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May 22, 2009

Public Utilities Commission of Ohio
PUCO Docketing

180 East Broad Street, 10™ Floor
Columbus, OH 43215

Re: Case No. 09-90-EL-COI, In the Matter of the Commission’s Investigation into
the Value of Continued Participation in Regional Transmission Organizations

Dear Sir/Madam:

Please find enclosed an original and 11 copies of the Comments of the

Citizens Coalition in the above referenced case. We have enclosed a self-addressed
postage-paid envelope. Please send a time-stamped copy back to us

A copy of this was also sent via facsimile to PUCO Docketing. Thank you
for your assistance.

Respectfully yours,

Matthew D. Vincel

;.i._}‘
e B
< O
= m
=%
’1‘32’23
I - =
A=
C) = =
= O
3 =
7‘9?5‘,%
© o
sl

. t
ig o cert v X1
This Wl o tar courss of Dus ip
accurate -
documnent dolil

ng are an
_ an a‘unearl
L Ey ohab whe l??a?;w;:_ nf & <“'&3t £ile
o - LS
E

. : 2 £

3 - e d___‘t“__,_b_;-—i
___pate Procestd

I‘echﬂiclan«-——m"’


http://-ii0.352.00IS
http://-Ii0.323.82i0
http://H00.iii.73iH
http://www.lasclcv.org

<
%, %
T D,
O & “5(\
éa 421’_; Kf:/;f
L~ v o
BEFORE P S
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO - <
I the Matter of the Comumission’s
Inwvestigation into the Value of Continued Case No. 09-90-EL-COI
Participation in Regional Transmission
Organizations

COMMENTS OF THE CITIZENS COALITION

Now comes The Neighborhood Environmental Coalition , The Empowetrment
Center of Greater Cleveland, Cleveland Housing Netwotk, and the Consumers for Fair
Utility Rates who, through their counsel, hereby submit comments in responise to the Public
Utlity Commission’s March 4, 2009 entry in the above-referenced case. All four of the
interveners are hereinafter referred to as “The Citizens Coalition.”

Membetr Groups of the Citizens Coalition Provide the Unique Perspective of Low-
Income Utility Customers. The member groups of the Citizens Coalitdon have long
represented low-income populations in the Cleveland area in many capacities, including
representation before the Public Utilities Cominission of Ohio. These groups are uniquely
situated to present the oft-neglected but critically important viewpoint of low-income

families strupgling to pay monthly utility bills.



The Neighborhood Environmental Coalition is dedicated “to protecting the created
cnvironment” and helping low income families meet their energy and heating needs in ways
that will not harm the environment. The Empowerment Center—formetly the Greater

Cleveland Rights Orpanization—has patticipated in numerous PUCO proceedings over the

past several decades and is especially concerned with assisting low-income families in making
optimal decisions to allow continued utility service on very limited budgets.

The Cleveland Housing Network works to “generate hope and healthy market forces
in Cleveland’s aging neighborhoods.” It works with low-income residents in obtaining and
maintaining affordable housing in the Cleveland area. Consumers for Fair Utility Rates
specializes in working to obtain affordable utility tates for low-income households. This
organization has also been involved in PUCO proceedings for the last several years.

‘The Citizens Coalition contributes a viewpoint unjﬂ{e most other participants in
PUCQO cases—it represents individuals whose daily lives are profoundly affected by even
small increases in utility tates. The dollar amount that appears on their utility bills each
month affects their ability to pay their medical bills, pay their mortgage and feed their
fatnilies while still receiving the utility services they cannot live without. It is with this
petspective in mind that the following comments on regional transmission organizations are

offered.

Comment 1: Residential consumers lack adequate information to analyze the
beneficial or harmful effect that RT'O participation has on their

monthly electric bill.



Among the lofty goals of FERC’s Order 2000, the primary interest of low-income
consumerts is the goal of ensuring “that electricity consumets pay then lowest pfiCCVPOSSiblﬁ
for reliable service.” But as Pamgraphs 5and 6 of the‘Commission’s March 4" entry make
clear, reliable data on the performance and effect of RTO patticipation is not available.
Neither the Commission not the RTOs themselves seem able to quantify the impact that
RT'O participation has on Ohio consumers.

If the Commission is truly interested in the comments of residential consumers,
these consumers need a means to make a simple comparison of what their electric bill would
look like with RTO participation and without it. How much are RTOs costing or saving
them per kilowatt-hour of electricity they use? The Citizens Coalition believes that any
analysis of R'T'O participation is incomplete without this data and the Commission cannot
consider itself prepared to make future decisions regarding RTO participation unless it has
this data in front of it.

Recommendation: The Commission should extend the deadline for comments
from interested parties in this case by 90 days and provide interested parties with the ability
to request information from the RTOs and First Energy either voluntarily or through the

discovery process.

Comment 2: Residential consumers lack adequate information to analyze the
petformance of RT'Os and determine the extent to which they are

conferring an optimal benefit to consumers?



Iiven assuming R'T'O participation provides cost savings to residential consumers,
consumers have no way of determining whether an RTO is operating in manner that
ptovides them with optimal cost-savings. RTOs face interests that compete with policies
that assurc residential customers will receive the lowest possible rates for rheir electrical
service. [However, customers have little access to the information that would allow them to
determine if RT'Os are operating with their best interests in mind. Availability of this
information is ctitical to allowing residential consumers and the Commission to make
assessments of the value of RTO participation.

Recommendation: Participating RTOs should be mandated by the PUCO to
submit the activities of their organizations to the PUCQO. Reporting should be quarterly
beginning in the Fall of 2009, The PUCO should theﬁ digest the information provided by
the RT'Os and publish it to the public in ways that a commeoen residential customer could
understand. This published information must specifically set out élny impact on the price of
clectricity for residential consumers that occurs as a result of the actions of the participating

RTOs.

Comment 3: Residential customers are not adcquaté:ly represented among
RTO stakeholders and therefore decisions are seldom made with their
interests in mind.
As mentioned previously, no one is more profoundly affected by increases or
decreases in utility rates than low-income residential consumers whose lives depend upon

their ability to get affordable utilides. However, representation of residendal customers,



particularly low-income residential customers, on RTO Boards of Directors and among
R'T'O stakeholders is virtually non-existent. Supply-side representation dominates the
decision-making processes of RTOs, Because demand-side represenitation among
stakeholders is often split among competing interesfs, it makes it impossible for demand-side
Intercsts, including the intetests of residential consutmers, to compete against the unified
front of supply-side representatives in the RTO decisio_.n—making process. The result is that
the management of RTOs shifts toward the commercial intetests of supply-side market
participants, leaving the interests of residential consumers behind.

The Citizens Coalition believes that the Commission should not continue
participation in RTO s without putting in place requirements regarding consumer
representation on RTO Boards. Residential customers, who pay for approximately 40% of
the costs of RTO operation, should have representation on RTO Boards equal, at least, to
that percentage. Unless this happens, RTO’ will continue to disregard the needs of
residential customers for an affordable monthly electric bill in favor of the supply-side’s
desire for reliability and etficiency.

Recommendation: The PUCO should mandate that any participating RT'O be
structured so that the Beard is composed of at least 40% residental consumer
representatives by January of 2010. In the alternative, the Commission should pursue the
construct of an Ohio-only RTO which would have a Board of Directors composed of at

least 40% residential consumer representatives.

Conclusion



The low-income consumers represented by the Citizens Coalition wish only for the
means to participate in the determination of Ohio involvement in RTOs so that their needs
ate not ignored. By ensuring that these customers and their iepresentatives have the
information nccessaty to make judgments about the éctions and effects of RTOs aud_by
cosuring that residential customers have sufficient representation on_RTO Boards the

Commission can make this possible.

Matthew D. Vincel (0084422)
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The Legal Aid Society of Cleveland

1223 West 6" Street

Cleveland, OH 44113

Telephone: (216).687.1900, Ext. 5672, 5032
{respectively)

Fax: (216) 861-0704
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