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BEFORE | %, %,
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO P

In the Matter of the Application of Chio
Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric
llluminating Company and The Toledo Edison
Company for Approval of Their Energy
Energy Efficiency and Peak Demand
Reduction Program Portfolio Plans for 2010
Through 2012 and Associated Cost Recovery
Mechanisms.

In the Matter of the Application of Ohio
Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric
llluminating Company and The Toledo Edison
Company for Approval of Their Initial
Benchmark Reports.
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In the Matter of the Energy Efficiency and )]
Peak Demand Reduction Program Portfolio of )
Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric )
llluminating Company and The Toledo Edison )
Company. )]
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Case No. 09-1947-EL-POR ~ )

Case No

. 09-1948-EL-POR

Case No. 09-1949-EL-POR

Case No. 09-1942-EL-EEC
Case No. 09-1843-EL-EEC

Case No

Case No
Case No
Case No

. 09-1844-EL-EEC

. 09-580-EL-EEC
. 09-581-EL-EEC
. 09-582-EL-EEC

OBJECTIONS OF OHIO PARTNERS FOR AFFORDABLE

Pursuant to Rule 4801:1-39-04(D), Ohio Partners for Affordable Energy

‘(“OPAE") hereby files its objections to the Applications of The Cleveland Electric

Hluminating Company, Ohio Edison Company, and The Toledo Edison Company

(collectively “the Companies” or “FirstEnergy”), as required by the Entry of January 14,

2010.
OBJECTIONS

1. OPAE objects to the failure of the Applications to include provisions to
coordinate the Efficient New Homes Program with similar programs

operated by natural gas utilities.

Residential efficiency programs targeting new homes are more cost-effective

when natural gas and electric utility programs are delivered jointly because




common costs are reduced. Cost-effectiveness is important to ratepayers that

pay for programs operated by both utilities. Program coordination also provides

comprehensive services to homebuilders ensuring that the benefits from energy
efficiency are maximized. The Applications fail to provide a mechanism for such
coordination and this oversight should be corrected.

2. OPAE objects to the failure of the Applications to include provisions to
coordinate the Comprehensive Residential Retrofit Program with similar
programs operated by natural gas utilities.

Residential efficiency retrofit programs targeting existing homes are more
cost-effective when natural gas and electric utility programs are delivered jointly
because common costs are reduced. Cost-effectiveness is important to
ratepayers that pay for programs operated by both utilities. Program
coordination provides comprehensive services to homeowners, ensuring that the
benefits from energy efficiency are maximized. The Applications fail to provide a
mechanism for such coordination and this oversight should be corrected.

3. OPAE objects to the failure of the Applications to include provisions to
coordinate the commercial and farge enterprise New Construction
Program with similar programs operated by natural gas utilities.
Commercial efficiency programs targeting new commercial construction are

more cost-effective when natural gas and electric utility programs are delivered

jointly because common costs are reduced. Cost-effectiveness is important to
ratepayers that pay for programs operated by both utilities. Program

coordination also provides comprehensive services, ensuring that the benefits of



energy efficiency are maximized. The Applications fail to provide a mechanism

for such coordination and this oversight should be corrected.

4. OPAE objects to the request in the Applications that the Companies be
authorized to recover shared savings in contravention of the Stipulation
approved by the Commission in Case No. 08-935-EL-SSO.

The Stipulation approved by the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio

("Commission”) in Case No. 08-935-EL-SSO permits the recovery of:

costs reasonably incurred by the Companies associated with
energy efficiency, peak load reduction and demand side
management programs, including program administration costs and
recovery of lost distribution revenues as permitted by the
Commission rules. ...

The Applications in these cases violate the terms of the Stipulation by requesting

recovery of shared savings. While both are permitted under the Commission

rules and by SB 221, the Stipulation excludes shared savings from recovery.

The proposal in the Applications to permit collection of shared savings should be

denied.

5. OPAE objects to the provision in the Applications that recoverable
costs cannot be adjusted based on the monitoring and verification of
energy efficiency savings or peak demand reductions.

The Applications request that adjustments to Rider DSE for over- or under-
recovery of costs and recovery of variable distribution revenues not be subject to
adjustments based on monitoring and verification of energy efficiency savings or

peak demand reduction. This provision of the Applications implies that the

engineering estimates used to design the programs and project costs used to set



the riders cannot be adjusted based on monitoring and verification activities.

This blanket prohibition against utilizing monitoring and verification results to

determine the actual costs associated with these programs, especially lost

revenues, is improper. While the level of savings associated with individual
efficiency measures can only be adjusted on a going forward basis if the

Technical Resource Manual is modified or the Commission opts to substitute the

savings as determined by an in-field evaluation of the program as implemented,

there is no prohibition against determining recovery of lost variable distribution
revenues by ascertaining the amount of revenue actually lost. The approach
proposed in the Applications for determining lost revenues or otherwise
reconciling the riders should be rejected and collection should be based on
actual costs or losses when not prohibited by applicable regulations.

6. OPAE obijects to the failure of the Applications to provide any
mechanism for flowing back the generation-related savings associated
with the Economic Load Response Rider (ELR) and Optional Load
Response Rider (OLR) to customers.

The Stipulation in Case No. 08-835-EL-SSO provides for collection of
revenue shortfalls resulting from ELR and OLR from all customers classes.
However, these Applications include no provision for netting these collections
against savings resulting from the use of load response during periods of peak
demand or another mechanism to refund these savings to customers. The public
policy for promoting demand response is to reduce the need to purchase
generation during the most expensive periods and thus reduce the cost of
electricity for end-use customers. Collection of the revenue lost as a result of

4



demand response programs has been agreed to and approved by the
Commission. However, the value of the demand response should be either
netted or passed back to customers either through Rider DSE or through another
mechanism. The value can be easily calculated based an the avoided cost

resulting from the peak demand reduction allocated to customer classes.

Respectfully submitted,
Dasd R

David C. Rineboit

Colleen L. Mooney

Ohio Partners for Affordable Energy

231 West Lima Street

Findlay, OH 45839-1793

Telephone: (419) 425-8860

FAX: (419) 425-8862

e-mail: cmooney2@columbus.rr.com

drinebolti@ochiopartners.org
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing Objections was served
electranically upon the following parties identified below in these cases on this 17th

Do) O G

day of February, 2010.

Ehony Miller

First Energy Service Company
76 South Main St.

Akron, OH 44308

Henry W. Eckhart
50 W Broad 5t #2117
Columbus, OH 43215

Richard L. Sites

Ohio Hospital Association

155 East Broad Street, 15th Floor
Columbus, Ohjo 43215-3620

Jacqueline Lake Roberts
ENERNOC

13212 Haves Carner Road SW
Pataskala OH 43062

Michael K. Lavanga
Brickfield, Burchette, Ritts & Stone

1025 Thomas Jefferson Street, N.\W.

8th Floor, West Tower
Washington, DC 20007

Glenn 5. Krassen

Bricker & Eckler

1375 East Ninth St., Suite 1500
Cleveland, OH 44114

David C. Rinebolt

Jeffrey L. Small

Office of the Consumers’ Counsel
10 W Broad St., 18" Floor
Columbus, OH 43215-3485

Michael L. Kurtz

Boehm, Kurtz & Lowry

36 East Seventh St., Suite 1510
Cincinnati, OH 45202

Andre T, Porter

Schottenstein, Zox & Dunn Co., LPA
250 West Street

Columbus, Ohio 43215

Samuel C. Randazzo
McNees Wallace & Nurick
21 E. State St., 17 Floor
Columbus, OH 43215-4228

Will Reisinger

Ohio Envirenmental Council
1207 Grandview Ave., Suite 201
Columbus, OH 43204

James F. Lang

Calfee Halter & Griswold LLP
1400 KeyBank Center

800 Superior Ave.

Cleveland OH 44114

Duane W. Luckey

Attorney General's Office

Public Utilities Commission Section
180 E Broad St., 9™ Floor
Columbus, OH 43215-3793

Theodore S. Robinson
Citizens Power

2121 Murray Avenue

Pittsburgh, PA 15217

Michael Heintz

Environmental Law & Policy Center
1207 Grandview Ave., Suite 201
Columbus, OH 43204

Joseph P. Meissner

Legal Aid Society of Cleveland
1223 West Sixth St.
Cleveland, OH 44113

Thomas J. O'Brien

Bricker & Eckler

100 South Third 5t.
Columbus, OH 43215-4291

Steven L. Beeler

City of Cleveland

601 Lakeside Ave., Room 106
Cleveland, OH 44114



