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THE OFFICE OF THE OHIO CONSUMERS’ COUNSEL
I.
INTRODUCTION
The Office of the Ohio Consumers Counsel (“OCC”) submits these comments with the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (“PUCO” or “Commission”) regarding Duke Energy-Ohio’s (“Duke”) Annual Energy Efficiency Portfolio Status Report. Duke filed its First Annual Energy Efficiency Status Report on March 15, 2010. (“Status Report”).  Duke filed this Status Report to comply with Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-39-05(A).  That rule requires that Duke file the initial benchmark report within sixty day of the effective date of this rule, which was December 10, 2009.

Ohio Adm. Code Section 4901:1-39-06(A) allows any person to file comments regarding an electric utility’s initial benchmark report within thirty days of the filing of such report.  The OCC files these comments pursuant to that provision.

II.
COMMENTS

A.
Duke Fails To Address The Reasons Why Many Of The Programs That Were Not “Prior Approved Program” Did Not Achieve The Forecasted Impacts And Makes No Recommendations For Modification Of The Programs.


Table 3 on page 8 of Duke’s Status Report compares the MWH forecasted impacts with the MWH actually achieved impacts for each of the programs that were not categorized as “Prior Approved Programs” and a total amount of MWH actually achieved for the “Prior Approved Programs.”  Duke concludes “This table indicates that the achieved MWH impacts through 2009 are above the forecast for 2009, but the MW impacts are lower, primarily associated with the Power Share program.”
  Although Duke has met its 2009 benchmark through “Prior Approved Programs,” Duke’s comparison is not appropriate.  The only reason that Duke’s 2009 MWH impacts are above the forecasted impacts is because the “Prior Approved Programs achieved 70% of the actual impacts and the MWH reductions of the “Prior Approved Programs” were not even included in the forecasted impacts.  For that reason, a more appropriate comparison would be between the actual impacts of all non-“Prior Approved Programs” to the forecasted impacts.


The 2009 MWH forecasted impact for the programs is 104,754.  The actual impact of the same programs is 86,353 MWH so the achieved MWH impacts are actually below the forecasted MWH impacts for 2009.  The actual impact of the programs not categorized as “Prior Approved Programs” only met 82% of the forecasted MWH impact.


Some of the Duke programs met more than the forecasted MWH impacts, while others met far less than their forecasted impact.  Duke seems unconcerned about these outcomes and makes no recommendations for modifications of the programs.  


Duke should consider the degree to which each of its programs met its forecasted impacts but Duke does not address this.  Duke should have addressed how each of the programs is performing because the success levels among the programs vary widely. 

Only two non-residential customer programs met their forecasted impacts, the SmartSaver®Non-Residential and Custom Rebate programs.  Of the residential programs, only the Residential Assessments program came close to meeting its forecasted impact.  Even that program met only 85% of the forecasted MWH savings of 7,757.  The next most successful residential program was the Smart Saver®Residential customers that met only 54% of the forecasted MWH savings.  Most disconcerting, however, were the very poor outcomes of the Low Income and Energy Efficiency Education Program for Schools.  The Low Income program met only 2.5% of its 7133 MWH savings forecast and the Energy Efficiency Education Program for Schools met only 10% of its 8,150 MWH savings forecast.


Under Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-39-05(C)(2)(c) electric utilities are required to make  recommendations as to whether programs should be continued, modified or eliminated.  The only statement Duke makes regarding its programs is “There are no modifications planned for the programs previously listed.”
   Due to the very poor success rates among some of these programs, Duke should have made some statement as to why it does not intend to modify them.  At the very least Duke should have discussed what it intends to do if the performances of the so-far unsuccessful programs do not improve.


Duke also states “there are no completed Evaluation, Measurement &Verification (“EM&V”) studies available on the 2009 programs at this time.”
  Duke’s Appendix C includes an “Annual Summary of M&V Activities for Duke Energy’s Energy Efficiency Programs in Ohio conducted by TecMarket Works that made recommendations to Duke for improving its programs. Other than these comments Duke makes no statement about when its EM&V studies will be completed, nor does it provide any information as to what kind of EM&V results would lead Duke to modifying its programs.  The Commission should require Duke to provide more information about its intentions for these programs.

B.
The “Get Energy Smart” K12 Curriculum Program Is A Large Portion Of Duke’s Energy Efficiency Portfolios And Should Include More Definite Verification Of Savings.

The 2011 forecasted MWH savings of the “Get Energy Smart” K12 Curriculum Program is 22% of the total residential customer forecasted load savings from all programs. Given that this program has only met 10% of its forecasted savings in 2009 and that Duke seems to be relying heavily on this program to meet MWH savings by 2011, Duke should have a very definite verification of savings than what it currently relies upon to verify savings.

Currently Duke assumes that each participant will obtain savings of 458 kwh.  The kwh impact per participant relies upon the participants, the school children, or their parents and whether they actually implement the measures.  But Duke does not explain how it will verify that the measures have been installed nor does it state that it intends to rely upon an independent verification process. Duke should identify an independent verification process that will not only test to ensure that the measures have been installed but will also test as to whether the participants are keeping the measures in place once they are installed.  Duke should clarify the independent verification process it will use in this program.  Perhaps one means of obtaining better verification without requiring an expensive individual verifier would be to have the independent verifier randomly call the homes of participants and ask the parents of the students which measures have been installed and which measures the family is satisfied with and intends to keep installed.  The Commission should require Duke to clarify what verification measure Duke intends to rely upon to verify that the program actually produces 458 kwhs of savings per participant.

Additionally, Appendix C of the Status Report includes an evaluation of this program by TecMarket Works.
  TecMarket Works identified several problems with the program including: requiring the participants to provide the last four digits of their social security number and failing to provide age/skill appropriate materials for the student participants.  Duke makes no response to this criticism nor does it indicate that it intends to revise the program to address these problems.  Duke should clarify how it intends to follow-up with the evaluations done in the programs and others by their third party vendors.
III. CONCLUSION
Few of Duke’s new non-“Prior Approved Programs’ are meeting their forecasted MWH or MW savings.  In particular, the Low-Income program has only met 2.5% of its forecasted savings level and the Energy Efficiency Education Program for Schools has met only 10% of its forecasted savings.  Duke does not explain these failures nor does it recommend any modifications to these programs.

Duke is relying on its Energy Efficiency Education Program for Schools program to meet 22% of the residential savings by 2011.  Because Duke is relying on this program 

from such a large percentage of residential savings, Duke should depend on a sufficient verification process to ensure that the savings actually occur.  Currently Duke does not state that it intends to rely on an independent verification process.
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