Second Public Comment Period—PUCN Agenda 14-16—July 29, 2016—Fred Voltz

Since the PUCN’s administrative agenda meetings have mysteriously disappeared with no public discussion or vote, two concerns will be added in today’s public comment period about how the Commission conducts the public’s business.

First, it is very irregular that the position posting for the now-vacant General Counsel position appeared on July 22nd, over a month after the resignation of the previous incumbent, but was removed from the PUCN website just five days later and has yet to reappear.  This posting removal closely followed the publication of an article in ‘Utility Dive’ indicating Commissioner Noble would not be reappointed by the governor when his current term ends in September.  The unanswered issue:  Is Commissioner Noble going to be handed the General Counsel position and all other recruitment efforts cease?  Is it standard state personnel practice to close job openings, so that public and interagency applicants cannot apply?

There are still unresolved issues with when the search committee was formed for the General Counsel position.  Ratepayers would like to know where is the public notice for this public meeting?   Did the Commission Chair publicly call for this meeting or did the Executive Director act on her own?  When did the public meeting occur?  Who at the PUCN has an audio copy of the meeting?

Next, the second use of E3 for a $66,610 update of their flawed, $147,000 2014 net metering study gives the reasonable mind multiple reasons for concern.  The environmental costs of renewable energy projects dependent upon considerable ratepayer and taxpayer subsidies were never quantified by these consultants.   Only illusory, invented environmental benefits were included.  No one in the Commission’s Regulatory Operations staff vetted E3’s 2014 work product for its methodology, thoroughness and objectivity.  If the ultimate goal is simply to pursue an unlimited number of subsidized renewable energy projects into an indefinite future,  regardless of their lack of merit or sound economics, then E3 will provide ‘cover’ for that end.  However, if the Regulatory Operations function is truly independent and capable of unbiased analytical projects, then the E3 results must be closely scrutinized.  Here’s another observation.  Since the 2014 E3 study was considered obsolete when the Commission rendered its interim and final 2015 and 2016 orders in the net metering cases, why won’t whatever results they produce again become obsolete in less than a year’s time?  Will ratepayers be stuck paying E3 for a never-ending series of unreliable studies that gather dust on bookcases?   Shouldn’t the Commission’s 56-person Regulatory Operations function be able to conduct this analysis internally,  just as it should be able to conduct depreciation analysis with a staff of nine financial people without spending $75,000 of ratepayer’s money on external consultants?

These comments should be added verbatim to this meeting’s official record.

