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1. DEMAND MANAGEMENT – 

1.1
when not within our funding criteria

Demand management was a main theme in the applications considered by the panel at its meeting on 11 December 2003.

Two applications proposed workshops or conferences to discuss DM.  In one application (30.03) Energy Users Association of Australia, Energy Action Group and Australian Business Council for Sustainable Energy wanted to produce a ‘roadmap’ for DM out of these conferences.  In the other (45.03) Moreland Energy Foundation sought to hold a conference of environmental, social and consumer interest groups to discuss how to pursue demand management for small (predominantly household) consumers.  Neither application was approved as both were considered outside our funding criteria.  The collection of methods of DM (as opposed to advocacy about a type of DM in the context of the national electricity market) and the emphasis on and extent of conference expenses in the applications were noted by the panel.  

The conferences proposed could have been characterised as preparation for advocacy, which in due course might have been within our criteria.  Of course advocacy does require preparation but in these cases the advocacy was seen as too remote from the preparations. However in the case of the ‘roadmap’ application the panel granted the funds sought for the preparation of a workshop agenda, materials for a workshop and list of intended participants, ie $6500. The grant was made to the proposed organiser of the workshop, Distributed Power Pty Ltd.  In the case of the other application the panel noted that it would consider an application to assist attendance of domestic customer representatives at possible seminars on DM organised by a market body such as NECA.

Another unsuccessful application about DM was that of Energy Response (39.03) where funds were sought for aggregating ‘demand side response’ in a pilot project.  It was noted that aspects of the project, such as writing contracts, marketing, developing IT and compliance with financial services legislation were not within our criteria. It was not clear that the project was one of advocacy.

1.2 when within our criteria

Moreland Energy Foundation’s other application (41.03) was for $83700 for a study to stimulate demand side response by small consumers, involving study of customer expectations and priorities, testing particular ‘demand management choices’, analysing impediments to the choices including any in the National Electricity Code and then advocating any necessary changes to the appropriate bodies.  The project is to have a three state Research Reference Group and it uses the services of the Institute for Sustainable Futures.  The panel approved the application.

2 CAPACITY BUILDING

The panel granted applications by South Australian Council for Social Service (40.03) for  $41684 for an eight month training program with provision for practical advocacy and the presentation of consumer views to regulators and by the ACT Council for Social Service (42.03) for $24,000 for a similar program.

It may be noted that the case for small and medium business is not evident in such current inquiries as that of the ACCC on Transgrid and EnergyAustralia’s revenue application and IPART’s on NSW distribution prices.  Existing or proposed organisations representing small or medium business who wish to develop a capacity to put the case of these businesses on code or market issues and who need financial assistance for this purpose may wish to consider an application to the panel.  The business representative on the panel is Mr Jim McLeod, jmcleod@hotkey.net.au and he or I would be pleased to discuss any proposal for an application.

3.
OTHER APPLICATIONS

An application (43.03) to meet some of the salary expenses of the Energy Action Group was deferred to our next meting to enable the two end user representatives to report on the status of the applicant.  The work of the applicant was described in terms of consultations with NECA, participation in the Reliability Panel, the Market Liaison Panel and monitoring of Vencorp and other bodies.

The application of Energy Consumers Council of SA for a study of market volatility (33.03) was withdrawn and that of Business SA for a study and survey of business understanding of the NEM was deferred for consultations with the applicant.  Three panel members met with the applicant last month to discuss the kind of matters that fall within our criteria and NEM issues.

Finally the panel held a special meeting on 12 February 2004 for the sole purpose of considering an application of Energy Users Association of Australia, Australian Business Ltd, Australian Consumers Association, Energy Action Group and National Farmers Federation (3.04) for submissions on behalf of the business and domestic customers to the ACCC review of Transgrid and EnergyAustralia’s revenue cap.  The panel noted the lateness of the application but also that the ACCC was seeking an end user submission and that it had extended the time for submissions to the middle of this month.  The panel granted a maximum of $45000 for the submission.  

4.
SUBMISSIONS TO MAJOR INQUIRIES

The panel is interested to see that the case of end users is put to inquiries relating to the market or the code or to inquiries under the code (which may involve policy issues relating to the way the electricity market works).  This is not necessarily the same as putting a case about the issues paper that may be published by the body holding the inquiry or commenting on the report of the consultants advising that body or on the draft determination of the inquiry.  The limited resources of applicants may have prompted them to make submissions which concentrate on these matters.  The absence of any procedure in bodies such as the ACCC or IPART to define issues between competing interests (as opposed to issues being unilaterally determined by the inquiring body) can result in submissions having to traverse more than is really necessary.

As a panel we will be reviewing the several reports of submissions that we have funded or part funded to see what effect they have had in the interest of end users and to see if the procedure of particular inquiries was helpful to having the position of the end user taken into account.  One does not wish to lengthen already lengthy inquiries.  However there may be a case for submissions to be put in a definite time period established at the beginning of an inquiry with the consent of parties who have registered their interest. This effort early in an inquiry may eliminate or reduce the need for submissions in the long tail consisting of consultants’ report, draft determination, public fora and the like.

5.
DRAFT THREE YEAR PROVISIONAL FUNDING
The panel has received one submission (from Transgrid) on its report for this funding which it published and notified, including in The Australian on 9 January 2004.  This submission will be considered at our meeting on 10 March.

6.
ANNUAL REPORT

The panel’s annual report for the year 2002 to 2003 was tabled and approved at our December meeting, subsequent to which we received the report or our auditors, PricewaterhouseCoopers.  The combined report was published on our website on 8 January 2004.

7.
QUEENSLAND PERSPECTIVE

Panel members took the opportunity of the panel’s meeting in Brisbane in December to call on the Queensland Competition Authority and Office of Energy, Treasury, to acquaint them of our work and hear of any inquiries within our criteria for which customer submissions were sought. It was understood that QCA would welcome consumer submissions on the then current distributor revenue price review, although it was noted that domestic consumers come under the uniform tariff policy, which limits the sphere for advocacy.  The QCA, like IPART, does not provide funds for submissions to be made to its inquiries.  

Members were also pleased to meet Mr Gordon Jardine, Chief Executive Officer of Powerlink.  It may be recalled that the panel agreed to provide funds to Power Down Under, which was opposing new transmission lines in the Darling Downs, although the grant was not taken up when the particular objection was discontinued.  Denis Nelthorpe, our domestic consumer  member, noted that for future applications for funding against transmission line development the applicant or the panel should, if time permits, consider whether the matter should be dealt with other than by a NEM body, eg  a planning body. We noted that we should stay in touch generally and on any particular transmission issues.

8.
NEXT MEETINGS  

10 March in Canberra, 19 May in Melbourne, 30 July in Adelaide. Urgent applications may be dealt with by the panel in between these meetings.

A.Bisits
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