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BEFORE  
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO 

In the Matter of the Application of ) 
the City of Cincinnati to Commit  ) Case No.14-1409-EL-EEC 
Energy Efficiency/Peak Demand ) 
Reduction Programs – Mercantile. ) 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

APPLICATION OF DUKE ENERGY OHIO, INC.  
FOR REHEARING 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Pursuant to R.C.4903.10 and Rule 4901:1-35, Ohio Administrative Code, Duke Energy 

Ohio, Inc., (Duke Energy Ohio) hereby files this application for rehearing of the Public Utilities 

Commission of Ohio (Commission) Opinion and Order dated January 6, 2016.  As explained in 

more detail in the attached Memorandum in Support, the Commission’s Opinion and Order in 

this case is unreasonable and unlawful on the following grounds: 

1. The Commission’s Finding and Order is unreasonable and unlawful because it fails to

provide the appropriate rebate consistent with its own rules and the Company’s

tariffs.

For these reasons, as discussed in greater detail below, Duke Energy Ohio respectfully 

requests that the Commission grant the Company’s Application for Rehearing and clarify or 

otherwise address the matters raised above.  

Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Elizabeth H. Watts 
Amy B. Spiller (0047277) 
Deputy General Counsel 
Elizabeth H. Watts (0031092)  
Associate General Counsel 
Duke Energy Shared Services, Inc. 
155 East Broad Street, 20th Floor 
Columbus, Ohio 43215  
Phone: 614-222-1330 
Elizabeth.Watts@duke-energy.com 
Amy.Spiller@duke-energy.com 
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Memorandum in Support 

I. Introduction 

The City of Cincinnati (City) initiated this case with the filing of an application, pursuant 

to Rule 4901:1-39-05(F) to commit the City’s existing energy efficiency program for integration 

with Duke Energy Ohio, Inc.’s (Duke Energy Ohio or Company) energy efficiency, whereby the 

City would commit its energy efficiency savings to the Company in exchange for receiving a 

mercantile rebate.  The City’s application requested reimbursement of $298,255. 

Duke Energy Ohio submitted comments explaining that it did not believe that the City 

was entitled to claim a rebate for an account that falls under Duke Energy Ohio’s Unmetered 

Outdoor Lighting Electric Service tariff (UOLS) since customers who take service under this 

tariff do not pay a volumetric charge and do not pay Rider EE-PDR, as indicated by exclusion of 

the energy efficiency cost recovery rider from the applicability section of all Unmetered Outdoor 

Lighting Electric Service tariffs.  The Staff of the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (Staff) 

agreed with the Company’s position.   

The Attorney Examiner issued an Entry on October 20, 2016 seeking comments or 

objections.  The City filed comments explaining why it thought it was entitled to the rebate. 

On March 8, 2017, in a Finding and Order, the Commission approved the City’s 

application and directed the Company to adjust its baselines accordingly.  However, in so 

finding, the Commission erred in ordering the Company to pay the equivalent of a “prescriptive” 

rebate instead of a “mercantile” rebate which is really what the City is entitled to for its program.  

As was explained by the Staff in its comments, the mercantile rebate program, as devised 

by the Commission’s rules, is one that permits a mercantile entity to claim either an exemption 

from a rider or a rebate under the rider.  Thus the Company believed that a customer account 

must pay the EE-PDR rider in order to be eligible.  Also, as was explained by the Company in its 
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Comments, the City filed the wrong application.  In fact, the City filed an application for a 

mercantile self-direct rebate, but requested an incentive as if it was a participant in the 

Company’s  Non-Residential Smart$aver® Prescriptive Program.  As is evident from the two 

attached applications, (Attachments 1 and 2), while the same measures are covered by both 

applications, the incentive amount associated with the measures is different.  The City should 

receive the rebate in this case consistent with its application, which is a mercantile rebate and not 

a Non-Residential Smart$aver® Prescriptive rebate.  In order to aid the Commission in 

determining the proper mercantile rebate the Company has attached hereto (Attachment 3) a 

table showing the appropriate calculation for a mercantile rebate. The difference in incentive  

should come as no surprise to the city since the section of the Company website entitled 

Mercantile Self Direct FAQ  states, “Rebates for most projects are up to 50% of the amount 

applicable for the same project via the Smart $aver programs.” In this case, to the extent the 

Commission believes that the City is entitled to the rebate, it should only be entitled to a 

rebate of $106,175.  In the interest of fairly calculating such rebates for all customers in the 

same way, the Commission should grant rehearing in this case in order to  order the 

properly calculated amount to be rebated.     

II. Conclusion

For all of the foregoing reasons, Duke Energy Ohio respectfully requests that the

Commission grant rehearing to address the issues described above. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Elizabeth H. Watts 
Amy B. Spiller (0047277) 
Deputy General Counsel 
Elizabeth H. Watts (0031092)  
Associate General Counsel 
Duke Energy Shared Services, Inc. 
155 East Broad Street, 20th Floor 
Columbus, Ohio 43215  
Phone: 614-222-1330 
Elizabeth.Watts@duke-energy.com 
Amy.Spiller@duke-energy.com 
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SmartSaver 
Prescriptive Incentive 

Measure

SmartSaver 
Prescriptive Incentive                 

(Per Measure)

Mercantile              
Self-Direct  
Incentive

Quantity 
Installed

Incentive 
Amount 

Requested

Self-Direct 
Incentive 
Amount

Reduction in 
Requested 
Incentive

Exterior LED or 
Induction fixture 
replacing up to 175 
lamp wattage HID 
fixture 45.00$                           20.00$                     1,213               54,585$           24,260$               30,325$                 

Exterior LED or 
Induction fixture 
replacing 176-250 lamp 
wattage HID fixture 

65.00$                           25.00$                     2,351               152,815$        58,775$               94,040$                 

Exterior LED or 
Induction fixture 
replacing 251-400 lamp 
wattage HID fixture 

120.00$                         40.00$                     571                  68,520$           22,840$               45,680$                 

Exterior LED Floodlight 
replacing up >100 W 
incandescent 50.00$                           25.00$                     12                    600$                300$                    300$                       
Total 276,520$        106,175$            170,345$               
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