ATTACHMENT A

“Decoupling” study group discussion
(More than a summary but less than a transcript)

September 14, 2007
Attending: Rep. Seth Berry (SB) (UTE Committee), Rep. Stacy Fitts (SF) (UTE Committee), Rep. John Hinck (JH) (UTE Committee), Chris Simpson (CS) (PUC), Brent Boyles (BB) (MPS), Jeff Jones (JJ) (BHE), Calvin Luther (CL) (BHE), Suzanne Watson (SW) (DEP), John 

Kerry (JK) (OEIS), David Bragdon (DB) (Energy Matters to Maine), David Allen (DA) (CMP), Rick Weston (RW) (Regulatory Assistance Project), Mitch Tannenbaum (MT) (PUC), Mike Stoddard (MS) (ENE), Dylan Voorhees (DV) (NRCM), Sharon Staz (SS) (KL&PD; Dirigo), Vendean Vafiades (VV) (PUC), Richard Davies (RD) (OPA). Initials are used to identify speakers in this document.
CS – gave opening remarks and a description of the task.  Want to involve everyone.

         We won’t be making any recommendations from this group, nor will we seek consensus on

         the issue of decoupling. Our responsibility is to report the discussion and ideas put forward.

RW – offered some alternative models for setting prices and revenues:


-Traditional regulation process – regulators set prices


-PBR (price based regulation) – incentive regulation, allows for changes in price over 

               time

- Decoupling – latest tool for keeping utilities whole by aligning utility interests w/ public 
   interest. Sets revenues for utilities regardless of number of kWh sold.


- Revenues per customer (RPC) – used by most states which have decoupled.Net loss

               revenue adjustments to accommodate lost revenues due to efficiency programs. 
                Costs more closely related to # of customers served. Baltimore G&E, PEPCO, 


  Revenue cap. Most use Revenue Per Customer.

MT – What form is the best model?

RW –  Current form of decoupling has been modified to deal with the problems Maine had in

            1990-92 w/ERAM. Have added a “k” factor to recognize that revenue changes and usage

            are changing over time. Captures expected changes in average revenues per customer 

            under traditional regulation. This should be factored into expected revenues. Some
            utilities in New England have revenue decoupling (MA docket, CT law for decoupling,
            Green Mountain Power in VT. See NARUC document, item 15 listed on back page, for

            formula developed by RW’s colleague (Wayne Shirley).
CS – I’ll circulate this document to interested parties.

MS – Status of New England states w/ decoupling. Docket in NH, case in CT…
RW - …Green Mountain Power (without revenue per customer, just a revenue cap)

MT – Do you recommend using revenue per customer if we do decoupling?

RW – Yes. My colleagues and I have been thinking about this for a while. We keep looking for

           refinements.

CS – where are the utilities on this?

JJ – handed out 3-pager on elec. consumption and costs (all states). ME one of the higher”all-in” 

       rates, but the lowest consumption per customer, and in lower third in monthly cost per

       customer.
       We just went through a rate case. Decided not to talk about small customers. Focused on

       larger customers (inc. those who might put in their own generation) with a goal of moving

       more of their costs on to fixed customer charges, and billing energy separately.

       Tension between utility’s fixed costs and wanting customers not to use a lot of electricity,
       and try to get the variable price for energy high. Middle Atlantic model formula comes back 

       to letting pricing be priced on a variable basis, and then work a formula like ERAM did, to

       adjust for the utility profitability. Does it indirectly.  Remove disincentive for utility to do

       conservation. What’s the right way to do this? Utilities look at it from a rate-setting basis, not

       the public policy basis.
DA – If you want to eliminate the disincentive, you set a rate that captures all the fixed charges

      and make that amount the customer charge. There would be no volumetric charge. That does

      exactly what you want. The cost at CMP was calculated to be $30-35/ month. But this idea 

      doesn’t work politically. It’s dead in the water. There was a 50/50 winner/loser split with lots

      in the middle. But the people who used very little electricity would be up in arms.
      ERAM wasn’t a good experience. We didn’t consider weather, economic upturns or

      downturns. Consumers owed CMP a lot of money under true-up. We don’t want to make the

      same mistake. 

      You want a formula that removes the perceived incentive for the utilities to sell electricity. 

       But it doesn’t create incentives to do energy efficiency. No discussions yet discussing this.

      CMP did an outstanding job in 1980s promoting efficiency and conservation because we had 

      incentives to do so.

DV – Do we need decoupling? Is there a perception of a problem. We think there are. State-run

      Energy programs eliminate some disincentives, but we believe that more can be done. If there

      is a fix to ERAM that takes economic factors like recessions into account? Do we know how

      to do this now? Do we agree there is a problem?

CS – How do others feel?

SW – I feel it’s a magnitude problem. We’ve been nibbling around the edges on energy

       conservation and alternative technology. We need something more dramatic, not just feel 

       good.

MS – Take a cue from other states. Utilities in these other states are supporting this move. Its time

      has come. Do ME utilities see it the same way? If RGGI money starts flowing in a couple of 

      years easily doubling the funding for efficiency, plus plowing forward capacity markets

      payments back into efficiency, and using the Commission’s authority to do procurement or

      ordering all cost-effective efficiency investments. It adds up to much more money than we are 

      using now, and much more could be done than we’re doing now. 
CS – Lets hear from utilities now.

SS – from a utility standpoint, KLPD continues to promote conservation and use the state

         program, despite a few disagreements with EfficiencyMaine. We sell CFLs. Unfortunately a

         huge increase in our energy costs forced customers to become more efficient. Our delivery
         and consumption were down 2.5% in 2006. We absorbed that in 2006, but if it went to 5%

         or 10% I don’t know what we would do. Losing a large customer (11% of load) which

         moved due to high energy costs will be responsible for 10% of a 30+% rate increase we’ll 

         be bringing to the PUC. If you lose numbers like this and you lose income without which

         you can’t sustain your fixed costs, then you’ll raise the delivery rate. How far can you go? If
         we can knock off a 9 cent kWh for a customer at the cost of a minor increase in delivery, its
        worth it. But at some point it stops making sense, and our customers say “stop”. It’s going to

        be hard. If you go to a fixed customer charge, you hurt your low income and elderly. Their 

        bills may go up dramatically. These are people that we’re spending a lot of money to help,

        and this will counteract those efforts.

JJ – there is another model to deal with that issue. Go back to my handout, page 3. We have the 

       lowest consumption in the US. Not sure we’re not already doing something right. The RAP

       Project suggests a way to fix what was wrong with ERAM. The future is to give customers a
       correct price Signal and the correct price signal has a lot to do with what’s going on in NE
       and California with high energy prices. It’s like a dynamic pricing model. BHE’s advanced 

      metering initiative’s next enhancement will have hourly readings for customers. We don’t

      have that now because we put in the system as we need it to get customer readings daily.
      At that point customers can see what the real cost is for the power they are using at any point

      during the day. When they see the cost to use their air conditioner on a hot summer day, they

     can shift their usage off-peak to manage their costs. Both the fixed and variable costs will give
      the customer incentive to reduce and manage their costs.

MS – Energy costs or distribution costs?

JJ – Energy costs.

       We’re trying to do something with the total cost. 

MS – Couldn’t you do both?

JJ – Yes, it’s a public policy decision.

        I believe Maryland is a leader in having gas utilities  use 23 factor adjustments in decoupling

        to get at increased profitability with decreased sales.

RW – I know Baltimore G&E, but don’t recall how many factors they use. They do Revenues Per

       Customer with the “k” factor to adjust for the revenue problem for the changing economy

       and changing usage over time. 

JJ- the national standard for gas utilities is weather. Gas is priced per unit of energy per therm

     There is a standard adjustment for weather. Revenues are adjusted.
RW – How does the weather adjustment work? 

JJ – Through an adjustable rate mechanism (ARM).

RW – if you do decoupling as I’ve described, you do a rate case. You can normalize the adjusted

      “rate year” data. The revenue requirement assumes a normalized year. If so, doing decoupling

       is already adjusted for weather. In a hot year, utility would collect more revenues that it would be allowed to keep, and less revenues in a cool year than they were entitled to (and would collect later when “true-up” occurred). Every year would have weather-normal revenues.

CS – David, do you have any additional comment?

DA – I’m interested in hearing response to the question “Is there a problem?” and if so, what is

        the problem? I echo Jeff’s comment about price signals. You want to influence consumer

       behavior, and that’s what price signals do. Residential customers get no price signals other 

      than the volumetric price, a flat price. They have no idea if the kWh they are
      consuming costs 4 cents or 12 cents or 18 cents in the market. This takes rate design by the 
      PUC to factor in real-time prices and give customers this information. Also work needs to be

      done on Standard Offer to give price signals.
      CMP is not opposed to decoupling, but the devil’s in the details. There are all kinds of 

      models, good and bad, but they just make the utilities neutral on the idea of energy efficiency.
     Need incentives to enlist utilities to promote efficiency.

JH – Price signals and incentives are not only good ideas but essential to move the equation. I do

      think there’s a problem. The problem is the carbon we put into our atmosphere, and how we 

      source energy. We are doing some things to assist in our efficiency levels. Don’t think our

      measuring standard ought to be other states in the US, because we have set a new standard for

      wasteful use of energy in the recent past. We should look to Japan or parts of Western 
      Europe as models. We can’t explain away the fact that Japan gets more work done with less

      Energy. That should be our goal. California is also moving towards reducing energy

      consumption per unit of work done. 

      What happened that we didn’t keep the incentives of the 1980s for conservation? How can we

     recapture that and go further? We’ve been working on this issue for awhile, for 20 yeas.

RW – Regulators are cautious folks, as have been legislators. Regulators have questioned whether they had authority to do some of these things w/o authority from their Legislatures. The new interest comes from desire for carbon reductions. This can be a tool to get us to the carbon reductions we have to achieve. 

JH – It is a shame if a good policy result is achieved that it challenges utilities like KLPD to make its revenue projections. If we do a good thing, everyone ought to prosper.

SW – Or share in the pain.

JH – if we use energy more efficiently, more money stays in Maine and in our economy. Some of that needs to be shared with some of the people who will feel pain from our achieving this laudable goal. The mechanism is the issue. The flat rate is a non-starter. We’ve given the utilities an incentive to do energy conservation, but taken it away from the users. The users pay the same regardless of whether they conserve or not.

RW – I’m not aware of anyone proposing that…

SF – Well I have…

MS – Is anyone proposing a fixed customer charge?

JJ -  I think some states have a fixed charge.

RW – If you went to a fixed, all-in, buffet-style charge, it would be “decoupling” at the retail level. I would dispute you on the economic theory of it as well. In the short run it works because we think your distribution costs are more closely linked with the number of customers you have. Once the poles and wires are in place, the cost of serving 100 customers or 10,000 customers is about the same. But in the long run these aren’t fixed costs. Even these should be linked to pricing that allows consumers to save money when they save energy. I regard demand charges as volumetric, so long as there isn’t a ratchet. Customers should be rewarded when they use less energy. This can’t be done in rate design, but you can in rate making. In this way you resolve the tension between these two “goods”, the utilities long term financial health and the consumer’s incentives and the long term societal good. That is what you try to bridge.

SF – I go back to the “fixed” idea because it’s easy to explain. We could tier the way we charge customers as a way to compensate for the lower level of use or lack of use. Some utilities have a greater portion of their rates in fixed charges than others, and I doubt that you can ever get to  100% fixed. On T&D (with true-ups), it is a fixed cost, except for the cost of capital and those items that vary based on the economy. I’m not against other ways of doing the same thing. It takes in “cost per customer”. I think there is a problem, though it may be a problem of perception.

We need to set up a system that fixes it, and still gives them the revenue stream they deserve.

SB – I don’t know to what extent there is a problem. To what extent is there an imbalance? I would like it to be in the interest of utilities to conserve. I would like customers to know when is the best time to conserve. We need to get the balance right. I don’t want ratepayers to shoulder a greater amount of the risk than they should. If I was CMP, I’d want to make sure that I can profit from conservation. If that’s where the market is going, that’s where I’d want to be. But I want to look after everyone’s interest. How do we get it right?
MS – Process question. What is scope of what we discuss? In the last half hour several utilities have introduced concepts surrounding the energy charge, and how you could send signals to customers for efficiency. My view is that this is a pretty complicated issue, and it would make it a lot easier if we focus on just distribution rates and the different tools available. I don’t think these are mutually exclusive, and as an environmentalist I’d like to do both, but our time is short and I’d like to focus on what brought us here today. The potential is good for progress. Some view this as a risk for consumer, but we see it as an opportunity. 
We would envision a system where your revenue requirement is always, always met. But you don’t get to keep the gravy if for any reason you bring in more than your revenue requirement. 

Consumers are not saving under the current idea we’re discussing now. You keep it really simple, and then true-up every year and consumers are made whole. We can’t get it right if we do too much.

SB – Our committee letter gives this group other things they can look at, but puts decoupling at the top of the list.

SF – I agree – decoupling on T&D is the top issue.

JH – I would say the same, with the caveat that we could flag other issues we want the committee to take a look at.
SS – I know Fox Island Electric Co-op looked into a fixed charge, and I could see if they would share what they found. 

JJ – You can do fixed charges in tiers – 100kWh users pay $10 a month, 200 kWh users pay $20 per month, etc. There is a rate design that does away with the volumetric charges on the face of it.

Some jurisdictions use this.

JH – do users get sophisticated about maximizing their usage within the tier?

CL – Keep in mind, we are less than 50% of the charges. Bangor Hydro is at 42% T&D. The other 58% is volumetric by standard offer.

JK – I’m encouraged by what John said about looking at the idea of a conservation utility over the long term. If we can save energy, we keep the financial resources in Maine. Between 2003 and 2005 we lost about $600 million in gross state product – going out of state, out of region and even out of country. 

The group took a break at 2:30 p.m. for ten minutes.

MS – I think there is an opportunity here for a win-win. Not the least of which on consumer protection objectives. But some of the utility comments focused on what this will do to the rates.
Focusing on the tools addressing distribution rates, what makes this story work is the ultimate impact on a consumer’s bill going down. I can envision that the distribution rates will have to go up per kWh. We want to retain the kWh volumetric charge or some form of it. Some signal that consumers benefit by using less. The flip side is that by perfecting the incentives for utilities, and allowing these other energy efficiency programs to work to their full potential, the consumer’s overall bills are going to come way down. Do we need to factor in the cost of a customer’s energy component to make this a happy ending? Or can you say, just looking at distribution charges alone, even though the rates may go up,  because their total consumption will come down and we are charging them on a volumetric basis, they will pay less - even just on distribution? I don’t think that will work. I’m assuming it will have to factor in the benefits they will see from an overall reduction in the usage on the system. 
RW – I think that is correct. I think most efficiency programs here are cost effective when looked at from a total system cost basis. Some efficiency re: T&D investment is cost effective.

Consumer bills, all else being equal, should go down from the deployment of cost effective energy efficiency on their homes and businesses. But some portion of their bill – transmission and distribution charges – will go up because there will be fewer kWh over which to collect the same revenue requirement.

MS – In other states that are doing this, is there agreement that T&D rates will be going up incrementally even though their bills are going down?

RW – Whether it actually happens depends on a variety of factors, including changing numbers of customers and changing of other underlying factors as well. A utility could take up this idea so well that it became so lean and mean that even T&D rates could come down. 

DV – That’s not a result of decoupling.

RW – It seems to me that if we address a problem for the utilities with decoupling, we should also see a greater investment in energy efficiency. But doing decoupling by itself will not change attitudes towards energy efficiency. 

SF – There is an anticipatory feeling that if we don’t do decoupling, we’ll be having the two forces coming to a fight.

DV – that fighting gets to my question. NRCM and the utilities have disagreed on greater expenditures on efficiency. You don’t testify against bills just for the fun of it. You don’t see it as in your interest to spend more on efficiency. That’s good enough for me to prove that we have a problem. Do we all agree there is an incentive problem. Do we need to go from disincentive to neutral, or do we need to go from disincentive to incentive? 

JJ – I think I agree with you. The utility’s simple minded view is we’re selling electricity on a volumetric basis, while our costs are fixed. We don’t want to cut our throats. They’ll fire us!

MT – One of the issues is the CMP bill inserts, and another is utilities tend to lobby against additional spending on efficiency.

DV – I would add that the utilities oppose conservation in PUC proceedings.

JH –  Before you move off,  add to the list, in addition to those things that may indicate the utilities interests in using more energy, it is the absence of their attention to every possible efficiency measure. If we got incentives right, they have the interesting relationships at both ends of their businesses. And if they were driving conservation we don’t know what they could come up with.

MT – decoupling alone only gets rid of the disincentives and wouldn’t get to your point.  It doesn’t create positive incentives.

RW – It breaks the link between sales and revenues. It’s neutral.

MT – you can give utilities money as an incentive. Even with a decoupling regime, conservation would still have the effect of increasing customer rates. I assume doing just decoupling will still leave the utilities in opposition to conservation spending at the Legislature or at PUC. Does the whole decoupling debate revolve around bill inserts?

SF – I don’t think it’s just that. It deals with self-generation, net energy billing, distributed generation and other factors that go along with how utilities deal with customers, and how energy is delivered to customers. This would help finish restructuring – a step we didn’t take when it was originally enacted. The more people find ways to generate electricity that doesn’t go through their meter, the less revenue the utility receives. These effect how utilities make money.

MT – All these factors are related in that decoupling will eliminate the financial earnings disincentive, but the net effect will be rate increases in the short term. Utilities are not only interested in their earnings, they don’t like to raise their rates every year. Decoupling won’t eliminate their opposition to efficiency, net metering or distributed generation. They just won’t oppose them as intensely.

SW – We can make a shift that will incentivize a lot of the things we want to see more of – energy efficiency (in large measure), distributed energy (seriously). Decoupling is a transformation (inelegant in nature) to where we need to move. The example is Eastern Maine Medical Center’s combined heat and power project which is reaching 90% efficiency. and saving $800,000 a year in energy costs. But BHE opposed it because ratepayers will pick up the $800,000 cost of lost revenues.

MT – Under decoupling, BHE would have collected the money from ratepayers in deferred payments. This is one of the negatives of decoupling.
SW – There is a piece missing. But for this investment by Eastern Maine Medical, BHE might have been forced to invest in new Transmission or Distribution lines.

MT – We need to know both the good and bad about decoupling.

RW – Utilities don’t like anything that raises rates for all the public relations reasons. Customers call and complain. 

Big projects like this raise interesting questions and you want to think about how to deal with them, and under traditional regulation it’s a rate case which has a lot of puts and takes and lots of costs associated with it that go into rates. Decoupling has a ministerial mechanism that allows you to adjust revenues collected for the revenue requirement. Mitch, you’re right if your underlying presumptions are correct - that all other things are equal, no other costs are changing, no other factors are driving it, but you could have a decoupling regime that has productivity adjustments and inflation adjustments. In fact I would urge you to think seriously about this. Ultimately, there are a lot of moving parts, and the $800,000 transfer may not happen as we think it will.

DV – Can you describe how that avoided investment would get incorporated into decisions about whether that was really a transfer of $800,000? 

RW – This goes to the cost-effectiveness analysis of the project. While it might be cost-effective from the customer’s point of view, it might not be seen that way by the utility. But it might still be cost-effective from the societal view. That has to do with avoided energy. Not knowing anything about the project, I’m betting it was cost-effective from a societal view, but a killer from BHE’s view. The only question is the $800,000 annual contribution to BHE fixed costs still have to be picked up but there may be T&D investments avoided down the road, reducing the net effect to maybe $500,000 or $300,000.

DA – There are lots of different decoupling mechanisms, and what we now seem to be discussing seems to insulate a utility from all changes in sales whether they are caused by self generation, conservation or other factors. I want to be clear that this is what people are discussing. Sharon brought up the perfect example of losing a big customer and having to raise distribution rates. For CMP it could be a paper mill, for Bangor Hydro it could be a Holtrachem or Eastern Maine Medical Center. Huge revenue losses and you end up with stranded transmission costs.

RW – You end up with the same situation in traditional regulation.

DA – I just want people to understand that with decoupling you do it for all aspects of volumetric changes, revenues…

RW – That’s how I think of it. I will argue that from a societal perspective this approach to the costs of a utility is economically more efficient. There are lots of puts and takes that need to be considered.

DA – We want to avoid what happened with ERAM, with everyone agreeing in advance what would happen and than, when there was money owed to CMP, having other parties backing away from how it was supposed to work. Getting the formula down…

RW – Then everyone can have a high degree of confidence in the model. Make sure you look at the MADRI model (NARUC paper, back page, item #15 on bibliography – Chris to send to everyone). 

SS – Not all utilities are in the business of making money. The municipals, co-ops and other non-profit utilities form a second model of utility service. We’re not “one size fits all”. Many states exempted this group from deregulation because we are different. For example we had a large customer who wanted to look at cogeneration, and we looked at it with them for the greater societal good and encouraged them as a way to retain them and their jobs in our community. It didn’t end up happening, but we can do those things.

MS – Follow-up on Mitch’s questions, am I right that once a rate case is finished there are annual “true-ups” or adjustments?

MT – Not in a traditional rate case.  Under rate cap regulation it may occur based on a pre-determined formula – inflation-related or productivity-related.
RW – Is it a change of price? That recognizes changes in inflation or productivity.

MS – Do the utilities consider this “true-up” onerous? Does the Commission?

MT – Not particularly.

Even under decoupling, utilities are sensitive to their rate levels so they would look carefully at the hospital leaving their system, possibly opposing increases to efficiency funding or net billing…

JJ – We like to sell more kWh faster than growth to cover our increased costs and give our ratepayers a decrease every year.
CL – There are some other technologies, like heat pumps, that are more societally beneficial, but they will drive up the usage of electricity. The benefit is that they reduce overall energy consumption, and reduce our carbon output. 

JH – Why societally better? 

CL - A 300% efficient heat pump is better than an 85% efficient oil burner…

RD – …especially when you are drawing heat that already exists in the earth, air or water, rather than creating newheat from burning a fuel. 

CL – We now have inventors in Bangor who are inventing high efficiency, air-source heat pumps

that now eclipse the efficiency that previously was achieved. Ground source heat pumps are the way to go, but they will increase electricity consumption in Maine, but decrease carbon loading.

DV - We’re happy to use more electricity if use of carbon-based energy goes down.
MS – One remedy to the issue Mitch raises may be getting out the message that there are cost savings to be had, and it is eminently rational. I’m told that fluctuations due to adjustments have been di minimus.

RW – That’s been the case with Baltimore G&E and PEPCO. They’re confident in the “k” factor.

RD – Calvin’s comments on heat pumps prompts me to follow up on the question Dylan asked, which is “do we just need to go from disincentives to neutral, or do we need to go from disincentives to incentives?’ David A. and Jeff, if there were incentives available to utilities to get back into efficiency, what aspects would your utilities be interested in?
DA – Rather than talk about specific programs, I’d say our real advantage is our relationship with our customers. Individual customers. Our reps know these commercial customers, their operations, and their opportunities for saving energy.
RD – I’m thinking less about the programs, but rather the types of activities. Would “demand response” be  something that a utility would be better able to handle than a state agency?

DA – If we had AMI in place, demand response would be a good one. We used to run great demand response programs when we were in the generation business.

RD – Jeff, if the change were made today to let utilities back into efficiency, what would BHE do 
JJ – Heat pumps are solar energy.

DA –It would make us more like Sharon (KLPD) in being able to work with customers. CMP could help customers to come up with the best mix of self-generation, efficiency, the whole energy business.

DV – Should utilities be back in the generation business? If the Legislature decides “Yes” they should, , that suggests, because we want to create demand resources similar to supply resources, that they should also be in the efficiency business..
SF – If there is no disincentive for utilities to promote self-generation and other forms of generation for customers, there would be an incentive for the utility to have a subsidiary that would help develop those resources like peak load shaving. I don’t see any great benefit to utilities to be the deliverer of electrons, but to be a partner to those who receive the electrons. 

JH – people have had different assessments of the idea but all of them are relatively compatible. 

Still not clear on the mechanism to accomplish it. 

CS – We need to report on Jan 15, 2008 but we plan to have it ready earlier so we won’t be writing it while the Legislature is in session. We hope the stakeholder group going for an additional month to allow for document exchange, but no plans for another meeting. We’d circulate the report to stakeholders for comment, then submit the report late this year. 

JH – Are there other reports/studies, like the one on whether the utilities should get back into generation, that might effect this study or alter the implementation of decoupling? Can we ignore these other things?

DV – There is a requirement for the OPA to inquire into the delivery of efficiency programs and whether we should have two delivery mechanisms or just one. That has implications for delivery mechanisms.

CS – We could note such implications in our report.

DA – RGGI is going into effect in 2009, and its impact on electricity prices, the forward capacity market, auctions starting up. There are a few things coming down the pike that will impact electricity prices pretty dramatically. That will make more efficiency programs cost-effective, but people will be more sensitive to things that could push up energy prices.  The landscape will change in the next few years.
CS – We’re finished__________________________________________________________
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