
Gas report underlines fuel diversity needs

 More natural gas was withdrawn 
from storage than was being produced 
to replace it during the recent cold 
weather episode affecting the eastern 
United States, the energy department’s 
Energy Information Administration 
(EIA) reported last Friday.
 One week earlier, Condenser 
noted that competing demands for 
power generation and home heating 
fuel had highlighted issues addressed 
in last December’s Wisconsin Energy 
Cooperative News report on the con-
flict between organized opposition 
to pipeline construction and critical 
energy needs, especially in the North-
east. Last Friday’s EIA report adds 
another dimension to the issue.
 Through the cold snap and during 
a period ending January 5, the EIA said, 
more gas was drawn from storage na-
tionwide than during any other compa-
rable time in U.S. history. Meanwhile, 
the same frigid weather that spiked 
demand was diminishing supply.

 The cold temperatures caused 
freeze-offs in the Appalachian and 
Permian Basin gas production re-
gions, the EIA said, explaining that 
“freeze-offs occur when water vapor 
in the natural gas stream freezes and 
blocks the flow of gas.” Natural gas 
production reached a record high of 
539 billion cubic feet during the week 
ending December 29, but plummeted 
by 22 billion cubic feet the following 
week in the face of rising demand, the 
EIA reported, citing estimates from 
PointLogic Energy.
 Price spikes were partially leveled 
off by imports of liquefied natural gas, 
pipeline imports from Canada, and 
greater withdrawals from U.S. stor-
age, the EIA said, noting that these 
measures “partially” offset some of 
the reduced gas production.  
 Regional transmission operators 
are expected by the second week of 
March to produce recommendations 
as to how economic viability can be 
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 Assembly Bill 583, creating a sales and use tax exemption for materials 
and labor provided by electric and telecommunications cooperatives in mutual 
assistance during emergency situations, won unanimous endorsement from the 
Assembly Committee on Energy and Utilities Wednesday afternoon.   
 One amendment was added in Wednesday’s executive session. It broad-
ens the bill’s coverage so that the tax exemption will apply in all mutual aid situ-
ations when at least 20 percent of a co-op’s members are without service.
 The bipartisan 13–0 committee vote is the last step before scheduling the 
bill for consideration by the full Assembly. 

Auction items needed
 Both a live and a silent auction will 
once again he held at the Wisconsin 
Electric Cooperative Association’s 
(WECA) Education and Lobby Days 
next month and item donations for the 
fundraising effort are being welcomed.
 It isn’t necessary to bring items to 
Madison in advance; they can be 
brought directly to the February 14–15 
event. However, prior notification to 
WECA’s Tina Walden (tina@weca.coop 
or 608-467-4599) is greatly appreciated 
for event planning purposes. Informa-
tion should include a brief description 
of the item and its approximate value, to 
help ensure appropriate bidding levels.
 As always, auction proceeds fi-
nance contributions to friends of elec-
tric cooperatives in their campaigns 
for public office, without reference to 
party affiliation.  

 The Customers First! Coalition’s 
annual Power Breakfast in Madison 
is set for Thursday, February 8.
 Scheduled keynote speaker is 
Katrina McMurrian, former member 
of the Florida Public Service Com-
mission and executive director of 
the Critical Consumer Issues Forum 
(CCIF), formed to bring together utility 
regulators, consumer advocates, and 
power providers to promote common 
understanding of energy policy issues.

Solar tariff deadline nears
 Next Friday is the deadline for 
President Trump to decide whether 
to impose protective tariffs against 
imported solar panels, but there are 
indications the issue may stretch on 
for months.
 On Wednesday Greentech Media 
reported a search for a negotiated 
settlement might go on for another 
90 days after next week’s deadline, 
and prior trade cases with China and 
Taiwan could be brought into the mix. 
 The issue divides the industry, 
with panel manufacturers hoping to 
benefit from reduced imports and 
installers fearing their business will 
dry up if the price of otherwise inex-
pensive imports is artificially raised. 

Customers First! Power Breakfast coming up

ROPE bill clears committee

 The 8–11 a.m. event will be held 
at the Madison Concourse Hotel. 
Online registration is available at 
https://www.eventbrite.com/e/2018-
customers-first-power-breakfast-tick-
ets-41430386401.
 The Wisconsin Electric Coopera-
tive Association is a founding member 
of the Customers First! Coalition, 
organized in 1995 to advocate for 
consumer interests in electric utility 
restructuring.

maintained for baseload—coal and 
nuclear—generation, after the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission gave 
them a 60-day deadline following its 
January 8 refusal to create new whole-
sale market rules to preserve baseload 
resources.



Job market

Prepared weekly and distributed since 
1956 to provide timely information on 
matters pertaining to Wisconsin’s non-
profit, consumer-owned rural electric    
cooperatives. 

Wisconsin Electric
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Madison, WI 53703

Warehouse and Facilities Coordina-

tor—Eau Claire Energy Cooperative 
seeks full-time Warehouse and Facili-
ties Coordinator, to be responsible for 
proper receiving and warehousing of 
electric power line material and equip-
ment. Must be able to maintain a safe, 
organized and clean work environment. 
High school diploma and 1–3 years’ 
warehouse work experience required. 
A degree, certificate, or coursework 
related to warehouse logistics or inven-
tory management is preferred; CDL is 
preferred. Visit our website at www.
ecec.com to learn more and complete 
an application. Send cover letter, re-
sumé and application to employment@
ecec.com or ECEC – HR, 8214 Hwy 
12, Fall Creek, WI 54742 by January 
29, 2018.

 A commission responsible for 
overseeing revisions to Florida’s 
constitution voted 5–2 last Friday to 
reject an amendment creating a right to 
choose one’s electricity supplier. Like 
electric restructuring plans adopted 
by other states during the 1990s (and 
abandoned by Wisconsin after years of 

deliberation), the amendment would 
have preserved ownership of poles 
and wires by incumbent utilities but 
required the incumbents to allow use 
of those facilities to deliver power from 
other providers.    
 A Miami Herald report last Friday 
said supporters of the measure claimed 
retail electric competition would “de-
crease utilities costs by billions of dol-
lars, improve the economy with more 
jobs and new businesses, encourage 
innovations in renewable energy and 
push money into rural areas.”
 Supporters were said to be ponder-
ing further efforts at establishing retail 
competition, including a statewide bal-
lot initiative. The commission member 
who sponsored the constitutional 
approach was quoted by the Herald 
calling retail competition “inevitable.”

Panel nixes retail wheeling amendment

 In July 2017 several San Francisco Bay-Area mu-
nicipalities sued ExxonMobil and roughly two dozen 
other energy providers. The municipalities claim im-
minent financial devastation because Exxon sold fossil 
fuels to people who burned them, emitting carbon diox-
ide, warming Earth’s atmosphere and raising sea levels 
which will swamp lots of pricey Bay Area real estate, 
and all along Exxon knew this would happen.      
 Last week Exxon lawyers went on offense, asking 
a federal court to authorize deposition of 16 witnesses 
and calling the plaintiffs “A collection of special in-
terests and opportunistic politicians…abusing law en-
forcement authority and legal process to impose their 
viewpoint on climate change.”
 We’d delete the comparatively gentle word “im-
pose” and substitute “extort conformity by individual 
citizens and lawful enterprises with,” but Exxon seems 
to be on the right track. 
 How do we know? The same way we usually know 
who’s peddling snake oil, and no doubt some nowadays 
regard this as cheating: We read the documents.
 Last July, plaintiff San Mateo County asserted: 
“There is a 93% chance that the County experiences a 
devastating three-foot flood before the year 2050, and a 
50% chance that such a flood occurs before 2030. Aver-
age sea level rise along the County’s shores are expected 
to rise [sic] by almost three feet by the year 2100, caus-
ing multiple, predictable impacts, and exacerbating the 
impacts of extreme events.”
 Oakland claimed it anticipates “66 inches of sea 
level rise” by 2100 which, along with flooding (a 100-
year flood “almost once a week”), will threaten Oak-
land’s sewer system and threaten property with a “total 
replacement cost of between $22 and $38 billion.”
 The City of San Francisco alleged it’s already being 
partially flooded by sea level rise it attributes to global 

warming and says the threat “is becoming more dire ev-
ery day as global warming reaches ever more dangerous 
levels and sea level rise accelerates.” 
 No court should have much trouble evaluating 
this. It took us 20 seconds to find the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) sea level 
tables. In continuous records back to 1900, NOAA has 
San Francisco sea level rising more or less steadily at 
an average 1.94 millimeters annually, slightly less than 
eight inches per century. Right across the bay in Alam-
eda (adjacent to Oakland where city hall dwellers are 
busy rolling up their pantlegs), NOAA’s continuous tide 
gauge record back to 1940 shows an annual rise of 0.72 
millimeters, just less than three inches per century and 
as at San Francisco, no acceleration.   
 But wait. There’s more. 
 Exxon attorneys craftily looked up what the mu-
nicipalities said about the same subject in other places. 
For instance, risk disclosures for bond offerings. 
 Oakland told potential bond buyers “The City is 
unable to predict when seismic events, fires or other 
natural events, such as searise or other impacts of 
climate change or flooding from a major storm, could 
occur, when they may occur, and, if any such events 
occur, whether they will have a material adverse effect 
on the business operations or financial condition of the 
City or the local economy.”
 San Mateo County told investors the same thing, 
never mind its lawsuit saying the water will be three 
feet higher by 2100. All the plaintiffs gave similar assur-
ances in recent bond offerings, many in the same year 
as their lawsuit predicting financial catastrophe. 
 As far as sea levels are concerned, bondholders 
can probably relax. If investors in California municipal 
bonds take a bath, the Pacific Ocean is pretty unlikely 
to be involved.
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Making Exxon’s day


