Second Public Comment—PUCN Agenda Meeting 24-16—December 14, 2016—Fred Voltz

The recent national elections portend a major change in energy policy from the previous eight years.  If Scott Pruitt heads the EPA, Ryan Zinke the Interior, and Rick Perry Energy, then the generous funding offered to national laboratories and loan guarantees for the hundreds of experimental alternative energy programs will be cut.

Buttressing this new reality is a Massachusetts Institute of Technology study concluding that private venture capital investors lost half of the $25 billion they plowed into the clean energy technology sector from 2006-2011.  And while Bill Gates announced just yesterday that he plans to initiate a $1 billion fund for energy research through an entity called Breakthrough Energy Ventures, this relative pittance will not be able to replace the $9 billion budget of the Federal Energy department if significantly pruned.

With the energy landscape on the precipice of changing dramatically, it would behoove the PUC to open an investigatory docket and explore the implications and paths forward for Nevada utility provision if the Federal Government removes the myriad of credits and mandates linked with the at-risk Clean Power Plan.  The integrated resource planning process needs attention, too.

The ongoing net metering battles and tariffs will be affected by these fundamental Federal changes.  Translated into state policy, the PUC needs to revisit the renewable energy mandated credits and levels if the Clean Power Plan is upended.  All types of fossil fuels need to be revisited for renewed viability and use.

The Commission needs to be in the vanguard of changes rather than in a reactionary position.

Speaking of  PUC ‘openness and transparency,’ there are several New Year’s resolutions if its commitment to this concept is genuine.  First, all data requests and questions and answers from named parties in dockets need to be available on the PUC’s web site, except for competitive information, such as purchased fuel contracts.  Confidential information exclusions for regulated monopolies can be reasonably invoked only in isolated instances.  Second, PUC court-reporter transcripts need to be fully posted on the PUC’s web site.  There should be no requirement to pay a second time for this information, be it by a ratepayer or a utility company and its agents.  Third, hiding material administrative actions from the public by failing to disclose their scope, nature, rationale and financial impact suggests covert activity; there is nothing confidential about a facilities move unless the CIA is involved.  And finally, while it is not legally required, the Commission would be well advised to engage the public with responses to issues, questions, concerns and complaints raised during public meetings when contested cases are not the subject of those comments if ‘openness and transparency’ are bona fide Commission values.

