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COMMENTS
BY
THE OFFICE OF THE OHIO CONSUMERS’ COUNSEL

The Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel (*OCGil),intervenor in this
proceeding on behalf of residential utility consuspsubmits comments regarding the
objections filed by the Industrial Energy User€E(") in this proceeding on December
11, 2009. IEU asserts that the program portfdémg (“Plans”) proffered by Columbus
Southern Power and Ohio Power Company (collectjv@lizP Ohio”) (1) will lead to
unreasonable retail rate increasesid thus will assign more risk to AEP Ohio’s
customerg,(2) must be reviewed to guard against excessimgbance costs and to
avoid a repeat of the problems associated withHFiergy’s portfolio plart,(3) ignore

lower cost options for compliandd€4) include excessive administrative casasd (5)
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unreasonably allow AEP Ohio to benefit from shasadngs, incentives and lost
distribution revenue$.

On January 26, 2010, the Ohio Energy Group (“OESBBHmitted comments in
response to IEU’s objections. OEG noted that alghathe Plans allow AEP Ohio to
increase retail rates, the energy efficiency pnograontained in the Plans would actually
lower the monthly bills of consumers who participat the program§. Thus, “[t]he
adverse consequences warned of by IEU will notiottun addition, OEG pointed out
that, unlike with FirstEnergy, the Plans offeredA&P Ohio have been thoroughly
reviewed in the Collaborative procéssndeed, “the residential and commercial lighting
programs have been operating since last year,naithegative publicity*® OEG also
explained that there is a basis in statute and PpeCedent for including in the Plans a
shared savings incentives and a provision for ABR @ collect lost distribution
revenues that result from the programA shared savings incentive is where the
calculated net benefits for measurable energyieffay and peak demand reduction
(“EE/PDR”) programs are shared between customat&i® Ohio, and serves to induce
the company to develop and implement effective ppygrams to help customers use
less electricity.

OCC concurs with OEG’s comments. The Plans arguled to encourage

residential and non-residential consumers to ppdie in cost-effective energy
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efficiency programs, and to install renewable epeegource facilities on their premises.
Such programs will help to lower consumers’ eledbills, and thus put consumers at
less risk than IEU supposes.

OCC also comments on the issue of administratigesabat IEU raisetf: In
asserting that the Plans contain excessive admatist costs, IEU referenced concerns
about the administrative costs that were raiseédstimony OCC submitted in AEP
Ohio’s electric security plan proceeditigThe transparency of the process set forth in
the Stipulation filed as part of the Plans, howeeases OCC'’s concerns.

OCC has worked with AEP Ohio and other Collabormativembers to review the
administrative costs proposed in AEP Ohio’s electacurity plan. In Volume 1 of
AEP’s DSM Action Plan, it is shown that AEP Ohi@dministrative costs fall within the
range of other best practice programs when compamsgerly** The Action Plan also
states the reasonableness of these administratse given that the programs are in the
early years of implementation. Administrative soste expected to be high initially, but
to drop over time as more incentives are paid stauers to participate in the programs.

In addition to the Action Plan showing that AEP @&iadministrative costs fall
within the range of other programs, the Stipulapoovides that “[tjhe Companies agree
to offer transparent reporting of program costsluding EE/PDR impacts and progress

toward goals, incentives and administrative cdstthe Collaborative on a quarterly

12 Administrative costs are any program costs thanan-incentives. This does not include lost rereeor
shared savings amounts.
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basis.*® This provision will allow the opportunity for th@ollaborative to closely
monitor the administrative costs of each prograneftectiveness.

The Collaborative, including OCC, has continuedntmnitor these costs since the
filing. The actual administrative costs of currenbgrams are proving to be less than
was anticipated in the portfolio filing. OCC widbntinue to monitor these costs going
forward and raise any concerns regarding excessingnistrative costs in the
Collaborative.

IEU’s objections regarding administrative costs\aithout merit. The
transparent reporting agreed to in the Stipulatvdhprovide OCC and others the
opportunity to monitor the administrative coststttfesidential consumers will be asked
to pay. The Commission should approve the Stimravithout modification.

Respectfully submitted,

JANINE L. MIGDEN-OSTRANDER
CONSUMERS’ COUNSEL

s/ Terry L. Etter
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