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BEFORE
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

In the Matter of the Application of Ohio Edison )
Company, The Cleveland Electric llluminating ) Case No. 11-126-EL-EEC
Company and The Toledo Edison Company to ) Case No. 11-127-EL-EEC
Amend Their Energy Efficiency and Peak Demand ) Case No. 11-128-EL-EEC
Reduction Benchmarks )

NUCOR STEEL MARION, INC.’S COMMENTS SUPPORTING APPLICATION
AND REQUESTING CLARIFICATION

Nucor Steel Marion, Inc. {“Nucor”) hereby submits these comments in response to the
Application submitted an January 11, 2011 by Ohio Edison Company (“Ohio Edison”), the
Cleveland Electric luminating Company (“CEl") and the Toledo Edisen Company (“Tolede
Edison”) (collectively “FirstEnergy”) in the above-captioned proceedings.

l The Commission Should Grant FirstEnergy’s Request to Amend its EE and PDR
Benchmarks

In its Application, FirstEnergy requests that the Commission issue an order amending
Ohio Edison’s 2010 EE and PDR benchmarks, and CEl's and Toledo Edison’s 2010 EE benchmarks
to the extent such amendments are necessary. FirstEnergy explains that since the Commission
has not vet ruled on FirstEnergy’s three-year Energy Efficiency and Peak Reduction Plan
(“EE/PDR Portfolio”) filed in Case No. 09-1947-EL-POR et al {"EE/PDR Portfolio Case”),’

FirstEnergy has been unable to launch many of the programs included in the proposed portfalio

¥ in the Mattzr of the Application of Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric ifuminating Company, and The
Toledo Edison Company For Approval of Their Energy Efficiency and Peak Demand Reduction Progrom Portfolio
Plans for 2010 through 2012 and Associated Cost Recovery Mechanisms, Case No. 09-1947-EL-POR et o/,



that were intended to help FirstEnergy meet its benchmarks. Further, FirstEnergy explains that
it is unclear even what the 2010 EE requirements would be for each operating company, since
the Commission, in ruling on a similar application to amend the 2009 EE and PDR benchmarks
last year, said the 2010 EE benchmarks would be modified in the EE/PDR Portfalic Case to
ensure that FirstEnergy meets the cumulative energy savings mandated by the statute.”

Nucor supports FirstEnergy’s Application. Section 4928.66(A)(2}{b) of the Revised Code
authorizes the Commission to amend the EE or PDR benchmarks of an electric distribution
utility if “the commission determines that the amendment is necessary because the utility
cannot reasonably achieve the benchmarks due to regulatory, economic, or technological
reasons beyond its reasonable control.” As FirstEnergy expiains, FirstEnergy planned to meet a
portion of its EE and PDR benchmarks through the programs included in the EE/PDR Portfolio,
which is still pending before the Commission. Customers certainly should nat have to pay for
EE or PDR programs that have not been approved by the Commission, so FirstEnergy’s decision
not to implement the programs in the EE/PDR Portiolic until the programs themselves and the
retated cost-recovery mechanisms have been ruled on by the Commission is reasonable. At the
same time, as FirstEnergy explains, there are numerous outstanding mercantile customer
applications that are still pending which would provide additional EE savings. Under these
circumstances, amendment of the 2010 EE/PDR benchmarks to the level actually achieved by

the three operating companies, as FirstEnergy requests, is appropriate.

? In re Application to Amend Energy Efficiency Benchmarks, Case No. 09-1004-EL-EEC et ol., Finding and Order at 4
(January 7, 2010).



i The Appropriate Level of PDR Achieved Through Rider ELR Has Been Litigated in the

EE/PDR Portfolio Case, and the Commission Should Clarify That it is Not Ruling on That

Issue in This Case

FirstEnergy’s Application states that the utilities have been able ic achieve some PDR
savings through Riders ELR and OLR. These interruptible rates were approved in the proceeding
establishing the current FirstEnergy electric security plan ("ESP”), and were also approved in
modified form in the proceeding approving FirstEnergy’s successor ESP.} These rates,
therefore, will be in effect at least until June 1, 2014,

According to FirstEnergy, during 2010, Riders ELR and OLR provided PDR of 66 MWs, 48
MWs, and 144 MWs respectively for Ohio Edison, CEl, and Toledo Edison.* These PDR values
are identical to the claimed PDR savings from the interruptible riders that FirstEnergy claimed in

the EE/PDR Portfolio Case.’ In that case, Nucor disagreed with FirstEnergy's calculation of PDR

benefits for FirstEnergy’s interruptible riders, and proposed an alternate methodc;lngy.6 Nucar

® See Case No, 08-935-EL-550 et al., in the Matter of the Application of Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland
Efectric fifuminating Comparny, and The Toledo Edison Company for Autharity to Establish a Standard Service Offer
Pursugnt to Saction 4928.143, Revised Code, In the Form of an Electric Security Plan, Second Opinlon and Order
{March 25, 2009); see also Case No. 10-388-EL-550, In the Matter of the Application of Ohio Edison Company, The
Cleveland Electric tiiuminating Company, and The Toledo Edison Company for Authorily to Estabiish ¢ Standard
Service Offer Pursuant to Section 4928.143, Revised Code, in the Form of an Electric Security Plan, Cpinion and
Order {August 25, 2010).

* Application at 8 and Exhibit B.

3 See Case No. 09-1947-EL-PCR et al., Rebuttal Testimony of Katherine M. Kettlewell at 2-4. Ms. Kettlewell testified
that the PDR value FirstEnergy Initially assigned to Rider ELR {147 MWSs across all three operating companias) was
understated, and proposed a different methodology whereby the amount of Rider ELR interruptible Ioad that
FirstEnergy currently registers as load modifying rasource {“LMR”) capacity in Midwest 150 should establish the
PDR value of Rider ELR interruptible load. /d. at 2-3. Using this method resuits in the operating company-specific
PDR values that FirstEnergy claims in the Application in this proceeding (252 MWs in total). /d. at 4. At the time of
the EE/PDR Portfolio Case, all of FirstEnergy’s claimed interruptible demand savings came from Rider ELR.

® See Case No. 09-1947-EL-POR et ., Initial Brief Submitted by Nucor Steel Marion, Inc. at 18-26 (March 29, 2010).
Nucer maintained that both FirstEnergy's initial calculation of the PDR level, as welt as the new methad using the
Midwest 150 LMR capacity level associated with Rider ELR interruptible load, understated the PDR benefit of Rider
ELR. Nucor recommended an alternate method of calculating the PDR value using the Curtailable Load
measurement prescribed in Rider ELR. /d. at 20.



maintained that the alternate methodology would better reflact the benefits interruptible load
under Rider ELR actually provide, and likely would result in greater PDR savings from Rider ELR
than the methodology used by FirstEnergy.”

The correct measurement of PDR savings from Rider ELR has been fully litigated in the
EE/PDR Portfolio Case, and the issue is pending a Commission determination, Although, as
discussed above, Nucor supports FirstEnergy’s request for an amendment of FirstEnergy's 2010
EE and PDR benchmarks, Nucor requests that, should the Commission approve FirstEnergy’s
Application in this proceeding before it issues a ruling in the EE/PDR Portfolio Case, the
Commission clarify that it is not making a determination that FirstEnergy’s methodology for
determining PDR savings from Rider ELR is correct.® Rather, the Commission should clarify that
the proper measurement of PDR savings from Rider ELR interruptible lcad is an issue that has
been addressed and litigated and will be appropriately resolved in the EE/PDR Portfolio Case.

in the alternative, the Commission can defer ruling on this application until after the
Commission has ruled on the proper PDR measurement for Rider ELR in the EE/PDR Portfolio
Case. If Nucor’s methodology for calculating PDR by interruptible load is adopted, there will be
substantially more PDR savings from Rider ELR load to offset the required 2010 PDR

benchimark, which could possibly obviate the need to amend the benchmark.

' 1d. at 20-26.

® If tha Commission approves Nucor's proposed PDR measurement, it is possible that the 2010 PDR benchmark for
Ohio Edison would be met. Nevertheless, since we do not know what the level of FDR savings would be at this
time if calculated using Nucor's approach, and since it is unknown at this time when the Commission will rule in
the EE/PDR Portfolio Case, Nucor Is supporting FirstEnergy’s proposal to amend Ohio Edison’s PDR benchmark,



. Conclusion

For the reasons set forth above, Nucor respectfully requests that the Commission: (i)
approve FirstEnergy’s request to amend the 2010 EE and PDR benchmarks; and {ii) clarify that
the Commission is not ruling on the proper method of determining the POR value of Rider ELR
in this proceeding, or, in the alternative, defer ruling on FirstEnergy’s request to amend the
2010 PDR benchmarks until after the Commission has ruled in the EE/PDR Portfolio Case on the

proper way to measure PDR benefit provided by Rider ELR interruptible load.
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