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In general, no sustainable or robust market for the retail sale of electricity to residential customers has developed.   This is true whether the state has adopted more volatile or frequent price changes for generation supply or relied on a laddered approach with short term wholesale market contracts for default or SOS.  Dr. Kenneth Rose just completed a comprehensive analysis of retail competition experiences for the Virginia Corporation Commission.  His report documents the almost complete lack of customer migration or shopping, the lack of retail choice options for residential customers, and, more disturbingly, the shockingly high increase in electricity prices for customers where rate caps are expiring.  According to the Virginia Commission’s report to the Virginia Legislature:

This year, Dr. Rose has focused on resulting prices and price trends. The economic health of these markets continues to be questionable with little effective competition evident especially for residential and small commercial consumers. Currently, states that have restructured are nearing the end of the respective transition periods with retail prices being determined by market forces. Dr. Rose reports that, in states where the generation portion of the customers’ bills is being determined by the market, prices have increased more rapidly than the national average. These restructured states’ price increases also exceed those in states that did not restructure. Most non-restructured states remain at prices below the current national average. Thus, the evidence suggests that to date, electricity customers have not received any discernible benefit once the rate caps have expired.

 
There are very few states with exceptions where customers are selecting competitive providers in larger numbers.  Where there are exceptions, the exceptions rely on a unique market structure or the use of ratepayer-funded incentives and pricing structures for residential service that would conflict with the restructuring laws in many states.  Even so, there is no jurisdiction where a majority of residential customers have selected an alternative to the default electricity provider.  

· Maine.  Under the Maine restructuring law, the electric utilities have no obligation to acquire or plan for Standard Offer Service.  Nor did Maine adopt any rate decreases or rate caps with restructuring.  Rather, the Maine PUC is required to provide SOS and has routinely conducted bids and awarded the “winner” for each utility and each customer class since 1999.  The PUC’s rule requires the utility to bill and collect for the SOS provider, who is listed on customer bills as the provider of the generation portion of the bill.  While this system has the same result as the competitive bid or auction programs in effect in other restructuring states, Maine’s system technically follows a “retail” default service model, although the SOS provider has no direct contact with Maine SOS customers.  Prior to 2004, the PUC selected 3-year fixed price contracts for residential customers, thus exposing customers to abrupt changes in prices by bidding out 100% of the load at the end of each contract period.  In 2004, the PUC adopted a “laddering” approach for residential SOS and annually acquires 1/3 of the load for a three-year fixed price contract.  Maine’s SOS prices have also reflected a substantial increase in recent years, increasing 100% for residential customers since 2000.  The most recent bids for the three year contracts averaged over 11 cents/kWh.  The only saving grace was that the PUC was not seeking 100% of the load at that point in time and has 2/3 of the load tied up in one and two year contracts.  So the actual blended price of the SOS portfolio is over 8 cents per kWh for residential customers of Maine’s largest electric utility.  Even by relying on “market” prices through wholesale market contracts, no retail market seeking residential customers has ever developed in Maine.
In response to higher SOS prices and concerns about the impending installed capacity program adopted by the regional ISO, An Act to Enhance Maine's Energy Independence and Security (Acts of 2005 Chapter 677) was recently adopted.  The Maine legislation adopted two different amendments and approaches for electricity prices.  First, the Standard Offer section of Maine’s restructuring law is amended to specifically authorize the PUC to design energy efficiency programs
 and include their cost in the SOS price.  This approach will allow the PUC to initiate a competitive bidding process for energy efficiency programs and link the achievement of actual usage reductions to contract payments as part of its SOS portfolio.   In addition, the statute has been amended to add an explicit policy that should guide the Maine Commission’s planning and implementation of SOS—“. … over a reasonable time period the lowest price for standard-offer service to residential and small commercial customers…”  To implement this policy the PUC can consider various contract lengths and contract terms.  The second new initiative authorizes the Maine Commission to take certain steps to increase capacity resources and long term reliability of service for Maine’s electricity supply.  Under this approach, the PUC may negotiate long term capacity contracts (with a priority given for renewable resources) and order the distribution utilities to sign and recover the costs of such contracts through distribution rates.  One of the objectives of this section is to “develop new capacity resources to reduce demand or increase capacity so as to mitigate the effects of any regional or federal capacity resource mandates,” a reaction to the pending capacity resource settlement pending at FERC from the New England ISO that is opposed by the Maine Governor and PUC.

The Maine PUC has opened two Inquiries to solicit preliminary comments on its implementation of this new law.  Docket No. 2006-314 (June 7, 2006) solicits comments on the implementation of the long term capacity contract authority and the implementation of the portfolio management approach for SOS.  Docket No. 2006-411 (July 24, 2006) seeks comments on how to integrate energy efficiency products into the SOS portfolio.  In the latter docket the Maine Commission states that its preliminary approach will be to solicit bids for energy efficiency or DSM as part of the next solicitation of SOS contracts for at least 1% of the residential and small commercial load.  

The Maine PUC has just issued a proposed rule to implement the Maine Legislature’s grant of authority to explore and enter into long term contracts to lower electricity prices for that State’s customers.
  In addition, the Maine PUC issued an RFP for Standard Offer Service for the residential and small commercial customers of that State’s two largest electric utilities that solicits bids for one, three, six, and nine year contracts for both energy and bundled DSM services.  In its Order adopting the RFP, the Commission stated:

In response to this legislation, the Commission will request demand response and energy efficiency (collectively referred to as demand-side resources) be included in bids and allow bids of varying terms in the solicitation of standard offer supply bids for the CMP and BHE small classes for service beginning March 1 2007. Specifically, we will solicit standard offer bids that bundled supply and demand-side resources for one, three, six and nine years.  We will also allow traditional supply-only bids.

The requirement that demand-side resources be bundled with supply (as opposed to allowing demand-side only bids) is to allow the market to determine the least cost mix of supply and demand-side resources to serve the load of standard offer customers.  By soliciting bundled proposals, we expect electricity suppliers and energy service companies (ESCOs) to collaborate to determine the nature of their proposals, thus allowing the inherent innovation and creativity of the market to produce the most beneficial mix of supply and demand resources.
  
· Delaware.  After the results of the 2006 competitive acquisition of Standard Offer Service for residential customers resulted in a 56% average total bill increase, Delaware enacted The Electric Utility Retail Customer Supply Act of 2006 (75 Del. Laws 242 (2005)).  The law now explicitly states that Standard Offer Service “shall be treated as a public utility service or function,” but the right to shop and select a competitive electricity provider is expressly continued.  The only investor-owned electric utility (Delmarva, a subsidiary of Pepco Holdings, Inc.) is required to create and file an Integrated Resource Plan with a 10-year planning period by December 1, 2006.  
The required Integrated Resource Plan must “evaluate all available supply options during a ten (10) year planning period in order to acquire sufficient, efficient and reliable resources over time to meet its customers’ needs at a minimal cost.”  The Integrated Resource Plan must also investigate all potential options, including demand side management, wholesale market contracts obtained via bid or auction, long-term purchased power contracts, self generation, as well as short term or spot market purchases where appropriate.  In addition, as a preliminary move to a more diversified portfolio, the utility is required to specifically solicit long term contracts in late 2006 with a term not to exceed 25 years “for the construction of new generation resources within Delaware for the purpose of serving its customers taking Standard Offer Service.”  These contracts must include capacity and energy and may include ancillary electric products and environmental attributes.   The utility is also specifically granted the authority to develop and implement demand side management programs that are designed to reduce overall electricity consumption as well as make use of advanced metering, time of use rates, and programs aimed at reducing usage during peak periods.  
The Delaware Public Service Commission is implementing this new authority and directive concerning SOS by initiating a proceeding to monitor the development and review of Delmarva’s Integration Resource Plan for SOS, pointing out that its earlier orders and settlements for SOS had been done prior to the recent amendments to the restructuring statute, stating, “…the Commission now reinvigorates this docket in order to consider whether—and what—changes need, or should, be made to the RFP procurement process adopted in Order 6746.”
  At the same time, Delmarva has filed a proposed RFP document that it proposes to govern its solicitation and review of long term contracts for new generation facilities in Delaware because of the potential for immediate benefits due to a planned new generating unit.  The Delaware Commission has established a public review and comment process on this RFP.
   According to a consultant’s report to the PSC, the evaluation of any bids that are received pursuant to the long term contract RFP will be done in the context of the upcoming December 1, 2006  IRP that Delmarva must submit for the ten-year SOS planning period.
    
· Rhode Island.  Faced with rising electricity prices and in reaction to short term wholesale market contracts used for default service, Rhode Island enacted The Comprehensive Energy Conservation, Efficiency and Affordability Act of 2006 (2006 General Assembly, S. 2903, signed June 30, 2006).  Under the Rhode Island electric restructuring model, the electric utilities remained responsible for acquiring Standard Offer Service for non-shopping customers which had been done under a series of relatively short term wholesale market contracts.  After proposed rate increases of up to 25% by the largest electric utilities due to the impact of SOS prices, the Rhode Island General Assembly enacted a comprehensive bill that addresses reforms for SOS policies and procurement, new low income bill payment assistance programs, and a significant increase in funding and implementation of energy efficiency and demand response programs.  The obligation of the electric utilities to arrange for Standard Offer Service was extended from 2009 through 2020 and the obligation to plan and acquire the necessary resources is now governed by “least cost procurement.”  This term is defined to include system reliability, energy efficiency and conservation procurement, and supply procurement.  The electric utilities are responsible for procurement plans, which must be approved by the PUC. 
· Connecticut.  A recent solicitation by the Connecticut DPUC for long term contracts of various types, including energy efficiency, has reportedly resulted in a significant level of interest.  According to a recent press release issued by the Connecticut Department of Public Utility Control on October 5, 2006, the Department of Public Utility Control (DPUC) has received 80 bidder registration packages from 45 different entities in response to the RFP issued on September 15, 2006 soliciting requests for new or additional generation or conservation in order to reduce energy rates for Connecticut ratepayers.   The 80 project registrations represented a combined total of more than 8,000 MW of capacity. The projects registered included generation, demand-side reduction, conservation and energy efficiency technologies – the full spectrum of resources that the RFP was designed to solicit. The 45 entities who registered with the DPUC constitute a wide array of participants in the electricity sector, ranging from national independent power producers to local utilities to companies focused on demand side activities.
 
· Pennsylvania.    The Pennsylvania PUC has not yet adopted a generic rule concerning Provider of Last Resort (POLR) for the post-rate cap period, but has initiated several proceedings to consider POLR policies.  While the larger utilities have rate caps that extend until 2010 or 2011, the smaller electric utilities have ended their “transition” periods and have negotiated contracts or conducted bids to obtain POLR service for their customers.  Recently, the small utility Pike County Power and Light conducted a wholesale market solicitation for its customers that resulted in a 125% increase in the generation supply portion of the bill and an estimated average annual increase of 75% in the total electric bill.  The PUC approved an opt-out retail aggregation program when Direct Energy sought to provide generation supply service to residential and small commercial customers at a price slightly lower than the wholesale contract price.  Duquesne Light and Power, based in Pittsburgh, took a different path and proposed a three-year fixed rate POLR service for its residential customers that the PUC approved.  In the early years of retail competition, marketer interest in residential customers and customer shopping in PA was always concentrated in a few service territories with the highest generation prices, but has dropped dramatically throughout the state in the last several years, even in those service territories without capped prices, such as UGI-Electric, Pike County, and Duquesne Light & Power.
  

· Massachusetts.  The “regulated” price for generation service ended in February 2005, but even prior to that time utilities were allowed to raise default prices to reflect fuel costs.  The Department of Telecommunications and Energy (DTE) requires the utilities to obtain two default service products for residential customers:  (1) a six-month fixed rate; and a (2) monthly variable rate.  Customers are provided the fixed rate option unless they affirmatively ask for the variable price service.  For residential and small commercial and industrial customers, the DTE directed each distribution company to procure 50 % of its default service supply semi-annually, for 12-month terms.  As a result, default service prices for these smaller customers (for both the monthly and the six-month pricing options) are now based on an average of the results of two separate procurements.  As a result of relying on these short term wholesale market contracts, prices have risen dramatically, particularly in the last several years.  When restructuring began in 1998, a residential customer of Boston Electric Co. paid 2.8 cents per kWh.  This has steadily risen to the current price of 12.66 cents per kWh, a whopping 350% increase.  In the last year the price rose over 60%.  Even so, there has been no significant marketer activity for residential customers even though the use of six-month price changes and short term contracts has been in effect for over two years.  As of July 2006, 9% of residential customers were served by a competitive supplier on a statewide basis, but less than 1% of Boston Edison’s residential customers had migrated to another supplier.
  Approximately 6% of the total residential migration percentage  is composed of customers in a municipal aggregation program that serves several small towns called Cape Light Compact Project.  

· New Jersey.  The New Jersey electric utilities operated under a rate cap until 2001, at which time the Board of Public Utilities (BPU) instituted an internet-based auction to acquire Basic Generation Service (BGS) for all customers not otherwise served by a competitive energy supplier.  The auction for residential and small commercial customers obtains a fixed price product.  Suppliers bid for “tranches” within all the utility service territories.  The auction occurs annually, but the BPU has gradually moved to acquiring 1/3 of the load for residential and small commercial customers for a three-year contract each year.  BGS prices have steadily increased and the most recent auction results will blend 10-11 cents per kWh energy with prior contract prices.  There has never been any significant residential shopping in New Jersey and almost no marketers are making offers to residential customers.  

· Virginia.   Virginia adopted retail electric restructuring in 1999.  While the Virginia State Corporation Commission has held numerous proceedings, adopted implementation policies and regulations, and approved several pilot programs
, the result is that there is little or no actual customer shopping or marketer activity.  During this period, Virginia electric utilities were integrated into the PJM wholesale market.

Virginia adopted restructuring with rate caps through 2007, but then adopted an extension of those rate caps until 2010 in 2004.  These caps are not completely “hard” in that the statute allows price increases for actual fuel and purchased power costs, certain environmental and “reliability” costs, taxes, and some other exceptions for rural electric cooperatives.  With regard to the largest electric utility, Dominion Virginia Power, their rate freeze was presented to the Legislature as including both base rates and fuel rates through 2007, followed by a fuel rate reset for the next period of the rate freeze.  The company is not allowed to go back and recoup any losses, if any, for the 2004-2007 period.  According to a press release issued by Dominion, the typical Dominion residential customers will save about $260 during 2005 and 2006 as a result of this rate freeze.
  Other electric utilities have received modest fuel price adjustments in the past year.  
The Virginia restructuring law establishes a default service obligation for all the electric utilities and allows the Virginia Commission to eliminate the incumbent’s obligation to serve if there is sufficient competition.  Not surprisingly, the Virginia Commission has issued a finding annually that such a condition does not exist.  The obligation to decide on default service policies does not arise until after the capped rate period in 2010 and so final decisions on the method of acquisition or pricing for this service have not yet been resolved.  
According to a recent study done for the Virginia State Corporation Commission on the status and impact of electric restructuring, “In states where the transition period has ended and the generation portion of the customers’ bills have been determined by the market, prices have increased faster than the national average and in states that did not restructure.”

· New York.  New York has not adopted a uniform statutory mandate for restructuring, relying on individual utility plans and programs that are submitted to the New York Public Service Commission for approval.  In some cases, utilities have negotiated settlements that include incentives to customers to select a competitive electricity supplier.  In these rate plans, the utility “markets” or advertises the marketers to customers when they call to set up service and offer a three-month discount for trying out the new supplier.  These 7-10% discounts are funded in part by the utility’s ratepayers.  The marketers then provide their new customers with terms of service offers that customers can decline or, by remaining silent, accept.    At the same time that competitive suppliers are seeking ratepayer funded incentives to attract retail customers, they are opposing proposals by the NY Commission and others to post their prices in a comparable format to allow customers to shop and compare among the alternative providers.  
The New York utility’s default service pricing policies vary and the NY Commission has favored shorter term and more volatile procurement strategies in an effort to stimulate customer interest in competitive suppliers.  In one recent case involving a distribution rate case and multi-year rate plan submitted by Central Hudson Gas & Electric, the NY Commission ruled that the utility had to provide monthly variable prices for residential electric service as the “default” rate option, even for those customers who previously rejected a variable rate option or who had affirmatively expressed a preference for fixed rate service.  As it had in some of the other cases, the NY Commission issued an Order stating that it would rely on the competitive market to provide fixed rate or stable prices to customers.   The utility, the New York Attorney General, AARP, and the New York State Consumer Board have petitioned the NY PSC for a rehearing on this decision.  In its petition, the Consumer Protection Board particularly objected to the PSC’s statements about the ability of the competitive market to provide rate options that residential customers had traditionally favored:

The record incontrovertibly demonstrates that ESCOs [competitive electricity suppliers] are not offering fixed price electricity or gas products to mass market customers at just and reasonable prices.  In the 2005-06 heating season, only one ESCO in Central Hudson’s service territory even claimed to offer electricity to residential customers at a “fixed price.”  One provider cannot possibly comprise a “competitive market” as the Order alleges. Similarly, only four ESCOs even claimed to offer gas to residential customers at a “fixed price” in the 2005-06 heating season, but at a price that was substantially higher than what Central Hudson would have been able to offer. Further, the record shows that those alleged “fixed price products,” may in fact permit the ESCO to increase the price without recourse by the customer. Moreover, the record demonstrates that even residential customers with a strong preference for fixed price products have not been satisfied with ESCO offers. Of the 8,504 customers who subscribed to Central Hudson’s natural gas fixed price option when that service was terminated on October 1, 2005, only 21% had chosen ESCO service six months later. Thus, the vast majority of fixed price customers in Central Hudson’s service territory determined that they would rather pay the utility’s variable price, even when those prices were spiking to unprecedented levels, than take service from any one of those ESCOs.
With regard to consumer preferences for fixed and stable prices:

The record shows that consumers have a strong preference for fixed price energy products when they are available.  For example, evidence from NYSEG’s service territory indicates that more than 75% of customers who affirmatively chose a commodity option, selected a fixed price option from the utility. Further, a recent academic study confirms conventional wisdom that unanticipated home energy bill increases cause hardship on low income households. That study found that consumers without substantial financial assets decrease spending on items such as food, personal care, and other household expenditures by 40 cents for each unanticipated dollar increase in their home energy bill. The CPB Panel testified that the availability of reasonably priced fixed price products would provide low income customers a valuable tool to help avoid the need to substantially reduce their expenditures on food and other personal care items if the price of energy increases unexpectedly. 

The overall state migration rate for residential customers is about 10%, but this average masks significant differences among the electric utilities.  The range of residential customer migration ranges from 1.2% to 37%, the latter a reflection of the “incentives” program in effect at Orange and Rockland Utilities.
  

The only New York utility with an extensive history of monthly variable prices for electricity is Consolidated Edison (ConEd) in New York City and Westchester. The price of electricity supply varies monthly based on relatively short term wholesale market trends, but there are several features of this pricing system that make it unlikely to be relevant to Maryland.  First, the New York Commission has adopted a mechanism to dampen price volatility in this mechanism, having authorized ConEd to hedge some portion of the portfolio.
  Second, the average usage for New York residential customers is about 250 kWh/month due to their housing type and electricity usage profile, resulting in a monthly bill far below the average usage level in Maryland.  Even so, the ConEd volatile rate structure has resulted in the highest electricity prices of all New York utilities in 2005 and 2006, yet only 7.7% of its residential customers have selected an alternative supplier according to the NY PSC’s latest Migration Report for June 2006.
 
  

· Ohio, Illinois and Michigan.  Ohio has adopted multi-year rate plans for the post-transition period to date.  Recently, the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel released a study of restructuring experiences to date and recommended that Ohio electric utilities adopt a long term procurement and integrated management plan for SOS for residential and small commercial customers.  The Counsel recommended that SOS portfolios include long term contracts of five to twenty years and short-term contracts of up to three years, as well as acquisitions of specific new generating resources and energy management resources to complement the wholesale market contracts.

The northern portion of Ohio, which traditionally had higher electricity prices than the southern portion, has implemented a successful municipal aggregation program in which a consortium of cities and towns have adopted local ordinances which allow the municipalities to shop on behalf of their residential and commercial customers (the so-called “opt out” aggregation model).  Through competitive bidding, the consortium has managed to obtain contracts at a slightly lower rate than the local utility’s default service price. 
Illinois has adopted the New Jersey-style auction with a blend of 1, 2, and 3-year contracts.  As a result of the auction that was conducted this month, the Illinois Commission recently announced that residential bills will increase from 22 to 55%, depending on the utility, starting January 2007.
  The Governor, Attorney General, and consumer groups are calling for a legislative intervention to prevent this price increase.  

Michigan relies on cost of service analysis for its default service pricing.  

There is no residential market for the sale of electricity in evidence in any of these states.
· Western States. California, Nevada, Montana, Arizona, and New Mexico adopted retail electric restructuring in the late 1990’s and they were all impacted by the western U.S. market “implosion” in 2001-2002.  Each of these states, some of which have repealed retail electric competition for residential customers, have all subsequently adopted a long term procurement planning approach for default service.  The utilities in all these states file a 10-15 year plan to serve their customers and must demonstrate that they have considered all low cost options and integrated a diverse portfolio of traditional contracts as well as energy efficiency options to reduce risk and provide stable prices.  In particular, I recommend that the Commission look closely at the Montana Default Service Procurement regulations and policies.  The largest electric utility, Northwestern Energy, has prepared a long term procurement plan for default service that has been reviewed annually by the Montana PSC and, as a result of public input, implemented a diverse portfolio of bilateral contracts, wholesale market purchases, energy efficiency, and renewable purchases.

· Texas.  The Texas restructuring experience is unique and relies on a market model and statutory market rules that are not applicable to any other State.  Under the Texas restructuring model, only the retail electricity providers (REP) have a relationship with end use customers and the distribution utility is a wholesale provider to these REPs.  The vertically integrated utilities were broken up and a new “affiliate” REP was created at the onset of competition to serve the utility’s former customers.  These affiliate REPs were required to provide a Price to Beat (the equivalent of default or SOS) to the former utility customers for a period that ends on December 31, 2006.  The Price to Beat was established with an initial modest price decrease compared to prior regulated prices, but the affiliate REP can increase this price twice per year based on the movement in a short term wholesale natural gas index.  The affiliate REP is not required to decrease prices based on movements in this index; its only use is to allow the REP to increase Price to Beat prices.  The affiliate REPs have in fact filed price increases twice per year.  All of the competitive REPs have competed against this Price to Beat provided by the affiliate REP.  
The residential customer shopping rate in Texas is 20-25%, which has come at a “price” in the form of an increase in total electricity bills of over 80% since January 1, 2002.  A Reliant Energy residential customer with average 1000 kWh [this high level of annual average usage reflects the reliance on electricity for air conditioning in Texas] usage paid 9.13 cents per kWh in April 2002.  This same bill rose to 15.36 cents per kWh in April 2006, a 68% increase.  A TXU Energy residential customer with average 1000 kWh usage paid 8.26 cents per kWh in April 2002.  This rose to 15 cents per kWh in April 2006, an 82% increase. The comparable price for Central Power and Light customers was even higher at 18.4 cents/kWh and a whopping 22.6 cents/kWh for a customer of West Texas Utilities.  This is for the total bill calculation, but the only factor that has changed to reflect this price increase is the fuel factor increases approved by the PUC re Price to Beat (i.e., the generation portion of the bill).  In addition, it has been widely reported in Texas that electricity prices charged by municipal electric utilities, which were not required to restructure and adopt retail competition, have been lower than those charged by the affiliate REPs who were required to comply with the Price to Beat rules.  
Starting January 1, 2007, there will be no obligation by any REP to offer a Price to Beat nor will any REP have an obligation to serve any customer.  The only service that will be available to any customer who does not have a REP providing electric service for any reason is a Provider of Last Resort or POLR.  POLR was designed by the Texas PUC to be a temporary or bridge service and is priced at a monthly variable price that reflects short term wholesale market price movements.  
� Rose, Kenneth and Meeusen, Karl, 2006 Performance Review of Electric Power Markets:  Review Conducted for the Virginia State Corporation Commission, August 27, 2006, at 4.  This report reflected price changes that occurred through 2005 and did not reflect the 2006 price changes that occurred in Delaware and Maryland.  The Virginia Corporation Commission’s report to the Legislature based on Dr. Rose’s report is available at:  � HYPERLINK "http://www.scc.virginia.gov/division/restruct/history.htm" ��http://www.scc.virginia.gov/division/restruct/history.htm�.





� Similar to its role in the implementation of SOS, the Maine PUC is responsible for the planning and implementation of energy efficiency programs with public benefits funding.  This program is marketed under the name, Efficiency Maine.


� The Notice of Rulemaking and proposed rule can be accessed at the Maine PUC website (� HYPERLINK "http://www.state.me.us/mpuc/doing_business/rules/proposed/index.htm" ��http://www.state.me.us/mpuc/doing_business/rules/proposed/index.htm�) under Docket No. 2006-557.


� The Maine Commission’s Order was issued on October 20, 2006. Both the Order and the accompanying RFP can be accessed at the Maine PUC website:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.state.me.us/mpuc/industries/electricity/sosmall0306/rfp_packages1006/cmpbhe_small_rfporder_bid1006.doc" ��http://www.state.me.us/mpuc/industries/electricity/sosmall0306/rfp_packages1006/cmpbhe_small_rfporder_bid1006.doc� .


� In the Matter of the Provision of Standard Offer Supply to Retail Consumers in the Service Territory of Delmarva Power and Light Co. after May 1, 2006, Docket No. 04-391, Order No. 6943, June 20, 2006.


� In the Matter of Integrated Resource Planning for the Provision of Standard Offer Supply Service by the Delmarva Power & Light Co., Docket No. 06-241, Order No. 7003, August 8, 2006.


�  The State Agencies Consultant Report with recommendations for changes to Delmarva’s draft RFP can be obtained at:   � HYPERLINK "http://www.state.de.us/delpsc/electric/irp/rfprpt91806fin1.pdf" ��http://www.state.de.us/delpsc/electric/irp/rfprpt91806fin1.pdf�. 


� The press release and the RFP documents concerning the process currently underway in Connecticut can be obtained at � HYPERLINK "http://www.connecticut2006rfp.com" ��www.connecticut2006rfp.com�.


� The Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate publishes a quarterly shopping guide that identifies and compares prices for competitive electricity suppliers and the migration rate for each utility service territory.  See � HYPERLINK "http://www.oca.state.pa.us" ��www.oca.state.pa.us�.   The only utility in which the residential migration rate is above 1% is Duquesne Light, but the primary marketer charges a price that is $.066 per kWh compared to the $0.067 per kWh charged by the utility.


� Massachusetts electric migration statistics are published monthly by the Massachusetts Division of Energy Resources:  � HYPERLINK "http://www.mass.gov/Eoca/docs/doer/2006migrate.pdf" ��http://www.mass.gov/Eoca/docs/doer/2006migrate.pdf�. 


� Dominion Virginia Power submitted applications for three retail access pilot programs in 2003:  (1) competitive bid supply for residential and small commercial customers; (2) commercial and industrial; and (3) municipal aggregation.  The pilots were approved by the Commission, but over a period of two years after a continual attempt to design the pilots with modifications to stimulate competitive energy provider participation, none of the pilots resulted in any bids by the providers and were finally abandoned in 2005.


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.dom.com/news/elec2006/pr0106.jsp" ��http://www.dom.com/news/elec2006/pr0106.jsp� 


�   Rose, Kenneth and Meeusen, Karl, 2006 Performance Review of Electric Power Markets:  Review Conducted for the Virginia State Corporation Commission, August 27, 2006, at 4.  This report reflected price changes that occurred through 2005 and did not reflect the 2006 price changes that occurred in Delaware and Maryland.  The Virginia State Corporation Commission’s report to the Legislature based on Dr. Rose’s report is available at:  � HYPERLINK "http://www.scc.virginia.gov/division/restruct/history.htm" ��http://www.scc.virginia.gov/division/restruct/history.htm�. 


�  Petition for Rehearing of the New York State Consumer Protection Board, Case 05-E-0934 and 05-G-0935, before the New York PSC, August 30, 2006, available at  � HYPERLINK "http://www.pulp.tc/CPB_Pet_for_Rehear.pdf" ��http://www.pulp.tc/CPB_Pet_for_Rehear.pdf�. 


� New York PSC, Electric Retail Access Migration Reports, available at:  � HYPERLINK "http://www.dps.state.ny.us/Electric_RA_Migration.html" ��www.dps.state.ny.us/Electric_RA_Migration.html�.  The most recent report was issued in June 2006.


� The Consolidated Edison tariff provision concerning its Monthly Supply Charge and Monthly Adjustment Clause is available at:  � HYPERLINK "http://www.coned.com/documents/elec/159-164a.pdf" ��http://www.coned.com/documents/elec/159-164a.pdf�. 


� The projected price for electricity supply for a residential customer in New York City was determined by Coned to be 11.7 to 13.4 cents/kwh for August through October 2006.  See � HYPERLINK "http://www.coned.com/documents/elec/MSCMACstatement080106.pdf" ��http://www.coned.com/documents/elec/MSCMACstatement080106.pdf�.


� A review of the ConEd website for accessing marketer information for its residential customers indicates that Direct Energy is offering a 12-month fixed price contract for residential customers at 16.6 cents per kWh with a cancellation fee in New York City.  See � HYPERLINK "http://www.poweryourway.com" ��www.poweryourway.com� (ConEd) and � HYPERLINK "http://www.directenergy.com/new_york/home/energy_plans/electricity/coned.aspx" ��http://www.directenergy.com/new_york/home/energy_plans/electricity/coned.aspx� (Direct Energy).


� Ohio OCC’s Report on Integrated Portfolio Management in a Restructured Supply Market (June 30, 2006) can be accessed at:  � HYPERLINK "http://www.pickocc.org/reports/ipm/irp_report.pdf" ��http://www.pickocc.org/reports/ipm/irp_report.pdf�. 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.chicagotribune.com/business/chi-0609160042sep16,1,456148.story" ��http://www.chicagotribune.com/business/chi-0609160042sep16,1,456148.story�. 


� The website for the Northwestern Energy plan:  � HYPERLINK "http://www.montanaenergyforum.com" ��www.montanaenergyforum.com�. This website also contains a link to the Montana PSC default service procurement regulations:  � HYPERLINK "http://www.montanaenergyforum.com/pdf/2005_Plan/2005_v2_CH1_Sources.pdf" ��http://www.montanaenergyforum.com/pdf/2005_Plan/2005_v2_CH1_Sources.pdf�. 





