Thus, full LMP compensation would displace price-responsive demand that would have been curtailed for less than the total incentive received by the RTO program participants. 

Moreover, additional incentives for demand response resources will increase RTO costs that flow back to utilities and consumers, Centolella added, "leaving fewer resources with which to make the necessary investments in metering and enabling technologies."

If an RTO uses limited incentives to support the initial development of demand response in a zone or region, Centolella said, the costs of those incentives should be allocated to those who benefit, which a net benefits test could help identify.

Design for benefits test?
As for how such a net benefits test should be designed, Andrew Ott, PJM's senior vice president of markets, said "it is feasible" to establish a metric to assess aggregate demand response benefits. However, he cautioned about using such tests to establish compensation thresholds, warning that doing so could create inefficiencies and unintended incentives.

"Presumably, the beneficiaries would be other energy consumers not engaging in demand response but who are apparently benefiting from reduced prices in the PJM energy market," Ott stated. However, identifying those specific beneficiaries is nearly impossible in practice. Ott explained that rerunning market results with and without demand resources is very difficult to do with sufficient granularity and wholesale customers may not directly benefit from reduced prices because they may already be hedged through forward contracts.

A granular benefits test may also be harmful because it could create perverse incentives, such as encouraging parties to discontinue hedging practices, which in turn would reduce forward contracting and harm the overall efficiency of forward markets.

Finally, like Hogan, Ott said making direct, explicit payments to demand response providers for reductions at the prevailing wholesale market price for energy may be appropriate under some retail rate structures but probably are inappropriate under others. Ott therefore said wholesale prices, demand response compensation and retail rate structures all need to be coordinated, with price-responsive demand being the ultimate goal.

"With appropriate coordination and technology deployment, which is the desirable end state, a net benefits test for the purpose of compensation becomes unnecessary," Ott concluded.

Appearing on behalf of public interest organizations, Paul Peterson of Synapse Energy Economics said static thresholds for net benefit tests should not be established even if they are updated monthly because they represent "a less-precise mechanism to do what a dynamic threshold mechanism can do automatically." Moreover, Peterson said, static thresholds discriminate against legitimate demand response resource offers "simply because they are below an arbitrary threshold without consideration of whether the DR offer accurately reflects the DR provider's costs."

Roy Shanker, appearing on behalf of the PJM Power Providers, said FERC should require a load-serving entity to pay the demand response customer the difference between LMP and the customer's retail rate (the amount the LSE would have incurred had the customer actually consumed the power). 

In that way, the customer would receive the benefit of the difference between LMP and what it would have paid under its rate, which Shanker said is the customer's net benefit of not consuming the power and therefore eliminates the need for any additional net benefits test. Moreover, by allowing the financial consequences to all fall on the LSE and the conserving customer, "there are no transfers from other parties and thus no costs to allocate."
	


New Member Page on Website

NASUCA has set up a "Member Share" page on the website.  If you have a newsletter, filing, article, or document that might be beneficial or of interest to other NASUCA members please email it to: nasuca@nasuca.org and we'll post it.
Need a Consultant?

If you need a consultant, don't forget that the website has a directory of consultants.  The directory is intended to be a useful tool for identification of consultants who perform services, identified by area of utility expertise. Listing in the directory is not intended to be a specific endorsement of any consultant. However, most of the consultants listed  in the directory have worked for NASUCA members in the past. All have paid to have their names listed in this directory.  Here's the link.
 http://www.nasuca.org/archive/about/cont-dir03.php
Also, don't forget that you can get the low down on any consultant by asking your colleagues about their experiences with a particular consultant.  Just email an inquiry to the appropriate committee chair and they will circulate it.  You will get a response.

NASUCA Survey Results

Over the summer, NASUCA survey our members about the association. We received 24 completed surveys. The first question was a breakdown of 7 NASUCA Services that were to be ranked by importance. 

1 Committees

2 Information Sharing

3 Annual Meeting

4 Mid Year Meeting
5 Lobbying

6 Consultants Directory

7 Website 

Here's a summary of the other responses we received.

Other services NASUCA could provide to its members:

Keep people more connected as far as what is going on in the various states. Continue to contact members, reach out to them and continue to get them involved. Pair a new head of office with a veteran to help them see the benefits of NASUCA and get them more involved. Have a database of materials and resources on various topics that would be beneficial to the members. Continue with regular federal and legislative updates to members. 


Meetings:

More time for networking and fewer panels was the most mentioned regarding the meetings. We had many suggestions for panels that are more well rounded showing both sides of an issue. Many people felt we needed more time for Q&A and that we needed to make sure a panel could fit in the proposed time slot. We had one person say that holding our Midyear meeting with NARUC was a good idea and one office who felt it was a bad idea and a third offered an overlapping schedule, outside of those two responses it was not mentioned. Many people commented on the need for more scholarships in order for them to attend. There were a few random response which included incorporating workshops or themes into the meetings as well as providing more guidance for the moderators.

Winter Meeting

Most people seemed to like the idea, the majority seemed to think it would be best if it was planned along with the NARUC winter meeting. There were many responses from members saying they just could not or would not attend based on budget restrictions. 

Additional Comments:

Many people commented on really liking the regular NASUCA Newsletters, and left nice comments on what a great job NASUCA was doing and how we should provide spa treatments at our meetings.

Thanks to all who filled out the survey.

Opening on NERC Member Representative Committee 

There is an opening to serve on the NERC Member Representative Committee.  NASUCA Executive Director Charles Acquard currently holds the seat but would be willing to step aside if another NASUCAn is interested.  Please contact Charlie if you have any questions.  The nomination period opened last Monday and will remain open until November 12.  

