
n 
BEFORE 

THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO 

In the Matter of Ohio Power Company's 
Submission Concerning Conjunctive 
Electric Service 

) 
Case No. 97-357-EL-UNC 

PUCO 

In the Matter of Columbus Southern 
Power Company's Submission 
Concerning Conjunctive Electric Service 

In the Matter of Conjunctive Electric Service ) 
Guidelines, Proposed by Participants of the ) 
of the Commission Roundtable on Competition ) 
in the Electric Industry. ) 

Case No. 97-356-EL-UNC 

Case No. 96-406-EL'COI 

MOTION TO INTERVENE AND PROTEST OF 
INDUSTRIAL ENERGY USERS-OHIO 

Now comes Industrial Energy Users-Ohio ("lEU-OH"), pursuant to Section 

4903.221, Revised Code, and Rule 4901-01-11, Ohio Administrative Code {"O.A.C."). 

and hereby moves the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio ("Commission") for an order 

granting lEU-OH intervention in this proceeding. Numerous members of lEU-OH 

currently receive service from The Ohio Power Company and Columbus Southern 

Power Company and may be affected by the company's proposed service. lEU-OH 

has also been an active participant throughout the Commission's electricity roundtable 

process that developed the initial proposed guidelines for Conjunctive Electric Service 

("CES"). As such, lEU-OH has a real and substantial interest and will be affected 

directly by the outcome of this proceeding. lEU-OH submits that its intervention in this 

This i s to cer t i fy tbat t>-? fTmcas appearing are an 
accurate and complete rt^Jivt^uc-ion of a case f i l e 
document dalivered in tlie r^-guXar courao o£ baaiiuids. 



matter will not unduly deiay nor prolong this proceeding and uTat lEU-OH will contribute 

to the full development and equitable resolution of the issues raised by this matter. The 

bases for this Motion to Intervene are more fully set forth in the attached Memorandum 

in Support. 

Respectfully submitted, 

SamuefC. Randazzo, Esq.' 
Richard P, Rosenberry, Esq. 
Kevin M. Murray. Technical Specialist 
KEGLER. BROWN, HILL & RITTER 
65 E. State Street, Suite 1800 
Columbus. OH 43215-4294 

On Behalf of Industrial Energy Users-Ohio 
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MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT 
OF INTERVENTION 

AND PROTEST 

The time and effort required to overcome the opposition of utilities to the Ohio 

Energy Strategy has finally taken its toll on the willingness of customers to invest in the 

roundtable effort. Increasingly, customers are recognizing that the time and effort 

invested in the roundtable process are prciducing negative returns. The utilities 

performance since October, 1994, including their joint protest to the Commission's 

efforts to collect information required to evaluate the utilities "stranded cost" claims 

makes it clear that utilities will not voluntarily provide customers with any meaningful 

opportunity to begin to improve their electricity price and service quality positions 

without a firm legislative mandate to do so. Collectively, the utilities' proposed CES 

tariffs only reinforce this conclusion. The Commission's as well as customer's 

resources would be better served if they were directed towards obtaining a firm 

legislative mandate to substitute effective competition for monopoly abuse. 

American Electric Power's ("AEP") performance during the extended 

review/discussion period that preceded the issuance of the CES Guidelines 

demonstrates that beneath its advertising messages and pro-competitive press 

releases are strong preferences for monopoly outcomes. On October 23,1995, AEP's 



l i ^n P-rincipie Rate Specialisr made a presentation to the rouruirrable participants which 

described the Wal-Mart Conjunctive Rate Design Piiot̂  which commenced in May, 1995 

- almost two years ago. Of course AEP's pilot project took place in Kentucky - not Ohio. 

In October, 1995, AEP proposed a two year pilot program accompanied by Commission 

established guidelines. In April, 1997 AEP filed a notice of appeal in Ohio Supreme 

Court Case No. 97-0842 to attack the Commission's CES guidelines and a two year 

pilot program. It is no wonder that most customers are seeking meaningful refonn from 

the Ohio legislature and have given up on their present suppliers as a source of 

customer friendly prices and services. 

On March 31, 1997. the Ohio Power Company ("OPCo") and the Columbus 

Southern Power Company ("CSP") filed their "submission" concemir^ the Public 

Utilities Commission of Ohio ("Commission") December 24, 1996, Finding and Order in 

Case No. 96-406-EL-COI as well as the Commission's Febmary 27, 1997 Entry on 

Rehearing. OPCo filed its "submission" in Case No. 97-357-EL-UNC. CSP filed its 

"submission" in Case No. 97-356-EL-UNC. Both filings of these AEP operating 

companies are virtually identical. 

Paragraph 12 of the Commission's December 24, 1996, Finding and Orcler in 

Case No. 96-406-EL-COI directing utilities to file tariffs stated The tariffs will be 

reviewed as part of this case and are to be filed under the above-captloned docket" 

[emphasis added]. In this regard, the "submissions" of OPCo and CSP do not 

procedurally comply with the Commission's Order. Moreover, OPCo's and CSPs 

claimed confusion over language in the Commission's Finding and Order and the Entry 

on Rehearing could have been resolved by reference to the CES guidelines which 

state: 

(7) Implementation of Conjunctive Electric Service 

Upon approval by the Commission of the guidelines contained herein, each 

utility shall file with the Commission, within sixty (60) days, a tariff for conjunctive 

electric service conforming to such guidelines. The conjunctive electric service 

tariff shall specify, with as much detail as possible, the terms and conditions 

A copy of AEP's presentation is attached. 



under which conjunctive electric service will be pn3via«d by the utility. Notice of 

the new tariff shall also be published in accordance with Rule 4901:1-1-03, 

OAC. 

While AEP's "submissions" do not comply with the procedural requirements 

established by the Commission, allowing AEP to fail procedurally would only serve to 

further delay the implementation of CES for those customers that desire the service. 

Accordingly, lEU-OH offers its comments on one substantive aspect of the "conceptual 

language" included with the "submissions." lEU-OH reserves the right to amend and 

alter its protest and comments based upon a filing by the AEP companies that complies 

with the CES guidelines. 

The conceptual language submitted by the AEP companies indicates that rates 

will be developed based upon the prior twelve months revenues. As the Commission 

well knows, the issue of "revenue neutrality" was debated at length in this proceeding. 

The CES guidelines ultimately approved by the Commission provide for rates to be 

subject to negotiation between CES groups and the utility. CSP's and OPCo's 

"conceptual language" appears to be designed to affect the outcome of any negotiation 

by linking the rate to the prior twelve months revenue. This looks a lot like the revenue 

neutral parameter rejected by the Commission. 

For the reasons stated above, lEU-OH respectfully requests that: 

1. The Commission permit lEU-OH to intervene in this proceeding and 

be treated as a party hereto, with full rights of participation as 

provided by the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure; 

2. The Commission take action through the Attorney General's office 

to enforce compliance of OPCo and CSP with the directives 

contained in the Finding and Order and Entry on Rehearing issued 

in Case No. 96-406-EL-COI; 

3. The Commission proactively support the efforts of the Coalition for 

Choice in Electricity to pass legislation that will provide Ohio's 



electricity customers with the benefits (lower pricfcis, better services, 

new products) of effective competition between electricity 

producers; and 

4. lEU-OH be afforded all other relief deemed appropriate by the 

Commission. 

Respectfully submitted, 

SamueLC. Randazzo, Esq 
Richard P. Rosenberry, Esq. 
Kevin M. Mun-ay, Technical Specialist 
KEGLER, BROWN, HILL & RITTER 
65 East State Street, Suite 1800 
Columbus, OH 43215-4294 
Telephone: (614)462-5400 
Telecopier: (614)464-2634 

On Behalf of Industrial Energy Users-Ohio 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing Industrial Energy Users-Ohio's Motion to 

Intervene and Protest was served upon the following parties this 30th day of April, 1997, via 

electronic transmission, hand-delivery or ordinary U.S. mail, postage prepaid. 

c. 
Tony Ahem 
Buckeye Power 
6677 Bush Blvd. 
Columbus, Ohio 43266-0036 

Robert Bums 
NRRI 
1080 Carmack Rd. 
Columbus, Ohio 43210 

James B. Gainer 
Cinergy Corporation 
130 East Fourth St. 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 

Bmce Holtz 
Reduced Energy Specialists 
7095 B. East Market St. 
Warme, Ohio 44484 

Mark Kempic 
Centerior Energy 
6200 Oak Tree Blvd. 
Independence, OH 44131 

Catherine Morris 
415 Woodbine Avenue 
Baltimore, MD 21204-4245 

Jeffrey L. Small 
Chester, Wilcox & Saxbe 
17 S. High Street 
Columbus, OH 43215 

Leila Vespoli 
Ohio Edison 
76 S. Main Street 
Akron, OH 44308 

Brady Bancroft 
10270 Sylvama-Hetamore Rd. 
Berkey, OH 43504 

Colleen L. Mooney 
Assistant Consumers' Coimsel 
Ohio Consimiers' Counsel 
77 S. High St., 15th Floor 
Columbus, OH 43266-0550 

Samuel ()f Randazzo 

Denis George 
Stand Energy Corp. 
Brookwood Bldg., Ste. 110 
1077 Celestial Street 
Cincinnati, OH 45202 

Barbara Heuter 
Ohio Council of Retail 
Merchants 
SOW. Broad St. 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 

Mark I. Wallach 
Kevin M. Sullivan 
James F. Lang 
Calfee, Halter & Griswold 
1400 McDonald Investment Ctr. 
800 Superior Avenue 
Cleveland, OH 44114 

Dick Reid 
Kirk Guy 
Dayton Power & Light Co. 
P. O. 8825 
Dayton. Ohio 45401 

Marvin Resnik 
AEP Service Corp. 
1 Riverside Plaza 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 

Omar Farouq 
Ohio Department of 
Development 
77 S. High Street 
P.O. Box 1001 
Columbus, Ohio 43266 

Robert Winter 
Gary Jack 
Monongahela Power Co. 
P. O. Box 1392 
Fairmont, WV 26555-1392 

David Rineholt 
Ohio Partners for 

Affordable Energy 
P.O. Box 1793 
Findlay, OH 45839-1793 

Chiintine Ericson 
Vemer, Liefert, Bernhard, 
McPherson & Hand 
901 15th Street N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 2005-2301 

Mike Smalz 
Ohio State Legal Services 
861 N. High Street 
Columbus, OH 43215 

Howard Petricoff 
Sheldon Taft 
Vorys, Satetj Seymour «& Pease 
52 E. Gay Street 
P.O. Box 1008 
Cohmibus,OH.43216-1008 

Robert Reilly 
ENRON 
6105 Twin Ledge 
Austin, Texas 78731 

James Johnson 
Volunteer Energy Corp. 
2602 Oakstone Dr. 
Columbus. Ohio 43231 

Glen S. Drassen 
Climaco, Chmaco, Seniuatore, 
Lefkowitz & Gaiolfoli Co. 
1220 EucHd Ave., Ste. 900 
Cleveland, OH 44115 

Mary Christensen 
Brickler & Eckler 
100 S. Third St. 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 
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PRESENTATION OUTLINE 

I. Conjunctive Billing vs. Coiyunctive Rate Design 

n . Wal-Mart Conjimctive Rate Design Pilot Project 

m . Conjimctive Rate Design Discussion Topics 

r l 



Copjunctive Billing vs. Conjunctive Rate Design 

CUSTOMERS 
(1) 

1-500 

1 501 - 505 

1 Total Class 

COINCIDENT 
DEMAND 

(KW) 
(2) 

50.000 

2.500 

52.500 

BILUNG 
DEMAND 

(KW) 
(3) 

100,000 

3,500 

103,500 

DTVERSITY 
RATIO 
(3H(2) 

(4) 

2.00 

1.40 

1.97 

COINaOENT 
DEMAND 

WSTS 
($) 

(2)X$I0/KW 
(S) 

500.000 

25.000 

525.000 

• 1 
DEMAND 
CHARGE 
(S/KW) 
(S}H3) 

(6) 

5.00 

7.14 

5.07 

Currendy effective utility rates designed on total class basis. 

If subsets of customers request to be billed on conjunctive basis, total 
class rate not applicable. 

• Not cost justified 

• Would result in revenue loss to utility 

3,500 KV - 2,500 KW x $5.07IKW - $5,070 

• Discriminatory to non-participating customers 

- 2 



n. Wal-Mart Conjunctive Rate Design Pilot Program 

A, Background 

1. Wal-Mart industry leader in energy management; operates 
largest energy management department in United States. 

2. Approached AEP in 1994 to explore potential for energy 
savings through innovative rates, 

3. Counter to conventional wisdom, Wal-Mart willing to experi
ment with TOD rate options, 

B. Variable Energy Pricing Experiment 

1. Experiment commenced May 1995. 

2. Four stores in Kentucky - 300 to 500 KVA range. 

3. Secondary distribution voltage. 

4. Rate design 

a) Four standard pricing periods limited as follows: 

Pricing 
Period 

PI 
P2 • 
P3 
P4 

Limitation 

53% 
30% 
12% 
5% 

Hourly pricing levels provided to Wal-Mart on December 15 of 
preceding year. 



l/«l-M«rt Store* Inc. 

Conmerclil VSP 

Proposed Prictno Houri 

Loctl TtcM 

1995 

Month Tfne P1 P2 P3 P4 

January EST 

February EST 

Harch 

May 

June 

July 

August 

EST 

April 1 EST 

April 2-30 DST 

DST 

DST 

DST 

DST 

10 PH - 6 AM 

10 PH - 6 AM 

10 PH • 6 AM 

10 PH • 6 AM 

1̂  PM • 7 AH 

11 PH - 7 AH 

11 PM - 7 AM 

11 PM - 7 AM 

11 PM - 7 AM 

6 AH - 7 AM 

6 AM - 7 AM 

2 PH - 5 PH 

6 AM - B AH 

11 AH - 10 PM 

6 AM - 10 PH 

7 AH - 11 PH 

7 AM - 11 PH 

7 AM - Noon 

5 PH - 11 PH 

7 AH - 10 AM 

9 PH - 11 PH 

7 AM - 10 AM 

10 PH - 11 PM 

Moon • 7 PM 

a PM - 10 PH 

7 AM - a AM 

11 AH - 2 PH 

5 PH - 10 PM 

8 AM - 11 AM 

Moon - 5 PH 

10 AM - 1 PH 

6 PH - 9 PM 

10 AM - 1 PH 

7 PM - 10 PH 

7AM -

7 PM -

a AM -

1 PM -

1 PH -

Moon 

a PM 

11 AM 

6 PH 

7 PH 

Septeffber DST 11 PH - 7 AM 7 AM - 11 PH 

October 1-2B 

October 29-31 

Hovetrber 

December 

DST 

EST 

EST 

EST 

11 PM - 7 AM 

10 PH - 6 AM 

10 PH - 6 AH 

10 PM - 6 AH 

7 AM • 11 PH 

6 AH - 10 PH 

6 AH - 10 PM 

6 AH - 7 AH 

2 PH - 5 PH 

> 

7 AM -

S PH -

2 PH 

10 PM 

- 4 



b) Separate critical pricing period (P5) may be implemented 
when a capacity deficiency exists or is projected to exist 
on AEP System. 

Implemented on 10-minute notice 

Limited to 2% of annual hours 

Utilizes real-time communications system 

c) Price levels vary as follows: 

PI = L5820/KWH 
P2 = 2.785C/KWH 
P3 = 7.630C/KWH 
P4 = 13.140C/KWH 
P5 == 18.952C/KWH 

Recovers energy cost plus generation and transmission 
demand costs. 

d) Local facilities charge (primary and secondary) of 
$4,20/KVA applicable to monthly pe3k demand for each 
store. 

e) Rates designed to be revenue neutral to revenue received 
by AEP from billing four stores rnider existing LGS 
Secondary Tariff, 
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IV. Conjunctive Rate Design Discussion Topics 

A. Recognition tiiat conjunctive rate design groups should not be billed 
under existing tariffs. 

B. Maintenance of revenue neutrality for utility. 

within rate case context 

outside of rate case 

C. Basis for formation of conjunctive rate design groups. 

corporate affiliated? 

energy cooperatives? 

no constraints? 

D. Need to treat conjunctive rate design group separately for cost 
allocation and rate design purposes, 

E. Should committee develop conjunctive rate design guidelines? 

Two-year pilot project? 

R Implementation plan for conjunctive rate design initiative. 

G. Intra- vs. mter-utility conjunctive rate design groups. 


