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I.
INTRODUCTION
A.
Preliminaries


On November 5, 2008, the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (“PUCO” or “Commission”) issued a Finding and Order, adopting modifications to Ohio Administrative Code Chapters 4901:1-9, 4901:1-10, 4901:1-21, 4901:1-22, 4901:1-23, 4901:1-24, and 4901:25, for the purpose of establishing the minimum reliability standards for the electric utilities’ provision of electric service to Ohio customers.
  The PUCO entered its ruling after consideration of the requirements of Substitute Senate Bill No. 221 as well as various comments that were filed by interested parties.
  


On May 6, 2009, the Commission issued an Entry on Rehearing modifying the previously adopted rules and ordered the electric distribution utilities (“EDUs”) to file proposed new reliability performance standards and ordered the filing of the proposed new standards within sixty days following the effective date of the amended chapter.
  The performance standards measure the frequency and duration of outages experienced by customers of an EDU.  OCC submits these comments regarding the Application filed by Duke Energy Ohio, Inc., (“Duke”).  As noted above, the Application was required by the Commission in the ESSS case.
  

B.
The Importance Of Outage Performance Measures In The ESSS

An EDU’s core and most essential function is to provide reliable service at reasonable and non-discriminatory cost to its customers.  Reliable service has implications not only for the statutory obligation to provide reasonable or adequate service, but also for modern economic performance.  Electric outages can have a significant economic impact on consumers.  Such economic performance also impacts Ohio’s ability to provide jobs and economic growth for its citizens.  As a result of the importance of the electric utility’s obligation, the Commission that regulates the electric utilities plays an important role in ensuring that electric service is reliable.  The Commission’s rules can help assure the public that the electric reliability standards are being followed and that appropriate and transparent reporting of compliance is implemented.  

OCC’s comments on Duke’s proposed performance standards reflect the importance of the electric utility’s obligation to ensure a reasonable level of service reliability, and reflect the Commission’s duty to establish a clear and transparent methodology to measure and ensure utility performance according to their obligations.  Consumers pay for and are entitled to reliable, safe, and efficient service.
  

OCC commends the PUCO Staff for requiring the EDUs to fully support the methodology utilized to develop their proposed performance standards.
  The technical conferences and comment period are a welcome addition to the prior process which limited participation to the Staff and the electric utility.  However, Duke’s Application must be significantly improved in order for its proposed performance standards to be sufficient for customers in its service territory and accepted by the PUCO Staff and the Commission.

II.
Duke must adhere to THE PUCO’s PROCESS FOR the EVALUATIon of its PROPOSED OUTAGE-RELATED PERFORMANCE MEASURES.

Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-10 identifies the service reliability indices
 and 

prescribes the process for an electric utility to establish company-specific minimum reliability performance standards. Specifically, Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-10(B)(3) requires that the applications proposing the performance standards contain:

(a)
A proposed methodology for establishing reliability standards.

(b)
A proposed company-specific reliability performance standard for each service reliability index based on the proposed methodology.

(c)
Supporting justification for the proposed methodology and each resulting performance standard.

Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-10(B)(4) requires that certain supporting justification for the methodology must accompany each application and:

(a) Performance standards should reflect historical system performance, system design, technological advancements, service area geography, customer perception survey results as defined in paragraph (B)(4)(b) of this rule, and other relevant factors.

Finally, Ohio Adm. Code 1-10-10(B)(5) requires that a complete set of workpapers must be filed with the Application.  The PUCO Staff has developed guidelines for the completion and submission of the applications and supporting workpapers and justification, and these guidelines were ordered to be posted on the Commission’s website via Commission Entry.

Duke has the burden of proving that its proposed performance standards are just and reasonable and this requires sufficient information to justify its claims.
  The 

ESSS are instrumental in setting forth the minimum requirements to satisfy these objectives.  The requirement for a hearing when the utility’s proposed performance standards are unjust or unreasonable is a welcome and necessary ingredient to achieving success in the comment process proposed above.
  The Commission, however, should set the bar sufficiently high for the electric distribution utilities in permitting them to set new outage performance standards.  The Commission, in determining whether to hold a hearing, should keep in mind that the burden is on the EDU to support its proposed performance standards.  (Emphasis added.)

The PUCO Staff’s comments on Duke’s proposed reliability standards are due to be filed by December 13, 2009
, according to the ESSS rule that states that the PUCO Staff may file comments within 30 days of the technical conference.  Parties then have an opportunity to file replies to the Staff’s comments by January 12, 2010.
 

Given Duke’s lack of adequate documentation the Commission should require Duke to provide additional, supporting documentation for its proposed outage standards.  The documentation should be filed no later than the due date for the Staff’s comments or on an earlier timeline if desired by the Staff.  Absent an adequate provision of the information, OCC may request a Commission hearing to determine the appropriate reliability standards for Duke.

The PUCO has improved the transparency and efficacy of its electric distribution system reliability rules by requiring the EDUs to file records of their performance with the Commission.  The rules are insufficiently transparent, however, if electric utilities that fail to meet standards need only file an “action plan” when the performance standards are not achieved.  It is critical that actual compliance with the standards, which are to be adopted subject to a transparent and open process, be required by the Commission.  Parties to this comment process, which is designed for the development of the proposed standards, are entitled to be informed of the actual performance of the electric utilities and should receive the annual reports.
  Without the compliance information, the public process used to develop the standards is meaningless.

III.
COMMENTS ON DUKE’S APPLICATION

Duke filed its Application proposing new outage-based performance standards on August 28, 2009.  The Commission subsequently set forth a procedural schedule for consideration of the Companies’ proposed performance standards.
  

A.
Proposed SAIFI Standard Stipulated In The ESP Case.


The SAIFI stipulated in Duke’s Electric Security Plan (“ESP Case”)
 does not relieve the Company from providing relevant information as specified in Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-10(B)(3)-(5) and the Guidelines for Reliability Standards Applications (Staff Guidelines.) As a part of the Stipulation in the ESP Case, Duke agreed to meet certain SAIFI performance standards over the years of its SmartGrid deployment plan.  In the Application for the establishment of minimum reliability standards, Duke does not propose any alternative to those performance standards approved in the ESP case, which includes yearly SAIFI standards from 2009 to 2016 and forward until the end of the SmartGrid deployment period.
 

The different reliability indices such as SAIFI and CAIDI are closely related. Duke also has repeatedly emphasized in its Application that the SmartGrid implementation would adversely impact the reported CAIDI even though its SAIFI performance might improve.
  Consequently, the historical data of SAIFI is not only useful in evaluating the SAIFI standard itself, but is also of critical importance in the evaluation of other performance reliability index such as CAIDI. The historical SAIFI data are apparently readily available to Duke and the provision of this data will not impose an undue burden on the Company.

B.
Duke Failed To Provide Daily Outage Event Data.


Duke failed to provide the complete data and summary of its historical daily outage events essential for the calculation of historical reliability performance data such as SAIFI and CAIDI. As prescribed in the Staff Guidelines and again confirmed in Staff’s Comments regarding the AEP Application to propose Reliability Standards filed on December 3, 2009, two key components in evaluating an EDU’s Application are:

(a) whether the EDU correctly calculated its historical performance and major event exclusions; and 

(b) Whether the EDU selected the appropriate years of historical performance to include in the historical average.

Since Duke has not provided the actual daily outage events data for years 2004 to 2008, it would be very difficult, if not impossible, for the Staff and other parties to duplicate or verify the CAIDI reported in the Application.

C.
Duke Failed To Properly Describe And Support Its Methodologies For Its Proposed Minimum Reliability Standards.

Duke’s Application failed to identify and file the required documentation for the methodology utilized to derive its proposed resulting performance standards including SAIFI and CAIDI.  Most of the factors required to be provided in accordance with Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-10(B)(4)(a) and (b) such as system design, service area geography, customers perception survey results are not addressed at all.

D.
Duke’s Revision Of Its Average Historical Yearly CAIDI Is Unnecessary And Unreasonable.

The inclusion of partial 2008-2009 outage data (from October 1, 2008 to September 30, 2009) is unnecessary, and the partial 2009 data are not required by the Staff Guidelines.  The 2009 yearly CAIDI, as presented by Duke, is also problematic as it reflects the outage events from the last three months of 2008 and the first nine months of 2009.  These outage events of the last three months of 2008 are already included in the calculation of the 2008 yearly CAIDI.  This double-counting results in an unreliable calculation of the historical reliability indices.  Also, the partial 2009 CAIDI of 105.70 is much higher than each of the yearly CAIDI from 2004 to 2008.
   Duke has provided no explanation in its Application for the inclusion of the partial 2009 CAIDI.
  It is worth noting that in the original Application, Duke does not include the partial 2009 CAIDI, and the historical average yearly CAIDI from 2004 to 2008 is 89.88.
   The inclusion of the partial 2009 historical CAIDI has raised the historical average CAIDI to 92.52, which is clearly an unreasonable adjustment.

E.
Duke’s Assertion Linking Smart Grid Automation and Increased CAIDI Is Unsubstantiated.

Duke has not demonstrated its claim that accelerated implementation of Smart Grid Automation will always result in a higher reported CAIDI even if the actual repair and restoration time for unplanned outages after Smart Grid has decreased or remained the same.
  Duke has provided several hypothetic examples regarding the effects of Smart Grid Automation technologies on SAIFI and CAIDI.  Duke’s actual historical CAIDI and SAIFI have not shown any definite linkage between the decrease in SAIFI and the increase in CAIDI.
   This claimed linkage has been used repeatedly by Duke to adjust its proposed CAIDI standards in its Amended Application.  An illustrative example shown in Duke’s Application does not meet the required burden of proof on this important claim.  Duke needs to provide more detailed explanation of the underlying technical and engineering rationales or commonly-recognized electric industry publications or studies to support its claim.  The information should be filed in the docket no later than December 23, 2009, the date that the PUCO Staff’s comments are due. 

F.
Duke’s After-The-Fact Adjustment Of Historical Yearly CAIDI To Account For Its Hypothetic Future Efforts Is Unprecedented, Unsubstantiated And Unreasonable.
 

First, Duke claimed that the distribution system automation and sectionalization will reduce whole circuit outages (lockouts) by at least fifty percent.
   This may or may not be the case, and Duke has provided absolutely no support for this claim.  Second, even if this lockouts reduction due to sectionalization can be confirmed, Duke’s proposed after-the-fact adjustments would increase the reported CAIDI by more than 10% each year from 2004 to 2008.  The average historical CAIDI from 2004 to 2008 would increase from 89.88 to 99.83 simply based on Duke’s novel claim that if circuit lockouts had been cut in half over the past years, its reported CAIDI would have changed significantly.

G.
Duke’s Proposed Statistics-Based Adjustment To Historical CAIDI Is Flawed And Unreasonable.

Duke’s proposed two standard deviations addition to the after-the-fact adjusted historical CAIDIs is flawed and unreasonable and should be rejected.  This statistics-based approach lacks any scientific support.  The proposed minimum reliability standards arrived at after the statistics-based adjustments have been applied are meaningless.  This statistics-based adjustment only serves to further lower the minimum reliability performance standard, CAIDI, which Duke should achieve to provide reliable service to its customers.  Duke did not even bother to provide a detailed explanation on the rationale for the addition of two standard deviations to the historical CAIDI.  The only rationale here is “To allow for expected variations in weather.”
  

CAIDI is not directly-observable service outage data.  CAIDI is calculated based on daily outage durations over an extended time period (generally one year).  There is no scientific basis to treat the yearly CAIDI indices as independent random variables centered on an average number.  A yearly index such as CAIDI, being an average number calculated over an extended period of time, has already fully reflected the daily variable conditions such as weather conditions that prevailed in the utility’s service territories in a given year.  There is no need to double-count the effects of weather variations.

Duke’s calculation of the adjusted historical average and standard deviation of CAIDI is based on only six observations (the yearly CAIDI numbers from 2004 to 2008, and the partial year CAIDI of 2009).  The validity of calculating a standard deviation based on such a small number of observations is highly questionable to say the least.  Duke also failed to demonstrate that the adjusted yearly CAIDI numbers are or closely resemble a normal distribution.
  Without a confirmation that the yearly historical CAIDIs are independently (year to year) and normally distributed, the calculation of a standard deviation CAIDI is of little value.  The adjustment of the minimum reliability performance index by adding two standard deviations serves no useful purposes other than to inflate the CAIDI and lower the minimum standards that Duke is required to meet in providing electric service to its customers.  

H.
Duke’s Failure To Justify And Quantify The Effects Of Smart Grid Improvements And Its Proposed Three Adjustments.

Duke failed to adequately define, explain the linkage, and quantify the effects of Smart Grid improvements such as self-healing circuits, Smart Meter Customer Interruption identification, and Improved Customer Outage Count on the reported CAIDI.

Duke provides only a brief description of these Smart Grid improvements and the estimated impacts on CAIDI.
  There is no explanation regarding how the Company developed its estimates.  OCC cannot evaluate the methodologies or the data sources used in deriving these estimates. 


Duke’s three proposed adjustments to the average yearly CAIDI, in order to account for possible future Smart Grid improvements, are flawed and unreasonable.  The adjustments have resulted in significant weakening of the minimum reliability standards.  Duke has proposed three Smart Grid adjustments to the adjusted historical yearly CAIDI (after already adjusting for the 50% reduction in circuit lockouts and the addition of two standard deviations to the historical average).  The proposed CAIDI standard has increased from 123.4 to 140.4 after the proposed three adjustments.  Duke has not demonstrated that the estimations of these adjustments were reasonably developed and quantified.

More important than the reasonableness of the estimates of these adjustments is the timing of the adjustments.  In essence, Duke is proposing to adjust its current reliability standards to account for the SmartGrid improvements that have yet to be implemented.  These CAIDI adjustments related to the three Smart Grid improvements should not be permitted.  Duke has yet to implement these Smart Grid technologies.  These technologies, as currently envisioned, will be implemented and completed in the future over a number of years.  Consequently, their estimated effects on CAIDI, assuming there are indeed some impacts on CAIDI, will only be realized in future years.  The inclusion of the future impacts on the current CAIDI reliability standard is premature, unreliable, and unreasonable. 


Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-26(B) requires the electric utilities to file an annual report with the Commission that includes planning for investments and improvements in the distribution facilities/equipment.  Duke’s most recent Rule 26 submission indicates that the Company is projecting to spend $595,764,164 between 2009 and 2012 for distribution system improvements.
  Yet, it remains unclear if the Smart Grid investment is planned in addition to the dollars currently planned.  If so, the proposed reliability standards should be based on the system capabilities that will be exist in the future.  

I.
Duke Failed To Account For Geographic Characteristics In Its Service Territories.

Duke’s Application fails to provide any supporting information about geographic considerations and the impact this has on the proposed reliability standards.  In its Amended Application, Duke stated that “Duke Energy Ohio’s service area geography remains the same as in past years.  The same district offices that have been in existence for many years continue in operation.”
  The Application listed the seven district offices.  This is clearly inconsistent with the Staff Guidelines which state that:

The application should separately quantify the adjustment that the electric utility proposes for each factor it believes should be considered in adjusting the average historical performance to develop the standard.  All factors listed in Rule 4901:1-10-10 (B)(4)(a), O.A.C. should be addressed, including those for which no adjustment is made.

J.
Duke’s Failure To Provide Relevant And Reliable Information.

1.
Sectionalizing and Automating the Distribution System

Duke indicates that the company is in the process of sectionalizing and automating the distribution system.
  The company provides no detail regarding the degree of sectionalizing and automation currently employed on its distribution system.  There is also no information pertaining to the number of additional devices scheduled to be installed in the future and with a timeframe for those installations.  While the Company can speculate as to the effect of these improvements on CAIDI, being able to compare the installment schedule to the reliability performance would provide a clearer picture as to how reliability is being impacted. The Company does speculate as to what the benefits to CAIDI would have been over the past five years if the system was already sectionalized and automated, but it does not make any sense to calculate the past benefits of sectionalizing and automating that has not occurred yet.  It is premature to include that in the calculations at this juncture when the benefits have not been quantified.   

2.
Self-Healing Circuits


Duke states that Self Healing Circuits will further reduce the number of outages as evidenced by the performance of the first Self-Healing Circuit installed on September 4, 2009.
  The company provides no information regarding how many circuits are currently self-healing and in operation.  Additionally, there is no information provided regarding how many additional circuits are scheduled to be modified to become self-healing circuits and no timeframe has been provided for these upgrades.  Duke should be required to file a schedule of the modifications to its circuits to accommodate self-healing.  The schedule should be filed no later than, December 23, 2009 – the date that the PUCO Staff’s comments are due to be filed in this case.

3.
Distribution Outage Management System/CSP Transformer Retrofit Program

Duke indicates that it is in the process of replacing the existing Trouble Call and Outage Management System (TCOMS) with the Distribution Outage Management System (DOMS) and the expansion of the CSP Transformer Retrofit Program.
  It is again unclear as to the number of customers that are currently impacted by this improvement and what the timeframe will be for implementing these improvements.  

4.
Implementation Of SmartGrid

Duke places a great deal of emphasis for setting the Company’s future reliability indices on the implementation of SmartGrid and other technology improvements. The last sentence of Duke’s Application states “For status of implementation of SmartGrid modernization, Duke Energy Ohio refers the Staff and other interested parties to information provided in Case No. 09-543-GE-UNC”.
  This certainly makes it difficult to determine what impact SmartGrid is currently having on the system and what impact may be expected in six months; a year; or two years when the implementation status is updated within another case.  

Before SmartGrid starts providing reliability benefits to customers, the meters must be installed and certified before being considered operational; the communication system and network backbone for supporting the meters must be in place; Information Technology (“IT”) programming changes must also be implemented.  The Company is premature to include the beneficial effects of the SmartGrid modernization in the proposed reliability standards without first explaining what is currently installed; currently operational; scheduled to be installed in 2010; expected to be operational in 2010.  The benefits of SmartGrid are yet to be realized and should not impact the proposed reliability indices for 2010 unless the Company can demonstrate that SmartGrid technology is in place and providing reliability benefits to customers.  

K.
Customer Perception Survey

The survey information provided by Duke reflects a general decline in customers’ satisfaction with the frequency and duration of outages.  Customer dissatisfaction can likely be attributed, in part, to the approximate 20% under-spending that Duke made in distribution system investment in 2008.
 

Duke should not assume the level of satisfaction for Ohio customers would mirror the responses for customers from the Carolinas, as suggested in the customer perception survey results.
  If Carolinas customers had a higher level of reliability satisfaction and a higher CAIDI index level, it cannot be correlated that a higher CAIDI index leads to higher satisfaction or has no impact on satisfaction.  Additionally, this survey result cannot be applied to Ohio customers as the survey subjects live in different states in different geographical areas.  

For example, as a result of the Hurricane Ike windstorm on September 14, 2008, 822,000 Duke customers in Ohio lost power-- many for several days--while customers in the Carolinas did not
. The opinion of those Ohio Duke customers who lost power for several days would probably be that the duration of one outage can have a very, very strong impact on the customer’s reliability satisfaction.

L. A Properly Calculated Baseline Yearly CAIDI
Given the large number of proposed adjustments contained in the original Application and the Amended Application, it is useful to summarize our comments here.  The OCC believes all adjustments proposed by Duke regarding its historical CAIDI are unnecessary and unreasonable. The proper baseline yearly CAIDI of Duke is the average historical CAIDI of 2004 to 2008 with transmission-related and MED (major-event-day) outages excluded as reported in Duke’s initial Application.
  The proper baseline yearly CAIDI is 89.88. 

IV.
CONCLUSION

The PUCO, in the new Electric Service and Safety Standards, has taken steps to improve the reliability that electric distribution utilities provide to Ohioans by requiring the development of supportable “standards” in lieu of the targets that are utilized today -- and by developing such standards in an open Commission proceeding.  Standards are a significant improvement over targets in one very important aspect for customers -- targets are aspirational while standards must be adhered to.  The sole purpose of the Application should be to propose minimum reliability standards which reflect all of the factors the Commission set forth in Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-10(B).  

The Commission must also recognize that Duke has not met its burden of proof in proposing its new reliability performance standards and has not taken into account the requirements of the Commission’s rules or the PUCO Staff’s guidelines that are designed to protect the reliability of electric service for Ohioans.  Unless the Company provide adequate support for its proposed reliability standards at some point in this proceeding and there then is a fair and adequate process for parties to review Duke’s additional information and comment on it, the Commission should conduct a full evidentiary hearing and consider setting the Company’s reliability standards through a review of the record of the hearing.
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� These Chapters contain the Commission’s Electric Service and Safety Standards (“ESSS”).


� In re the Commission’s Review of Chapters 4901:1-9, 4901:1-10, 4901:1-21, 4901:1-22, 4901:1-24, and 4901:1-15 of the Ohio Administrative Code, Case No. 06-653-EL-ORD, Finding and Order (November 5, 2008) (“ESSS case”).  The Ohio Administrative Code sections referred to constitute Ohio’s ESSS.


�ESSS Case, Entry on Rehearing at 9-10.  


� OCC participated with the Ohio Consumer and Environmental Advocates (“OCEA”) in filing comments and other responsive pleadings in In re the Commission’s Review of Chapters 4901:1-9, 4901:1-10, 4901:1-21, 4901:1-22, 4901:1-24, and 4901:1-15 of the Ohio Administrative Code, Case No. 06-653-EL-ORD, Entry on Rehearing (May 6, 2009).  OCEA included the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel,  NOPEC, City of Toledo, Ohio Partners for Affordable Energy, Ohio Interfaith Power and Light, Appalachian People’s Action Coalition, Communities United for Action, Citizens for Fair Utility Rates, Neighborhood Environmental Coalition, Cleveland Housing Network, Empowerment Center for Greater Cleveland, Counsel for Citizens Coalition, Citizen Power, Northwest Ohio Aggregation Coalition, Edgemont Neighborhood Coalition of Dayton, Ohio Farmers Union, Sierra Club Ohio Chapter, Greater Ohio, United Clevelanders Against Poverty; and Environment Ohio.


� R. C. 4928.02.


� Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-10(B)(4).


� “CAIDI,” or the customer average interruption duration index, represents the average interruption duration or average time to restore service per interrupted customer.  CAIDI is expressed by the following formula:


CAIDI equals sum of customer interruption durations divided by total number of customer interruptions.


“SAIFI,” or the system average interruption frequency index, represents the average number of interruptions per customer.  SAIFI is expressed by the following formula:


SAIFI equals total number of customer interruptions divided by total number of customers served.


� Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-10(B)(6)(e). “If it appears to the commission that the proposals in the application may be unjust or unreasonable, the commission shall set the matter for hearing and shall publish notice of the hearing in accordance with section 4909.10 of the Revised Code.  At such hearing, the burden of proof to show that the proposals in the application are just and reasonable shall be upon the electric utility.”


� Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-10(B)(6)(e).


� December 13, 2009 falls on a Sunday.  Therefore, per the attorney examiner, initial comments will be filed on Monday, December 14, 2009.


� Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-10(B)(a) - (d).


� The provision of the information is required by Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-10(B)(5) and the PUCO Staff’s internet-posted guidelines.


� R.C. 4905.07 states “[a]ll facts and information in the possession of the public utilities commission shall be public, and all reports, records, files, books, accounts, papers, and memorandums of every nature in its possession shall be open to inspection by interested parties or their attorneys.”


� Entry at 1-2.  Duke’s technical conference was scheduled for November 23, 2009.  Comments were due on December 13, 2009, Staff Comments were set for December 23, 2009 and Reply Comments were set for January 12, 2010.


� In re Duke Energy Ohio’s ESP, Case No. 08-920-EL-SSO et al (“ESP Case”)


� Duke’s Application at 1-4.


� Id. at 6 – 10.


� Staff’s Comments in Case No. 09-0756-EL-ESS at 3-5. 


� Duke’s Amended Application at 2.


� Duke’s Amended Application at 2.


� In the Technical Conference, Duke indicated the inclusion of the partial 2009 CAIDI could add one more observation to its yearly CAIDI. 


� Duke’s Application at 11. 


� Duke’s Amended Application at 2.


� Duke’s Application at 6-10.


� Id. at 11.


� Duke’s Amended Application at 2.


� Duke’s Application at 2.


� Duke’s Amended Application at 2.


� Id.


� At the Technical Conference, Duke indicated the yearly CAIDI index was not a normal distribution.  


� See Duke’s Amended Application at 3-4.


� In the Matter of the Annual Report of Duke Energy Ohio Pursuant to Rule 26 of Electric Service and Safety Standards, Ohio Administrative Code 4901:1-10-26, Case No. 09-999-EL-UNC, March 31, 2009, at 9.


� See Duke’s Amended Application at 4.


� See Staff Guidelines, 3.


� Duke’s Amended Application at 2.


� Id at 3.


� Duke’s Amended Application at 3.


� Duke’s Amended Application at 6.


� Rule 26 submission pursuant to PUCO Case No. 09-999-EL-UNC.  The Company had planned to spend $123,008,930, yet actually only spent $98,352,669. 


� Duke’s Amended Application at 7.


� 08-0709-EL-AIR, Duke Energy Ohio’s Motion for Approval to Change Accounting Methods to Defer and Create a Regulatory Asset for Storm Restoration Costs Incurred During the Test Year and Recovery Mechanism for Storm Restoration Costs


�Duke’s Application at 11.  This also assumes that Duke can provide actual daily outage events data to support its calculations reported in the Application. 


� OCC reserves the right to recommend a hearing on Duke’s Application for the reasons stated here or for other reasons, at any time during this case.






